HH B o (HE B - RAi)

EJill

=

121

TR SERERE
E AR B g (COFDAIerd
FEET

AR -

PR - 2

IGANE e
tH AR -
e HI

EEI(EEER)
FEERE 1I07HESHIHESHO6H
REERE 107F5 H 14 H

EE4H E‘z(OECD)%
ﬁi&ﬁﬁ}: d@ J ﬁﬂ:



[1]

RS

- BB SIEE S RAALR(OECD)EE 121 JEVAZEZ B (COFDBIE R Fyrk BfAFET
BCESTE AR (07 5 B 2 HE 4 HEUARIE2 OECD 48 gt 0 &>
BB R A AR T E SN s S R L E » &
AIE I BIE g R E 2 R - 5 REAEGILRFELEH
ISR RIR 2R E R AR BN - Whed & F ikl mBUr m Bt e -
LR ~ BIR ~ FOB RN EE MR R s > 30T F A e B E
B EEUR - 12 W HETE I 5 2 BT A Bk DA 2019-20 TAEET
BRTHE - MEAE RCRTEBCR - HEMHRE SIS - 15 TUU e
- Bl22 B 1) COFIL e fa e fHRR o aE RBis B St -

+ BEFILHREZR B SN E R G A B K SUACE SR AR B

FRSESE MM S - L AZ A ST B FHSE BIE
EgasE o ft COFl § B RIFE BEEEE SRR - RSB H
P~ BFE - TH - 818 ~ 5HE ~ EF  AESEEIECRAGEE T H -

+ ZEARAEG PRI SRR ER Y IIEFEECE « PEERAT 0T S s

sl < fHRHETER ~ WHFE ~ ot~ REIABSCE R - R RNEEEEAEE
AR 7L PGS /) - BEIEASE S RE R FER s - ZER
RRUETERTII ) 55 NPEIEERCE /HEIRaI =% FlRZEEE
FHIEROERZ —



T HHY ot e e e e e e e e bbb e bbb bbb bR e b bebebebebene
BLC ETEBIBAR oot b st e bt bbb st b bbbt
B2 EHERITEE oottt s sttt sttt
BE S DVBEHTERR ..ottt sttt s a st et nens 10
ff ~ MHEp.13-p.182)

B{ﬂ/_—[:,_ Draft Agenda of The 121“ Session Of COFRT-xvveerrrrrrerrnmeeeeriiiiinnna.. .11
b4 — Draft Agenda for Making Reform Happen for Sustainable Fisherigs««««+++++ - 16
Bfff4-= The Fisheries Policy Evaluation Model(FishPEM) «+««x+xeeseeeserenereeeneeeene 18
b4V Combatting Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated Fishing:« e« ceeeeeereeeeeeceeees 50
Bﬁﬁ:ﬂ Statistics and Data ColleCtion ==« -« ===rrrrrerrrerrrnneeertiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiees o 166

Mif4 7S Activities Report and Work Undertaken in the OECD of Interest to the COFI-+-171
{41 Committee Progress Report on the Implementation of the 2017-2018 Programme of

Work and Budget for FlShCl’l@S .................................................................. 180
Bff 4 )\ Argentina Report on Combatting Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated (IUU
TSR #+vvvvvveenemnmmms s e e et . 188
i A Ju OECD Consensus Document on the Biology of Atlantic
Salmon ............................................................................................. 200
Vgl Greening the Ocean ECOnOmy« =+« xx+esereereerrerearenuiiiieiiiiiiiene. 208
lgﬁ{q:—[—_ OECD Ocean Economy Group ................................................... . 215
Mif4+— OECD Co-operative Research Programme: -« -+« +seseereeeeesmmeneeeneen, 220
Bf - = Russion Federation Report on Russian Flegts««ssxeeresreereeeseeeereeeeeen - 238
B EPU Participants List for May 2™ ««eeeeeeeeeesemmenemmeninie, 2041
fff4+7 U.S. Federal Fisheries Management Legislation and Council System-«---++++ -253
ffE+75 The Political Economy of Biodiversity Policy Reforms=+++«««sssseeeeeseereeens 263
fif 4=+t Sustainable Financing for Marine Ecosystem Services in Mauritania and
GUIIIEA-BISSAL "+ +# ++# v+ vvrverrrsnssrenesnssesasuesaesesesesteraeesessesaesesneresiesessesnees .28
[+ /\ Sustaining Iceland’ s Fisheries through Tradeable Quotag:++++++++++++++++++++ 291



ML

— ~ S VEREEEE 4H 4% (Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development * fif
T OECD)RKIZI® 1961 » 4HEARHE B & Ryf s IR © 5552114y 250 (R
[FIEE 92 & & (Committee) ~ TAE/NH(Working Party) 5z #5/ N (Expert Group) °
BT S B o R RE A TR R BT o AR BRI S T R R
HEEHAGLERR) - OBCD £F WTO #E 21 » & d8 AEREEE 7 R
Fs BN RV S F LR - WA g EEsa A ISR E 11 - HIhgE
B FEFR AR - DL s i AR E T - HERE BB i
SRR PN B R RE 2 BORE i > DU R IE - FERE SR TR R - 2
FREIREME fifae < BUR TH > DUE— D S B 2 BRARER -

T TRSE TSR R TR = OECD ZE g LIEIGDL T —MEIEE

G4y2:81 OBCD 2 E#) - [FEE 2 FFEHEZE 55 > 2012 F5#E OECD Hik
JEg BRI (ST E g T 2ERBEGIREE ) HE T S8EEE
EITEEEIEE B DL T 228175 (Participant) | B4y S8l > LT EERS R B EE

ZAER > TS ERRTHEEEHMEEFERE 2013 - MAEZET
(Committee for Fisheries : COFI).Z 2 EETERY 2013 F B IEF A S Erim o
HI7A COFL 26 112 fmEs E R " 28107 ) BoyHsaa ek o ARRIIFEFFLA
HESHEFEA] - DL T 287 BB EAEZ B g IEmSeEEZ S
GRTHE RS o KA BB RIS OBCD RAHRHBUFRAHAR >~ B BEL & E R
% HEMEEA TR BB RE RS P B B -

=~ f¥Z B g (Committee for Fisheries ; COFDRLAF (LM ~ k&M ~ &B(ERE
REFIRE & R A R Al - TEERFS ORI - ISR E R EEH R A R RIEIIE 277
L fESEECRIE M 2 & B R AR (FAO) K Bl % 2 jf X Bl am - sk
ZE T RREZ B S BHSBUAEMERAASEIE Y B SEE A AR
REIEAFEGTE AR » BREIEFEE COFI frFE VIS - DI ERAVI
RS A8 MEREERETECIEETUIN > EWI g > e
EHFN 2R G R - SIS A S EE g SRR ISR -

VY ~ FeEUFE AR R 2 B2 COFL AHRBEIE SN - WIHIRASER ~ St HE S &%
KIBUUHEREC M - A S EIZR He ~ HERREE SOASE SRS RS S Ry e ST



LM BFHETIRBEITRIEE - Rifds KA 2 #i#i(legal, Unreported, and
Unregulated 5 [UNBERRSE - S FEBIE RNy Z W T8 RFREEE - E
PRAT 5B B A EAR R & SR R L B R B EE RS NS RS
BUR RS RS, s 4SS RE(E IR SR BURI S K i T7 2% -



A~ g

© OB & R SR R AR (OECD)faE 2% B g (COFDFETABIEEER OECD #RESH A

Q015 H 2 HE 4 HER "5 121 [EAaER B S S Ko /K B A micE
Warg o BAERE A GILRFRCOREEEREMERET - BAE R
PERCEIHZER Z RS N R A F BBl E ; 55 BT BIEE
g —GRiE 2 £ -

~ AR EE SR BN SR - B - A 9B IS R RAH S (FAO) - ~

SR T R HZE B G BIAC) - W F2HT7 - et @slg - SiFmIt4y 110
B N B S (SR BT 1) - SR TG A H RS Mr. Leon Lomans #&(F - ¥
S B S e o B S B SR RARY Rachel Bae ~ %% & Roger Martini ~ Woojin Nam
FE NG -

© GBI AT ROT AR F i il B AR 2 Pl AR AE SR SR R (Ms. Reina

Sotillo) ~ EHIEIMRA % FE R E B (Ms. Karin Mundnich) ~ S2EEFE—E R AALE
EREIEE ZFH BMr. Greg Schneider) ~ ¥EEUENFELAERE & ~ BiaEIERE
AH AR B [ S0 F(Mr. Yimin Ye) ~ BIFEEEHIZ B &R E B(Mr.
Mark Dickey-Collas)~ HINAEEZFZ (Mr. Christopher Costello) S HifE0 { F FEHE T
TR R, SRR E A FEPE A E R o ST mAR S SR TR M.
Leon Lomans ~ fAZE 7 Roger Martini & Claire Delpeuch 25 A FiE R 2 & -

© USRS SR LIRS > REFEEREEET 5 2 10 /78R > §ORE&6H

TSR R RE R - 5K &l L e T S MHRIGRIIAIE KaTam - 38
FEEPIFEE T - &K - BR - ROBFEREAEE BRI - ZA
{38 FH Y R MBS e FEBUR ©

© ARG ERIT A E AR S EARRS E S IR R G R TT 17 R HoAth 8 27

PG TER > Wi OECD HFE K FAO B EfEmHIEH N ARARE 550 A
Rgekl e = H B aHIr R IE I — T2 L2 G e smek B v &k Fyfa
¥(ZBggEEY— BEirg Al 7 EEA ST B0 AS 0 - SE T
TR TAESTEETHE - SR BUR  HeEHE S8 - R R e
FCETEBUR ~ T8 IUU e - B B RAER a2 58 % -

 AIRE R G TR A

5 A 1 HE DB ETREDAREER

5 A2 HEZEHAZ) 211 OBCD-COFI Fyok ST UEfat &

S B 3 HCZHAMY) 21 OECD-COFI 58 121 JEifi (R g F | HEg#
5 H 4 HEEH )21 OECD-COFI 55 121 EfcEZ S5 2 HEH®



2~ FRCE

ZEERARQ018)S H 2 HE 4 HAR "5 121 EfsEZ B Bler Bl Ry k s e
Wt e ) 2SR R T GRIEEANNT (7 2) -

5 H 2 H Rk EREMIBCENT S &
— ~ G B 10 FFF1E %S Leon Lomans FJHFHY;
- WETEHE
() EFHR TGRS AHRE  WHWEEHREAH ke smasten
& BEERAEPIER ~ they REE MG - K BIEMAEE
BN B BRI E - E A AR w2 s (12 M2
Z AP B IR TAE M ZE B B PR B R -
() FENCRIES A E I S OB R AR E S E R R A - PR (a]
JEEE SN - A6 AT ERET A S A SE B P MR (B B )
(=) EHRENHEEIREE SR -

= wieERIEE

(—) BCE S EORSCE AR E R R - BERE T BRI EAERE -
SHEWINZER] ~ I AE ZBFRE ~ SIAMHBEA 728 2 B T 5551
FrEfteRIEHE - HISEZ I - FESEEREAR - WINEWE -

(2) a8 - IABCEERF NG ~ 25 RTTERN - EaRAERAE o B R E A
T AB M ETREEEE - FPEM R - SIS - AR RCRBERE
ERERR AR EE RS -

(=) BIE : BUFRRSOE BB - AZmis 2/ #) ~ ot 7 EERTT -
RN SER B IR ~ FEPRBUBREE ~ N2 DEHES(E - EEMEEAR - If
AN IR HAR - Fra@rEhinmEdapft -

(TU) M2 T e 2 s ER | BRI R ERE » st s o %
At B B R T ~ TR 5 A ~ B R N SE RS - DU R BR R 1 -
5 H 3 Hi#a¥Z B8 (COFDfIersE—H
— ~ AKH#EFT COFL @5 | Kfe o sm LIE TS - AEINEREE ~ A
MR B3 HI s s e TE 5 > ERT ¢
T~ 201920 ETAEETE N THE




M R e o5 BRI S BB B R T EHEY IR - AGETamaz Aol o ot &5
THETES
(—) BFEIEW I A FFEGESE)EIEE - (HELEFIEEIA -
(=) B - I AGRIRAERAN R - —EEIAFE > SAESE -
(=) AERE[OIFE © 23R S B E B AR 2 KB g ym
HEGE - BRSNS PR E T - AEEE WTO (FRIEEH
W REEFRFA BRI e B > Wi5% WTO Tfi# OECD FSE HfRI -
(IU) Hr L BE (R R e T E R I A B A EMRN S SREIIA R SE ST
HZEtEAHGE -
() BREE - AR E RIS HE(MSE) » (B e SO T
() eSS E Rty - B K RS sS T B n A — P alim - BhE
B TR e AR T T R4S - COFL Y H ARy ey S R (I e 47
HIET &R E - ZILEAEATA & BA EEEE A -
(©) BRI SR BB -
=~ AFENEREUR
(—) TMEEFEHEZESCHME - TR NegRdeitmegs -
(Z) INZEKEE P M4 N 5 25 B i AR A R FE 2 LU 73 A
(=) B - REWFRFE R g®mk AEERER - WA HNEEE
AIEEGE AN B PRe i » FE A ORE R (MPA) I I F s S E S
fE(TURE) -
(V) PR © A R N AN A RT G I AaE 5 -
Mg~ CEARAE BRI
(—) aam 7S H Bz & afk(Expert Meeting) HIF ANE » TAEH HER] a4
[UU #8593 > FARRHEECE -
() S E R R EREA (The Fisheries Policy Evaluation Model, FishPEM) e
(=) Fel % [ Fo (T B0 B BRI S AR R ta% a0l ek HL R4S SR
J O FERE AL 2 B B T AR RTRERN - AR k) - B iU AIEEE
i —(E EE R RS R (EL58 M) » monte carlo & B E w9 EE - (HAERAEEK
% WMERAEREE - (HERGE TN A S BB E R R EEHEE -
T~ HETELEE
(—)VBIEEIE R B3 FAO mff » EFFEE(TAOM S E R (T& TR
HEN AR ZORE BSC » metadata A NES -
(C)FAO BB RHE DUBIK LS J7#& o7& » OECD R BB IEI AR - AT R
A > FEHE—PIHIE -
() MERR BB R FIRF 2745 FAO » I FREEEE R A SR E B



A% 1995
(THEREE « FREAEREEECH AN WA FRERIESE - WSR2
7N - OECDFAO EB¥EY —f¥RE
(—)FAO $t¥fcERE H R E BB EEE 17 -
(O Bz REREE T N RHEGE R > 5 A 25 HATFHRGE R 2R R
(ZEEE « SRR ER A% 2 HIAEm s IER A - BB R B AR
B 1 2 S TR 2 i o R B (e MR 9T e (5 Y
(M) BRI N IE B & #E COFI 275 -

SHAHMBEREFE " H
AHHETE 2 KR - Selim LIFTESEEE - FrEBI s e AR ~ T8

TUU sk es ~ BiEE B ROHRBRACE R B S e 75 5m > BB T
— FTRIRA ~ Ry ~ AT

() BESICATE T —EflEr ik (2018 £ 11 H) -

() E B REHFRERRATES S - HATE F M6 e S T M TR R M I RS
s S A FHRATEHE o« T BBt EAFTE % 5 BoRk TIE 1 52 -

() BB IR ETER IR G (40 « PR ERD R FEAN AFTRRIETESS T) -

() [E] R REA A [BIUE P P 5384 - At st B B A i T DA
[E)E B A -

(FOFRER © 11 A EFMSNT N ESSE R G S A RS
E o

— -~ TEEEEETE

ST 2019-2020 FHEE R R E EBABTIIETE - HPaaES

Bl 7 (0] jgh(Review of Fisheries) ~ #&5R& OECD ¥ S FF i RGBSR 3 iUk
1TREST ~ PORER A B LR - RIEA 2 B0 BH SRS 2 HEE —
T RS R AR BRI HEEE =

=~ REER SRR GEE)

(A2 TAF ENV/EHSGREL ~ (5 R Zrastss) © Mbmat iR (AR
FEdh 0 EIEA BT EAEACHR ~ i 325 - HEEBCEE IR
AT - FERYwEE R 6/28-29)

() ERLIREOR « HAER ~ RIRERE ~ BV AR ROR R BRI k-

(5/30)
(=) REOBER © 2016 R Z 808 2030 > 3R P& E: HAR Rk R 408
R

(W&t E— R EREARZAEIRERE - 8P4 ECRP &)



fst - EHEMBEEEG R E4 (delegate’s corner)
g~ g BB R ER SRS TRE COFI Bk ) -

(—) PR S B ZOA SRR S E) - BT s ik S iAo
i PASYHC 5 25 BCBR R i Ry BT =

() Pal R AL R ] 2R T8 TUU fSEARRE R

(Z)ZRBIHEFTEE TUU ik - IRSEE Ry ThEm e -

(PU) Fre e e o T TR A B2 o K & - S PR B S T R AH R B g B - O
FETEE AT~ S FMC 3 %80 2 HEfE -



B~ OSSR
> KEEERCEHUCE « A MITE TUU SRR ERRZ S G ER

TKEURZE MCE ~ TEIGCESER ~ FTRIEE ~ RS A R EUHZEIUU) »
FfSEE B HE B S B SO SR M BRAR AR R V) < s - )CHL T8 TUU JU3R
AR B M B RS N IO ~ s ~ SERL KB A3 ELEAERE © Mo
ERHeE K ERRET S ERZHEE - ZIEZE S g E I 2 5T
=~ PRI ARSI s Bl B S B AT it 2 B R B AR $e it
= ~ AHRHAHSE R OECD & F Z $HERF BUR B E H R -

IE KA B Z K BURCE DR G MERATGTER ~ &Ik - RASFEFE
Bfh - S EttE ~ OF - BROBEREERE - om0 1 TS0 R 3E
EFEBUR - ETMEERK AR S M TR IRRMSRF HAR - BURRSe 28 ig (T
h—I55i2 2 1% » (A& B B RV S A e s AR
SRR ] 71 - G R S B (B e R EDSC 2 CE= GHE T T - ATk
HEBRSHFWKIE - 55 GBI ER i R E IR K %
EINSMNEZ GF ~ I5REHE ~ KA HE S MERGAETET > H
PRATSGIERTTE TSR

OECD Z4EAR B 2 B i S B 22 e ARG Ry S5 TS A - %% OECD 2K COFI ik,
R RSB B - IR S H 5 AR AR BUR IR RO
B - zZ B gt 2 BB R EI R LR e SE B e > ARE
FIEAE SRS R B R AH AR BRPR S, - &k E > TREEREAR S COFl —H /K
ZEak o IR E R ]I B AR DI I 55 - INEREE A AACHT A HA
SOl RS ~ SRR R HE ~ TREHTE TUU BORRAHRATRNE - IR R
FEFE R BEE BRI > ISR B BT RS TT - BRI T IR
a5 2R T 2B ) RS Prbg > Q0FER R OECD " #iid , & " ZA
GRS ORFF A LB (5 > DUEAD B 8H& ] SORF IR B RTHES) Z BUR ~ X
RHGETEE - WA E XG2S BRSBTS KR -

AL B G ILRR AR R A FOT RN H R & - Hfl
BRI R E R R R IR (R ERA - AR EE S EERNER TR
B - FEFR RSB e s R e B -

10



Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
TAD/FI/A(2018)1

For Official Use English - Or. English
6 April 2018

TRADE AND AGRICULTURE DIRECTORATE
FISHERIES COMMITTEE

Cancels & replaces the same document of 21 March 2018

DRAFT AGENDA OF THE 121st SESSION OF THE FISHERIES COMMITTEE

2-4 May 2018
Paris, France

Changes from the previous issue of the Draft Agenda of the 121* session of the COFI are as
follows:

e The document cote for Item 5 Informing fisheries-related trade negotiations has changed to
TAD/F1(2018)2, instead of TAD/FI(2018)1;

e Item 12 Report from Observers has merged with Item 13 Report from Member Countries on
activities of relevance to COFI, and is now Item 12 Report from Member countries, participants
and observers on activities of relevance to COFlI;

e Required action for Item 14 Country Study of fisheries and aquaculture policy in Viet Nam has
changed to ‘for information’ instead of “for discussion’. This item is now Item 13;

e Item 18 Adoption of the summary record of the 121* session of the Fisheries Committee is now
Item 17.

Woojin Nam, Policy Analyst, woojin.nam@oecd.org, +33 1 45 24 95 39
Franck JESUS, Head of Division, franck.jesus@oecd.org, +33 1 45 24 89 22

JT03429768

This document, as well as any data and map included herein, are without prejudice to the status of or sovereignty over any territory, to the
delimitation of international frontiers and boundaries and to the name Lilany territory, city or area.
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DRAFT AGENDA: 121% Session of the Fisheries Committee

DAY 1: Wednesday 2 May 2018

Making Reform Happen for Sustainable Fisheries
conference

DAY 2: Thursday 3 May 2018

Item 1 Adoption of the Draft Agenda for the 121st Session For adoption
09:30-09:40 TAD/FI/A(2018)1
Item 2 Statement by Mr. Ken Ash, Director, Trade and For information

09:40-10:00  Agriculture Directorate

Item 3 2019-20 Programme of Work and Budget (PWB) for For approval
10:00-11:00  the Fisheries Committee TAD/FI(2018)1

Following a brief introduction by the Secretariat, the
Committee’s draft Programme of Work and Budget 2019-20
will be discussed in three parts. First, the agreement of
Delegations will be sought on the proposed core Intermediate
Outputs that have been developed in response to what is
understood to be the widely held (though not necessarily
universal) priorities of Committee members. Second, views
from Delegations will be sought on the proposed choice of
Intermediate Outputs; these proposals have been developed
in response to earlier interests expressed by some members.
The Committee will be invited to agree on the sub-set of
choice proposals that are of common interest, commensurate
with available resources. Finally, comments from delegations
will be invited on the various elements of the formal budget
template material.

Rachel Bae (rachel.bae@oecd.org)

11:00-11:30  Coffee Break

Item 3 2019-20 Programme of Work and Budget (PWB) for For approval
11:30-12:30  the Fisheries Committee (continued) TAD/FI(2018)1

After these initial discussions, required revisions to the draft
PWB will be made for further consideration during the
afternoon session.

Rachel Bae (rachel.bae@oecd.org)

DRAFT AGENDA OF THE 121st SESSION OF THE FISHERIES COMMITTEE
For Official Use
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Item 4 Identifying reform pathways for sustainable fisheries  For information
12:30-13:00 management

This work is mandated under the 2017-18 PWB of the COFI

- Expected Output 3.2.3.3.2 Identifying reform pathways for

sustainable fisheries management. Delegates are kindly

invited to share their views on the Making Reform Happen

for Sustainable Fisheries conference and the messages they

would like to see integrated in the final report that will be

presented for declassification during the 122" meeting of

COFIL.

Claire Delpeuch (claire.delpeuch@oecd.org)

13:00-14:30  Lunch

Item 5 Informing fisheries-related trade negotiations For discussion
14:30-16:00  This work is mandated under the 2017-18 PWB of the COFI - TAD/FI(2018)2
Expected Output 3.2.3.4.5 Informing Fisheries-Related Trade
Negotiations. The document presents the structure and first
results of a model to investigate the effects of different FSE
categories on indicators of interest, as previewed in the May
2017 report “Support to Fisheries: Levels and impacts.”

Delegates are kindly invited to comment on the model
structure and results. Based on comments received, a final
version of the model and additional results will be presented
at the 122" Session.

James Innes (james.innes@oecd.org)
Roger Martini (roger.martini@oecd.org)

16:00-16:30 Coffee Break

Item 6 Statistics and data collection For information
16:30-17:00  This work is mandated under the 2017-18 PWB of the COFI — TAD/FI/RD(2018)3
Expected Output 3.2.3.4.2 Fisheries and Aquaculture
Statistics. This item will update on the forthcoming data
call that will be sent in May 2018. Delegates are invited to
comment and discuss the process and any other issues of
concern.

Fabiana Cerasa (Fabiana.cerasa@oecd.orq)

Item 7 OECD/FAO Agricultural Outlook-Fish Chapter For information
17:00-17:30  Stefania Vannuccini of the FAO will present the draft TAD/CA/APM/GCM(20
chapter describing scenarios for 2018-2028 in fisheries. 18)1

James Innes (james.innes@oecd.orq)
Stefania Vannuccini (stefania.vannuccini@fao.orq)

DRAFT AGENDA OF THE 121st SESSION OF THE FISHERIES COMMITTEE
For Official Use
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Item 8 2019-20 Programme of Work and Budget (PWB) for For approval
17:30-18:00 the Fisheries Committee (continued) TAD/FI(2018)1

The agreement of delegations will be sought on revised PWB
proposals. Delegates also will be invited to rank Intermediate
Output Results. This ranking is required to enable any future
budget reductions to be made in light of Committee priorities;
any such modications, to the extent not made directly by
Council, will be made in consultation with Bureau members.

Rachel Bae (rachel.bae@oecd.org)

DAY 3: Friday 4 May 2018

Item 9 Combatting illegal, unreported or unregulated fishing For discussion
09:30-10:30 This document is an intermediary input in the work mandated TAD/FI(2017)16/REV2
under the 2017-18 PWB of the COFI - Expected Output
3.2.3.3.1 Combatting Illegal, Unreported or Unregulated
Fishing. This draft of the report, contains the responses
received to the data questionnaire and an analysis of the
results.

Delegates are kindly invited to provide feedback for a revised
version to be presented for declassification at the 122" session.

Barbara Hutniczak (barbara.hutniczak@oecd.org)

Item 10 Update on the Implementation of the 2017-2018 For information
10:30-11:00 Programme of Work and Budget TAD/FI/RD(2018)4
The Secretariat will give an update on progress in
developing new projects included in the 2017-2018
Programme of Work and Budget.

Brigitte de Vouge (Brigitte. DEVOGUE @oecd.org)

11:00-11:30 Coffee Break

Item 11 Report on activities related to fisheries For information
11:30-11:50 As has been established practice, the Secretariat will inform TAD/FI/RD(2018)1
delegates about projects in other parts of the OECD that have
relevance for the work of COFI.

Representatives from different parts of the OECD will provide TAD/FI/RD(2018)2
briefings on their work. A representative from the Co-operative

Research Programme will also provide a report on its

activities.Woojin Nam (woojin.nam@oecd.org)

Janet Schofield (janet.schofield@oecd.org)

Mathieu MIRANDA (mathieu.miranda@oecd.org)

Item 12 Report from Member Countries, participants and For information

DRAFT AGENDA OF THE 121st SESSION OF THE FISHERIES COMMITTEE
For Official Use
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11:50-13:00

13:00-15:00

Item 13
15:00-15:30

observers on activities of relevance to COFI
Oral reports from member countries, participants and
observer international organisations are welcome.

Lunch

Country study of fisheries and aquaculture policy in  For information
Viet Nam

A voluntary contribution has been provided for a study of the

fisheries and aquaculture sector in Viet Nam. This item will

take stock of the project, update on progress and invite

feedback from delegates.

Claire Delpeuch (claire.delpeuch@oecd.orqg)
Barbara Hutniczak (barbara.hutniczak@oecd.orq)

15:30 Recess the Fisheries Committee Plenary Session

17:00 Resume the Fisheries Committee Plenary Session

Iltem 17
17:00-18:00

Adoption of the summary record of the 121% session of the For approval
Fisheries Committee TAD/FI/M(2018)1

18:00 Close of the Fisheries Committee Plenary Session

DRAFT AGENDA OF THE 121st SESSION OF THE FISHERIES COMMITTEE

For Official Use
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Making reform happen for sustainable fisheries
OECD, Paris, May 2, 2018
10:00 - 17:30

Draft Agenda

Introductory session
Chair: Rachel Bae, Senior Counsellor, OECD
10:00-10:05 Welcoming remarks
Leon Lomans, Chair of the OECD Committee for Fisheries

10:05-10:15 Introductory remarks
Ken Ash, Director of the OECD Trade and Agriculture Directorate

10:15-11:00 Keynote addresses
H.E. Susi Pujiastuti, Minister of Marine Affairs and Fisheries, Republic of Indonesia

Maria Damanaki, Global Managing Director for Oceans at The Nature Conservancy
and former European Union Commissioner for Maritime Affairs and Fisheries

11:00-11:15 What can we learn from the last decade of fisheries reforms?
Claire Depleuch, Policy analyst, OECD

Building support for reform
Chair: Karin Mundnich, COFI Delegate, Chile (tbc)

11:15-11:45 Sam Rauch, Deputy Assistant Secretary for International Fisheries, National Oceanic
and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), United States

Javier Garat Pérez, Secretary General of Cepesca — Spanish Fisheries Confederation
Barbara Pompili, Member of the Parliament, France (tbc)

Vera Coelho, Officer, European Marine Programme, The Pew Charitable Trusts

11:45-12:45 Discussion
- How to build political support for reform? [e.g. coalition building; role for
fishing region representatives]
- How to find support or deal with disagreement from stakeholders? [e.g. at which
stage should they be consulted? With what impact?]
- What are the trade-offs between consultation, rapid action and reform
effectiveness?
- What is the role of international agreements in driving reforms?
- Are there contextual windows of opportunities that should be exploited? [crisis
vs. normal context; macro context; political cycle]

12:45-14:00 Networking lunch
George Marshall room, Chateau

Using evidence throughout the reform process
Chair: Annie Lee, COFI Delegate, Chinese Taipei

14:00-14:30 Arni Mathiesen, Assistant Director-General, Fisheries and Aquaculture Department,
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO)

Christopher Costello, Professor of Natural Resource Economics, University of
California and Research Associate, National Bureau of Economic Research

16


https://www.nature.org/ourinitiatives/habitats/oceanscoasts/index.htm

&) OECD

Mark Dickey-Collas, Ecosystem Approach Coordinator, International Council for
the Exploration of the Sea (ICES)

14:30-15:30 Discussion
- How to mobilise evidence — both on the status of resources and on the socio-
economic characteristics of fisheries — to describe and communicate the
challenges that reform must address?
- How to deal with the uncertainty pertaining to marine sciences? [e.g.
precautionary principle rather than delaying reforms]
- How to legitimize scientific findings? [particularly among fishers]
- How to implement science-based decision making? How can legislation give a
prescriptive role to scientific advice?
- What kind of evidence do policy-makers need? What is missing?

14:30-15:00 Coffee break

Designing successful reform packages
Chair: Dave Hogan, COFI Delegate, United States

Ernesto Pefias Lado, Principal Advisor — Fisheries Policy, European Commission

15:00-15:30 George Kailis, Executive Chairman, M.G. Kailis Group and Professor of

Management, The University of Notre Dame, Australia (tbc)
Michel Kaiser, Professor of Marine Conservation Ecology at the School of Ocean

Sciences, Bangor University and member of the Fisheries Expert Group of the
International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN)

15:30-16:30 Discussion
- Impact analysis: how can it help design reform packages?
- How can flexibilities be designed in reform to anticipate needs for adjustment
without compromising objectives?
- How to address trade-offs between conservation and socio-economic
objectives?
- How much should stakeholder participate in reform design?
- How can trade-offs between results and acceptability of reform be resolved
through transition periods or compensation measures?

Wrap-up and recommendations
Chair: Martha Astrup, COFI Delegate, Norway

16:30-17:00 Tour de table

Each speaker to give one take-away recommendation

17:00-17:15  Closing remarks
Franck Jesus, Head of Division, Natural Resources Polices, OECD

Close of the conference
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TRADE AND AGRICULTURE DIRECTORATE
FISHERIES COMMITTEE

The Fisheries Policy Evaluation Model (FishPEM)

Basic structure and early results

1215 COFI, 2-4 May 2018

This report is carried out under PWB item 3.2.3.4.5 Informing fisheries-related trade
negotiations. It presents the structure of an early version of the FishPEM model and some
simulation results. It is presented for DISCUSSION to the 121% Session of the Fisheries
Committee under item 5 of the draft agenda. Delegates are invited to discuss the model and
provide advice regarding next steps in development. A new FishPEM version with expanded
results will be produced on the basis of these comments.

Contact: Roger Martini (roger.martini@oecd.org) or James Innes (james.innes@oecd.org).

This document, as well as any data and map included herein, are without prejudice to the status of or sovereignty over any territory, to the
delimitation of international frontiers and boundaries and to the name Lgany territory, city or area.


mailto:roger.martini@oecd.org
mailto:james.innes@oecd.org

Note by the Secretariat

This report is carried out under PWB item 3.2.3.4.5 Informing fisheries-related trade
negotiations. It follows up on the previous report produced under this PWB item, which
was declassified in May 2017 and published as Support to Fisheries: Levels and Impacts.
That report summarised the contents of the FSE database and contained a theoretical
analysis of the impacts of different support policies.

This report is based on a numerical model designed to build upon the theoretical analysis
of the last report by formally investigating the impacts of support policies in a bioeconomic
framework. It presents the structure of an early version of the FishPEM model and some
simulation results. Delegates are invited to discuss the model and provide input that will
inform the next steps in development. A new FishPEM version with expanded results will
be produced on the basis of these comments. It is presented for DISCUSSION to the 121st
Session of the Fisheries Committee under item 6 of the Draft Agenda.
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FishPEM

FSE

ITQ

MEY

PEM

TAC

OA

Abbreviations and acronyms

Fisheries Policy Evaluation

Model

Fisheries Support Estimate

Individual Transferrable Quota

Maximum Economic Yield

Policy Evaluation Model

Total Allowable Catch

Open Access (fishery)

OECD model of fisheries policy that is the
subject of this report.

OECD Database of policies providing
support to fisheries. See oe.cd/FSE

A right to harvest a particular amount of
resources, that can be transferred, e.g. by
sale, lease, or will. A type of quota (a part of
a Total Allowable Catch) allocated to
individual fishermen or vessel owners and
which can be sold to others.

When relating total revenues from fishing to
total fishing effort in a surplus production
model, the value of the largest positive
difference between total revenues and total
costs of fishing (including the cost of labour
and capital) with all inputs valued at their
opportunity costs

OECD model of agricultural policy
developed in the late 1990s.
https://www.oecd.org/tad/agricultural-
policies/39265834.pdf

The TAC is the total catch allowed to be
taken from a resource in a specified period
(usually a year), as defined in the
management plan. The TAC may be
allocated to the stakeholders in the form of
guotas as specific quantities or proportions

Open access is the condition where access to
the fishery (for the purpose of harvesting
fish) is unrestricted; i.e., the right to catch
fish is free and open to all.
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The Fisheries Policy Evaluation Model (FishPEM): Basic
Structure and Early Results
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1. The FishPEM Framework

1.1. Objective and Motivation of this work

1. Support to fishers and the fisheries sector, including via subsidies, are a common
feature of fisheries policies in most countries. These policies have many objectives, such
as ensuring the safety of fishers, the health of fishing communities, the efficient and fair
exploitation of fisheries resources, and many others. However, in some cases these support
policies have had inadvertent negative outcomes such as overcapacity of fishing fleets that
has led tooverfishing, and reduced stocks. This in turn can have an impact on trading
partners and those sharing common resources.

2. Recognising the adverse impact of certain subsidies on the fisheries sector, the
international community has joined efforts to address this issue by negotiating fisheries
subsidies disciplines at the World Trade Organisation (WTQ) and by setting goals via the
United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (UNSDG). UNSDG 14 speaks to
improving fisheries management and eliminating support policies that are harmful.

3. The OECD has a key role to play in identifying and promoting practical ways to
bring change about to put fisheries and aquaculture on a sustainable footing. The OECD
has developed an analytical tool, described in this report, to better identify the effects of
different categories of fisheries policies.

4, The objective of this work is to identify those policy characteristics that lead to
better outcomes in terms of cost-efficiency in meeting policy goals while avoiding negative
effects associated with overcapacity, overfishing, and reduced stocks. It is designed to
provide a tool for policy-makers to evaluate the implications of their choices in policy
design and identify fruitful new approaches for reform. It does this by providing a
structured and quantitative tool for policy analysis in fisheries that has not existed before.

5. This policy tool fills a gap in analytical support to policy makers. The current
evidence-base of the impacts of fisheries policies is limited. There have been a relatively
small number of empirical studies investigating the impact of supports to fisheries, and
these are usually done on a more regional or local basis. The empirical evidence on the
impacts of support was previously reviewed in “Support to Fisheries: Levels and Impacts”
(OECD, 2017y). That review showed that the general consensus is that support can have
negative consequences for sustainability, and it is often hard to effectively target chosen
beneficiaries and achieve intended outcomes.

6. Modelling tools are different from empirical analysis. They investigate policies
based on economic theory combined with data, while empirical analyses are mainly
statistical. However, models tend to be specialised in their application. There now exists a
substantial number of models designed to investigate the interaction between fishing
activity and the productivity of the fish stock (Nielsen et al., 2018). In terms of policies,
existing models typically focus on the structure and parameters of the management system
and do not disaggregate support policies enough to draw conclusions regarding their effects
relative to different policies.

7. The economic aspects of fishing, including the effects of fishing subsidies and
other policies, are receiving greater attention in new model development. Nielsen et al.
refer to these as Integrated Ecological-Economic Fisheries Models (IEEFMs). The model
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described in this report is designed to focus on the economics of fishing and address policy
impacts in a level of detail that does not exist in other models.

1.2. General model structure and approach

8. The Fisheries Policy Evaluation Model (FishPEM) is closely derived from the
Policy Evaluation Model (PEM) that has been used by the OECD to investigate the impacts
of agricultural policies since 2001. A full description of the heritage and economic concepts
used in this model is available in (OECD, 20013) and (OECD, 2005(4). Briefly, it is a
partial equilibrium model of the farm sector. The version elaborated in (Gardner, 1987 s))
provided the basic analytical structure for the PEM. First developed by Hicks to study
issues in labour economics, the model has been widely applied in general economic policy
analysis. An important precedent to its application in agricultural policy analysis was in an
analysis of housing and urban land economics by Muth. Its application for the PEM follows
most closely applications found in (Atwood and Helmers, 1998), (Gunter, Jeong and
White, 1996(7), and (Hertel, 1989g)).

9. A more recent application of the PEM model can be found in the country review
of Switzerland (OECD, 2015g), where it was applied to the environmental impacts of
Swiss agricultural policies. That version connected trends in Swiss agricultural policies to
a set of environmental indicators based on changes in land use and production methods.

10. FishPEM is designed to simulate the economics of fishing through a representative
fishing operation that maximises profits in a competitive market. 1 It contains
representations of input markets where the means of production for fishing such as fuel
gear and vessels are obtained, and of output markets where fish are traded between fishers
and consumers. There is a production function that relates how fishing inputs are
transformed into fishing effort. All these obey basic economic principles of market clearing
via price adjustment and the properties of production functions.

11. The biological component of the model relates fishing effort into a resulting
harvest, using a logistic growth function and the general approach of the Schaefer model
(Conrad and Clark, 1987p1q)). The Shaefer model shows the steady-state stock, harvest and
effort levels for given growth function parameters, costs and price. This approach maintains
the biology of the resource in equilibrium—for each level of fishing effort there is a
corresponding level of harvest and stock size that can be maintained indefinitely. Levels of
effort above that necessary to obtain MSY result in lower harvest levels and stock sizes
than are possible.

12. The economic and biological components of the model operate as a system of
simultaneous equations that are jointly solved to produce model outcomes (Figure 1.1). All
prices and quantities are endogenous to this model solution, so changing any one of them
will generally result in a change to all others. For example, changing the price of fuel will
change the quantities used of all inputs, the amount of effort, stock and harvest, as well as
the price of fish and quantity consumed.

! The assumption of a competitive market equates to an open access situation. This assumption will
be relaxed in versions of the model where the management system has a greater influence, but at all
times fishers in the model maximise profits and do not have opportunity to generate economic rents
other than those caused by the management system.
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13. The management component of the model allows for representing open access, a
TAC set at any level, or endogenous MEY where the rent generated by the fishery is
maximised (implicitly an 1TQ system).? Each requires a modification of the equations in
the model as these different systems imply different model structures. For this reason, the
model cannot simulate a change in management system from one type to another, only
policy shocks in the context of a single management system.

14. The primary intent of FishPEM is an investigation of the relative impacts of
different support policy categories. These relative impacts will depend on the parameters
chosen for the model, but the intent is not to choose the “right” set of parameters and obtain
results with reference to them. Rather, the results of the model will be tested for robustness
to parameter choice: If the results are the same for a wide set of parameter values, then they
can be considered to be broadly true or relevant to different fisheries.

Figure 1.1. Input market, biology, and output market in FishPEM
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15. The model is based on the principle of equilibrium displacement (Gardner, 1987}s)).

The model is calibrated to be in equilibrium in its initial state, with supply equal to demand
in all markets and the biological effort-yield relationship at its long-term equilibrium point.
This initial condition is perturbed by a policy shock, which results in a re-adjustment to a

2 Rent, also called economic profits in some contexts, is the excess of revenue over cost when all
costs are taken into account, including depreciation and normal return on investment of assets.
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new equilibrium. New prices, quantities, effort and stock levels can be observed after this
adjustment, and these changes are the outcome of the policy scenario represented by the
policy shock.

16. The calibration of the model to an initial equilibrium means that once some values
are chosen, others will be implied and must be calculated. For example, an initial stock
level must be chosen, but this will imply a level of effort which results in this stock. Effort
is calculated on that basis. This effort level in turn implies the input quantities used. In this
way, once basic data are entered into the model the rest is calculated.

17. The FishPEM is a medium-run model, where the short-run concepts of fixed vs.
variable costs do not apply. The closest analogue to these concepts in the model is the
differentiation between inputs which are inelastic in supply vs. those that are elastic. The
main interest in different categorisation of inputs in FishPEM has to do with whether the
input is owned by fishers or is purchased from an input supplier. The rationale for this
distinction has to do with the sharing of benefits for welfare analysis.

18. In the model, Fishers purchase or use their own assets as inputs that produce
fishing effort via an implicit production function that allows different substitution
elasticities among all input pairs. They earn revenue from selling fish into a domestic
market with downward-sloping consumer demand for fish.® Different inputs may have
different elasticities of supply depending on their characteristics. For example, fuel is
elastically supplied as increased purchases of fuel for fishing are unlikely to change its
price, fishers only being a small part of the total market. On the other hand, fisheries-
specific capital is inelastically supplied as the price of such capital (expertise, specialised
equipment) is sensitive to changes in demand by fishers.

19. The FishPEM model needs data in four domains: Cost of production, various
elasticities, parameters of the growth function, and initial conditions (base levels of harvest,
stock and effort). It also needs initial policy data such as baseline support levels and
management settings, although as will be seen, these are not critical to model results
(Table 1.1).

Table 1.1. Data used in FishPEM

Data Type Examples Sources
Policy data Baseline Support levels FSE Database
TAC Policy Setting
Market data Parameters Input supply elasticities Academic literature
Demand elasticity for fish Academic literature
Cost data Baseline Input costs shares for fishing effort Observed cost data
Production data Parameters Elasticities of input substitution Academic literature
Biological data Baseline Carrying capacity, intrinsic growth rate Fishery data
Initial effort, harvest, stock level Fishery data

Note: Parameters do not affect the initial calibration of the model, just how it reacts to shocks. Baseline data
defines the initial calibration of the model and its scale. The choice of biological baseline data defines the spatial
scale and scope of the model.

% This is a first point-of-sale demand, so can be considered to be purchases by a wholesaler or at
auction. Whether this demand is intermediate or final has no effect on the model results.
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1.3. Sources of data and parameters

20. A major weakness of all modelling work is the quality of data used to parameterise
and operationalise them (Steenbeek et al., 2016[117). As Steenbeek et al. point out, “since
eliminating model parameterization uncertainty is not always feasible, the next best
possible course of action is to expose it—enabling decisions to be made that are robust to
these uncertainties.” For this reason, future versions of model results will contain estimates
of the effects of parameter uncertainty as was done for the PEM model (OECD, 20013;
OECD, 20054)).

21. The data used to parameterise the model defines its scope and application. Some
models, such as used in the World Bank’s Sunken Billions report, are parameterised to
represent the global fishing industry in a highly aggregate way. Others may represent a
single fishery, or even a single métier. These broadly different settings need not imply a
fundamentally different model structure, only different parameter choices. The Schaefer
model is considered quite general in its structure and has been applied to a wide number of
situations. It may in fact be the most widely used aggregate model for population dynamics
(Bjarndal, Lane and Weintraub, 2004 127).

22. Higher levels of aggregation necessarily imply a higher level of abstraction in
representation of the fishery. Aggregating diverse fish stocks into a single growth function
is biologically dubious, even if practically attractive. For this reason, careful model
interpretation becomes crucial in large scale aggregate models. That is, focus must be
maintained on the design objective of the model such that some aspects of model results
will be more useful and accurate than others. In the case of FishPEM, its purpose is to
investigate fundamental principles of economics and management of the fishery and not to
provide quantitative assessments or projections about fisheries biology.

23. At this stage in model development, the data and parameters used are purely fictive,
so the model has no explicit spatial scale and does not represent any particular fishery.
While future versions of the model will improve the parameterisation in order to make it
more broadly representative, it will never be an accurate tool for representation of fisheries
as such. That said, to achieve its objective of evaluating the relative impacts of different
support policies, some degree of parameter accuracy will be required, in particular with
respect to the economic determinants of fishing effort.

1.4. Representation of Policies and Policy Shocks in the model

24, FishPEM translates changes in levels of support (“policy shocks”) to indicators of
outcomes in the fishery, including on effort, harvest, fleet size and income. The set of
possible policy shocks mirrors closely the categories in the FSE database (Table 1.2). The
set of shocks will be refined over time to take better account of specific details such as
contained in the FSE labels.

25. Policies create a difference between the supply and demand price in the market of
first incidence of the policy, either input or output (termed a “policy wedge”). Some policy
support may already be in place in the initial calibration of the model, and indeed the model
will eventually be calibrated to reflect policy levels as reported in the FSE. A policy shock
changes the level of support and therefore the size of the policy wedge.
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Table 1.2. Support shocks in the model

Type of support Markets of primary incidence Implementation
Supports affecting input markets
To vessel construction or Vessels Ad valorem wedge between vessel supply and demand
modernisation price
To decommissioning Other fishers’ owned capital, Proportional wedge between supply and demand price of
vessels both inputs, constraint on vessel quantity
To fishers’ income Other fishers’ owned capital, Proportional wedge between supply and demand price of
vessels, hired crew these three inputs
To fuel use Fuel  Ad valorem wedge between fuel supply and demand price
To crew Hired crew Ad valorem wedge between crew wage earned and paid
Supports affecting output markets
To consumption of fish Output market (fish) Unit price wedge between consumer and producer price

Note: proportional wedges result in a uniform inflation of the affected input prices such that incentives to
reallocate between them are unchanged. Three inputs (vessels, other fishers’ owned capital and hired crew) are
controlled by fishers and so the returns from these inputs collectively represent fishers’ income in the model.

26. Policy wedges may be calculated on a unit basis or an ad-valorem basis. A unit

wedge is additive to the price, while an ad-valorem support is multiplicative. Wedges serve

to lower the demand price of an input (or fish) below the supply price such that an input

(or fish) is less expensive to purchase. The lower purchase price means that, ceteris paribus,

more will be purchased. More inputs purchased translates to higher effort (Figure 1.2).
Figure 1.2. Support level and rate in a market
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217. Suppliers of inputs benefit as more inputs are purchased and their price increases.

It is assumed that fishers own some of the inputs used (vessels, hired crew, other capital)
and so the change in producer surplus for these inputs indicates the change in fishers’
income. Notice for overall income changes, no distinction is made between vessel owners
and crew, though this difference may be tracked and reported in the model output.

28. Some policies are assumed to accrue to more than one input. Payments based on
fishers’ income are a good example. This support is divided among these inputs using a
single ad-valorem percentage rate. This is done so that the support payment does not induce
any relative price changes between the beneficiary inputs. A uniform inflation of the price
of these three inputs as a result of this form of support will change the allocation of these

28



three inputs with respect to other inputs, but not among themselves.* This is an important
feature of the model—supports that apply more broadly induce fewer adjustments across
input use than supports that target a single input.

1.5. Indicators and model results.

29. FishPEM is a medium-run model that represents a steady state system after all
adjustments by economic actors have taken place and the biological system has reached
equilibrium. Indicators produced from the model therefore reflect the changes that take
place between an initial equilibrium and new equilibrium subsequent to a policy shock. The
model is designed to represent an adjustment period of several years, long enough that that
no factors are entirely fixed in production and that all inputs are substitutes. Elasticities in
the model are more elastic than their short-run counterparts would be.

30. Equilibrium in the model does not imply optimality in the sense of maximising an
objective function (though this may in fact be done by definition to find an MEY
equilibrium). > The model equations enforce the first order conditions for profit
maximization and the zero profit condition, as well as the effort-yield-stock relationship
defined by the growth function®.

31. Indicators of interest are calculated as changes in endogenous variables in the
model after a policy shock (Table 1.3). Changes in effort, stock, harvest (yield),
consumption, use of inputs and welfare of fishers and others are systematically produced
as a result of a policy shock, though other indicators may also be possible. It can as well be
convenient to calculate some indicators in proportion to the size of the induced policy shock.

4 Second-order effects in the model means this is not strictly true; changes in the price or harvest
level resulting from income support could induce some relative changes in input demand, but these
will not come from the initial incidence of the policy itself. Calculating a single ad-valorem subsidy
rate applying many inputs that will account for the total subsidy level is not trivial, especially when
more than one support type affects a particular input. This must be calculated numerically rather
than solved analytically. However, this is only relevant for the initial calibration of the model.

® The model solves a set of n simultaneous equations in n unknowns, those unknowns being the
endogenous variables in the model. This approach may but need not imply the optimisation of an
objective function.

® The first order conditions for profit maximisation are implicit in the input demand functions, which
are derived from the profit function of the firm by taking its derivative with respect to each input,
setting it equal to zero and solving for input quantity demanded. The profit function itself need not
appear in the model as it is fully characterised by the input demand functions.
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Table 1.3. Indicators produced by FishPEM

Effort

Stock Size
Harvest
Consumption

Fleet size

Fuel efficiency
Fishers’ income

Input suppliers’ income

Transfer efficiency

Consumer welfare
Taxpayer costs

Total welfare change

Formula

Interpretation

E-Eo
X-Xo
Y-Yo
D-Do

Ve-veo
(Y/fe)/(Yolfeo)

Sum of (P-Pio)*(Qo+1/2*(Q-Qu), i=ve,hc,oc
+ (PY-Sum(P*Qi))-(PoYo-Sum(Pio*Quo)), i=all
inputs

Sum of (P-Pio)*(Qiot1/2*(Q-Qu), i=fe, op

Change in fishers’ income/policy shock

(Pa-Pao)*(Do+1/2*(D-Do)

Sum of (SL;-SLjo), j=all policy supports in
model

Sum of all income changes, consumer

Change in fishing effort
Change in fish stock size
Change in sustainable harvest level

Change in consumption (identical to change in
harvest if no trade)

Change in quantity demanded of input “vessels”
Change in ratio of harvest to fuel input

Change in producer surplus of inputs controlled
by fishers or crew plus fishing rent

Change in producer surplus of others in the
fishery supply chain

Percentage of support that accrues to fishers as
income

Change in consumer surplus

Change in the cost of support to taxpayers

Net welfare change of all actors in model

surplus and taxpayer costs

Note: Variables ending in “0” indicate the baseline (initial) value of that variable before the policy shock. Input
names are ve=vessels, hc=hired crew, oc=other owned capital, fe=fuel, op=other purchased inputs. Consumer
demand D=Harvest Y if there is no trade.

32. Most of the indicators produced by the model are straightforward, being the simple
change in an endogenous variable. The most complicated are those for welfare changes.
These are calculated as the sums of producer surplus of all relevant inputs (vessels, hired
crew and other capital for fishers, fuel and other purchased inputs for input suppliers)
(Figure 1.3). Input suppliers can generally be interpreted as other participants in the
fisheries sector, those providing gear, dock services or similar. Differentiating between
owned and purchased inputs allows these benefits to be allocated to fishers vs. other actors
in the fisheries economy, providing a view on the distribution of benefits and the
effectiveness of different policies in transferring income to fishers.

33. When economic rent is generated it is added to producer surplus to arrive at fishers’
total income change’. Such rent is generated when there is an effective control on harvest,
such as through a binding TAC, and where there is not an incentive among individual
fishers to compete away that rent by racing to fish. This rent is assumed to become
capitalised in harvest rights that are possessed by fishers. Harvest rights are not included
explicitly in the model, but these are assumed to be owned by vessel owners and other
investors, and not by hired crew.

" The zero profit condition is a standard assumption of competitive economic markets, but often
seems to clash with observed data showing firms earning a gross margin (revenues over costs). This
is reconciled here through the “fishers” own capital” input, which implicitly accrues this into its
producer surplus. This may be considered as a return on fishers’ investment (ROI) and is included
in the fishers’ income indicator through this input.
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Figure 1.3. Change in producer surplus in an input market due to a policy shock
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Note: The support policy induces a wedge between supply price (P1) and demand price (Po) which acts as a
shifter of the demand function. The change in the area under the supply price and above the supply curve is the
resulting change in producer surplus for the input owner. For simplicity, this figure is drawn as though there
were no initial support to this input, however this is usually not the case.

1.6. Fisheries management in the model

34. The model can represent different management systems such as open access, a
binding TAC or a fishery that optimises for MEY. In the case of a fixed TAC, the model
can differentiate between a system where fishers rush to fill the TAC (derby fishery) and
that where they do not. These management settings require structural changes in the model
design and so changes in management are not part of policy scenarios and scenario
outcomes are conditional on the management system implemented in the model.

35. Open access is represented as the normal zero profit condition and input markets
defining a supply of effort into the fishery, conditioned on output price. This can be
considered to be the basic structure of the model with other management systems being
variations from this. The model is calibrated to an initial effort level, which locates the cost
function and sets initial stock level (X) and yield (Y). At this initial point total revenue
equals total cost and the system is in equilibrium, thus defining open access.

36. The operation of the model under open access is as described in the previous
sections; the introduction of a policy shock will move the system off of its initial
equilibrium, which will be restored by endogenous adjustments of supply and demand until
profits are zero and the biological system is again in equilibrium.

37. Consider the application of a TAC in the fishery. This introduces a fixed limit to
the quantity harvested, and therefore fishing effort. If the TAC is binding (as is the standard
assumption), fishers wish to apply more effort to the fishery than is allowed, implying that
the cost of fishing effort is less than the return from increasing it. This requires the
introduction of a shadow price of fishing effort which identifies the true marginal cost of
effort at the TAC level (Figure 1.4). The shadow price is an addition to the set of data that
forms the initial calibration of the model. In general the shadow price is only observable in
tradable quota systems, where the unit value of quota is equal to the difference between the
price and the shadow price. In other cases, the shadow price is not observed and must be
estimated or assumed. The value of the shadow price locates the cost curve in the model.
The model is initially calibrated to have a nominal amount of rent generated by the TAC,
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with the shadow price equal to 90% of the market price. The TAC level may be varied as
part of a policy shock.

Figure 1.4. Including a TAC in the fishery
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Note: “Shadow cost” is written here because price is not visible on this figure. The shadow cost shown in the
figure is the total cost in the model at the TAC level—essentially the same for pedagogical purposes.

38. The TAC is expressed in the model as a simple limit on harvest, which in turn
fixes effort. Policy shocks may reduce harvest below the TAC level, or change relative
factor shares as the result of a change in input prices, but harvest may not increase above
the set TAC.®

39. The limit on effort brought about by a TAC usually leads to positive rent
generation. For rent to be generated in the fishery two conditions must hold: There must be
a constraint on total harvest, and there must be a mechanism to limit the race to fish. Derby
fisheries and open access do not generate rent, but controlled-effort TAC and MEY
optimised fisheries do.

40. In the case of a TAC derby fishery, all rent is assumed to be competed away in the
race to fish.® Racing to fish reduces the efficiency of input use, by having vessels that are
designed to fish very rapidly and which sit idle much of the season, for example. This is
represented in the model by a productivity shifter in the production function that changes
the productivity of inputs to ensure zero rents.

41. For MEY management, the profit function will be explicitly introduced and
maximised by choice of effort. Unlike simply setting TAC at MEY, explicit profit

8 Simple TACs can result in derby fishing—where fishers race to catch the TAC as quickly as
possible. This race to fish is usually prevented by other management controls such as trip limits,
individual catch shares and so on. These are not explicitly specified in the model. However, their
intent and result is—the cost of fishing effort is not affected by the TAC level. This will be further
elaborated upon when derby fisheries are included in the model.

® TAC derby fisheries and MEY management will be implemented in the next version of the model.
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maximisation will allow for changes in the optimal effort level resulting from a policy
shock changing the slope of the cost function.

Table 1.4. Management targets in the model

Management

target Equilibrium condition defined by Solution method

Open access Zero profit condition: P*Y-sum(w;*ij)='0," j="1-n' Equilibrium displacement (enforce condition in

inputs model)

TAC Y is exogenous policy variable Equilibrium displacement (enforce condition in

model)

TAC (derby Y exogenous, zero profit condition holds Equilibrium displacement (enforce condition in

fishing) model)

MEY Maximise rent : P*Y-sum(wj*i) , j="1-n' inputs Optimisation of rent function

1.7. Model results
42. The implications of alternative forms of support to the fishery were tested by

systematically increasing the level of support by 100 to six different policy categories:
income, fishers’ owned capital, vessels, variable costs, fuel and output.!® In the current
version of the model, only the “open access” and “TAC” management options are available,
so results are presented with respect to these.!* The outcomes of introducing support,
assessed in terms of their impact on the indicators, are set out in Table 1.3. The results of
all scenarios are shown in Table 1.5 (open access) and Table 1.6 (TAC) and the discussion
in each sub-section refers to these.

43. Each of the following sub-sections describes the results for different types of
indicators. The results at this stage are simply meant to demonstrate the functioning of the
model and the role of different parameters in determining the outcomes it produces. A
revised version of the paper will produce results that are more complete and realistic with
respect to parameter choices.

1.7.1. Determinants of effort and its implications for the stock and harvest

44, Effort, stock size and harvest are related according to the growth function, which
is currently a simple logistic function. The Schaefer model results in a set relationship
between these variables given a growth function F(X) =rX (1 — %) and a harvest-effort
relationship Y=qEX as follows:

E E
Y=qKE(1—q—), X=K(1—q—>
Tr r
Where Y is harvest, g is the catchability coefficient, K is carrying capacity, E is effort, r is

intrinsic growth rate and X is stock level.

45, The equations for Y and X shown above are part of the system of equations that
defines the model. The initial stock size matters for the results as increased effort will

10 There is no explicit currency in the model yet, so this 100 can be thought of as some generic
currency units. Once the model is parameterised for a specific situation, the currency amounts will
also be resolved. Indeed, eventually connecting the model to support levels in the FSE is a key goal.

11 Detailed information on current model parameters, variables, equations and its calibration is
provided in Annex A.
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increase harvest when stock is above that which yields MSY, but will reduce harvest if the
stock is below that amount. In the open access version of the model, the initial stock size
is below the MSY level, as open access is commonly assumed to lead to an overfished
condition of stocks. The TAC version of the model restricts harvest level to be below the
MSY level, as it is unreasonable for a TAC to result in a stock level below the MSY level.

46. Because the initial stock level under open access is below that which yields MSY,
increased fishing effort will reduce both the equilibrium stock level and the equilibrium
harvest (Table 1.5). That is, more effort reduces the quantity of fish harvested. All support
scenarios lead to increased effort, reduced harvest and lower stocks. This effect is larger
when a support is targeted at an input that is elastically supplied (fuel, hired crew, other
purchased) and less when it targets inelastically supplied inputs (vessels, fishers’ capital).
Income payments target a mix of inputs, some of which are elastic (hired crew) and some
which are not (vessels and capital). Output support affects overall input demand, and so

has an impact on effort somewhere between the two extremes.?

Table 1.5. Simulation results in open access version of model

Support increased by 100 for six support categories

Support based Supportlbased on the Support based Support baseq on Support based Support
on Fishers’ use of F|sh§rs’ owned on Vessels the use of variable on the use of based on
Income capital inputs fuel output

Effort 1.80 1.12 1.29 2.40 2.32 2.18
Stock Size -3.59 2.24 -2.57 -4.80 -4.64 -4.35
Harvest -0.93 -0.57 -0.66 -1.26 -1.21 -1.13
Consumption -0.93 -0.57 -0.66 -1.26 1.21 -1.13
Fleet size
Fuel efficiency 0.94 0.96 0.96 0.89 0.87 0.91
Fishers’ income 4511 47.92 51.60 16.98 10.79 29.54
Input suppliers’ 445 2.72 3.16 20.13 25.54 15.47
income
Transfer 0.45 0.48 0.52 0.17 0.11 0.30
efficiency
Consumer -95.48 -58.27 -67.13 -130.22 -125.44 -117.15
welfare
Taxpayer costs -100.00 -100.00 -100.00 -100.00 -100.00 -100.00
Total welfare -145.92 -107.62 -112.37 -193.11 -189.11 -172.14
change

47. When a TAC is put in place, there are no output effects (Table 1.6). All scenarios
increase support and so would normally increase effort, but the TAC prevents this.
Scenarios that reduce support could lead to the TAC no longer being binding, but these
have not yet been explored. The different supports do result in some input choice changes
resulting from the relative prices of inputs changing. This can be seen in the producer

surplus changes for input suppliers.

12 An intuitive way to think about this is that output support is similar to a support that targets all
inputs. If the input cost shares are such that most input expenditure is for elastically-supplied inputs,
it impact will be similar to that of a support to variable inputs. If most expenditure is for inelastically

supplied inputs, output support will have an effect closer to that of supports based on capital.
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Table 1.6. Simulation results in the version of model with a binding TAC

Support increased by 100 for six support categories

Suppo]'t based Supportlbased on the Support based Support baseq on Support based Support
on Fishers’ use of Fishers’ owned the use of variable on the use of based on
Income capital on Vessels inputs fuel output

Effort 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Stock Size 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Harvest 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Consumption 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Fleet size

Fuel efficiency 1.02 1.01 1.01 0.99 0.95 1.00
Fishers’ income 105.41 83.57 93.80 96.24 86.55 100.00
Input suppliers’ -8.52 -5.17 -6.00 3.12 9.28 0.00
income

Transfer 1.05 0.84 0.94 0.96 0.87 1.00
efficiency

Consumer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
welfare

Taxpayer costs -100.00 -100.00 -100.00 -100.00 -100.00 -100.00
Total welfare -3.11 -21.61 -12.20 -0.64 417 0.00
change

1.7.2. Determinants of income transfer efficiency
48. Transfer efficiency in the model is the share of the total value of support that is

converted to increased income for fishers. It is determined by two main factors: the share
of the support that benefits inputs owned by fishers, and the amount of deadweight loss
introduced by the support. The share that benefits fishers depends on where the initial
incidence of support lies, combined with the overall share of inputs owned by fishers in the
total. This makes the choice of factor shares important and an area for improvement in the
next version of the model. The deadweight loss is linked to the amount of distortion
introduced by the support. Generally speaking, the more a support leads to increased fishing
effort, the less transfer efficient it will be.

49. Under an open access scenario the results show that most polices are only
imperfectly effective at transferring income to fishers (Table 1.5). Recall that fishers’
income is defined as producer surplus accruing to vessels, hired labour and owned capital.
In the model, these together account for 50% of input expenditures as measured by the sum
of their factor shares in the initial calibration of the model. This percentage will have a
strong influence on overall transfer efficiency.

50. Transfers to the use of variable inputs or fuel are the least transfer efficient. This
is because this type of policy encourages more intensive use of the subsidised inputs, so
relatively less of the inputs that produce fishers’ income are used. In general, policies that
encourage the use of fishers’ own inputs will be more transfer efficient than those that do
not. This result is robust to parameter choice.

51. Support to vessels is shown as the most transfer efficient. In the current version of
the model, the only difference between this input and fishers” own capital is the factor
share—a larger factor share in this case leading to greater transfer efficiency. Income
support is less transfer efficient because it supports in part hired crew, a component of
fishers’ income which is relatively more elastically supplied. The higher supply elasticity
brings a greater effort response and a greater deadweight loss. A binding TAC changes the
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situation with respect to transfer efficiency significantly (Table 1.6). A TAC prevents
harvest from increasing, so also fixes effort by implication. Transfer efficiency is thereby
greatly increased as the TAC nearly eliminates the deadweight losses that result from
increased production in response to additional support.

52. The value of support is also transferred to fishers mainly as rent under the TAC
scenario. Input suppliers do not benefit as producer surplus does not increase (Figure 1.5).
The assumption in the model is that these rents accrue to vessel owners and operators and
not crew, so while the transfer efficiency of support is much higher, the distribution of
benefits is different than under open access where hired crew see greater benefits from
support.

Figure 1.5. Support increases rent under a fixed TAC
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Note: Producer surplus, the area above the supply function and below the marginal cost, shifts down along with
the change in the supply function, leaving producer surplus unchanged and with rent increasing by the same
amount as the shift in MC. This figure shows the overall supply function; the producer surplus for individual
inputs may vary when changing support leads to different input shares, but the total surplus will not change.

53. Transfers based on fishers’ income are shown to have a transfer efficiency of 105%,
indicating that fishers receive $105 for every $100 provided as support. This is a
consequence of income support intensifying the use of inputs owned by fishers at the
expense of other input suppliers, so some of this transfer is coming from other input
suppliers to fishers, and not only from the support itself. Input suppliers are made worse
off by support based on fishers’ income or to vessels or capital as fishers use more of the
supported inputs and less purchased ones.

54. Support based on output price in this version of the model simply increases the
difference between the price and the shadow price, and so accrues entirely as rents. This
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form of support has a very simple form in the model. The addition of trade in the model
would change this result as it would introduce another determinant to the price of fish.

1.7.3. Overall welfare effects

55. Support policies affect the income of all participants in the production chain for
fish, from input suppliers to final consumers. The model provides an accounting of these
effects, which may be aggregated to find the total welfare change induced by the policy.

56. For fishers and input suppliers, welfare changes are measured using producer
surplus, defined as the area below the market price of the input and above its supply
function (see Figure 1.3). For consumers, the parallel concept of consumer surplus is used,
the area below the demand function but above the price of fish.:®

57. Taxpayers are those who fund the cost of the policy support, and their welfare is
reduced by the cost of the policies which must be raised through taxation. Total welfare is
the sum of incomes to fishers and input suppliers, consumer surplus and taxpayer costs.
The total welfare change is almost always negative, as any policy causes deadweight losses
through introducing distortions in markets.

58. Under open access, total welfare change is significantly negative for all policy
scenarios. This is because support actually leads to reduced harvest levels, thus harming
consumers of fish who have less fish to consume and pay a higher price for them.

59. Taxpayer costs in this simple set of experiments are equal to the change in policy
expenditure induced by the scenario, 100 in each case. Under more complex scenarios
where there are a number of pre-existing policies, this amount will in general vary and can
be greater or lesser than the introduced policy shock. This is because changing one policy
can induce changes in another. For example, when both a fuel subsidy and output payment
are in place, increasing the fuel subsidy will increase the required amount of output
payments if the amount harvested increases.

1.8. Next Steps

60. The model remains in an early stage of development, and the results presented here
are intended to illustrate the structure of the model and some implications of the design
choices made. They do not represent at this stage conclusions from an analysis, and they
will continue to evolve over time as the model is further developed.

61. The results shown here demonstrate that there are some outcomes that will be
sensitive to parameter choice and some that will not. For example, it was shown that
transfer efficiency depends on the estimated share of inputs that are owned by fishers, so
the input share parameters will be influential on this. However, it was also demonstrated
that the average transfer efficiency of a program is much higher when a TAC is in place.
This result is unlikely to be greatly affected by parameter choice.

62. Because obtaining quality parameters and data is a common weakness of model
exercises like this one, finding results that are robust to parameter choice is a priority in
model development. This motivates the use of monte-carlo analysis to quantify this
robustness, as well as designing scenarios that are not contingent on poor data. Monte-

13 The theory and mathematical derivation of producer and consumer surplus can be found in most
microeconomic texts. See (Henderson and Quandt, 1980;22;) for a clear discussion.
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Carlo analysis is an approach where all parameters are systematically varied in their
reasonable ranges. The model is run hundreds or thousands of times with these different
parameters and the resulting changes in model results are presented as histograms or
frequency distributions. Distributions that are narrow and non-overlapping indicate results
that are more robust to parameter choices. This method can also be used to identify which
parameters are most influential on model results; so-called sensitivity elasticities.

63. Model development will continue with the objective of reaching a level of maturity
sufficient for useful results to be produced. The following developments are currently
planned for the model:

e Adding a second fleet segment such that the model represents analogues of “large”
and “small” fishers. This will allow a greater differentiation of welfare impacts that
match policy objectives that target large or small-scale fishing.

e Adding imperfect management control and IUU fishing. IUU fishing is an
important issue and adding some capacity in the model to investigate the
connections between policy support and 1UU fishing will contribute to the
international dialogue on this subject.

e Improved parameters and data.

e Monte-Carlo analysis of policy shocks with respect to parameter choice and initial
conditions.

64. Delegates are invited to suggest other directions for model development, either for
the near-term or developments requiring a longer time span for implementation. All
suggestions or comments on the current model structure are welcomed.

65. A revised version of the model and final report will be presented for
declassification at the 122" Session of COFI.
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Annex A. The FishPEM: Parameters, variables, equations and model
calibration

66. FishPEM currently provides a stylized representation of effort, harvest and
consumption for a single species fish stock that is being exploited by a single fishery.
Supply and demand behavioural relationships are combined with the equilibrium
requirements that supply must equal demand to simultaneously clear all markets as well as
maintain the fish stock in a steady-state. This system of equations is calibrated to replicate
a given market situation. A small change in the value of an exogenous policy parameter,
such as transfers to variable inputs, output support or transfers based on fuel used can then
be introduced and the model used to calculate a new set of equilibrium values for all
endogenous prices and quantities. This procedure is termed a policy simulation experiment
and the change in support level is the related policy shock.

67. Constructing FishPEM required three main sets of assumptions: (1) those relating
to the basic structure of supply and demand response (including the bioeconomic stock,
effort, yield component), (2) those relating to the underlying data and the elasticities and
(3) those relating to the market of primary incidence of support measures. Economic theory
and results of previous studies guided choices about the structure of the model. Data and
parameter values are still largely under development. The classification of support
measures in the FSE guided choices about their primary incidence. The purpose of
developing the model is to ultimately provide a closer connection between measurement of
support as done using the Fisheries Support Estimate (FSE) and quantitative analysis of the
relative impacts and distribution of such support. As it is still in development the current
version of the model does not yet incorporate FSE data explicitly, only representations of
some FSE categories.

68. All the variables and parameters used in the model are listed and defined in
Table A A.1, the model equations are then set out in Table A A.2. Factor input level data
and elasticities, calibration parameters, variables and equations, and other supporting
information are provided in Table A A.3 to Table A A.8. The sensitivity of the model
results to assumptions about elasticity values or price responsiveness of supply and demand
for inputs will be formally tested in the next version of the model.

69. In its current forms FishPEM can represent a fishery under either open access (OA)
conditions or one subject to a binding TAC. All differences in the parameters, variables
and equations under these two specifications are also highlighted in the tables that follow
and discussed in the accompanying text.

41



Table A A.1. Variables and parameters in FishPEM

Endogenous variables  Stands for Model

are specification

P4, pS Demand and supply prices for fish all

D Quantity of fish demanded all

E Effort all

Y Yield (quantity of fish supplied) all

X Stock size all

x}.d, xf Input demand and supply quantities j=1 to 5 inputs; fuel (fu), vessels (ve), hired all

crew (hc), fishers’ owned capital (oc), other purchased inputs (op)

wl-d, w; Input demand and supply prices all

SRfs, SRout Rate of support by policy variable (fs) and output (out) all

SLgs,SLoye Level of support by policy variable (fs) and output (out) all

TAC Total Allowable Catch binding TAC
only

MC Marginal cost of effort binding TAC
only

Policy variable symbol  Stands for rate of

inc; Transfers based on fisher's income (j = ve, hc and oc) all

var; Transfers based on variable input use (j = fu, hc and op) all

fuel Transfers based on fuel use all

cap Transfers based on fixed capital formation all

ves Transfers to vessels all

out Transfers based on quantity harvested (output) all

Exogenous parameters  Stands for

are

r Intrinsic growth rate all

Carrying capacity all

q Catchability coefficient all

n Demand elasticity for fish all

G Cost share of input j in producing fishing effort all

i) Input elasticity of substitution between input i and j all

& Input elasticity of supply for input all

Skes, SKout Support shock to policy variables (fs), output (out) all

skrac Support shock when there is a TAC binding TAC
only

tfijfs Transfers mapped to individual inputs all
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Table A A.2. FishPEM model equations

Equations (dot above variable indicates percentage change) are Model
specification
Output market:
P4 = PS — SRy Demand (consumer) price for fish in the output market all
D =np¢ Consumer demand for fish in the output market all
D=Y Output market equilibrium all
Input market:
X = gw, Input supply all
i ] Input demand all
X'jd = Z Ci Uijwi +E
i
X = ,’C}.d Input market equilibrium condition all
Lo Input market demand price all
wi = w’ Z(SRfs & tfijrs=1) (tfi; rs = 1 denotes only the selection of cases where
fs transfers accrue to specific individual inputs)
L Zero profit condition under the open access OA only
y-ps= Z W, specification
j
Z Zero profit condition under the binding TAC binding TAC
Y-MC = Z XW; specification only
J
PS>MC = (Y —Y0—skrse) =0 Endogenization of a binding TAC binding TAC
only
Biology: all
E ) .
Y = qKE (1 _ qT) Yield (harvest) function all
E .
X=K (1 _ q_) Stock size all
p=
Support:
Skps =0= Support shock level (at the policy variable level) all
n
(u,s = SRy ) (xfwf < tfiyps = 1))
i
A (SLgs = SLOs + skys)
skes=0= Support shock rate (at the policy variable level) all
(SR;s = SRO,)
SLgs
A (SRfs CXRSwS & tfijpe = 1)
Skous = 0= (SLoys = SRou:Y) Output support level all
A (SLyye = SLOgye + Skoye)
SKout =0= Output support rate all

(SRous = SR0gyt)
A SR,y = SLoy:/Y)

Note: Variables ending in “0” indicate the baseline (initial) value of that variable, before any policy shock.
Consumer demand D =Y (harvest) if there is no trade. For equations where the form may depend upon the
value of another parameter or variable, e.g. in the equation for support shock level, logic notation is used to
indicate that if a given condition is met ‘then’ (=), and where an alternative is relevant ‘otherwise’ (A).

Model equations

70. All model equations are set out in detail in Table A A.2. The model comprises a
set of equations and endogenous variables solved simultaneously, subject to exogenous
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parameters. There is an output market for fish, separate markets for inputs each with supply
and demand, a logistic growth function representing the fishery resource, and a set of
equations representing individual policies. Most policies relate to inputs and produce
wedges between the supply and demand price for specific inputs or groups of inputs.
Support based on output results in a wedge between the demand and supply price of fish.
The indicators produced by the model (Table 1.3) are either directly observed from the
endogenous model variables or calculated ex post after a model run and are not represented
as endogenous model equations or variables. The following paragraphs provide some more
detail on the specific equations in the model.

71. In the output market for fish, equilibrium is imposed by setting consumer demand
(D) equal to production (Y). The demand price of fish (P%) is equal to the supply price (P)
less any output support, with these prices endogenously determined. The demand for fish
is represented by a downward sloping demand function with elasticity 7.

72. Fishery yield (Y), also commonly termed “harvest”, is determined directly through
the yield function, on the basis of effort (E) and a set of exogenous fishery-specific
parameters (g, K and r). In the input market to produce fishing effort, a system of input
demand (x;i, wjd) and input supply (x;, w;’) equations represent demand and supply
responses for five categories of inputs used in the fishing process. These input demand
equations reflect the usual assumptions of profit maximisation constrained by the
production relationship. The supply of fishing effort (E) is embedded in the equations that
determine equilibria in these input markets.

73. No fishery inputs are entirely fixed in production and all inputs are substitutes, the
input elasticities of supply reflect the assumption that vessels and fishers’ own capital are
relatively more fixed than hired crew and the purchased inputs fuel and other purchased
inputs — so have been assigned lower input elasticities of supply (Table A A.5). A supply
response corresponding to a medium term adjustment horizon of three to five years is
reflected in the values assumed for the price elasticities of input supplies and the parameters
measuring the substitutability of inputs in production as well as the input shares. As
previously discussed, the elasticities and other parameter values used in the current version
of FishPEM will be revised as the model is developed.

74. For the equations relating to fishery support, the relationship between quantities,
levels and rates of support follow the basic relationship of level=rate*quantity. The way
that levels of support (SL) are calculated differs slightly depending on how it accrues in the
fishery but the basic principle remains. In the absence of a shock to a policy category, its
rate of support is fixed and the level is found by multiplying that by quantity. In the case
of a policy shock, the level of support is fixed and the rate is found by dividing the level by
quantity.

Model calibration

75. Before the model can be run and the impacts of any policy shocks tested initial
starting values for the main parameters and variables must be either assigned or calculated.
All variables or parameters ending in “0” indicate that it is the baseline (initial) value of
that variable or parameter. These represent conditions in the fishery in its initial equilibrium
state, before any policy shocks have been introduced (the baseline), and may consequently
change as a result of shocks being introduced. Changes between the baseline model values
and those that result from introducing policy shocks are then used to calculate the set of
indicators set out in Table 1.3.
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Table A A.3. FishPEM calibration variables, parameters

Endogenous variables are Stands for Model
specification
SRO Subsidy rate for each policy in the base period all
W()}l,i Input demand price in the base period all
xo;i Input demand quantity in the base period all
Exogenous parameters are Stands for
r=20.5 Intrinsic growth rate all
K =200 Carrying capacity all
q = 0.005 Catchability coefficient all
X0 =50 Benchmark stock size in the open access OA only
specification
X0 =150 Benchmark stock size in the binding TAC binding TAC
specification only
P0° =100 Benchmark supply price all
P0% = P0OS — SRO,,,; Benchmark demand (consumer) price for fish all
Q0* =0 Benchmark quantity of fish exported all
DO =Y0— Q0% Benchmark consumer demand for fish in the output all
market, equals supply minus exports
SLOg,, SLO,y,. = please refer to Table A A.8 Benchmark support level to policy variables (fs) all
and output (out)
SROL . = SLOyye Benchmark output support rate, equals level of all
out =y support divided by yield
w0; = please refer to Table AA.5 Benchmark input supply prices all
n= -1 Demand elasticity for fish all
c; = please refer to Table AA.5 Cost share of input j in producing fishing effort all
0;; = 0.5 Input elasticity of substitution between inputiandj  all
n
ajj = —1/c,-Zc,-ai,-
J
please refer to Table A A.6 for the values
g; = please refer to Table AA.5 Input elasticity of supply for input all
tfij s = please refer to Table AA.7 Transfers mapped to individual inputs all
tfijrs =1= Share of each support category that accrues to a all
sh s o = ¢ particular input: sh_s; ¢ (j* fs matrix)
TS TN (e e tfijp = 1)
K Effort in the base period all
X0>—>
2
o = —IK + VK2 — (4g?KY0)/r)
B —2q2K
—qK — \/q?K? — (49*KY0
A (50 _ —aK —Jq?K? — (4 )/r))
—2q2K
X0 ield i i
Y0 = rX0(1 — 7) Yield in the base period all
TACO =Y0 TAC in the base period binding TAC
only
MCO = 0.9P0° Benchmark marginal cost (shadow price) of fishing  binding TAC
effort only

Note: Variables ending in “0” indicate the baseline (initial) value of that variable, before any policy shock. For
equations where the form may depend upon the value of another parameter or variable, e.g. in the equation for
effort in the base period, logic notation is used to indicate that if a given condition is met ‘then’ (=), and where
an alternative is relevant ‘otherwise’ (/).
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Table A A.4. FishPEM calibration equations

Equations are Model
S hof specification
SLOs Rate of support in the base period by policy all
SROgs = ST GOTWO; & tfi ;= 1)  Where: tfi; s = 1 denotes only the selection of cases where
transfers accrue to specific individual inputs
n Input demand price all
wof = wos(1 — Z(SRofs
fs
(= tfl'j'fs = 1)
o YOPOSc; Input demand under the open access specification OA only
= wOfl
4 YOMCOc; Input demand under the binding TAC specification binding TAC
x0f = = only
wo;

Note: Variables ending in “0” indicate the baseline (initial) value of that variable, before any policy shock. For
equations where the form may depend upon the value of another parameter or variable, e.g. in the equation for
rate of support in the base period, logic notation is used to indicate that if a given condition is met ‘then’ (=).

76. In FishPEM initial values are assigned to sets of economic parameters and
variables:

input cost shares (c;),

elasticities of supply (g),

demand elasticity for fish (»),

initial supply price of fish (P0°),

initial input supply prices (w05),

initial levels of support (SLOss, SLOou) and
initial levels of exports (Q0%).

and biological parameters and variables:

carrying capacity (K),

intrinsic growth rate (r),
catchability coefficient (q) and
initial stock size (X0)

77. The above listed parameters and variables with assigned values are then used to
calculate all remaining required parameters and variables, whose values are implied by
them. These include:

¢ share of each support category accruing to each particular input (sh_s;ss),
e initial rates of support by policy variable (SROs) and output (SROout),
e quantity of fish demanded (DO) and the associated price (P0Y),
o effort (EO),
e yield (YO) and
e input demand prices (w0¢) and quantities (x0{")
78. Both the specific assigned start values (e.g. K = 200) and the calculations

undertaken to arrive at the remaining parameter and variable values are provided in the
tables below (Table A A.3, Table A A.4, Table A A.7 and Table A A.8).
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79. Baseline yield (YO) is calculated using the classic Shaefer logistic surplus
production function, where equilibrium surplus production is determined by the intrinsic
growth rate of the stock (r), the size of the stock (X0) and its natural carrying capacity (K).
This surplus, defined as the difference between production and natural mortality, i.e.
recruitment and growth, is the equilibrium yield (Y) available to the fishery. A rearranged
growth function, assigning effort to the left hand side (rather than yield), that accounts for
catchability (g, in addition to K, r and YO) is then solved using the quadratic formula to
determine the exact level of effort (EO) required to harvest the yield determined by the
Shaefer function in the previous step. When calculating (EO) the initial stock size (X0) is
used to establish which root of the quadratic formula is appropriate for the calibration, on
the basis that in one case increased effort will in result in yield increasing whereas in the
other it will result in yield falling. When the stock size is on the left hand side of the yield
curve (i.e. X0>0.5K) the negative root is applied (resulting in yield increasing with effort)
while if on the right hand side of the yield curve (i.e. X0<0.5K) the positive root is selected
(Table A A.3).

80. Support is currently introduced to the fishery through a set of specific policy
variables (fs, out). Output support (out) acts as a wedge between supply and demand price
while other support types accrue to individual inputs in specific ways, e.g. the policy
‘transfers based on fisher’s income’ (inc) accrues to vessels, hired crew and fishers’ own
capital, whereas ‘transfers to fuel” (fuel) only accrues to the input fuel (Table A A.7).

81. The level of support provided by a policy must be distributed across the inputs to
which it accrues in order to determine the ad-valorem rate of support implied. This is done
by allocating the support to a given input (sh_s;s) according to the proportional contribution
of its initial cost share (c;) relative to the sum of the cost shares of all inputs to which the
given policy (fs) accrues. This produces a rate of support that is equal for all relevant inputs
such that the relative input prices stay the same. That is, the policy does not induce re-
allocations among the factors to which it directed, only between those inputs receiving
support and those that do not.

82. The rate of support to output (SRO.u) is calculated as the ratio of support to output
in the base period (SLOo.) and baseline yield (Y0). As the level of support to output in the
calibration is set to zero the rate of support is consequently also zero.

83. The baseline demand price (P0%) and quantity (DO) for fish are then calculated.
Demand price is calculated as the initial supply price of fish (P0°, which currently has its
start value assigned for calibration) less the rate of support to output (SRou)). In this version
of the model, initial levels (and therefore rates) of support are zero but this need not be the
case. The initial quantity of fish demanded is set to equal yield (YO0) less exports (Q0%),
which are also currently set to zero as trade is not currently represented.

84. Once all of the above values have been calculated a set of three equations are
simultaneously solved to determine baseline values for the rate of support by policy
variable and factor demand prices and quantities.

85. The rate of support for each policy variable (SRO0s) is calculated by taking the level
of support it introduces (SLOss) and dividing this by the total value of all the inputs (j) it
accrues to (defined as sum of all relevant input quantities demanded multiplied by their

supply price).
86. The quantity of each factor input demanded (xOJ‘-’) is determined by dividing the

share of revenue associated with each input (YO*P0s*c;) by the baseline demand price for
that input. This formulation is implied by the zero-profit condition which says that input
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expenditures should exhaust revenue. The demand price for each input (wo;-i) is determined

by taking its baseline supply price (which are assigned starting values in the calibration),
and adjusting it to account for the presence of any support in the base period.

Binding TAC vs open access

87. The model currently has two versions, one representing a fishery under open
access conditions and another that represents a fishery with a binding TAC. The discussion
so far has been in relation to the open access specification; the following paragraphs detail
how the binding TAC specification differs to this.

88. A binding TAC requires two additional baseline parameter values; the baseline
TAC (TACO) and the marginal cost of effort (MCQ). TACO is set equal to baseline yield
(Y0). MCQ, the shadow price of fishing effort, is set to equal 90% of the baseline supply
price of fish, an arbitrary amount that will be revisited in later versions. MCO is then used
in place of PO* when quantifying initial levels of demand for factor inputs (xOJ‘-i). The
difference between marginal cost and price is the unit rent, or marginal excess profit,
generated by the imposition of the TAC.

89. When running this version of the model, the marginal cost of fishing (MC) locates
the supply function. The relationship between MC and the supply price of fish (P°)
determines how equilibrium is found in the model. When price exceeds marginal cost the
TAC is binding and determines yield, whereas once MC=P* the TAC is no longer binding
and yield is determined by the zero-profit condition as under open access. Changes to the
TAC can be introduced using the parameter sk_rac (Table A A.2).

Table A A.5. Input level data and elasticities

Elasticity of supply Initial cost share ~ Benchmark supply price

Input
fPuts (&) () (wO5)
Fisher owned inputs:  Vessels 0.5 0.20 100
Hired crew 2.0 0.20 100
Fishers’ owned capital 0.5 0.10 100
Purchased inputs: Fuel 2.0 0.30 100
Other purchased inputs 20 0.20 100

Table A A.6. Input elasticities of substitution (aij)

. . , Other
Inputs (j) Fuel (fu) Vessels (ve) Hired crew F'Shefs owned purchased
(hc) capital (oc) ;

inputs (op)
Fuel -1.17 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
Vessels 0.50 -2.00 0.50 0.50 0.50
Hired crew 0.50 0.50 -2.00 0.50 0.50
Fishers’ owned capital 0.50 0.50 0.50 -4.50 0.50
Other purchased inputs 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 -2.00

Note: Please refer to Table A A.3 to see how these values are calculated.
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Table A A.7. Transfers mapped to individual inputs (tfijfs)

Transfers based on:
Inputs (j) Fisher's Fixed capital Variable input

income (inc) Vb formation (cap) use (var) el i)
Fuel 0 0 0 1 1
Vessels 1 1 0 0 0
Hired crew 1 0 0 1 0
Fishers’ owned capital 1 0 1 0 0
Other purchased inputs 0 0 0 1 0

Table A A.8. Levels of support introduced in the baseline and simulations

In relation to the simulations reported in Table 1.5 and Table 1.6

Level of support introduced:

- Fisher's Fixed Variable
Scenario ) Vessels capital . Fuel use
income . input use Output (out)
; (ves) formation (fuel)
(inc) (var)
(cap)

Baseline 0 0 0 0 0 0
Support based on Fishers’ Income 100 0 0 0 0 0
Support based on Vessels 0 100 0 0 0 0
Support based on the use of Fishers’ 0 0 100 0 0 0
owned capital
Support based on the use of variable 0 0 0 100 0 0
inputs
Support based on the use of fuel 0 0 0 0 100 0
Support based on output 0 0 0 0 0 100
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Note by the Secretariat

The document is the second draft of the report Combatting lllegal, Unreported and
Unregulated Fishing. The work is carried out under the PWB item 3.2.3.3.1: Combatting
illegal, unreported or unregulated fishing.

The draft report focuses on the analysis of the data received from countries through the
survey questionnaire. It identifies progress achieved in implementing good policies and
practices against 1UU fishing since 2005, and points to remaining gaps, suggesting where
additional effort should be concentrated. The draft also describes in detail the analysis
method.

The country level data used to prepare the draft will be bilaterally validated with
participating countries before the report is presented at the November 2018 COFI meeting
for declassification. Additional countries may be added in the final report if their
submissions are received by the end of June 2018. The final report will also contain a
section on best practices in RFMOs, for which information is currently being collected
from RFMOs secretariats.

This report is presented for DISCUSSION to the 121 Session of COFI under item 6 of the
draft agenda. Delegates are kindly asked to provide comments on the content of the report
and make suggestions for a revised version to be presented at the 122" COFI.
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ABNJ
AIS
BO
CCAMLR
CCSBT
CDS
CMM
CNCP
COFI
CP
DWFN
EEZ
EJF
EMFF
EU
FAO
FATF
FOC
GFCM
GT
IATTC
ICCAT
IMO
I0TC
IPOA-IUU

IUU
MCS
MPA
NAFIG
NAFO
NEAFC

Abbreviations and acronyms

areas beyond national jurisdictions

automatic identification system

beneficial owner

Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources
Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna
catch documentation schemes

conservation and management measures

co-operating non-contracting party

Committee for Fisheries

contracting party

distant water dishing nation

exclusive economic zone

Environmental Justice Foundation

European Maritime and Fisheries Fund

European Union

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
Financial Action Task Force

flag of convenience

General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean

gross tonnage

Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission

International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas
International Maritime Organization

Indian Ocean Tuna Commission

International Plan of Action to Prevent, Deter, and Eliminate lllegal,
Unreported and Unregulated Fishing

illegal, unreported and unregulated
monitoring, control and surveillance
Marine Protected Area

North Atlantic fisheries intelligence group
Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization
North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission
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NGO Non-governmental organization
NGR Negotiating Group on Rules
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NPFC
PSMA
RFMO
SDG
SEAFO
SIOFA
SOLAS
SPRFMO
UNCLOS
UNDC
UNFSA
UNGA
UVvli

VMS
WCPFC
WTO

North Pacific Fisheries Commission

Port State Measures Agreement

regional fisheries management organisations
sustainable development goal

South East Atlantic Fisheries Organisation
Southern Indian Ocean Fisheries Agreement
(Convention for the) Safety of Life at Sea

South Pacific Regional Fisheries Management Organisation
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea
United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime

United Nations Fish Stocks Agreement

United Nations General Assembly

unique vessel identifier

vessel monitoring systems

Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission
World Trade Organization
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Executive summary
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Illegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing is a serious threat to fishing communities,
marine ecosystems and societies at large. Public and political awareness of the issue has
increased and consensus has emerged on the need for countries to join in efforts to combat
IUU fishing. The issue now features prominently on the international political agenda, in
particular following the adoption of the sustainable development goal (SDG) target 14.4,
which sets the objective to end IUU fishing by 2020.

This report aims to inform policy makers on the progress made in implementing measures
against 1UU fishing over the period from 2005 to 2017, while identifying regulatory
loopholes and policy gaps which undermine efforts in the fight against IUU fishing. It does
so through a mechanism of objective and transparent monitoring of the adoption of
recognised best policies and practices to deter IUU fishing, building on the results of a
survey sent to all countries participating in COFI activities. Hence, the report contributes
to measuring progress towards the achievement of SDG 14.4 and other international
commitments on the matter of sustainable fishing.

The preliminary results of the survey find considerable improvement over the last decade
among OECD countries. There has been notable progress on the cooperation front, both
among countries at bilateral and international levels and between different authorities
within countries, suggesting that reducing IUU fishing is a broadly accepted goal and
resulting efforts are streamlined for effective conservation of marine resources. The use of
measures targeting fish product markets and better aligned economic incentives is on the
rise. For instance, catch documentation and certification schemes preventing 1UU fishing
products from entering the market are now common requirements among OECD countries.
It is also increasingly common to investigate the financial transactions related to seafood
trade for fraudulent sourcing. States are becoming better in assuming responsibilities in
their roles as flag, coastal and port states. Reforms undertaken are giving rise to
comprehensive laws preventing IUU fishing, which build a strong foundation for effective
enforcement.

However, the results also highlight the fact that some areas need further attention in order
to resolve the issue of IUU fishing. Among OECD countries, regulations applicable to
fishing-related activities, such as transhipment, remain more permissive than those
governing fishing. The lack of transparency in granting fishing authorisations identified in
many countries results in a cumbersome detection of illegal activities. OECD countries
could also better involve tax and criminal authorities in the fight against IUU to facilitate
pursuing related crimes such as money laundering. Additional gaps are identified, in this
report, for specific countries participating in the survey.

In the coming months, the OECD Secretariat will further review the survey results, identify
options available to governments, and formulate recommendations addressing the
regulatory gaps identified across surveyed countries. The recommended way forward in
addressing the identified challenges will be presented in the revised version of this report
in November 2018.
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Combatting lllegal, Unreported and Unregulated Fishing:
where do we stand?
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1. Understanding the progress in the fight against IUU fishing since
2005

1.1. Persistence of 1UU fishing is a key impediment to the development of a
sustainable ocean economy

1. lllegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing is a serious threat to fishing
communities, marine ecosystems and societies at large (Box 1.1). IUU fishing reduces the
resources available to legal fishers, creating unfair competition that reduces profitability of
legitimate fishing, potentially harming the social cohesion of fishing communities and
weakening food security in countries that depend on fishery resources. IUU fishing
undermines governments’ capacity to manage fish stocks sustainably, adding pressure on
resources that is not accounted for in management plans, while making use of fishing
techniques that are detrimental to resources and ecosystems, and targeting species that need
to be protected. IUU fishing often leads to damaged coral reefs and destructive bycatch of
endangered species (Liddick, 20141).

2. IUU fishing has economic consequences that go beyond the fisheries sector. Apart
from the forgone revenue from the marine resources that are illegally removed, other costs
of 1UU fishing include the loss of local economic activities related to fisheries and lost
opportunities to collect fees and other tax liabilities that reduce countries abilities to fight
poverty, fund public investment and support development activities. Agnew et al. (2009;2)
estimate that illegal and unreported fishing cost the global economy as much as
USD 23.5 billion annually, excluding the cost of unregulated fishing and other related
economic losses.

3. IUU fishing is inherently a global activity. Operators engaged in IUU fishing, in
search for higher profits, move from one jurisdiction to another, targeting areas where
regulations and enforcement capacities are weaker. The countries most vulnerable in the
face of IUU fishing are those with weak governance and insufficient capacity to police
their waters (Liddick, 2014p3). Poor socio-economic conditions can also make fishers and
others in fishing communities vulnerable to recruitment into criminal activities (UNODC,
201135). Moreover, globalisation has enabled criminal networks to expand the scope and
scale of IUU fishing operations to related crimes such as tax evasion, money laundering,
drug trafficking, human abuse, or financing terrorism (UNODC, 2011py). With
international trade, products deriving from IUU fishing can fraudulently end up on
consumers’ plates in any country.

64



Box 1.1. What is IUU fishing?
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Following International Plan of Action to Prevent, Deter, and Eliminate Illegal,
Unreported and Unregulated Fishing (IPOA-IUU) (FAO, 20014), IUU fishing
elements are defined as follows:

o lllegal fishing refers to activities conducted in a State’s EEZ in
contravention of its laws and regulations as well as to fishing in
international waters in violation of that country’s flag state law and
regulations related to its obligations under the international treaties and
regional fisheries management organisations (RFMQO) convention
arrangements to which it is party.

e Unreported fishing refers to fishing activities that have not been reported,
or have been misreported, to the relevant national authority or RFMO, in
contravention of the laws, regulations and reporting procedures of that
country or organisation. This can occur both within EEZs and on the high
seas.

e Unregulated fishing refers to fishing activities in areas or of fish stocks
where there are no national, regional or international conservation or
management measures applicable to a particular fishery or fishing vessel.
Unregulated fishing can occur in an unmanaged fishery within an EEZ
or on the high seas by vessels without nationality, or by those flying the
flag of a State not party to international conventions or a relevant RFMO.

1.2. Increased acknowledgement of the need to tackle 1UU fishing

4, Over the past decade, a more detailed picture of the threat posed by IUU fishing
operations has emerged. Public and political awareness of the issue has increased and
consensus has emerged on the need for countries to join in efforts to combat IUU fishing.
The issue now features prominently on the international political agenda, in particular
following the adoption of the sustainable development goal (SDG) target 14.4, which sets
the objective to end IUU fishing by 2020! (Box 1.2). Calls for tougher sanctions on
operators involved in IUU fishing became a focal point for discussion, e.g. at high profile
meetings like the recent Our Ocean Conference organised by the European Commission
in Malta (Our Ocean, 2017s)). In 2017, members of the World Trade Organization (WTO)
continued discussing disciplines on subsidies related to 1UU fishing (WTO, 2017g)).

5. Concrete progress has been made with the adoption and implementation of a
number of international treaties and voluntary agreements intended to support the fight
against IUU fishing (Box 1.3). Fishing nations, including within the OECD, have been
taking action to address IUU fishing through new regulations and improved monitoring
and enforcement practices. However, despite these efforts, IUU is still believed to account
for more than 15% of global capture fisheries production annually (FAO, 20167).

1 The fight against [UU fishing can also contribute to attaining the SDG 1 ‘No poverty’, SDG 2 ‘No hunger’
and SDG16 ‘Peace, justice and strong institutions’ by 2020.
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Box 1.2. Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 14
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The global indicator framework was developed by the Inter-Agency and Expert Group
on SDG Indicators (IAEG-SDGs) and agreed to, as a practical starting point at the 47th
session of the UN Statistical Commission held in March 2016. The report of the
Commission, which included the global indicator framework, was then taken note of by
United Nations Economic and Social Council at its 70th session in June 2016.

More information can be found at: https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/.

Sustainable Development Goal 14:
“Conserve and sustainably use the oceans, seas and marine resources for
sustainable development ”

SDG Target 14.4:

“By 2020, effectively regulate harvesting and end overfishing, illegal,
unreported and unregulated fishing and destructive fishing practices and
implement science-based management plans, in order to restore fish stocks in
the shortest time feasible, at least to levels that can produce maximum
sustainable yield as determined by their biological characteristics ”

SDG Indicator 14.4.1:
“Proportion of fish stocks within biologically sustainable levels”

Box 1.3. International treaties and voluntary agreements on 1UU fishing

Since 2005, a number of countries committed to improved measures against IUU fishing.
The major documents include:

e 2014 Voluntary Guidelines for Flag State Performance (FAO, 2014g))

e 2015 Voluntary Guidelines for Securing Sustainable Small-Scale Fisheries in the
Context of Food Security and Poverty Eradication (FAO, 2015(9)

e 2016 Agreement on Port State Measures to Prevent, Deter, and Eliminate Illegal,
Unreported and Unregulated fishing in force since 2016 (FAO, 2016}1q))

e 2017 Voluntary Guidelines for Catch Documentation Schemes (FAO, 2017113)

1.3. Monitoring progress in the implementation of recognized best policies and
practices against 1UU fishing

6. This report aims to inform policy makers on the progress made in implementing
measures against IUU fishing over the period from 2005 to 2017, while identifying
regulatory loopholes and policy gaps which undermine efforts in the fight against lUU
fishing. It does so through a mechanism of objective and transparent monitoring of the
adoption of recognised best policies and practices to deter IUU fishing. Hence, the report
contributes to measuring progress towards achieving SDG 14.4 and other international
commitments on sustainable fishing.
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7. The monitoring framework presented is based on an up-to-date inventory of
policies (regulations and instruments) and practices (decision-making processes and
institutional arrangements) internationally recognized as having potential to reduce 1UU
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fishing (hereafter “recognized best policies and practices”). The inventory is constructed
on the basis of recommendations from international legal instruments, scientific literature
and consultations with stakeholders. It updates and expands the inventory presented in
2005 in the report Why Fish Piracy Persists (OECD, 2005}12).

8. The recognized best policies and practices are classified in four main categories
focusing on the important areas of intervention (Table 1.1). Consequently, a questionnaire
inquiring about the adoption and implementation of the recognised best policies and
practices was developed to collect relevant information.

Table 1.1. Classification of recognized best policies and practices

Category Section

State responsibilities Flag state responsibilities
Coastal state responsibilities
Port state responsibilities
Economic incentives Market measures
Economic measures

Co-operation National (interagency) co-operation
International co-operation
Enforcement Monitoring, control and surveillance (MCS) tools and infrastructure

Sanctions for infringements

9. The answers to the questionnaire form the basis for developing indicators which
represent in quantitative terms the extent to which the recognized best policies and
practices have been implemented in several key policy and practices areas. The
guestionnaire, related literature and the scoring methodology used can be found in Annex
A.

10.  The results at this stage represent information from 25 countries or economies that
completed the questionnaire, consisting of 21 OECD Members, 1 accession country and 3
non-OECD members.? In 2015, these countries represented about 21% of the global wild
fisheries production volume (FAO, 2017115 and 84% of the OECD wild production value
(OECD, 2017p14)).3

11.  Section 1.4 will provide a broad overview of the results. It serves as a general
indication of progress made in implementing the recognised best policies and practices in
combatting IUU fishing by OECD countries. Sections 2 to 5 explain in detail each indicator
and data underlying these measures.

1.4. Progress in fighting 1UU fishing is consistent with economic growth but some
areas need further attention

12.  The preliminary results of the survey find considerable improvement over the last
decade (Figure 1.1). There has been notable progress on the cooperation front, both among
countries at bilateral and international levels and between different authorities within

2 DECD: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Estonia, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan,
Korea, Latvia, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Slovenia, Sweden, Turkey, the United Kingdom, the
United States; accession: Colombia; non-OECD: Lebanon, Libya and Chinese Taipei.

3 0ECD coverage based on an estimate — for countries with missing production value, value was estimated
based on production volume sourced from FAO (FAO, 2017113]) and average price calculated based on OECD
countries that provided data for 2015 (OECD, 2017[14)).
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countries, suggesting that reducing IUU fishing is a broadly accepted goal and resulting
efforts are streamlined for effective conservation of marine resources. The use of market
measures and better aligned economic incentives is also on the rise. For instance, catch
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documentation requirements and certification schemes prevent IUU fishing products from
entering the market. It is also increasingly common to investigate the financial transactions
related to seafood trade for fraudulent sources. States are also becoming better in assuming
responsibilities in their roles as flag, coastal and port states. Undertaken reforms are giving
rise to comprehensive laws on preventing 1UU fishing, which build a strong foundation for
effective enforcement. A variety of enforcement tools is available and many are in use by
the surveyed countries to police waters and deter IUU fishing.*

13.  However, the results also highlight the fact that some areas need further attention
in order to resolve the issue of IUU fishing. Among OECD countries, regulations
applicable to fishing-related activities, such as transhipment, remain more permissive than
those governing fishing. The lack of transparency in granting fishing authorisations
identified in many countries results in a cumbersome detection of illegal activities. OECD
countries could also better involve tax and criminal authorities in the fight against lUU to
facilitate pursuing related crimes such as money laundering. Additional gaps are identified
for specific countries participating in the survey.

14, It is also worth noting that the extent of the undertaken actions against 1UU fishing
often comes along the economic growth of countries (Figure 1.2). The overall performance
index for implementation of measures against IUU fishing developed using the survey
results (for details on aggregation of results, refer to Annex A) correlates well with the
GDP per capita.

15. A detailed description of the factors behind progress in each category, as well as an
account of developments in enforcement, is presented in Sections 2 to 5.

Figure 1.1. How things compare between 2005 and 2016

[ 2005 [ Current

Performance index

100%

5%

50%

25%

0%

]

State responsibilities Economic incentives Co-operation Enforcement

Note: Performance index based on weighted average of responses to the OECD questionnaire on measures
against lUU fishing Results limited to the subset of questions where data were available for both 2005 and 2017,
except for results on enforcement. Data on enforcement not collected in 2005. Results include OECD Members
and OECD accession countries participating in the data survey. For details on methodology, refer to Annex A.
Source: OECD 2017 data collection on measures against lUU fishing.

* Data on enforcement was not collected in 2005 and thus no comparison is presented.
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Figure 1.2. Overall performance in terms of fight against 1UU fishing in relation to GDP per
capita

73



Overall performance

100%

5%

50%

25% 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000 60,000 70,000 80,000 90,000

GDP per capita [USD]

Note: GDP per capita sourced from OECD database (OECD, 20181s5)). Size of bubble based on estimated
production value (FAO, 2017[1; OECD, 2017[14)); details in footnote 3). Trend line based on weighted
regression using analytical weights constructed based on production value. Note that OECD observer points
out that Ireland GDP per head might not “accurately reflects Ireland’s actual wealth” (OECD Observer,
2005(17)).

Source: OECD 2017 data collection on measures against IUU fishing.
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2. State responsibilities in the fight against IUU fishing
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2.1. Countries have responsibilities in many roles

16.  States have responsibility to establish well-functioning systems of governance in
their roles as flag, coastal and port states (Table 2.1).The lack of effective state control over
vessels remains one of the main causes of 1UU fishing (Kao, 2015.g;; Erceg, 200619);
Englender et al., 2014p,0;; Churchill, 2012p13). Problems in domestic legal systems were
identified as key underlying causes for IUU fishing in 2005 (OECD, 2005y12).

Table 2.1. State responsibilities - classification

Section Subsection
Flag state responsibilities Registration of vessels
Authorisation of vessels
Coastal state responsibilites ~ Measures applying to foreign vessels
Measures applying to domestic large scale fleet vessels
Measures applying to domestic small fleet vessels
Port state responsibilities Port state measures

17.  Progress in adapting domestic regulations to assume responsibilities arising from
international commitments has been widespread following the elevated profile of
sustainability and sustainable fisheries on the international agenda (Figure 2.1). However,
the evidence suggests that ensuring compliance with international standards and
agreements on the use of marine resources remains challenging. Regulations governing
marine areas, in particular areas beyond national jurisdictions (ABNJ), are at risk of not
being obeyed due to legal and political obstacles. Weak regulations on transhipment and
other fishery-related activities open seafood supply chains to IUU fishing operators. The
following sections describe how the experience of the past ten years shaped understanding
of the states’ role in limiting 1UU fishing activities, and progress made in that regard.

Figure 2.1. State responsibilities — progress since 2005

Performance index

Flag state responsibilities ‘ ‘ Coastal state responsibilities ‘ ‘ Port state responsibilities

100%

5%

50%

25% |

2005
2017
2017
2017
2017

2005

0%
’ Registration of vessels ~ Authorisation of vessels ~ Measures applyingto ~ Measures applyingto ~ Measures applying to Port state measures
foreign vessels domestic large-scale fleet domestic small-scale fleet

vessels vessels

Note: Performance index based on weighted average of responses to the OECD questionnaire on measures
against lUU fishing Results limited to the subset of questions where data were available for both 2005 and 2017,
except for results on measures applying to large scale and small scale fleet vessels, which include only results
for 2017. Results include OECD Members and OECD accession countries participating in the data survey. For
details on methodology, refer to Annex A.
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Source: OECD 2017 data collection on measures against IUU fishing.

77



2.2. Flags of convenience accommodate profit-driven 1UU fishing

18.  The flag state is responsible for exercising jurisdiction over vessels flying its flag,
irrespective of the vessel's geographical location.® However, effectiveness of control varies
between countries (Miller and Sumaila, 2014p2). A common practice in the fishing
industry is to take on a flag of convenience (FOC). Operators do this by registering a vessel
in a country other than that of the vessel’s owner in pursuit of commercial interests and
practicality (NAFIG and INTERPOL, 20172). The procedure allows to circumvent
national law and benefit from weaker regulations (Liddick, 2014y). This is used to lower
costs by exploiting loopholes in compliance with environmental or labour regulations, or
by avoiding taxes (OECD, 201324)).

19.  The flexibility of the FOC systems, which accommodate reflagging of the vessel
without thorough examination, undermines efforts to efficiently track vessel’s activity.
Some countries advertise “open registers” and facilitate reflagging on the high seas (Birnie,
1993257). In many cases, administration of FOCs is contracted out to private profit-oriented
companies (NAFIG and INTERPOL, 201723). Resulting anonymity lowers the risk of
illegal activity being detected. Once the illicit activity is acted upon, for example by placing
a vessel on an 1UU vessel list of an RFMO, FOCs facilitate business as usual after shifting
to another jurisdiction.

20.  Granting a flag to a vessel establishes a commitment by the country granting it to
enforce international obligations such as administering an effective control over its vessels
in ABNJ. The widespread use of FOCs must be addressed by finding a balance between
allowing commercial advantages and opening doors to circumvent the law (ICS, 20172)).
Various bodies, including the OECD, have been calling for more transparency in
registering vessels and granting fishing authorisations (OECD, 2013[24; McCauley et al.,
2016p7; Merten et al., 2016ps; Lovin, 2011[29]).

21.  Following the 2005 guidelines provided by the OECD (2005(127),% and in line with
the 2014 FAO voluntary guidelines for flag state performance (FAO, 2014g;; Erikstein and
Swan, 20143q7), two main areas of responsibility for flag states to effectively monitor their
vessels were identified. The first is to monitor registries of national fishing vessels and
vessels engaged in fishing-related activities in ABNJ or in the EEZs of other countries. The
second is to authorise national vessels to engage in fishing and fishing-related activities in
the ABNJ or in the EEZs of other countries.’

2.2.1. Vessel registration requirements vary between countries

22.  Misuse of vessel registration systems accommodates IUU fishing within other
countries’ national jurisdictions and on the high sea (Englender et al., 2014p,0;; Churchill,
2012p1); Erceg, 2006y9; Kao, 2015pg;). Understanding how national registries are

5 Exercising jurisdiction means that the flag states is not necessarily implementing the physical control of the
vessel at sea but that it is responsible for the enforcement of the regulations that apply to the vessel using its
flag.

6 “flag States should ensure that fishing vessels entitled to fly their flag do not fish on the high seas or under
the jurisdiction of other States unless they have obtained both a Certificate of Registry and an authorisation to
fish. Flag States are required to maintain records of these fishing vessels, indicating details of the vessels, their
ownership and the authorisation to fish. Fishing vessels should be marked in accordance with internationally
recognizable vessel marking systems such as the FAO Standard Specifications and Guidelines for Marking and
Identification of Fishing Vessels provided by the Code of Conduct” (OECD, 2005(12)).

7 Here it should be noted that the authorisation procedure is understood as issuing a licence or permit to engage
in fishing or fishing related activities from the relevant national authority.
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maintained and the accessibility of their content is essential to maintain efficient co-
operation between nations, as well as agencies within national government (Erceg,
20061297). The 2005 report pointed out many flaws in vessel registration processes (OECD,
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2005p127). Apart from New Zealand, Norway and Australia, few countries took into account
the previous history of the vessels seeking registration and the registration process played
a limited role in preventing 1UU fishing activities or the practice of vessels “hopping” from
one registry to another.

23. In 2017, all the OECD member or accession countries participating in the review
(hereafter participating OECD countries) reported implementation of record-keeping of
registered national vessels conducting both fishing and fishing related activities in other
jurisdictions or in ABNJ. However, registration requirements varied from comprehensive
to limited in scope. Most countries limit requirements to standard vessel characteristics
(length, tonnage, power, etc.) and details on the legal or natural person to whom the vessel
was registered are uniformly required. However, only about half of participating OECD
countries require the name and nationality of the beneficial owner (BO)® of the vessel,
suggesting shortcoming to efficient use of economic measures against I[UU fishing (see
section 3).

24.  Most participating OECD countries (82%) reported regular updating of their
registries, but nearly 20% do not make these publicly available, disregarding the benefits
of transparency (Figure 2.2). Moreover, only 55% of participating OECD countries have
equivalent registration requirements for vessels involved in fishing-related activities as for
fishing vessels. Loose laws on transhipment allow 1UU fishing operators to launder the
illegal harvest and deliver the product to the market under the paperwork of a vessel not
directly associated with illegal activities, making control at port potentially overdue.

25.  Since 2005, progress among participating OECD countries has been made in
closing certain loopholes related to vessel registration. The share of participating OECD
countries which prohibit registration of vessels with a history of IUU fishing increased
from 37% to 77%, the share that prohibit registration of vessels already registered by
another state (except on temporary basis) increased from 27% to 86%. The number of
countries requiring mandatory repayment of penalties before vessel can be deregistered
increased from 20% in 2005 to 80%.

8 «“Beneficial owner refers to the natural person(s) who ultimately* owns or controls a customer** and/or the
natural person on whose behalf a transaction is being conducted. It also includes those persons who exercise
ultimate effective control over a legal person or arrangement. *Reference to “ultimately owns or controls” and
“ultimate effective control” refer to situations in which ownership/control is exercised through a chain of
ownership or by means of control other than direct control. **This definition should also apply to beneficial
owner or a beneficiary under a life or other investment linked insurance policy (FATF/OECD, 20147).
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Figure 2.2. Registration requirements for national fishing vessels in other countries national
jurisdictions and in ABNJ
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Source: OECD 2017 data collection on measures against 1UU fishing.

2.2.2. Authorisation regimes support implementation of various management
measures

26.  Authorisation regimes for fishing and fishing related activities ensure that national
vessels fishing in ABNJ or in the EEZs of other countries comply with national
conservation and management measures, and those specified in binding international
agreements. For instance, a vessel has to demonstrate that working conditions on-board
comply with national legislation. This way, the authorisation regime serves as a tool to
prevent human right abuse, of which many cases have been documented these last years
(Surtees, 2013pz; EJF, 2015p32). In addition, authorisation schemes limit abusive
reflagging practices by giving an authorisation under specific conditions, such as a history
of compliance, having vessel markings that comply with internationally recognised
standards or installed monitoring systems. Two factors are central to well-designed fishing
authorisation regime. The first one is well functioning verification of petitioners requesting
a licence. The second factor is transparency of the licencing systems which reduces
incidences of corruption and smooths enforcement (Hanich and Tsamenyi, 200933)).

27. In terms of fishing authorisation, information about area, scope and duration of
authorisation are universally required (Figure 2.3). The majority of participating countries
(with the exception of the Netherlands and the United States), require maintenance of
fishing logbooks, whereas reporting of fishing-related activities is required less widely
(64%). History of compliance with regulations is considered by 68% of participating
OECD countries, but only 45% reported observer coverage requirement. Progress has been
made in adoption of unified vessel markings and currently 82% of participating countries
require unique vessel identifier (UVI) for its fishing vessels over certain size (Box 2.1).
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Sustainability criteria® or verification of working conditions are rarely requested (41% and
55%, respectively). In terms of transparency, 50% of participating countries publish full
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lists of vessels allowed to fish and 85% make lists of bilateral agreements on access to
fishing grounds of third countries available to the public.

Figure 2.3. Information required for the issuance of an authorisation

% of participating OECD
countries
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History of Area scope VMS data Catch reportmg Reporting of Observer Malntenance of Working Sustalnabmty
compliance and duration of conditions  transhipment coverage fishing conditions criteria
with regulations the where logbooks applying on
authorisation permitted board

Source: OECD 2017 data collection on measures against IUU fishing.

o Introducing sustainability as eligibility criteria for an authorisation contribute to the protection of marine
resources, particularly in the high seas (Havice, 2010p126)). The FAO Voluntary Guidelines (FAO, 2014s))
specifically recommend that the flag states authorise their vessels to fish in third country waters only when
these activities do not undermine the sustainability of the fish stocks, both in the case of a bilateral agreement
with the third country or outside such agreements. This could be important challenges in the future, especially
with the climate change and the development of new fisheries. This could include, for example, marine Arctic
(Kaiser, Fernandez and Vestergaard, 201611s]), where currently not RFMO has a mandate to manage stocks.
Fishing authorisation should be delivered in line with international commitments regarding sustainable fisheries
management (Garcia and Staples, 2000117]) as mentioned in the SDG 14.
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Box 2.1. Unique vessel identifier (UVI)
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The International Maritime Organization (IMO) ship identification number scheme was
introduced in 1987 through adoption of resolution A.600(15) under the International
Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS). The implementation of the scheme
became mandatory as of 1 January 1996, but applied only to passenger ships of 100 GT
and above and to cargo ships of 300 GT and above. The unique seven-digit vessel
number (UV1), preceded by the letters IMO, identifies vessel and traces its activity over
time, irrespective of change of name, ownership, or flag, until it is scrapped.

Following adoption of the Rome Declaration on Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated
Fishing by FAO Ministerial Meeting in 2005 calling for a comprehensive record of
fishing vessels, the FAO Committee on Fisheries conducted a feasibility study on
setting-up a Global Record of Fishing Vessels, Refrigerated Transport Vessels and
Supply Vessels (Global Record). The Committee concluded in 2012 that the most
feasible tracking method is to add fishing vessels to the IMO ship identification number
scheme.

Progress has been made in 2013 when the IMO approved a cosponsored by FAO
proposal and adopted resolution A.1078(28) allowing the voluntary application of the
IMO ship identification number scheme to fishing vessels of 100 GT and above.
Consequently, the preconditions of using the IMO number as the UVI for vessels —
remaining unchanged, regardless of name, flag and ownership changes — can be applied
to fishing vessels. This initiative is voluntary and provides reliable information on vessel
identification in a timely manner. Major RFMOs and states have required for vessels
above a certain size or tonnage to carry an IMO numbers. It allows to cross-check data
with other sources, improves MCS, transparency, as well as makes it more difficult for
vessels to operate outside the law. The UVI can also help to deter related crimes such as
human trafficking especially when vessels use multiple identities, change flags, names
and radio call-signs to avoid detection and sanctions (EJF, 2013[z4; ILO, 201335)).

More on Global Record can be found at: www.fao.org/global-record.

2.3. Coastal states gained new responsibilities with the ratification of the UNCLOS

28.  Following the historic United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea
(UNCLOS), in 1994 coastal and island states assumed control of up to 200 nautical miles
of their coastal waters as the exclusive economic zone (EEZ). This includes assignment of
exclusive rights to vast natural resources these waters convey. These new rights also
created new management responsibilities requiring countries to monitor and control fishing
and fishing related activities in the acquired areas. In many cases, coastal countries did not
have well developed record-keeping practices and lacked the capacity to undertake
surveillance of their EEZ (Mwikya, 20063¢)).

29. A license authorisation framework, apart from its usefulness in managing vessels
in the ABNJ and foreign EEZs, is a convenient tool to define the size and structure of
fishing activity in the country’s own EEZ. Authorisations are used to ensure a balance
between the fishing opportunities and resources available in the given area. Effective
implementation of fishing licences gives the state the ability to gain adequate economic
returns from resources under its jurisdiction. However, badly-designed fishing
authorisation regimes lead to overcrowded waters, fishing above sustainable rates,
exhaustion of the resource and difficulties in enforcement of regulations (INTERPOL,
201437;; Hanich and Tsamenyi, 200933). Good understanding of who the licences are
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issued to assures fine estimate of fishing capacity and potential impacts on national waters,
including environmental damages, effects on non-target species, health hazards, etc. Lack
of transparency in listing licenced vessels impedes detection of unauthorised transgressions
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and prevents denouncing of illegal activities by fishers committed to legal fishing
(Cavalcanti and Leibbrandt, 2017 zg)).

30.  Considering common differentiation in licencing requirements between different
types of vessels, the data collection on the implementation of measures related to the
coastal state responsibilities was centred on three main fleets: foreign, large-scale and
small-scale (Table 2.1). The analysis of the factors identified as the most relevant to assess
the adequateness of the policy framework for each of the abovementioned subsets of
vessels follows.

2.3.1. Introduction of EEZs came with new trade opportunities

31.  The introduction of EEZs in 1994 opened new trade opportunities for coastal and
island states. Surplus of fishing opportunities in the area under jurisdiction became
available to trade with distant water fishing nations (DWFN) with capacity to fish in the
high seas (Mwikya, 2006). The agreements, either bilateral or involving multiple signing
parties, became important tools in coordination of fishing activities, especially those
focused on straddling and migratory species. Following international agreement between
DWEFN and coastal or island state, foreign vessels fall under coastal state authority of the
host country.

32.  All participating countries reported the need for authorisation of foreign vessel to
operate in their EEZs, closing-up the gap still noticed in 2005 (80%). The majority of
participants (95%) keeps record of foreign vessels authorised to fish in their EEZ and limits
the number of the issued fishing licences (90%). However, the transparency of fishing
agreements with foreign countries is still an issue; only 41% of participants did ensure easy
access to the list of foreign vessels licenced to fish in domestic waters (Figure 2.4).

Figure 2.4. Measures applying to foreign vessels

[ Partially implemented [ Implemented
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countries

Authorisation of foreign vessels  Record-keeping of foreign ~ Open-access list of authorized  Limits on number of isued Chartering arrangements
vessels foreign vessels licences

Source: OECD 2017 data collection on measures against IUU fishing.

2.3.2. More lenient measures apply to harvest in domestic waters

33.  Large scale vessels are characterized by big harvest capacity and potentially high
degree of environmental perturbation with damaging impact (Jones, 19923q). Large scale
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vessels often fish further offshore and in deeper waters, although there is evidence of large-
scale industrial fishing vessels operating illegally in fishing zones which are exclusively
reserved for small-scale fisheries (Drammeh, 2000pq).
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34.  Participating countries reported slightly more permissive laws for large-scale
vessels fishing in domestic waters in comparison with vessels fishing in the areas under
the jurisdiction of foreign countries or in the ABNJ. In terms of registration requirements,
characteristics of the vessel and details on the person or entity registering it are still widely
required, but not as uniformly as for foreign vessels. As shown in Figure 2.5, to this date
not all participating countries require from their large-scale vessels adoption of UV1 (73%),
vessel monitoring systems or VMS (77%) or maintaining fishing logbooks (73%). Only
55% of participants gave an account of functioning reporting system on transhipment, a
practice facilitating the lack of transparency in terms of harvest origin. Moreover, merely
45% of the participating OECD countries provide evidence on considering the history of
compliance with regulation when granting fishing authorisations.

Figure 2.5. Authorization requirements for domestic large scale fleet vessels
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with regulations duration of the conditions transhipment where fishing logbooks
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Source: OECD 2017 data collection on measures against lUU fishing.

2.3.3. Management of domestic small scale fisheries comes with its own set of
challenges

35.  Itis estimated that about one-quarter of the world’s catches originates from small-
scale fisheries (Pauly and Zeller, 2015}417). Despite the magnitude of these estimates, these
catches often go unreported. Small-scale fleet catch is traditionally consumed domestically,
often supporting nutrition of the fisher’s household. In many countries, small-scale
fisheries remain an informal activity or are governed with less stringency due to the lack
of adequate MCS capacity (Jentoft et al., 201742;; OECD, 20143)).

36. But in many OECD countries, the informal character of small-scale fisheries is
often a relic of the past. The activity frequently generates significant economic exchanges
and its traditional management in many cases was replaced by central governance. Profit-
driven small-scale fishers are responsible for alarming increase in illegal fishing (Drammeh,
2000(407).

37. Management of small-scale fisheries comes with its own challenges. Rules
governing small-scale fisheries are often embedded in historical context and integrated
approach that recognises the importance of legitimacy in tailoring the law is necessary to
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assure compliance (Hauck, 200847). Acceptance of regulation, such as the registration and
licensing of fishing vessels, requires the involvement of stakeholders in decision-making
process to better take into consideration the specificities of small-scale fishing and the
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cultural heritage they entail (Suebpala etal., 2015us)). Poor fishing communities are
concerned with regulations generating additional costs such as registration or license fees
(Suebpala et al., 2015s)).

38. To better understand the regulations governing small-scale fisheries, the
guestionnaire considered rules related to registration and authorisation of small-scale
vessels, as well as whether applied measures reflect local specificities of these fisheries. A
majority of participating OECD countries reported obligation to add such vessel to the
national registry (77%) and obtain authorisation to fish prior activity (91%), suggesting
general agreement among OECD members that small-scale fishers should be subject to
MCS. 23% of participating countries reported empowerment programs for small-scale
fishers to combat 1UU fishing. For example, Australia recognises traditional fishing in
Torres Strait Protected Zone (Torres Strait Treaty 1985), where the harvesting of turtles
and dugongs is managed through community based management plans and the
enforcement of strict gear restrictions is carried out by Indigenous Rangers.

2.4. Uneven exercising of port controls allows IUU harvest to enter the market

39.  Uneven application of port® controls, mainly due to lack of control capacity,
political will or legal framework, facilitate [UU fishing on a large scale (Liddick, 20141;).
Non-compliant or lax ports of convenience allow "laundering” catches and allow 1UU
fishing products to enter the market, increasing operators’ profits.

40.  There is a growing reliance on port states to combat 1UU fishing (Doulman and
Swan, 2012p)). This stems to a great extent from the failure of flag states to enforce the
law at sea due to the high cost of MCS at sea in comparison to controls at port. A new
binding international legal instrument, the Agreement on Port State Measures to Prevent,
Deter and Eliminate lllegal, Unreported and Unregulated Fishing (Port State Measures
Agreement or PSMA\) entered into force in June 2016 (FAO, 20161q). The Agreement sets
out universal minimum standards to prevent 1UU fishing products to be landed in ports.
The PSMA measures discourage IUU fishing by increasing operating costs since vessels
are forced to increase fuel use and navigation time to search for non-compliant port to
offload the harvest (Le Gallic, 20087).

41.  Most of the participating OECD countries (with exception of Canada, Colombia
and Turkey) are parties to the PSMA. The agreement, which had a long transition period
from 2009 when it was proposed by FAO to 2016 when it entered into force, prompted
countries to considerably improve their measures related to responsibilities as a port state.
Many recommendations highlighted in the agreement were adopted by the surveyed
countries (Figure 2.6), and equivalent measures are noted for some who did not sign the
PSMA (e.g. Canada or Colombia). On the other hand, some countries, despite signing
PSMA, still fall behind in full implementation (e.g. Greece, Italy or Slovenia).

42. At the time of the analysis, 82% of participating countries reported designation of
specific ports for use by foreign-flagged vessels (27% in 2005), 84% reported measures in
place allowing denial of port access or services (37% in 2005), including landing,
transhipments or inspections, to vessels suspected of IUU fishing, 87% require prior notice
before vessels are allowed to enter the port (57% in 2005), 93% conformed designation of
an authority that acts as a focal point for the exchange of information with other authorities,
flag states or RFMOs (20% in 2005), 68% have risk based management approach in place

10 “Port” includes offshore terminals and other installations for landing, transhipping, packaging, processing,
refuelling or resupplying.
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for vessels entering port (17% in 2005) and 73% implemented minimum number of
inspections at port (13% in 2005). Moreover, 80% fulfil obligations related to port state
measures arising from membership in RFMOs (17% in 2005).
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Figure 2.6. Implementation of port state measures
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Source: OECD 2017 data collection on measures against 1UU fishing.
2.5. State responsibilities - how countries compare?

43.  Summarising the information on all state responsibilities measures analysed in this
section, one sees that three countries (Chinese Taipei, Iceland and Canada) appear to be on
the forefront of implementing identified best practices as flag, state and coastal state
(Figure 2.7). In the tail, with much room for progress, one finds two non-OECD
participants (Lebanon and Libya) and Turkey.
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Figure 2.7. State responsibilities — evaluation by participant
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3. Policies addressing economic incentives to engage in IUU fishing
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3.1. Reducing economic benefits of TUU fishing depresses illegal activity

44,  The continuation of IUU fishing stems essentially from the high profits and
comparatively low risks involved. Asymmetry in cost of doing business places fishers
committed to legal activity at considerable competitive disadvantage (Liddick, 2014y).
Moreover, economic underlying crimes such as money laundering or tax fraud are linked
to IUU fishing activities.

45.  While the 2005 OECD review (OECD, 2005p12;) used a broad open question to
investigate the existence of economic measures against IlUU, this report analyses in more
detail the extent of the use of economic disincentives and market tools to prevent illegal
seafood entering the supply chain (Table 3.1). The analysis complements the information
available through other OECD tools and indicators of economic measures put in place by
countries that are not directly targeting the fisheries sector, but can strongly influence lUU
development as they affect the potential benefit of these activities (FATF, 2012g)).

Table 3.1. Economic incentives - classification

Section Subsection
Market measures Trade of IUU products
Economic measures Money laundering

Subsidies and other support

46.  Collected data suggest that countries have largely improved their performances in
implementing market measures related to the monitoring seafood products along the value
chain (Figure 3.1). However, while to this date market measures became widely adopted
and nearly all countries implement variety of tools identified as beneficial to prevent illegal
fish products from entering the market, the limited implementation of economic measures
stands out. In particular, the lack of measures allowing for consideration of IUU fishing as
a predicate offense for money laundering is alarming. The following sections describe how
the knowledge acquired over the past ten years enabled to develop new tools directly
targeting money trails related to 1UU fish products.
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Figure 3.1. Economic incentives — progress since 2005
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Source: OECD 2017 data collection on measures against 1UU fishing.

3.2. Reliable documentation of catch origin ensures the seafood in the supply chain
was caught legally

47.  Catch documentation schemes (CDS) enable the traceability of fish products from
the point of catch to the point of final sale along the supply chain. Reliable information
provided by well-designed CDS can be effective in eliminating misreporting'! (Hosch,
2016p9); O sterblom, 2014so). In this regard, the new Voluntary Guidelines for Catch
Documentation Schemes released on 5 April 2017 (FAO, 2017p113) constitute a valuable
source of guidance. Furthermore, with the development of new technologies, secure
electronic CDS systems reduce the risk of falsification.

48. In terms of traceability, the deployment of new technologies is progressing. Apart
from standard certification schemes, applications of blockchain are on the rise (Visser and
Hanich, 2017;sy). The technology is promising in terms of its potential to assure
transparency of the supply chain and consequently differentiate fish caught sustainably to
those caught illegally, or linked to human rights abuses. This development serves as a
response to the rise of customers’ awareness of the importance of food origin, both in terms
of safety and social responsibility. Better labelling allows customers to make informed
choices (Liddick, 20143).

49.  Among participating OECD countries, all reported the implementation of systems
of multilateral catch documentation and certification requirements in place for traded fish
products, and nearly all measures preventing trade of fish caught by vessels identified as
engaged in IUU fishing (with the exception of Colombia). A good example is the EU-wide
system of preventing 1UU fishing products to enter its market (Box 3.1). The majority of
surveyed countries also have standardized certification and documentation requirement
(with the exception of the United Kingdom and New Zealand). However, only 59% of

1 In some cases, trade measures and the use of CDS only triggered changes in the profile of IUU fishing at the
global level, e.g. IUU fishing in tuna fisheries went from illegal to unreported or misreported (Hosch, 20164g)).
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participants have a fully functioning systems allowing for the use of trade information to
target IUU fishing product movement along the value chain. Further 14% have such
systems in place, but only partially implemented.
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50.  Governments are also putting considerable efforts into raising awareness among
stakeholders, including the industry and the civil society, to the issue of 1UU fishing.
Informing customers about vulnerable species or incentivizing restaurants to create
sustainable menus contributes to safeguarding the species exposed from exploitation
(Petrossian, Weis and Pires, 2015(s2)).

51. A big progress has been noted in inclusiveness of stakeholders along the value
chain. To increase awareness of the problem related to IUU fishing, 95% of participating
OECD countries reported awareness-raising activities, suggesting considerable more
uniformly applied efforts in comparison with 2005 (53%). A number of countries indicated
holding regular stakeholder meetings (e.g. Iceland, Italy, the Netherlands) with the
representatives of the industry, as well as organising campaigns promoting legally-sourced
seafood. In the United States, the efforts of the Presidential Task Force on IUU Fishing
and Seafood Fraud have included a range of new public outreach efforts related to 1UU
fishing. Many governments also promote bottom-up approaches and encourage co-
operation between operators in denouncing detected IUU fishing activities. For example,
the Coalition of Legal Toothfish Operators runs an international ‘Wanted” campaign
offering up to USD 100 000 for information leading to the conviction of illegal fishers.

Box 3.1. The EU system for preventing IUU fishing products to enter the EU market

The Council Regulation (EC) No 1005/2008 to prevent, deter and eliminate illegal,
unreported and unregulated fishing was adopted on the 29 September 2008 and entered
into force on 1 January 2010. The regulation introduces a traffic light colour scheme to
inform third countries on the detected problems with fulfilling international rules related
to prevention of IUU fishing and introduces provisions for embargo on fish products not
conforming to the EU regulations.

In case of identified problems with IUU fishing, the European Commission presents the
country with a yellow card. The warning opens a formal dialogue during a minimum of
6 months. If the country improves its practices, the 6 month period can be prolonged or
the yellow card can be lifted. If the problems are not addressed, the country is identified
as non-cooperating and given a red card.

The identification introduces a ban on all products with catch certificate validated after
the Decision entered into force. Following the listing by the EU, all seafood products
harvested under the flag of a listed country cannot enter the EU market.

At this time (March 2018), 4 countries are identified as non-cooperating (Cambodia,
Comoros, St Vincent and Grenadines). Three countries were delisted in 2016 (Belize,
Republic of Guinea and Sri Lanka). Further nine countries or economies (Kiribati,
Liberia, Sierra Leone, St Kitts and Nevis, Chinese Taipei, Thailand, Trinidad and
Tobago, Tuvalu and Vietnam) are in the process of a formal dialogue.
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3.3. Following direct beneficiaries of 1UU fishing helps to unveil complex networks
of illegal seafood suppliers
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52.  Financial regulations have a strong potential to impact on the way IUU fishing
develops (Le Gallic, 20087; Stokke, 2009s3; OECD, 2013[24). Investigations that
concurrently consider multiple dimensions of economic crimes potentially linked to 1TUU
fishing operations (e.g. tax crimes, money laundering or corruption) effectively deter IUU
fishing (Griggs and Lugten, 2007s4). In fact, tracing the money path from IUU fishing can
provide critical evidence against behind-the-scene BO of the activity and their networks,
and thus increase the chance of cutting back on the illegal activity (Box 3.2).

53. Investigating the financial transactions related to seafood trade is essential.
Financial investigators can have a strong impact on unravelling complex transactional
webs across multiple jurisdictions. However, the secrecy behind multiple corporate
structures makes discovery of the beneficiaries of IUU fishing, difficult (Griggs and Lugten,
2007[54]; OECD, 2013[24]; Telesetsky, 2015[55]).

54.  Among participating OECD countries, only 32% reported consideration of 1UU
fishing as a predicate offense for money laundering. The inclusion of environmental crimes
such as illegal fishing in laws on money laundering is still rare. However, considering that
in 2005 only Norway reported such tools in place, the progress is evident.

104



Box 3.2. Relevant OECD indicators on beneficial ownership
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Countries face significant challenges when implementing measures to ensure timely
availability of accurate information on beneficial ownership. This is particularly
challenging in the fisheries sector which often involves legal persons and legal
arrangements spread across multiple jurisdictions (OECD, 20134; FATF, 20124g)).
Tracing the BO of activities can serve as a powerful deterrent when vessels use flag of
convenience, providing a way to trace ownership of companies involved in IUU fishing
(Farabee, 2016s¢)).

The Financial Action Task Force (FATF) is an inter-governmental body tasked with the
identification of national-level vulnerabilities enabling misuse of international financial
systems. Among other things, FATF standards on transparency aim at preventing the
misuse of corporate vehicles - companies, trusts, foundations, partnerships, and other
types of legal persons and arrangements. Considered as a crucial component is assuring
that information regarding both the legal owner and the BO, the sources of the corporate
vehicle’s assets, and its activities are readily available to the authorities.

Reliable and up-to-date information on beneficial ownership can assist law enforcement
and other competent authorities by identifying those responsible for the underlying
illegal activity. “Following the money” going through suspect accounts or assets held by
corporate vehicles in financial investigations is often the most efficient way to detect
money laundering, tax crime and corruption.

Consequently, FATF developed a guidance on the implementation of two sets of
recommendations of importance to combatting IUU fishing (FATF/OECD, 2014s7)):

e Recommendation 24: Transparency and Beneficial Ownership of Legal Person
e Recommendation 25: Transparency and Beneficial Ownership of Legal
Arrangements

As shown in Figure 3.2, the compliance with FATF Recommendations on beneficial
ownership is not well spread among OECD countries.

Figure 3.2. Technical compliance with FATF recommendations 24 and 25
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Note: Based on assessment conducted against the 2012 FATF Recommendations, using the 2013 FATF
Methodology (FATF, 2013(ss)). FATF compliance based on limited number of OECD members (16
countries).

Source: FATF (2018s9)).
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Given the importance of financial transparency in fighting corruption, G20 recently
identified transparency of beneficial ownership of legal persons and arrangements as a
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key priority action. This follows the adoption of Beneficial Ownership Principles by G8
in 2013 (Transparency International, 2014s0;).

3.4. Subsidies linked to 1UU fishing need to be eliminated

55.  The global debate on the effects of fisheries subsidies on 1UU fishing is ongoing.
In 2017, the WTO released a document urging governments to eliminate fisheries subsidies
linked to 1UU fishing and overfished stocks (WTO, 2017p;). Subsidisation of fleets
contributes to IUU fishing by artificially reducing capital value and making cheap vessels
available for purchase by illegal fishers (Liddick, 20141;). Other types of support (e.g. fuel
subsidies) decrease the cost of fishing and accelerate overexploitation (Pauly etal.,
2002(617), possibly leading to IUU fishing. A common lack of transparency facilitates
misuses with no financial consequences (Price, 200562)).

56.  Participating OECD countries responded well in the past decade to the call for
better management of funds designated for fisheries subsidies (OECD, 2005p2). For
instance, the European Maritime and Fisheries Fund (EMFF), which funds projects related
to the European Union fisheries for 2014-2020, specifically prohibits applications from
operators with a history of IUU.*? About 70% of responders indicated regulations allowing
for examination of vessels and operators' history for non-compliance when applying for
financial support from the government. Similar share of participating OECD countries
apply restrictions on public support to operators convicted of IUU offences. The
improvement is major. Results for 2005 indicate an implementation of the two
abovementioned measures by 17% and 10% of responders, respectively.

3.5. Economic incentives - how countries compare?

57.  Summarising the information on implementation of measures related to economic
incentives analysed in this section, one sees that three countries (Denmark, Estonia and
Norway) appear to be leading in utilizing market and economic tools in detecting and
eliminating ITUU seafood products entering the market (Figure 3.3). Much room for
improvements is noted for Libya, Colombia and Lebanon.

2 Regulation EU No 508/2014 (15): “[...] applications submitted by operators should only be admissible for
funding under the EMFF on the condition that, within a particular period of time before submitting an
application for support, the operators concerned have not committed a serious infringement, offence or fraud
and have not been involved in the operation, management or ownership of fishing vessels included in the Union
list of vessels engaged in illegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing or of vessels flagged to countries
identified as non-cooperating third countries as set out in this Regulation.”
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Figure 3.3. Economic incentives — evaluation by participant
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4. Policy instruments incentivising co-operation initiatives between
countries and among different authorities within countries
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4.1. Co-operative efforts reduce 1UU fishing cost-efficiently

58.  1UU fishing activities are dynamic and constantly adapt to the changing mix of
economic incentives and regulatory environment. The mobility of IUU fishing operators,
allowing swift movement across jurisdictions, provides for exploitation of weaknesses and
loopholes of international law. The possibility of reflagging a vessel, in particular when
one country improves its responsiveness to 1UU fishing related violations (NAFIG and
INTERPOL, 201723), is a significant challenge (Liddick, 2014;). Domestic fisheries
authorities and international bodies responsible for fisheries such as the RFMOs often act
in isolation. This, in turn, is an impediment to cost-efficient gathering of data supporting
fight against 1UU fishing and related crimes (Gilman and Kingma, 2013(s3). To this end,
co-operation is needed to block the economic incentives for operators along the entire value
chain of the global business that is IUU fishing (Table 4.1).

Table 4.1. Co-operation - classification

Section Subsection
International co-operation Information sharing at international level
International co-operation on MCS
National co-operation Information sharing at national level

59.  Figure 4.1 reports considerable improvement in co-operation mechanisms, both in
the context of international co-operation against IUU fishing, mostly through RFMOs, as
well as in the context of new national interagency co-operation deployed in a few countries.
The two following sections describe in more detail the nature of this improved co-operation,
as well as the expected underlying benefits of co-operative behaviour.

Figure 4.1. Co-operation — progress since 2005
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Note: Performance index based on weighted average of responses to the OECD questionnaire on measures
against IUU fishing Results limited to the subset of questions where data were available for both 2005 and 2017.
Results include OECD Members and OECD accession countries participating in the data survey. For details
on methodology, refer to Annex A.

Source: OECD 2017 data collection on measures against IUU fishing.
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4.2. International co-operation through RFMOs leads to harmonized legislation
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60.  Adoptedin 1994, the UNCLOS includes several provisions for mandating countries
to co-operate on management of transboundary fish stocks through international
organisations (UNCLOS, 1982(s4).*® But management of highly migratory fish, including
a variety of high-value tuna species, is more challenging than many other fisheries (Allen,
Joseph and Squires, 2010ss)). In 2005, the OECD identified that regionalised fisheries
management is a cost-effective approach to reduce IUU fishing. Co-operation through
RFMOs led to a harmonisation of legislation and the development of new tools such as
authorised vessel databases or lists of vessels suspected of 1UU fishing, and exchange of
information (OECD, 2005;12;). However, the 2005 report also concluded that information
sharing and co-operation among RFMOs was not sufficient, particularly in terms of linking
and integrating data on 1UU fishing activities.

61.  Bringing fisheries higher on the international agenda motivated improvement in
communication between countries sharing interest in stocks managed by RFMOs. Among
participating OECD countries, 80% reported functioning channels to exchange information
regarding owners, operators and crews of vessels suspected of IUU fishing. The readiness
to co-operate on information exchange increased considerably, up from 21% in 2005.
Moreover, a large majority (91%) of the countries also reported the adoption of standards
to share information at regional or international level, which is a considerable improvement
with respect to 2005 (18%). A large majority of the participants (91%) also reported their
participation in an international task force or group to combat 1UU fishing and co-operative
systems on MCS at regional level (80%). This suggests progress towards open
communication on the issue of IUU fishing and incremental implementation of necessary
provisions.

62.  Considering the willingness expressed by OECD countries to co-operate at RFMO
level, the study will review in the final report RFMOs’ practices directly focused on
eliminating IUU fishing which directly benefit from information exchange between
countries. The focus will be on listing of vessels identified as participating in IUU fishing
activities and transparency on non-compliance with obligations arising from membership
in RFMOs. The interest bill be narrowed to RFMOs with the capacity to adopt
management measures with respect to straddling or highly migratory fish stocks (see
Table A.4 in the annex for membership):

The Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna (CCSBT),
The General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCM),

The Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC),

The International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT),
The Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC),

The Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO),

The North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC),

The North Pacific Fisheries Commission (NPFC),

The South East Atlantic Fisheries Organisation (SEAFO),

The Southern Indian Ocean Fisheries Agreement (SIOFA),

The South Pacific Regional Fisheries Management Organisation (SPRFMO),

13 E.g. Article 64(1) states the following: “The coastal State and other States whose nationals fish in the region
for the highly migratory species listed in Annex | shall cooperate directly or through appropriate international
organisations with a view to ensuring conservation and promoting the objective of optimum utilisation of such
species throughout the region, both within and beyond the exclusive economic zone. [...]”
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e The Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC).
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63. The Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources
(CCAMLR) will also be included as an organisation that has a mandate to monitor fisheries
in the area of its competence.

64. In addition, the report will consider potential benefits of Purple Notices issued by
INTERPOL to communicate information regarding vessels wanted for illegal activities.
Although the organisation is mainly concerned with fighting human trafficking and modern
slavery in the fisheries sector, in 2013 first Purple Notice was given to a vessel involved in
illegal fishing (INTERPOL, 2013es)).

4.3. Communication between executive governmental bodies fosters efficient
prosecution of 1UU fishing

65. At the international level, best practices established by RFMOs are limited by the
mandate of such organisations. Since 2005, interagency co-operation mechanisms have
been improving, allowing a variety of actors to gather, process and disseminate information
on IUU fishing activities. At the national level, fisheries authorities can benefit from the
collaboration of port authorities, tax authorities, customs administrations, coastguards,
trade authorities, police and other law enforcement authorities to reduce the overall cost of
opposing IUU fishing by avoiding duplication of effort and enhancing enforcement
capacity.

66.  Tracking and analysing patterns of illicit trade or financial flows, officials of all
relevant administrations can help investigators understand 1UU fishing operations and their
networks (Liddick, 2014p1). As the mandate of fisheries authorities is often limited, the
involvement of customs and tax authorities may contribute to the detection of the scale of
the evasion. Mechanism to enable this information to be shared can result in faster and
more successful prosecution. However, in order to share information between agencies,
legal gateways must exist, while respecting the confidentiality of information and the
integrity of work carried out by other agencies.

67. It can be challenging to bridge communication gaps between executive
governmental bodies and ensure unfettered exchange of compatible data (Figure 4.2).
While all participating members have relevant fisheries authorities working on detection
of IUU fishing, only 82% involve customs and 27% tax administration. 80% of participants
reported functioning setup of interagency task force responsible for detecting violations
under 1UU fishing umbrella.
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Figure 4.2. Authorities involved in information sharing at national level
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68.  The detection of 1UU fishing benefits from inter-agency co-operation. A range of
organisational models for sharing of responsibilities across agencies exist, each with
distinct features. The example of the co-operation mechanism put in place in Norway - The

Norwegian Task Force against Organised Fisheries Crime and (Box 4.1) illustrates the
benefits of inter-agency co-operation.
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Box 4.1. The Norwegian Task Force against Organised Fisheries Crime and 1UU Fishing —
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a value chain approach.

Establishment of an inter-agency co-operation body

The decision to implement the Norwegian Task Force against Organised Fisheries Crime
and 1UU Fishing has been made through a political decision. It was an initiative by the
former Fisheries Minister, Helga Pedersen, in agreement with the Minister of Defence,
the Minister of Finance, the Minister of Justice and the Minister of Foreign Affairs that
agreed on the design and the composition of the advisory group.

The group was first established as a temporary project in 2009, as a measure to ensure
closer co-operation between different agencies, and to produce updated and cross-
sectoral analyses on IUU fishing and organised fisheries crime. The project had an
internal evaluation and moved from a temporary to a permanent project five years later.
In 2014, the Task Force was made a permanent entity in the Ministry of Trade, Industry
and Fisheries. In this regards, there were no law changes, nor changes in the participating
institutions’ statutes or mandates, but the new initiative did demand some adaptability
and greater co-operation, both internally and between different agencies.

The main objective of the Task Force is to detect crimes along the entire fisheries supply
and value chain. The Task Force is tasked with detection of illegal fishing, corruption,
tax and customs fraud, money laundering, embezzlement, document fraud and human
trafficking. Officials working with resource control had found that detecting such crimes
would require greater use of cross-sectoral analyses focusing on the actors, corporate
structures, the money flows and the commaodity trade to get a broader and fuller picture
of the crimes taking place in the fisheries sector. Norway believes the term fisheries
crime better reflects the issue of IUU fishing and motivates to unite all the law
enforcement agencies towards a common goal.

The institutional setup (Figure 4.3)

The task force is placed within the Norwegian Ministry of Trade, Industry and Fisheries
(MTIF). Its Secretariat is responsible for national coordination and following
international processes in the field of fisheries crime. The Secretariat collects,
coordinates and distributes relevant information to the Steering Group and the Contact
Group. It is led by a project leader in MTIF who rapports to the Steering Group.

The Steering Group is composed of the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, the
Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of Defence, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the
Fisheries Directorate, the Ministry of Justice, the Ministry of Trade, Industry and
Fisheries, and the Director of Public Prosecutions. The Steering Group approves the
annual work plan and makes necessary clarifications related to the Task Force's work.
They meet as needed.

In addition, a national analysis network consisting of the relevant underlying agencies is
established with The Fisheries directorate, the Police Directorate, the National Criminal
Investigation Service (Norwegian: KRIPOS), the National Authority for Investigation
and Prosecution of Economic and Environmental Crime (Norwegian: @ kokrim), the Tax
Directorate, the Directorate of Norwegian Customs, the Coast Guard, the Norwegian
Coastal Administration.
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A contact group is also set up and consist of members from the operative agencies and
is led by the Directorate of Fisheries. They meet around five times a year, and carry out
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the following tasks:

- facilitating cross-agency operational co-operation in potential cases of fisheries crime
throughout the value chain

- assessing and recommending the use of intergovernmental operational co-operation
between the agencies in the Task Force and involve other actors when relevant

- reporting to the Steering Group about co-operation and specific issues that are being
addressed or initiated

The contact group has established two working groups: the Crime prevention group,
which is led by the National Authority for Investigation and Prosecution of Economic
and Environmental Crime (KRIPOS), and the Tracking group, which is led by the
Norwegian Section for Analysis.

Figure 4.3. Institutional setup of the Norwegian Task Force against Organised Fisheries
Crime and 1UU Fishing
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Key procedures for inter-institutional co-operation

The Task Force does not carry out operations, but works to improve co-operation and
coordination between different agencies. For instance, the Task Force has carried out
two workshops in which agencies come together and work on concrete fisheries crime
cases. These have been useful to identify arenas for mutual co-operation and information
sharing, contributing to improved coordination between agencies. Legislation of each
agency had now set up guidelines for information exchanges and co-operation. Since the
start of the Task Force, the agencies in the Task Force have gained greater direct access
to information from other government agencies, and much data and information is now
automatically shared between agencies. Some information can still only be provided on
request and when there is suspicion of criminal activity.

Difficulties in the practicalities of co-operation

The Task Force has considered the risk of duplication since the start, and has previously
adapted its mandate to avoid duplicating or conflict with other inter-agency groups,
existing institutions or analysis networks. For instance, after the first review of the Task
Force, it was decided to make a clearer division of work between the coordinating and

122




the operational bodies of the Task Force. In addition, the Task Force has identified
certain laws and regulations related to privacy and data protection that impede
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information sharing and cross-agency co-operation.

Benefits and results observed in inter-agency co-operation

The value chain approach, which follows the fish and collects data from each point of
control it passes through, e.g. the financing and procurement of vessels and fishing gear,
gaining participant access, registering and providing information about fishing, the
actual catching of fish, distribution and sales, makes it easier to create analyses and
gather intelligence and evidence, and has also spurred greater interest within the police
to deal with fisheries crime.

Today, agencies have increased awareness and knowledge about the issue both
nationally and internationally; improved their analytical capacities; improved capacity
to use surveillance tools; improved co-operation and coordination and improved
information sharing between institutions.

The agencies participating in the group have identified potential changes to laws and
regulations related to privacy and data protection that may improve co-operation and
information sharing in the future, by making it easier to share data between agencies and
develop cross-sectoral analyses. As an example of improvement, the Marine Resources
Act was amended to implement the UNTOC convention, which resulted in an increase
in the maximum penalty to six years in prison for transnational organised fisheries crime.

4.4. Co-operation - how countries compare?

69.  Summarising the information on state co-operation analysed in this section, one
sees that three countries (Denmark, Norway and Canada) appear to be leaders in
implementing identified best policies and practices facilitating co-operation to reduce IUU
fishing (Figure 4.4). Several countries, in particular Korea, Sweden and the United
Kingdom, have room for putting in place additional measure to foster co-operation, both
at national and international level.
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Figure 4.4. Co-operation — evaluation by participant
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5. Enforcement mechanisms to combat IUU fishing
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5.1. Strict enforcement is at the core of eliminating 1UU fishing

70. At the national level, robust enforcement of fisheries regulations is challenging as
MCS systems were generally not evolving in parallel with fleet capacity and its capabilities.
The diversity of means by which seafood products arrive in various countries, such as
landing in port, multiple containers or mixed cargo, render MCS difficult for enforcement
authorities (Doumbouya et al., 201767;; Erceg, 2006197). This highlights the need for well-
designed risk management procedures (Hilborn et al., 2001sg)) to better prioritise and
target the allocation of enforcement efforts.

71. A lack of well-designed sanctioning systems creates unequal treatment and
corruption incentives (Putt J., 2009se)). Low penalties, disproportional to potential revenue
from selling IUU seafood, do not play a deterring role for IUU fishing actions and are often
factored in by IUU operators as the cost of doing business (Beke, Ackermann and
Blomeyer, 2014[70;; NOAA, 2015717). Concentrated efforts towards effective enforcement
of fisheries regulations (Table 5.1) follow from multiple commitments to effective
oversight of fishing vessels (Box 5.1).

Table 5.1. Enforcement mechanisms - classification

Section Subsection
MCS MCS tools and infrastructure
Inspections and investigations*
Sanctions Sanctions for infringements

Note: *Pending data availability, inspections and investigations will be reviewed in the final report. The
subsection is based on numerical questions listed in Table A.3.
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Box 5.1. Commitment to effective oversight of fishing vessels
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UNCLOS (Article 94.1): “Every State shall effectively exercise its jurisdiction and
control in administrative, technical and social matters over ships flying its flag”

FAO Compliance Agreement (Article 3.1a): “Each Party shall take such measures as
may be necessary to ensure that fishing vessels entitled to fly its flag do not engage in
any activity that undermines the effectiveness of international conservation and
management measures.”

UNFSA (Article 18.1): “A State whose vessels fish on the high seas shall take such
measures as may be necessary to ensure that vessels flying its flag comply with
subregional and regional conservation and management measures and that such vessels
do not engage in any activity which undermines the effectiveness of such measures.”

UNFSA (19.1): “A State shall ensure compliance by vessels flying its flag with
subregional and regional conservation and management measures for straddling fish
stocks and highly migratory fish stocks.”

FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries (Article 8.1.1): “States should ensure
that only fishing operations allowed by them are conducted within waters under their
jurisdiction and that these operations are carried out in a responsible manner.”

FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries (Article 8.2.7): “Flag States should
take enforcement measures in respect of fishing vessels entitled to fly their flag which
have been found by them to have contravened applicable conservation and management
measures, including, where appropriate, making the contravention of such measures an
offence under national legislation. Sanctions applicable in respect of violations should
be adequate in severity to be effective in securing compliance and to discourage
violations wherever they occur and should deprive offenders of the benefits accruing
from their illegal activities. Such sanctions may, for serious violations, include
provisions for the refusal, withdrawal or suspension of the authorization to fish.”

FAO Voluntary Guidelines for Flag State Performance (Article 31): “The flag State
implements a control regime over vessels flying its flag [...]”).

IPOA-IUU (Article 24): “States should undertake comprehensive and effective
monitoring, control and surveillance (MCS) of fishing from its commencement, through
the point of landing, to final destination [...]”.

5.2. Modern technologies ease monitoring of fishing vessels

72. In 2005, the OECD examined various means of enforcement (OECD, 2005}12).
Since then progress has been made in the development of new tools and the wide
application of traditional means of MCS (Figure 5.1). In 2016, OECD participating
countries nearly uniformly reported the use of vessel monitoring systems (VMS), catch
documentation schemes (CDS), automatic identification systems (AlS) and cross-check of
trade certificates. New technologies are gaining ground as new forms of enforcement
(Box 5.2). Observer programs, cooperative participation of the industry or risk based
management approach are less common. All responders reported the existence of fisheries
monitoring centres and near real-time controls of fishing vessels in the EEZ and ABNJ.
Supporting transparency, the publication of positive (authorised) and negative (IUU) vessel
lists were reported by 82% of participants.
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Figure 5.1. MCS tools
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Box 5.2. Monitoring at sea with new technologies
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Global emergence of large-scale marine protected areas (MPA) comes with an
increasingly challenging enforcement of fisheries regulations at sea (McCauley,
2014(727). Development of next-generation enforcement, such as drone patrols
and real-time satellite monitoring, is essential for ensuring wild-caught seafood
that gets on the plates is harvested legally.

Automatic identification system (AIS) and vessel monitoring system (VMS)

Adopted in 2000 by the IMO, AIS is an effective tool to accomplish navigational
safety goals and prevent ship collisions. Vessels carrying AIS transponders
broadcast information about identity, position and course, data which serves
costal surveillance and traffic management. Initially required only from all ships
over 300 GT on international voyages, cargo ships over 500 GT, tankers and
passenger ships, the device became popular for insurance, convenience, security
and safety reasons (Robards et al., 2016(737). Although AIS is not designed for
marine conservation or detecting 1UU fishing activity, the stream of real-time
data on vessel position gives a good understanding of routine vessel operations.
Using algorithms developed by machine learning, AlS-derived data can be
assessed for potential irregularities. Moreover, AlIS data is not bound by
confidentiality and can be purchased from data vendors. This approach is used
by Global Fishing Watch project (http://globalfishingwatch.org/) founded in
2014 by Google, Skytruth and Oceana. The platform launched in 2016 aims for
transparency in fishing industry and reveals location and behaviours of
commercial fishing fleets through interactive maps.

VVMS describe systems used in commercial fisheries to allow regulators to track
activities of fishing vessels. The functionality of the system and the associated
equipment varies with the requirements imposed by regulations pertaining to
fishing in area in which the vessel is operating. The systems are regionally
administered and data access is restricted.

However, commercial fishing trawlers are known to manipulate the system to by
tempering the on-board “blue box” and falsify transmitted signals (Liddick,
2014).

5.3. Sanctions for 1UU fishing infringements remain low in relation to potential

profits

73.  While the FAO-IUU IPOA urges countries to adopt sufficiently severe penalties,
fines for IUU fishing in 2005 (OECD, 2005;12;; Sumaila, Alder and Keith, 2006(7.;) were
considered too low to have a major impact on deterring IUU fishing activities, when
compared to the value of IUU catches. Calls for tougher sanctions on operators (e.g. at the
recent Our Ocean Conference, organised by the European Commission in Malta), are not
reflected in prompt regulatory changes. Thus, although 1UU fishing vessels face extra costs
to avoid being caught, to bribe officials, and in the loss of their reputations, high market
value of usually targeted species (Table 5.2) is often sufficient to offsets the costs.
Operators simply incorporate fines into the cost for doing business.
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http://globalfishingwatch.org/

Table 5.2. Price tags for species targeted by 1UU fishing

135



Species Price per kg Source

Bluefin tuna Up to 790 https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2018-01-04/bluefin-tuna-sold-for-320-
000-in-1st-tsukiji-sale-of-18
Shark fins 100 (up to http://www.havocscope.com/shark-fin-price/;
650) http://www.sharktruth.com/learn/shark-finning/
Totoaba swim 20 000 https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/may/16/chinese-appetite-totoaba-
bladders fish-bladder-threatens-rare-vaquita
Abalone 50-100 http://www.havocscope.com/abalone-price/;
(endangered white http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/british-columbia/abalone-endangered-fishery-
and black abalone) illegal-sale-1.3743687
Raw black coral 350 https://www justice.gov/opa/pr/us-virgin-islands-company-sentenced-illegal-trade-
protected-coral
Sea cucumbers 435-1000  hitp://www.chinadaily.com.cn/world/2016-03/02/content_23706803.htm

Note: These prices intend to show the extent of potential revenue of IUU fishing, but are not exhaustive.

74.  For the punishments to be dissuasive, cost-risk-benefit analysis of the IUU activity
must be favourable to the authorities. Refined systems of sanctions provide for easier
enforceable law, closing loopholes used by big players in the 1UU fishing industry.
Sanction for 1UU fishing were reported present in national legal framework by all
participating OECD countries. Participants reported various types of sanctions available
(Figure 5.2). A majority apply monetary penalties (with the exception of Iceland and
Slovenia), confiscations (vessel, fishing gear, other equipment or catch), taking away
fishing authorisations or licences and imprisonment. 86% participants sanction nationals
for 1UU fishing related crimes. A majority of the reported offenses are related to not
fulfilled obligations to record and report catch or catch-related data, fishing without a valid
documentation and using prohibited fishing gear (Figure 5.3).

Figure 5.2. Sanctions applied by participating OECD countries
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Note: FAL indicates fishing authorisation or licence.
Source: OECD 2017 data collection on measures against IUU fishing.
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Type 1
Type 2
Type 3
Type 4
Type 5
Type 6

Type 7
Type 8

Type 9
Type 10

Type 11

Type 12
Type 13

Fishing without a valid licence, authorisation or permit issued by the flag state or the
relevant coastal state

Not fulfilled obligations to record and report catch or catch-related data, including data
transmission by satellite vessel monitoring system, or prior notices

Fished in a closed area, during a closed season, without or after attainment of a quota
or beyond a closed depth

Engaging in directed fishing for a stock which is subject to a moratorium or for which
fishing is prohibited

Using prohibited or non-compliant fishing gear

Falsifying or concealing marking, identity or registration

Concealing, tampering with or disposing evidence related to the investigation
Obstructing the work of officials on duty in inspecting for compliance with the applicable
conservation and management measures, including the work of observers in the
exercise of their duties

Taking on board, transhipping or landing undersized fish against the law in force
Transhipping or participating in joint fishing operations with, supported or resupplied
other fishing vessels identified as having engaged in IUU fishing (this includes IUU
vessel lists from RFMOs or other national lists)

Carrying out fishing activities in the RFMO area in a manner inconsistent with or in
contravention of the conservation and management measures of that organisation,
fishing without authorisation of the RFMO, or not co-operating with the RFMO

Fishing without flag, as a stateless vessel, against the international law

Engaging in other type of illegal activity

Note: Based on 102 cases from 16 countries.
Source: OECD 2017 data collection on measures against IUU fishing.
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5.4. Enforcement mechanisms - how countries compare?

75.  Summarising the information on enforcement mechanisms analysed in this section,
one sees that three countries (Denmark, the Netherland and New Zealand) appear to be on
the forefront of implementing a good mixture of MCS tools and applying sanctioning
systems in line with identified best practices (Figure 5.4). Room for improvements in
relation to enforcement mechanisms of fisheries regulations are noted for Lebanon, Libya
and Ireland.

Figure 5.4. Enforcement mechanisms — evaluation by participant
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Annex A. Evaluation methodology

The empirical analysis is based on answers provided through the questionnaire by
participating countries and economies. The questionnaire consisted of four types of
guestions:

e contextual questions which were analysed qualitatively and not included in the
quantitative analysis;

e questions on the implementation of policies and measures recognised as best
practices in terms of deterring 1UU fishing;

o multiple choice (checkbox) questions describing modalities associated with the
implementation of policies and measures recognised as best practices in terms of
deterring 1UU fishing;

e Numerical questions serving supplementary analysis on sanctions.

The criteria for quantitative assessment of the submitted answers are available in Table A.1.
Questions are evaluated against established standards provided by the literature (as
contained within the column ‘Notes and references’). Each answer was assigned a
numerical score according to the transparent key contained in the columns relating to score
(“Score 0%”, “Score 20%”, “Score 50%”, “Score 100%”). Responses to the multiple-
choice (checkbox) questions were scored as a proportion of implemented options over the
total number of possible options for the given question (Table A.2). Numerical questions
are used as a stand-alone analysis (Table A.3).

The score aggregation was undertaken at two levels. First, scores were aggregated across
sub-sections as a weighted average, with the weights provided in Table A.1 (Column “W”).
Simple questions on implementation are assigned a weight of 1. Detailed questions on the
implementation of each measure, therefore conveying a more comprehensive description
of the measure, were assigned a weight of 2.

The aggregation across sections was done by assigning an equal weight to each sub-section
score. Section scores were then aggregated at the category level using equal weights for
each section. The final score represents a measure of implementation of a selection of
policies intended to deter 1UU fishing in percentage terms for participating country or
economy. Comparison between 2005 and 2017 was limited to the subset of questions where
data was available for 2005 (Column “C”), based on responses to the previous OECD data
collection on 1UU fishing (OECD, 20057s)).

The aggregation across responders was done by weighing individual indexes with their
respective production values (OECD, 2017(7;). For countries with production values not
available, values were estimated based on production volumes sourced from FAO (FAO,
2017p13) and average price calculated based on OECD countries that provided data for the
given year (OECD, 20177)).
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Table A.1. Questionnaire evaluation table
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Section Sub-section Question W Score 0% Score 20% Score 50% Score 100% Notes and references
Flag state Registration of ~ Registration of national vessels fishing 1 No legislation Legislation but no Partial Full implementation { (FAO, 1993;77; FAO,
responsibilities vessels in the areas under the jurisdiction of implementation implementation of of legislation 2014s;; Englender et al.,
foreign countries or in the ABNJ legislation 2014205; Churchill,
2012p21; Erceg, 2006y1g);
Erikstein and Swan,
201430
Flag state Registration of ~ Registration of national vessels 1 No legislation Legislation but no Partial Fullimplementation { (FAO, 2014,
responsibilities vessels conducting fishing-related activities in implementation implementation of of legislation Kroodsma, Miller and
the areas under the jurisdiction of legislation Roan, 20177g))
foreign countries or in the ABNJ
Flag state Registration of ~ Registration requirements for national 2 Multiple-choice (checkbox) question (score depends on the number of checked options) | (FAO, 2014g)

responsibilities

Flag state
responsibilities

Flag state
responsibilities

Flag state
responsibilities

Flag state
responsibilities

Flag state
responsibilities

vessels

Registration of
vessels

Registration of
vessels

Registration of
vessels

Registration of
vessels

Registration of
vessels

vessels fishing in the areas under the
jurisdiction of foreign countries or in the
ABNJ

Updating of the registry of vessels flying
the national flag

Public availability of the registry of
vessels flying the national flag

Prohibition of registration of vessels
with a history of [UU fishing

Prohibition of registration of vessels
already registered by another state,
except on a temporary basis
Sanctions on vessels engaged in IUU
fishing before deregistration

No updating;
irregular updating
(e.g. less than once
a year); no registry

Registry is not
public

No legislation

No legislation

No legislation

NA

NA

Legislation but no
implementation

Legislation but no
implementation

Legislation but no
implementation

Updating is
periodical; updating
follows a
predefined
schedule
Registry is public
for a limited subset
of vessels; registry
is available to the
public upon
request; registry is
not complete due
to poorly
implemented
registration system
Partial
implementation of
legislation
Partial
implementation of
legislation
Partial
implementation of
legislation

Updating in real or
near-real time

Registry is public

Full implementation
of legislation

Full implementation
of legislation

Full implementation
of legislation

(FAO, 2014)

Refers to basic
information allowing
vessel identification, e.g.
name, IMO, etc.;
publication can be at
national or supra-
national level; (FAO,
2014g)

(FAO, 2014)

(FAO, 20145)

(FAO, 2014)
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Q  Section Sub-section Question W Score 0% Score 20% Score 50% Score 100% Notes and references
9 Flag state Authorisation of  Authorisation of national vessels to fish | 1 No legislation Legislation but no Partial Full implementation { (FAO, 2014;; Morin,
responsibilities vessels in the areas under the jurisdiction of implementation implementation of of legislation 2015p9; Erceg, 2006y19])
foreign countries or in the ABNJ legislation
10  Flag state Authorisation of  Authorisation of national vessels to 1 No legislation Legislation but no Partial Fullimplementation { (FAO, 2014,
responsibilities vessels engage in fishing-related activities in the implementation implementation of of legislation Kroodsma, Miller and
areas under the jurisdiction of foreign legislation Roan, 20177g))
countries or in the ABNJ
11 Flag state Authorisation of  Entity or natural person receiving a Qualitative question NA
responsibilities vessels fishing authorisation
12 Flag state Authorisation of  Information required for issuing a 2 Multiple-choice (checkbox) question (score depends on the number of checked options) — | (FAO, 199377, FAOQ,
responsibilities vessels national vessel with an authorisation to details in Table A.2 2014g)
fish in the areas under the jurisdiction of
foreign countries or in the ABNJ
13 Flag state Authorisation of  Public availability of the list of vessels 1 List is not public NA List is public for List is public Publication can be at
responsibilities vessels flying the national flag authorised to fish limited subset of national or supra-
(i.e. fishing licence register) in the areas vessels; registry is national level; (FAO,
under the jurisdiction of foreign available to the 2014g;; Kroodsma,
countries or in the ABNJ public upon Miller and Roan,
request; list is not 20177g))
complete due to
poorly implemented
authorisation
system
14 Flag state Authorisation of  Bilateral agreements for national Qualitative question NA
responsibilities vessels vessels on fish in the areas under the
jurisdiction of foreign countries
15  Flag state Authorisation of  Public availability of the list of bilateral 1 List is not public NA List is public but List is publicand its | Includes agreements
responsibilities vessels agreements with foreign countries on content or content is negotiated at national
fishing in the areas under their coverage is limited comprehensive and supra-national level;
jurisdiction (e.g. no details on (e.g. includes NA if there is no such
financial terms) details on financial | agreements in place;
terms) (FAO, 20145)
16 Coastal state Measures Fishing by foreign vessel in the Qualitative question NA
responsibilities applying to country's EEZ
foreign vessels
17  Coastal state Measures Authorisation of foreign vessels to fish 1 No legislation Legislation but no Partial Full implementation
responsibilities applying to in the country's EEZ implementation implementation of | of legislation
foreign vessels legislation
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Q  Section Sub-section Question Score 0% Score 20% Score 50% Score 100% Notes and references
18  Coastal state Measures Entity or natural person receiving a Qualitative question NA
responsibilities applying to fishing authorisations for a foreign
foreign vessels  vessels
19 Coastal state Measures Record-keeping of the activity of foreign No legislation Legislation but no Partial Full implementation i E.g. keeping a record of
responsibilities applying to vessels authorised to fish in the implementation implementation of of legislation catch, used gear, areas
foreign vessels  country’'s EEZ legislation fished etc.
20  Coastal state Measures Public availability of the list of vessels List is not public NA List is public for List is public
responsibilities applying to (including vessels flying a foreign limited subset of
foreign vessels  flag)authorised to fish in the country’s vessels (e.g. only
EEZ national when
foreign vessels are
allowed); registry is
available to the
public upon
request; list is not
complete due to
poorly implemented
authorisation
system
21 Coastal state Measures Limits on the number of fishing licences No limits NA NA Limits in place
responsibilities applying to issued to vessels or the harvest volume
foreign vessels  allowed for harvest (including for
vessels flying a foreign flag)
22 Coastal state Measures Chartering arrangements No legislation Legislation but no Partial Full implementation
responsibilities applying to implementation implementation of of legislation
foreign vessels legislation
23 Coastal state Measures Registration requirements for large Multiple-choice (checkbox) question (score depends on the number of checked options) —
responsibilities applying to scale vessels fishing in the country’s details in Table A.2
large scale EEZ
vessels
24 Coastal state Measures Information required for issuing a large Multiple-choice (checkbox) question (score depends on the number of checked options) —
responsibilities applying to scale vessel with an authorisation to details in Table A.2
large scale fish in the country's EEZ
vessels
25  Coastal state Measures Measures applicable to small scale Multiple-choice (checkbox) question (score depends on the number of checked options) - i (Suebpala et al.,
responsibilities applying to fisheries details in Table A.2 2015ps;; FAO, 2015;9)
small scale
vessels
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Q Section Sub-section Question Score 0% Score 20% Score 50% Score 100% Notes and references
26 Port state Port state Ratification of the FAO Agreement on Qualitative question NA
responsibilities measures Port State Measures to Prevent, Deter
and Eliminate lllegal, Unreported and
Unregulated Fishing (PSMA)
27  Port state Port state Designation of specific ports for use by No legislation Legislation but no Partial Full implementation i (FAO, 2016(10;; Swan,
responsibilities measures foreign-flagged vessels implementation implementation of of legislation 2016;s0;; Witbooi,
legislation 2014p1)
28  Portstate Port state Denial of port entry or use (including No legislation Legislation but no Partial Full implementation | (FAO, 2016y10; Swan,
responsibilities measures landing, transhipments and access to implementation implementation of of legislation 20163s0;; Witbooi,
other port services or inspection) to a legislation 201481)
vessels suspected of IUU fishing
29  Port state Port state Prior notice before vessel is allowed to No legislation Legislation but no Partial Fullimplementation i (FAO, 2016(10; Swan,
responsibilities measures enter port and confirmation requirement implementation implementation of of legislation 2016;s0;; Witbooi,
from the flag state legislation 2014s1)
30 Portstate Port state Designation of an authority that act as No legislation Legislation but no Partial Full implementation | (FAO, 201610;; Swan,
responsibilities measures focal point for exchange of information implementation implementation of of legislation 2016;s0;; Witbooi,
with other authorities, flag states and legislation 201481)
RFMOs
31  Portstate Port state Risk based management approach for No legislation Legislation but no Partial Fullimplementation i (FAO, 2016(10; Swan,
responsibilities measures vessels entering a port implementation implementation of of legislation 2016;s0;; Witbooi,
legislation 20141))
32  Portstate Port state Implementation of RFMO ports state No legislation Legislation but no Partial Full implementation | (FAO, 201610;; Swan,
responsibilities measures measures implementation implementation of of legislation 2016ys05; Witbooi,
legislation 2014s1)
33  Port state Port state Definition of minimum levels for No legislation Legislation but no Partial Full implementation i (FAO, 2016y10;; Swan,
responsibilities measures inspection of vessels implementation implementation of of legislation 2016ys05; Witbooi,
legislation 20141)
34 Market measures  Trade of IUU Prevention of trade or import of fish No legislation Legislation but no Partial Full implementation | (Le Gallic, 20087;
products caught by vessels identified as engaged implementation implementation of of legislation Stokke, 2009;s3); Lovin,
in 1UU fishing legislation 2011p9; Young, 2016ys2;
Hosch, 2016us)
35  Market measures  Trade of IlUU System of multilateral catch No legislation Legislation but no Partial Fullimplementation i (FAO, 201711
products documentation and certification implementation implementation of of legislation
requirements for traded fish products legislation
36  Market measures  Trade of IUU Standardisation of certification and No process in NA NA Process in place, at i (FAO, 2017;11)
products documentation requirements place minimum for main

species
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Q Section Sub-section Question W Score 0% Score 20% Score 50% Score 100% Notes and references
37  Market measures  Trade of IUU Use of trade information to target IUU 1 No process in NA Process in place Process in place Applicable process
products fishing trade place for main species for all species include, e.g., cross-
only check of trade data or
risk analysis conducted
to directly target IUU
fishing; (FAO, 20014)
38  Market measures  Trade of IlUU Other traceability systems Qualitative question NA
products
39  Market measures  Trade of IlUU Inclusiveness of stakeholders along the | 1 No relevant NA Relevant programs | Relevant programs | (FAO, 20171;
products value chain: awareness-raising among programs in place, but with in place Petrossian, Weis and
stakeholders to deter IUU trade limited reach Pires, 2015(52)
40  Economic Money Consideration of IUU fishing as a 1 No legislation Legislation but no Partial Full implementation { (UNODC, 20113
measures laundering predicate offense for money laundering implementation implementation of of legislation OECD, 2013p24; Griggs
legislation and Lugten, 2007s4;;
Osterblom, 2014[50])
41 Economic Subsidies and Examination of a vessels and operators' | 1 No legislation Legislation but no Partial Full implementation i (Griggs and Lugten,
measures other support history of non-compliance when implementation implementation of of legislation orno { 2007s4)
applying for financial transfers/support legislation subsidies
from government
42 Economic Subsidies and Restrictions on public support for 1 No legislation Legislation but no Partial Full implementation | (Sumaila, 2013s3;;
measures other support operators convicted of IUU fishing implementation implementation of of legislation orno { Schmidt, 2017s4)
offences legislation subsidies
43 National co- Information Existence of task force or inter-agency 1 No legislation Legislation but no Partial Fullimplementation i (OECD, 2013p24; Szigeti
operation sharing at group to combat IUU fishing implementation implementation of of legislation and Lugten, 2015ss))
national level legislation
44 National co- Information Authorities involved in sharing 2 Multiple-choice (checkbox) question (score depends on the number of checked options) - { (OECD, 2013p4j; Sziget
operation sharing at information on IUU fishing at national details in Table A.2 and Lugten, 2015gs)
national level level
45 National co- Information Co-ordinating authority Qualitative question NA
operation sharing at
national level
46 National co- Information Other mechanisms or procedures for Qualitative question NA
operation sharing at inter-agency co-operation
national level
47  International co- Information Internationally exchange of information Qualitative question NA
operation sharing at on vessel owners, operators and crews
international
level
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Q  Section Sub-section Question W Score 0% Score 20% Score 50% Score 100% Notes and references
48  International co- Information Adoption of standards to share 1 No legislation Legislation but no Partial Fullimplementation | (Gilman and Kingma,
operation sharing at information at international level implementation implementation of of legislation 201363
international legislation
level
49  International co- Information Existence of a focal point to exchange 1 No legislation Legislation but no Partial Full implementation { (Gilman and Kingma,
operation sharing at information with other countries on implementation implementation of of legislation 20133))
international matters relevant to IUU fishing legislation
level
50 International co- Information Participation in an international task 1 No participation NA NA Participation (OECD, 20161q))
operation sharing at force or group to combat IUU fishing
international
level
51  International co- Co-operation Co-operative systems of monitoring, 1 No legislation Legislation but no Partial Fullimplementation i (Lodge et al., 2007s7)
operation on MCS control and surveillance at regional level implementation implementation of of legislation
legislation
52 MCS Transparent Number of authorities involved in the Qualitative question NA
procedures process of registration and authorisation
to fish
53 MCS Transparent Co-operation between agencies Qualitative question NA
procedures
54  MCS MCS toolsand  Control regime over vesselsinthe EEZ | 2 Multiple-choice (checkbox) question (score depends on the number of checked options) —
infrastructure and the ABNJ details in Table A.2
55 MCS MCS toolsand  Fisheries monitoring centre and near 1 No monitoring NA Monitoring is Monitoring inreal i Monitoring limitations
infrastructure real-time controls of fishing vessels in limited (e.g. to time, 24/7 may include (1) not full
the EEZ and the ABNJ domestic EEZ) coverage, (2) delayed

processing of
information, (3) limited
monitoring time frame;
(Beke, Ackermann and
Blomeyer, 2014;;
Cacaud, Kuruc and
Spreij, 2003sg))
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Q  Section Sub-section Question W Score 0% Score 20% Score 50% Score 100% Notes and references
56  MCS MCS toolsand  Publication of IUU vessel list 1 No lists published NA Publication is Lists published Publication limitations
infrastructure limited (e.g. only (nationally or by may include (1) not full
covering RFMOs supra-nationally) coverage; (Beke,
areas) Ackermann and
Blomeyer, 20147;;
Cacaud, Kuruc and
Spreij, 2003;ss); Erceg,
2006y19))
57 MCS Inspectionand  Total number of inspections conducted Numerical question — details in Table A.3
investigations outside of ports in areas under national
jurisdiction in 2015 and 2016
58 MCS Inspectionand ~ Total number of inspections conducted Numerical question — details in Table A.3
investigations in ports under national jurisdiction in
2015 and 2016
59 MCS Inspectionand ~ Number of national vessels that Numerical question — details in Table A.3
investigations received sanctions in 2015 and 2016
60 MCS Inspectionand  Total tonnage of national vessels that Numerical question — details in Table A.3
investigations received sanctions in 2015 and 2016
61 MCS Inspectionand ~ Number of foreign vessels that received Numerical question — details in Table A.3
investigations sanctions in 2015 and 2016
62 MCS Inspectionand  Total tonnage of foreign vessels that Numerical question — details in Table A.3
investigations received sanctions in 2015 and 2016
63 MCS Inspection and Planned improvements in MCS capacity Qualitative question NA
investigations
64  Sanctions Sanctions for IUU fishing sanctions within the national 1 No legislation NA NA Legislation (Putt J., 2009s9;; Kao,
infringements legal framework available 2015p1g;; Selbe, 20149
65  Sanctions Sanctions for Differentiation of penalties by nationality Qualitative question NA
infringements
66  Sanctions Sanctions for Sanctions on nationals 1 Not included NA NA Included Refers to legislation
infringements including sanctions on

nationals on board of
fishing vessels in the
high seas and BO,
regardless where the
vessel is registered;
(Putt J., 2009;9;; Kao,
2015p); Selbe, 2014gg;
Erceg, 2006;1))
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Q  Section Sub-section Question Score 0% Score 20% Score 50% Score 100% Notes and references
67  Sanctions Sanctions for Out-of-court settlement systems Qualitative question NA
infringements
68  Sanctions Sanctions for Number of out-court-settlements related Numerical question — details in Table A.3
infringements to IUU fishing in 2015 and 2016
69  Sanctions Sanctions for Scope of sanctions scheme Multiple-choice (checkbox) question (score depends on the number of checked options) —
infringements details in Table A.2
70  Sanctions Sanctions for Average time to complete court Numerical question — details in Table A.3
infringements procedures (in months) in 2015 and
2016
71 Sanctions Sanctions for Actions against infringements of Qualitative question NA
infringements RMFOs conservation and management
measures
72 Sanctions Sanctions for Third party participation in case of Qualitative question NA

infringements

investigation

Note: Column ‘W’ indicates weight of given question in calculation of sub-section score. Column ‘C’ indicates whether question is part of quantitative
comparative analysis between 2005 and 2017, i.e. whether data from 2005 was collected. Questions highlighted in grey are not scored; these are contextual
question used in the qualitative analysis. Partial implementation implies either (1) implementation to limited subset of fisheries, (2) no sufficient enforcement
tools to assure full implementation of the policy. NA indicates no applicability.
Source: OECD Data Collection 2017.
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Table A.2. Options for multiple-choice (checkbox) questions
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Question  Option
3 History of the vessel
3 Characteristics of the vessel e.g. length, tonnage, fishing methods, powers, date of build
3 Name and nationality of legal or natural person whose name the vessel is registered
3 Name and nationality of legal or natural person responsible for managing the operations of the vessels
3 Name and nationality of legal or natural person with beneficial ownership of the vessel
3 Lloyds/IMO number when registering the vessels
3 Requirements also applying to fishing-related activities
12 History of compliance with regulations
12 Areas, scope and duration of the authorisation
12 VMS data
12 Catch reporting conditions
12 Reporting of transhipment where permitted
12 uvi
12 Observer coverage
12 Maintenance of fishing logbooks
12 Working conditions applying on board
12 Sustainability criteria
12 Information on private agreements negotiated directly with foreign governments
23 History of the vessel
23 Characteristics of the vessel e.g. length, tonnage, fishing methods, powers, date of build
23 Name and nationality of legal or natural person whose name the vessel is registered
23 Name and nationality of legal or natural person responsible for managing the operations of the vessels
23 Name and nationality of legal or natural person with beneficial ownership of the vessel
23 Lloyds/IMO number when registering the vessels
23 Requirements also applying to fishing-related activities
24 History of compliance with regulations
24 Areas, scope and duration of the authorisation
24 VMS
24 Catch reporting conditions
24 Reporting of transhipment where permitted
24 uvi
24 Maintenance of fishing and related logbooks
25 Authorisation to fish
25 Registration of the vessel
25 Empowerment programs to combat 1UU fishing
25 Other traditional practices in place*
44 Fisheries authorities
44 Tax administrations
44 Customs administrations
44 Any other relevant authority or agency with interests in the fisheries sector*
54 VMS (where appropriate)
54 AIS (where appropriate)
54 Observer programs (where appropriate)
54 Training programs for MCS staff
54 Cooperative participation of industry
54 Storage of MCS data
54 CDS
54 Electronic logbooks
54 Cross-check authenticity of trade certificates
54 Risk based management approach
54 MCS of transhipment operations
54 Other*
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Question  Option
69 Warning
69 Suspension or revocation of fishing authorisation/licence
69 Temporary ineligibility to hold a fishing authorisation/licence
69 Temporary ineligibility to apply for a fishing authorisation/licence
69 Permanent ineligibility to apply for a fishing authorisation/licence
69 Permanent or temporary confiscation of gear, equipment, vessel, catches
69 Monetary penalty
69 Cloture of fishing facilities
69 Assets frozen
69 Repayment of financial aid
69 Loss of fishing quota
69 Imprisonment
69 Other*

Note: * Option “Other” or similar, when available, was not used in quantitative assessment.
Source: OECD Data Collection 2017.

Table A.3. Numerical questions

Question

Total number of inspections conducted outside of ports in areas under national jurisdiction
Total number of inspections in ports under national jurisdiction
Number of vessels flying the flag of your state that received at least one sanction

Total tonnage of vessels flying the flag of your state that received at least one sanction from
your authorities

Number of vessels flying the flag of a foreign country that received at least one sanction from
your authorities

Total tonnage of vessels flying the flag of a foreign country that received at least one sanction
Number of out-court-settiements related to IUU fishing
Average time to complete court procedures (in months)

Source: OECD Data Collection 2017.

161



Table A.4. Membership list of RFMOs and other organisations with a mandate to monitor fisheries or other marine resources
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CCAMLR CCSBT GFCM IATTC ICCAT 10TC NAFO NEAFC NPFC SEAFO SIOFA SPRFMO WCPFC
OECD member countries
Australia CP CP CP CP CP CcP
Belgium CP CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP*
Canada CP CP CP CNCP CP CP
Chile* CP CNCP CP
Denmark CP* CP* CP* CcpP* CP CP* CP*/CP! CP2 CP* CP* CP'/CP* CP*
Estonia CP* CP* CP* CP* CP CP* CP CP* CP* CP* CP* CP*
Finland* CP* CP* CcpP* CcpP* CP CP* CcpP* CpP* CP* CP* CP* CP*
France* CP CP* CP CP CP3/CP* CP CP*/CP? CP* CP* CP CP* CP
Germany CP CP* CpP* CpP* CP* CP* CP CcpP* CP* CP* CP* CP*
Greece CP* CP* CP CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP*
Iceland CP CP CpP*
Ireland CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP*
Israel* CP
Italy CP CP* CP CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP*
Japan CP CP CP CP CP CP CP CP CP CP CP
Korea CP CP CP CP CP CP CP CP CP CP CP
Latvia CP* CP* CcpP* CcpP* CP* CP* CP CpP* CP* CP* CP* CP*
Mexico* CP CP CNCP
Netherlands CP* CP* CpP* CpP* CP* CP* CcpP* CpP* CP* CP* CP* CP*
New Zealand CP CP CNCP CNCP CP CP
Norway CP CP CP CP CP
Poland* CP CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP CP* CP* CP* CP* CP*
Portugal* CP* CP* CcpP* CpP* CP* CP* CP CcpP* CP* CP* CP* CP*
Slovenia CP* CP* CP CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP*
Spain* CP CP* CP CcpP* CP* CP* CP CpP* CP* CP* CP* CP*
Sweden CP CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP*
Turkey CP CP
United Kingdom CP CP* CP* CP* CP4/CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP* CP*
United States CP CP CP CP CNCP CP CP CP
OECD accession countries
Colombia CP CNCP
Costa Rica* CP CNCP
Lithuania* CP* CP* CcpP* CcpP* CP* CP CcP* CP* CP*

Non-member countries and economies
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CCAMLR CCSBT GFCM IATTC ICCAT 10TC NAFO NEAFC NPFC SEAFO SIOFA SPRFMO WCPFC

Lebanon CP CP*
Libya CP CP
Chinese Taipei CP CP CNCP CP CP CcP

Note: Includes OECD member countries (excluding land-locked countries with no fishing fleets and EEZs), OECD accession countries, and countries and
economies participating in the project. CP indicates contracting parties or members of the agreement or convention; CNCP indicate non-contracting co-operating

parties or cooperating non-member of the agreement or convention.
Membership in respect to: * Faroe Islands; 2 Faroe Islands and Greenland; 3 St. Pierre and Miquelon;  overseas territories of the United Kingdom. * - indicates

OECD member and accession countries not participating in the project.
Source: Membership lists confirmed with relevant secretariats.
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Note by the Secretariat

This document is presented under Item 6 of the Draft Agenda of the 121st session of the
Fisheries Committee for INFORMATION. This work is carried out under Intermediate
Output Result 3.2.3.4.2 of the 2017-18 PWB of COFI. It provides an update of the process
and changes made for the next data collection cycle.
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Statistics and data collection

1. Status update

1. The fisheries and aquaculture questionnaires will be sent at the beginning of May
2018.
2. In total, five questionnaires will be sent in 2018:

1. Marine landings

2. Inland fisheries

3. Employment in fisheries and aquaculture
4. Fishing fleet

5. Fisheries Support Estimate (FSE)

3. With respect to the 2017 data call, the following questionnaires will not be sent in
2018:

1. Agquaculture production: as mentioned at the last COFI, this
guestionnaire will no longer be sent. From now on, the aquaculture
production data will be directly sourced from the FAO public platform
FishstatJ.

2. Total Allowable Catches (TAC), quotas and catches: this year no
questionnaire will be sent as this domain is currently under development
and the questionnaire will be revised. Next questionnaire will be sent in
2019.

3. Targets & Thresholds for fish stocks: this year no questionnaire will be
sent as this domain is currently under development and the questionnaire
will be revised. Next questionnaire will be sent in 2019.

2. Changes to questionnaires

4. The questionnaires have been revised following the feedback provided by countries
during the last data submission as follows:

e The metadata tab has been completely redesigned: it is now shorter and easier to
complete due to a clearer instructions and inclusion of examples.

168



METADATA irormati

1. Pleaze indicate the source of the data

£ e

CONSUS, SIMPIC SWNCYS,
through bl SXDO i o

2. Pleaze indicate the name of the collection you have uzed 2z zource
Example: ¥ pour Gos sONCe is SAMIWSrstive St raport the name o the

rogister

3. Pleaze indicate the name of the i ponzible for the data coll
Exampie: the Ministey of dgricuts the Mstionst institute of SUEs, 3 locat
lishavios sgoncy, ¢

4. Pleaze indicate th q y of data collection/compilati

Rl poSrly, qUIRETY, monthl, g, o

S. Pleaze indicate when[=year, month) you last received the datafrom the zource

6. Pleaze specky here ¥ data refer to calendar orfizcal year

7.Pleaze provide here alinkto a istics releaze calendar, § ilabl
8. Pleaze report any ch istics of the data collection you might judge
important

Ao 1vind; e g the s3mpiing mothod usodf¥ sryl or sny

3. Please d. ibe the target population, £e. the pop ionfor which the
irformation iz sought, and how much o itiz covered

10. Pleaze speciy ¥ the whole country iz covered or F data referz to sub-regions

1. Pleaze speciy f all zectors of the economy are covered or F data refers to sub-
sectors

12. Pleaze report any other comment on data coverage you might have

13. Pleaze dezcribe § data are the rezult of any manipulation
o2 P St 3 S or 3
Sgfustmont

14. Please indicate how data are dizzeminated
EXIMPDIE: ROWS 1S5S, IOt pUblestion, bullotin, on-line dtsbase, COROM
e

15. Pleaze report any other comment on data quality or any recommendation you
might want to provide to guide users

¢ Value and quantity data are presented on the same tab in the Marine landings and
Inland fisheries questionnaires. This makes the questionnaire easier to complete
and makes it easier to see where missing data needs to be added.

3ALPHA CODE SPECIES NAME

UNIT OF MEASURE 1995 F 1996 F 1957 F 1938 F 1999 F 2000 F 2001 F 2002 F 2003 F 2004 F 2005 F 2006 F 2007 F 2008 F 2009 F 2010 F 2011 F 2012 F 2013 F 2014 F 2015 F 2016 F 2017 F

SPECIES_TOTAL ALL SPECIES - GRAND TOTAL Tonnes § § N XN ® ¥ § X § N X N ¥ ® § XN N N D N N O
SPECIES_TOTAL ALL SPECIES - GRAND TOTAL National currency § 8 N § N § N N N N N N N N N N N N § N N N H
Asy Asp [Aspius aspius] Tonnes

ASU Asp [Aspius aspius) National curency

] Barbel [Barbus barbus] Tonnes

F18 Barbel [Barbus barbus] National currency

BIC Bighead carp [Hypophthalmichthys nobilis] Tonnes

8iC Bighead carp [Hypophthalmichthys nobilis] National currency

ALR
AR

Blaak [Alburnus albumus]
Bleak [Alburnus albumus]

Tonnes
National currency

e Some automatic formulas have been embedded in the Employment and Fishing fleet
guestionnaires in order to make the questionnaire easier to complete and to ensure
consistent data.

o All questionnaires will be prefilled with available data starting from 1995 (from
2000 for FSE) as well as the metadata. Countries will still have a chance to provide
historical series if available.
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¢ All questionnaires have been completed with an extra-column for flags (Break in
series, Non-publishable and confidential value, Estimated value, Provisional value).

3. Deadline for data submission

5. The deadline for data submission is 31 August 2018.

4. Employment: shared data collection with FAQO

6. As announced at the last COFI meeting, OECD is collaborating with FAO in order
to streamline the collection of employment data and send a common FAO-OECD
guestionnaire for this.

7. The project involves the construction of a dataset common to both organisations. A
first comparison between OECD and FAO data has highlighted the existence of several
inconsistencies.

8. In order to address these inconsistencies and completely harmonise the FAO and
OECD existing data, an email will be addressed to both OECD and FAO data
correspondents in September or October where they will be asked to:

e provide feedback and revisions as needed to achieve consistency,
e confirm a final version of the data,

e identify a single contact person for future data submission as the two organisations
often have different contacts.

0. A harmonised data collection process will be put in place once these three steps
have been completed for all countries.
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1. Publication of COFI work

1.1. OECD Review of Fisheries: Policies and Summary Statistics 2017 (published on
5 December, 2017)

1. The Review of Fisheries has been regularly published for more than thirty years.
This latest report covers developments in both production and polices in fisheries and
aquaculture. This edition includes 35 countries and economies and the participants in this
Review represent nearly half of global fisheries production, and the majority of
production of aquaculture. This document focuses on OECD Fisheries Support Estimate
database which is an inventory of policies supporting fisheries and the fishing sector that
shows the different ways in which budgetary policies are designed and delivered.

For Official Use
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2. OECD publication and activities (non-COFI)

Environment

2.1. Safety Assessment of Transgenic Organisms in the Environment, VVolume 7,
OECD Consensus Documents (published on 21 December 2017; ENV)

2. This report is the seventh volume of the OECD Series on Harmonisation of
Regulatory Oversight in Biotechnology, which relates to the environment risk or safety
assessment of transgenic organisms. It compiles the OECD consensus documents issued
in 2016 and 2017. As modern biotechnologies have been applied to products, high safety
standard for genetically engineered products is required for industry and trade. This
document provides science-based information on a specific host organism or trait. Its
work aims to promote mutual understanding among countries, avoid duplication, and
increase the efficiency of the risk assessment process. The publication is of particular
interest to COFI delegates as this is the first OECD biosafety publication to address an
animal species, the Atlantic salmon (Salmo salar). It describes the biology and ecology of
wild Atlantic salmon and of the farmed form, elements of genetics, research on
genetically engineered salmon and resources for its risk assessment. Therefore, it is
valuable to applicants for commercial uses of transgenic organism, regulators in national
authorities as well as the wider scientific community.

2.2. OECD Environmental Performance Reviews: Canada (published on 19
December 2017; ENV)

3. This is the third Environmental Performance Review of Canada. It evaluates
progress towards sustainable development and green growth, with special features on
climate change mitigation and urban wastewater management. Canada, the world’s
second largest country by area, has abundant natural resources. Its vast territory includes
large tracts of undisturbed wilderness. However, urbanisation and agriculture are putting
pressure on the natural asset base. Since 2000, Canada has made progress in decoupling
economic growth from air pollution, energy consumption and GHG emissions, but it
remains one of the most energy- and emissions-intensive economies in the OECD. One
percent of Canada’s marine and coastal areas are protected. This is well below the Aichi
2020 target of ten percent. Further progress is needed to transition to a green, low-carbon
economy.

For Official Use
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2.3. OECD Environmental Performance Reviews: Peru (published on 22 December
2017; ENV)

4, This document is the first review of Peru’s environmental performance. It
evaluates progress towards sustainable development and green growth, with a focus on
sustainable use of the natural resources base. As Peru is the world’s largest single species
fisheries producer (anchovies) and a leading producer of fishmeal and fish oil, this report
examines the environmental performance of the fishing sector. This information benefits
COFI delegates to understand characteristics and trends of the Peruvian fisheries sector
and institutional framework for fisheries policies, and to promote policy dialogue and
peer learning.

2.4. Indicators on Terrestrial and Marine Protected Areas: Methodology and
Results for OECD and G20 countries

5. This paper was reviewed by the OECD Environmental Policy Committee and its
Working Party on Environmental Information in November 2017. This report contains a
methodology for calculating the extent of terrestrial and marine protected areas recorded
in the World Database on Protected Areas. The method allows the data on protected areas
to be summarised in a harmonised and more detailed way than currently available.

2.5. Impact evaluation and cost-effectiveness analysis of biodiversity policies
(terrestrial and marine)

6. Work is underway through the Working Party on Biodiversity, Water and
Ecosystems on examining the effectiveness of terrestrial and marine biodiversity policies.
The paper reviews the methodologies for impact evaluation and cost-effectiveness
analysis and provides an inventory of existing studies. Preliminary findings to date
indicate that there are nearly no impact evaluation studies in the context of marine
biodiversity policies. A first draft [ENV/EPOC/WPBWE(2017)5/REV1] was circulated
to WPBWE delegates in October 2017, with the second draft to be circulated in April
2018.

Ocean economy

2.6. Greening the Blue Economy in Pomorskie, Poland (published on 21 Nov 2017;
LEED)

7. This report is an output from a project on boosting skills ecosystems for greener
jobs, by the Local Economic and Employment Development. As Pomorskie is a coastal
area on the Baltic Sea, the document focuses on the development of the blue economy,
which is associated with sustainable development of the oceans and coastlines
surrounding the region. It analyses the specific skills needed to support green growth in
Pomorskie and how related labour market and training programmes can be made more
effective in supporting the blue economy.

For Official Use
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2.7. Ongoing work on the Ocean Economy and Innovation

8. The Ocean Economy Group in STI continued co-operating with stakeholders in
different ocean communities and beyond. A new report Innovation and the Ocean
Economy will be produced at the end of 2018, with continued activities in the 2019-20,
including further examination of innovation networks in the ocean economy (i.e. on how
public and private actors co-operate in different marine or maritime sectors to achieve
successful research and innovation outcomes); new foresight activities on the synergies
and impacts of new and forthcoming ocean industrial activities and marine ecosystems;
fostering new approaches to further the valuation of the ocean economy; and continuing
to review the blend of science and technologies innovation policies for the ocean.

2.8. OECD Investment Policy Reviews: Viet Nam 2018

9. This report will be published in April, 2018. The review includes an assessment
of the investment climate in Viet Nam and explores the challenges and opportunities
faced by the government in its reform efforts. In this report, the part on investment
framework for green growth would be relevant to the COFI project, Country study of
fisheries and aquaculture policy in Viet Nam, as a policy framework on green growth is
an important aspect of sustainable fisheries and aquaculture.

Bio-economy

2.9. Technology Roadmap: Delivering Sustainable Bioenergy (published on 7
December 2017; IEA)

10. This document examines the role of bioenergy in view of changes to the energy
landscape over the past five years and recent experience in bioenergy policy, market
development and regulation. As the current rate of bioenergy deployment is below the
levels required in low carbon scenarios, the document suggested recommendations on
building frameworks which can provide a low-risk investment climate, ensuring market
access, and technical and institutional capacity building support for the emerging and
developing economies. In this report, algae and other aquatic biomass are being explored
as potential future source of bioenergy feedstocks and continuing work to evaluate the
potential these novel energy feedstock is recommended.

2.10. Meeting Policy challenges Facing a Sustainable Bioeconomy

11. This report will be published in April, 2018. The document investigates key
aspects surrounding the sustainability of bioeconomy development: the use of biomass as
feedstock for future production; the design and building of biorefineries for the
manufacture of a range of fuels, chemicals and materials, and also for electricity
generation; and the use of biotechnologies such as synthetic biology, metabolic
engineering and gene editing. As marine bio-resources hold great potential as a novel
source of bioenergy, this document would help policy makers to develop appropriate
frameworks for marine biotechnology.

For Official Use
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3. Events

3.1. Green Growth and Sustainable Development Forum on Greening the ocean
economy

12. In 21-22 November 2017, the sixth annual Green Growth and Sustainable
Development Forum was held as part of the OECD Ocean Economy week. The Forum
examined the environmental and economic implications of the use of oceans and
discussed innovative approaches for making the ocean economy more sustainable. A
specific session focused on ‘targeting criminal activities at sea with economic and
financial perspectives’. An issue paper ‘an inventory of new technologies in fisheries:
challenges and opportunities in using new technologies to monitor sustainable fisheries’
was prepared as input to the Forum.

3.2. Ministerial Council Meeting

13. In 30-31 May 2018, the Ministerial Council Meeting (MCM) will be held and
chaired by France. One of the core issues on this year’s MCM agenda is the environment,
including the ocean economy. A background document on ‘Greening the Ocean Economy:
Opportunities, challenges, and the role of the OECD in enhancing concerted multilateral
action” is being prepared to help inform discussions under agenda item 10.
Multilateralism to meet the challenges of biodiversity, the climate and natural resources
within the framework of SDGs. A first draft [ENV/EPOC(2018)16] was circulated to
COFI delegates in April 2018 for comments or suggested amendments before it is
finalised for the MCM. The paper draws on the OECD’s 2017 Green Growth and
Sustainable Development Forum, and addresses key issues for greening the ocean
economy: marine biodiversity conservation, sustainable fisheries and aquaculture, marine
plastics, climate change, and the role of science and technology.

For Official Use
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4. Secretariat missions

4.1. Nordic Council of Ministers, side event with international organisations, 7-9
November 2017, Oslo, Norway

14. Claire Delpeuch attended the meeting to discuss key policy issues of interest to
fisheries administrations in Nordic countries, the European Commission and other
international organisations. She also presented on-going OECD work on fisheries and
exchanged views on topics for possible future interest.

4.2. Launch of the Review of fisheries and aquaculture policies in Viet Nam, Hanoi,
30 January - 2 February 2018, Hanoi, Viet Nam

15. Claire Delpeuch and Barbara Hutniczak met with all relevant bodies of the
Vietnamese government, sector stakeholders, international organisations and interested
member states embassies as well the delegation of the European Union, to present the
Review project, identify key policy issues, and discuss the challenges and opportunities in
relation with sustainable fisheries and aquaculture production in Viet Nam. The data and
information collection process was launched with the contracted experts.

4.3. Workshop for attachés and assignees to Korean embassies in foreign countries
and international organizations, 21-23 February 2018, Sejong, Korea

16. The objective of this workshop was to strengthen global cooperation in the fields
of oceans and fisheries, and was organized by Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries of the
Republic of Korea. Woojin Nam presented recent OECD projects, focusing on the
Fisheries Support Estimate database and discussed how to build a strong relationship
between the OECD and Korea.

4.4. FAO Expert Consultation on trade in fisheries services, 20-23 March 2018

17. Roger Martini attended this expert consultation. The overall objective of the
consultation was to enable better-informed decisions on fisheries management policies.
Analyses of how trade in fisheries services impact on national finances as well as on food
and nutrition security, livelihoods and aquatic ecosystems should underpin these
decisions.

18. The consultation was expected to identify the framework, scope and strategy for
strengthening FAO’s work on fish trade to better include measures to promote
international trade in services and the formulation of recommendations to improve the

For Official Use

178



TAD/FI/RD(2018)1 | 9

participation of developing countries in this trade. The results of the consultation will be
presented to the FAO COFI subcommittee on fish trade.
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NOTE BY THE SECRETARIAT

COMMITTEE PROGRESS REPORT ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 2017-18
PROGRAMME OF WORK AND BUDGET FOR AGRICULTURE: January- -December
2017

1. In 2008, the OECD Council approved a set of measures aimed at increasing
transparency in monitoring the implementation of the approved Programme of Work and
Budget (PWB) C(2008)93/REV2). One component called for the introduction of regular,
standard Committee reporting. Under the terms of the Council decision, reports are to be
issued twice a year. Until now this reporting has been combined with that for the Committee
for Agriculture, but going forward a separate report will be provided for COFI.

2. This document reports on the implementation of the Programme of Work and
Budget (PWB) for the output results of the Fisheries Committee under Output Area 3.2.3,
Agriculture and Fisheries Sustainability within Output Group 3.2, Agriculture. And it
covers the period January through December 2017. It summarises the progress achieved in
the implementation of the output results and intermediate output results and reflects the
actual expenditures at the output result level over this same period. There have been no
budgetary adjustments and the programme is on track.
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Table 1. Programme of Work and Budget 2017-18 OUTPUT GROUP: 3.2 Agriculture Progress Report

(January 2017 - December 2017).

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE: 3 Contribute to Shaping Globalisation for the Benefit of All through the Expansion of Trade and Investment

OUTPUT GROUP: 3.2 Agriculture
OUTPUT AREA: 3.2.3 Agriculture and Fisheries Sustainability
RESOURCES: 2017 K EUR
Total Estimated Cost Expenditure
(TEC)!
Part | 765 775
VCs 259 24
Total 1024 799
COMMITTEE INFORMATION MANDATE or SUNSET
Fisheries Committee (COFI) 31/12/2020

Partners: Details available in the Participation plan.

Expected Outcomes
Awareness/Understanding
¢ Increased understanding among Members, international organisations (I0s) and international fisheries management bodies on the nature,
scale and impacts of fisheries policies. Output Result(s) 3, 4.
¢ Increased understanding of the different tools governments can use to support and develop their fisheries and aquaculture sectors sustainably.
Output Result(s) 3, 4.

L TEC is equal to the sum of the Part | funds (Part | Budget and CPF), Voluntary Contributions in Hand and New Voluntary Contributions.
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e Lessons and evidence for improvements of fisheries policies and the benefits of reform at both at the national and international level. Output
Result(s) 3, 4.
o increased appreciation and knowledge of best practices across a range of fisheries policy instruments and institutional arrangements. Output

Result(s) 3,4.
Usage
o Greater usage of date and analytical tools by national administrations, other 10s and fisheries management bodies on fisheries policy reform.
Output Result(s)3,4

o Guidance on best practices in fisheries and aquaculture governance. Output Result(s) 3,4.

o Use of analytical outputs by negotiators seeking to improve the sustainability of fisheries policies. Output Result(s) 3, 4.
Effects

o |mproved Sustainability of fisheries and aquaculture production. Output Result(s) 3,4.

¢ |mproved economic outcomes in coastal communities. Output Result(s) 3,4.

o Improved productivity and resilience of marine ecosystems. Output Result(s) 3,4.
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K EUR

Ongoing/ Total
2017-18 Expected Accountable Time Estimated . .
Output Results Committee/Subsidiary Bound Cost Expenditure Comments on implementation
. S (TEC)sEz! (Budget and delivery of Output Result)
in Priority Order Body/Global Forum (end- L
MR ERS
date)
§ o

3. Fisheries and Partially Completed — On track for
aquaculture completion as planned - Voluntary
sustainability (three Time contributions included in the TEC have not
reports, one been received as anticipated for a number
workshop, one COF| BOSSSSQA' 488 212 of intermediate output results (3.3, 3.4 and
dictionary, one mobile 3.5) that were to be entirely VC financed.
application, one set of This work has therefore not yet been
guidelines) initiated.
3.1. Combatting illegal, COFI Time Partially Completed — On track for
unreported or Bound Q4 completion as planned — The COFI was
unregulated fishing (one 2018 updated on progress on this item at its

report, one workshop)
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120th Session in November 2017. All
expected surveys have been received and
preliminary results will be presented at the
121st Session in May 2018. These results
will be verified with respondents between
the 121st and 122nd sessions. A draft
version of the report will be presented at
the 121st session, with a final version for
declassification expected on-time for the
122nd Session.



3.2. Identifying reform pathways for
sustainable fisheries management (one
report)

3.3. Using innovative monitoring
technologies to better manage fish
stocks and tackle 1UU fishing (one
report)

3.4. Sixth Edition of the Multilingual
Dictionary of Fish and Fish products
(one dictionary, one mobile application).
3.5. Responsible Business Conduct in
the Fisheries Supply Chain (one set of
guidelines)

COFI

COFI

COFI

COFI

Time
Bound Q4
2018

Time
Bound Q4
2018

Time
Bound Q4
2018
Time
Bound Q4
2018

Partially Completed — On track for completion as planned — An
analytical framework was presented for discussion at the 120t Session,
as well as a questionnaire for information.

An update will be presented in May 2018 to the 121st COFI Session and
a final report is expected to be on-time for declassification at the 122nd
Session.

A companion conference will be organised just before the 121st COFI
session, the outcomes of which will contribute to the final report for this
output. The conference is to be financed by a voluntary contribution from
Korea.

Not Started — As Planned - Pending arrival of voluntary contributions.

Not Started — As Planned - Pending arrival of voluntary contributions.

Not Started — As Planned - Pending arrival of voluntary contributions.
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4. Monitoring, evaluation and
statistics of fisheries policies
(one publication, one
database, one model, one
web page, one report)

4.1. OECD Review of Fisheries
(one publication)

4.2. Fisheries and aquaculture
statistics (one database)

4.3. Analytical tools for fisheries
and aquaculture policy
evaluation (one model)

4.4, Fisheries innovation
platform (one web page)

COFI

COFlI

COFlI

COFlI

COFI

Ongoing

Ongoing

Time
Bound Q4
2018

Time
Bound Q4
2018

Time
Bound Q4
2018

536

587 Partially Completed — On track for completion as planned

Partially Completed — On track for completion as planned — The 2017
OECD Review of Fisheries report was released on schedule in November
2017.

A country study of the fisheries and aquaculture sectors in Viet Nam is
underway. This is funded by a voluntary contribution from Australia.

Final Delivery Information
OECD Review of Fisheries 2017 TAD/FI(2017)14/FINAL

Partially Completed — On track for completion as planned — A
document was submitted to the 119" COFI session updating delegates on
statistics and data collection. The 2017 data collection process is now
complete.

Several improvements and simplifications to the data collection process
have been implemented.

Partially Completed — On track for completion with reduced scope -
Progress on the enhancement of the fisheries and aquaculture component
of the AGLINK commodity forecasting model has not been possible due to
the lack of a model sharing agreement with the FAO. As a result, work for
this output has focused on contributing feedback to model results and
presentation in the Fish chapter of the Agricultural Output Report. This
chapter will be presented at the 121st COFI session.

Partially Completed — On track for completion as

planned - In follow up to work on the Fisheries and Aquaculture
Innovation Platform (FAIP) mandated under the 2015-16 PWB, the
Secretariat updated delegates at the 119" COFI session on the patent
data base and R&D expenditures from the FSE. An update on progress
will be presented to the 121st COFI session.
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4.5. Informing fisheries-related
trade negotiations (one report)

TOTAL

COFlI

Time
Bound Q4
2018

1024 799

Partially Completed — On track for completion as planned — A report
on Support to Fisheries — Levels and impacts was declassified via the
written procedure following the 119t COFI session and published as a
part of the OECD Food, Agriculture and Fisheries Papers in May 2017.
A draft of a second report on modelling impacts of support will be
presented to the 121st COFI session in May 2018 and is on track for
declassification at the 122nd COFI session.

Final Delivery Information
Support to Fisheries: Levels and impacts
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It is not only a commitment but also the firm stance of Argentina for the sustainable use
and conservation of aquatic and marine resources, in line with the 2030 Agenda and its
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), in particular SDG 14.

We will continue to defend an active position at the national, regional and international
levels to ensure an effective conservation, management and development of living
aquatic resources, taking into consideration that fisheries, including aquaculture, are key
for the achievement of food security and for the well-being of our people.

In this path, the action against IUU fishing will continue to be vital for the achievement
of this overall objective for the benefit of mankind.

The present power point is complemented with the video of the Prefectura Naval

Argentina that is available in:
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1 2XK5C-RQebkx VPHmMq40ff10Glljo52/view,
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On a permanent basis, Argentina pursues and seizes vessels dedicated to illegal,
undeclared and unreported fishing activity, in compliance with:

-the regulations established by the PAN-IUU of Argentina, which are part of and
develop the FAO PAI-IUU,

-the International Conventions that are in force law for Argentina such as
UNCLQOS, CCAMLR, the Agreement to Promote Compliance with International

Measures for the Conservation and Management of Fishing Vessels Fishing in
the High Seas,

-the Treaty of the Rio de la Plata and its Maritime Front, the CITES, the
Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels, the National
Constitution in its art. 42 and concordant, Law 24.922 which orders the Federal
Fishing Regime and the regulations resulting from referred instruments.
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Therefore, the Federal Fisheries Council in the context of its legal mandate,
Art. g of Law 24,922-Federal Fisheries Regime, approved the National Plan of
Action to Prevent, Deter and Eliminate Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated
Fishing (PAN-IUU), by Resolution 08/2007 of legal binding.

The Argentine PAN- [UU is framed in the International Plan of Action to
Prevent, Deter and Eliminate Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated Fishing
(PAI-IUU) adopted by the FAO Committee on Fisheries (COFI) on 2nd March
2001 and approved by the FAO Council at its 120th session.
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The Undersecretariat of Fisheries and Aquaculture of the Nation works in this
system through the National Direction of Fisheries Coordination, Control and
Inspection and its Delegations in the Argentine numerous ports, located in the
provinces of Buenos Aires, Rio Negro, Chubut, Santa Cruz and Tierra del Fuego.

In addition, it is worth to note the scientific intervention through the National
Observers Program.

The Argentina’s Naval Prefecture patrols and controls the Argentine sea and
intervenes in cases of IUU fishing, with warning, action on the ship that
develops this activity that includes its arrest and the vigilance of its stay in the
port of arrest, during the legal process that is followed to said ship, with
application of Administrative Law and, where appropriate, with the intervention
of the Federal Justice.
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Control and Inspection of Fisheries

All the ships that operate in the Exclusive Economic Zone of
Argentina are of Argentine flag and respond to the national
regulations established by Argentina as Flag State .

All vessels have a fishing permit or license issued by the national
authority (Federal Fisheries Council) or the provincial fisheries

authority, and is included in the FISHERIES REGISTRY.

All vessels are required to discharge at national ports, and
transhipment at sea is not authorized
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Every day, every 12 hours, the image is updated on the
website that shows where the vessels of the Argentine
fleet and the fishing areas with current catch restrictions
are located.

https://www.agroindustria.gob.ar/sitio/areas/pesca_marit
ima/monitoreo/

-Permanent closure areas (haulage)
220,000 km2 (7.5% of the ZEEA).
*Protection of hake juveniles.
*Pollock wells.

- Temporary shelters for the

protection of chondrichthyans
and toothfish.

- Areas of restricted effort

- Marine protected areas.

* Coastal-provincial.

* Oceans: Namuncura / Banco de
Burdwood.
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Control of the Exclusive Economic Zone

 The Argentine Naval Prefecture (PNA) patrol mile 200 with
ships and aircrafts.

 The AIS signal of the vessels operating in the vicinity of the
ZEEA is also monitored by radars.

e When an unauthorized entry is detected, notice is given
and the offending vessel is ordered to enter an Argentine
port to carry out the inspections and determine the
corresponding sanctions.
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= All vessels deliver a Fishing Part before starting the disembarkation.
»  75% of the discharges have control in the port (Act of Unloading)
» The entire national fleet has Satellite Monitoring that reports its position every hour.

PUERTOS CONTROL Y FISCALIZACION

PESCA DE GRAN ALTURA PESCA DE MEDIA PESCA COSTERA
ALTURA

I.I . 0
m Q'O ACTA DE

i e DESEMBARQUE y
S Paioma PARTE (@) “wonorso
DE PESCA é SATELITAL
(AREAS)
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LargaDistancia MediaDistancia CortaDistancia
Varios meses Varios dias Un dia

PROCESSING - DATABASE - General Fisheries System

» Integration with provincial databases o
Certificate of Legal

«  Control of quotas and cupification (CITC) Capture and Cargo

«  Maximum Alowable Catch Compliance (CMP) Con_trol. : :
National Fisheries

© buy Statistics (for

* Infringements and sanctions administration and

research).
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Control of the EEZ

In the event of an escape attempt, it proceeds the chas®
capture of the vessel.

 The Argentine Navy collaborates with the Argentina Naval
Prefcture (PNA). If the vessel is not captured, an international
arrest warrant is issued (INTERPOL).

e 72 ships from 15 different countries have been captured.
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//OECD CONSENSUS DOCUMENT
ON THE BIOLOGY OF
ATLANTIC SALMON (Salmo salar)

Issued by ENV/EHS (Environment, Health and Safety Division)

121st session of the Fisheries Committee
OECD, 2-4 May 2018

Bertrand Dagallier, ENV/EHS ‘



Biosafety work at ENV/EHS

Risk assessment of products from modern biotechnology
[=genetically-engineered organisms, or “GMOs”:
plants (crops, flowers, trees), animals, micro-organisms]

Environment Directorate, Health and Safety Division, 2 programmes:

- Biosafety (Environmental Safety); and
* Novel Food and Feed Safety

> Develop tools to help Authorities in risk/safety assessments of biotech
products intended for commercial use

> Collate science-based info. on the host organism characteristics and
interactions with environment of release, of interest for regulatory
assessments

Main output for environmental safety:

"Consensus Documents" on the biology of concerned species,
on traits introduced in plants, and general guidance
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>> OECD Biology consensus documents

57 consensus documents published, mainly on crops (and
trees) biology

Consensus doc. on the biology of Atlantic salmon published

in May 2017: First one on animal species a q
Project Leads: FIN, NOR, USA | N

Content: ar®—oA

1. Biology and ecology of wild Atlantic salmon
2. Biology and rearing of domesticated farmed Atlantic salmon

3. Genetics of Atlantic salmon
Annex I. Selected Research on genetically engineered Atlantic Salmon

Annex II. Resources for risk assessment
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Atlantic salmon biology consensus doc.
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1. Biology and ecology of wild Atlantic salmon

 Classification and nomenclature

- Life stages and generation time
..Alevin/Fry/Parr —Smoltification -Post-smolt. Sea/ Lake/ Sexual maturity

* Reproduction

* Centres of origin and geographical distribution
...Native/Naturalised populations/ Introduction outside natural areas

- Habitats, migration, and ecological niche
...Spawning/Juvenile freshwater/Marine habitats — Migration - Limiting env. conditions

 Population dynamics

 Population status and trends
Populations (by country)/ Trends in abundance/ Threats / Conservation measures

» Interactions with other organisms
Salmon as prey/as predators/ Competition/ Pathogens
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Atlantic salmon biology consensus doc.

o
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2. Biology and rearing of domesticated farmed Atlantic salmon
« Domestication
e Culture and rearing practices for commercial aquaculture

 Biocontainment
...Chromosome set manipulation (triploidy)/ Sex control technologies

* Interactions with the external environment
Escapees/ Pathogen transfer/ Drugs and chemicals...

3. Genetics of Atlantic salmon

* Genetic information
Cytogenetics/ Molecular population genetics... Genomics/ ... Interspecific and intergeneric crosses

* Genetic and ecological information on deliberate and accidental releas
Fate of released fish/ Genetic consequences...
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Atlantic salmon biology consensus doc.

« Consensus doc. on the biology of Atlantic salmon
No. 64, Series Harmonisation of Regulatory Oversight in Biotechnology,
posted on BioTrack public website May 2017:

www.oecd.org/org/biotrack

Harmonisation of Regulatory Oversight
in Biotechnology

Safety Assessment
° ° ° f Ti icO i
- Compendium biosafety Series Vol. 7 in the Environment, Volur
includes biology cons. docs of:

in the Environment, Volume 7

OECD CONSENSUS DOCUMENTS

o Sorghum

o Tomato

o Atlantic salmon
published Dec. 2017
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Conference on Genome Editing

OECD Conference on Genome Editing: Applications in
Agriculture — Implications for Health, Environment
and Regulation 28-29 June 2018

« ENV, STI & TAD involved. Funded by CPF (SG Office), CRP (TAD).

« Programme SG/ICGB/A(2018)1/PROV Biosafety & Food/feed safety topics,
1) Applications of genome editing in agriculture, 2) Risk and safety
considerations, 3) Regulatory aspects

* One presentation: Application of genome editing in farm animals - in
aquatic systems, by Dr. Anna Troedsson-Wargelius, Molecular Biology Section,
Institute for Marine Research, Norway

« Conference proceedings to be published by the end of 2018
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Thank you!

« Consensus document on the biology of Atlantic
salmon (Salmo salar): www.oecd.org/org/biotrack

Harmonisation of Regulatory Oversight
in Biotechnology

Safety Assessment
of Transgenic Organisms
in the Environment, Volume 7

OECD CONSENSUS DOCUMENTS

- Biosafety Series Vol. 7
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Greening the Ocean Economy:
Opportunities, challenges and the role of the OECD
In enhancing concerted multilateral action

2018 Ministerial Council Meeting Background Document

Edward Perry, Special Advisor, OECD Environment Directorate
Fisheries Committee, 4 May 2018

&) OECD

BETTER POLICIES FOR BETTER LIVES



Background and purpose

= Background document to 2018 Ministerial Council Meeting (MCM)
30-31 May, French Presidency

= MCM Agenda item 10: "Multilateralism to meet the challenges of
biodiversity, climate change and natural resources”

= Paper aims to
= Qutline key issues related to greening the ocean economy
= Highlight recent and potential future work from across the OECD
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6th GGSD Forum on Greening the
Ocean Economy: Key Messages

Ocean governance framework is fragmented and complex
Marine Spatial Planning is young; peer learning would be useful
Apply OECD RBC Due Diligence guidance to fisheries

Marine biotech: need for more viable business models for the
production and use of algae for green sectors

Better align policies outside core ocean policies (trade and
agriculture)

Need more work on plastics (design, disposal, recycling etc)

Environmental externalities of maritime transport sector still
under-priced; consider e.g. carbon pricing

Need to extend the use of economic valuation to ocean-related
activities, especially for MSP

Need to better monitor impacts of human activities on oceans
(monitoring progress of SDG-14 implementation)
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Process for developing paper

=  Contributions from across the OECD

= Reviewed via written procedure by
= Environment Policy Committee
= Committee For Scientific and Technological Policy
= Fisheries Committee

= Final paper to be posted next week ENV/EPOC(2018)16/REV1
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Main themes of the paper

Healthy oceans are key for economic growth and well-being
A multilateral response is imperative

Delivering sustainable growth of the ocean economy requires
healthy and resilient ecosystems

Policy alignment and reform can increase sustainability of fisheries
and aquaculture

Ocean economy affects, and will be affected by, climate change
Ocean plastics are of growing concern

Scientific and technological advances could have transformational
Impact

Development co-operation could drive more sustainable practices in
developing countries
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Priorities for future OECD work

Conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity:
= Measurability of post-2020 biodiversity targets and implications for indicators
= Monitoring and tracking economic instruments
» Subsidies harmful to marine and terrestrial biodiversity

Mitigation and adaptation e.g. decision-making in the coastal zone
Fisheries and aquaculture

= Analysis on how the fish resource is converted into local economic benefits

= Development of regular monitoring systems to track progress towards adoption
and implementation of sustainable regulation

= Stock status indicator to track biological sustainability of fisheries
Sustainable management of plastics
Innovation and technology
Supporting developing countries
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OECD Ocean Economy Group

Innovation Policies for Space and Oceans (IPSO) Unit
Science, Technology and Innovation Directorate

James Jolliffe

Economist, Ocean Economy Group, IPSO
Directorate for Science, Technology and Innovation
Email: claire.jolly@oecd.org
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The Ocean Economy in 2030 (OECD 2016)

» Forward-looking assessment of the
global ocean economy to 2030 and

beyond >> The Ocean Economy in 2030

» Emphasis on development potential of
established and emerging ocean-based
Industries

» And implications for ocean environment
and ocean management
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Current phase: Innovation for a Sustainable
Ocean Economy

Four ongoing areas of OECD research and analysis:

1. Explore the role of scientific advances and enabling
technologies in driving innovation for sustainable development

2. Analyse new and emerging patterns of collaboration among
actors in ocean R&D

3. Extend the use of economic valuation, analysis and tools further
Into ocean management

4. Identify best practices and successful policy mixes to foster
Innovation and sustainable growth of ocean-based industries.

Report due end-2018
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Follow-up OECD STI project in 2019-20

* Further work on innovation networks in the ocean economy

— How do public and private actors co-operate in different sectors?
— How are successful research and innovation outcomes achieved?

« Further new approaches to valuing of the ocean economy

— Pursue our work on satellite accounts for ocean-based industry and
marine ecosystem accounts

— Socioeconomic assessment methodologies for research infrastructures,
such as ocean observations

« Undertake new foresight activities
— Explore the synergies and impacts of ocean industrial activities and
marine ecosystems

* Review the blend of science and technologies’ innovation policies

for the ocean

— Including special topics such as gender
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If you are interested in contributing, or would like to find
out more information about our activities, contact:

Anita Gibson (anita.gibson@oecd.org)
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CO-OPERATIVE RESEARCH

PROGRAMME:

Biological Resource Management for
Sustainable Agricultural Systems

Fisheries Committee

2-4 May 2018




>> CRP Open Forum

e Visions of the Future in Food Production

» Presentation on Industrialising land-based fish
farming for a protein-hungry future: an

interdisciplinary approach to environmental and
economic success
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Relevant 2018 Conferences and
Workshops

« 3 events could have a relevance for fisheries
1ssues:

— 2018 Circular Economy for Agri-Food Resource
Management

— OECD Conference on Genome Editing: Applications in
Agriculture — Implications for Health, Environment
and Regulation

— Workshop on Socio-Economic Transformation for
Enhanced Agricultural Productivity: Translating
research into policy
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>> Relevant 2018 Fellowships

» 2 relevant fellowships to fisheries issues

— A global assessment of the impacts and risk-based
management of farmed exotic fish escapes on marine
ecosystems

— Using gender perspectives in small-scale fisheries
research to improve policy
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Relevant 2017 Conferences and
Workshops

2 events with a relevance for fisheries issues:
— Digital Transformation of Animal Health Monitoring

— International Symposium on Food Credence
Attributes: How can we design policies to meet
consumer demand?
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>> Relevant 2017 Fellowships

* 6 relevant fellowships to fisheries issues

« 3 completed :

— Disentangling ecosystem functioning of a nursery area
by wavelet analysis of long term ecological time series:
the Guadalquivir estuary

— Sustainable pre-infection solutions for mitigating
parasitic lice infestations in salmon aquaculture

— Optimising science, technology and innovation for
studying ocean acidification effects on commercial
species (Ostiones)
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>> Application Process

The Call for Applications for Funding in
2019:

Open until
10 September 2018

OECD Trade & Agriculture



>> CRP Member Countries

e Australia  Finland « New Zealand

« Austria * Germany « Norway

* Belgium « Hungary  Slovak Republic
e Canada  Ireland « Spain

« Chile  Italy « Sweden

* (Czech Republic * Japan « Switzerland

* Denmark « Korea e United Kingdom

e Estonia  Netherlands e United States
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Biological Resource Management for

>> OECD Co-operative Research Programme:
Sustainable Agricultural Systems

Thank you!

- www.oecd.org/agriculture/crp

Contacts:

tad.prog@oecd.org

or
Janet.Schofield@oecd.org
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Reactions to the Fellowships
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Reactions to the Fellowships
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>> Reactions to the Fellowships
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>> Reactions to the Conferences
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Reactions to the Conferences

Duplication with other Events
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>> Reactions to the Conferences

Average Overall Rating - 8 Conferences
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CRP Research Paradigm for 2016-2020

Sustainability, Food Security and Nutrition

Our key outcomes

. 3
Green Growth Strategy

Our path to impact

T = Ra S—

L= M_E' ""'g'"g Transformational
Matural Risks ina Technologies and
Capital for Connected - .
Innovation
the Future World

Triple Dimensions Prism
(Social, Economic, Environmental)

| | | |
er context Globalisation and Climate Change /
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Biological Resource Management for

>> OECD Co-operative Research Programme:
Sustainable Agricultural Systems

Thank you!

- www.oecd.org/agriculture/crp

Contacts:

tad.prog@oecd.org

or
Janet.Schofield@oecd.org
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One of the most acute problems of the development of the fishery complex is the aging of the fishing fleet.

The new concept of the industry development of the Russian Federation until 2030 is intent on the replacement of
half of the existing fleet. The main driver of modernization will be the mechanism of the «investment quotax.

«Investment quota» is a new unique mechanism aimed at modernization of the fishing fleet through the construction
of new, high-tech, energy-saving and environmentally aimed vessels and the development of processing of fish products.
Quotas are allocated specifically for investment purposes, namely for projects on the construction of modern fishing vessels
at domestic shipyards and the building of onshore fish processing plants.

This practice able to attract over 200 billion rubles of private investment in the construction of the fleet and coastal
plants during the next 5-7 years without additional funds from federal budjet. As a result, more than 100 ships and 10 large
coastal plants can be built.

The main feature is that the investment quotas are not subsidies for the development of the fishing industry by
creating excess capacity leading to excess catch. On the contrary, it is a unique mechanism for creating conditions for
resource support for the needs of the fishing fleet in view to its subsequent modernization and replacement of obsolete
vessels and equipment.

The mechanism for allocating the share of the quota for investment purposes

It should be noted that the share of the quota of catch for a single investment object is determined on the basis of the
length and gross tonnage of the ship under construction, as well as the nature of the equipment for a specific area of
production of fish. At the same time, both length and gross tonnage are determined in accordance with the measurement
and definition rules established by international treaties (conventions) of the Russian Federation. For example, for a vessel
of a type Al a share of the quota of 6.53 percent for pollock and pacific herring is given. In its turn, for the construction of
medium-tonnage and low-tonnage vessels, a quota is granted for less liquid types of fish - cod, flounder, etc.

The laying and construction of ships should be carried out on the territory of the Russian Federation, and the total
value of goods, works or services purchased (provided) in the territory of the Russian Federation during construction and
commissioning must be at least 30% of the total volume (40 if the application is filed after 2020).

The following technological operations should be carried out in the territory of the Russian Federation: the
formation of the ship hull; fabrication of material for the hull; development of design and technological documentation in
the amount necessary for the construction of the vessel. If the applications for the share of the quota for investment
purposes are submitted after 2020 to the above requirements we can add the development of design and technological
documentation in the amount necessary for the development, production, modernization and maintenance of the ship's main
engine or engines as well as production of engines, propulsors and the power system of the ship.

The construction of ships should be started after January 1, 2016.
All equipment that will be installed on the investment object must be new and produced after January 1, 2016.

The term for construction (with the registration of property rights for the investment object) should not exceed more
than 5 years from the date of the contract. In agreement with Federal Agency for Fisheries and the Ministry of Industry and
Trade this term can be extended for 1 year 1 time.

Legal mechanism for obtaining a quota share for investment purposes

The applicant applies to the Federal Agency for Fisheries in the manner prescribed by law. In his address he, inter
alia, indicates information about the type of fishing vessel, as well as the necessary legal documents confirming the
construction of a new vessel. After consideration by the interdepartmental commission the applicant is granted a share of
the quota for investment purposes.

The current practice of implementing the mechanism for obtaining a quota share for investment purposes

In 2017, the Federal Agency for Fisheries registered 34 applications (1 withdrawn) for the construction of fishing
fleet vessels. For the Far East is expected to construct 6 trawler-processors of large-capacity and length of 108 meters and 3
seiners of length of 55 meters. For the Northern Basin, applications require construction of 14 large-capacity trawler-

1 Type A - a trawler processor longer than 105 meters, with gross tonnage of more than 5000 register tons,
availability of equipment for the production of fillets and / or minced meat from pollock and / or pacific herring
total capacity of at least 75 tons of products per day, availability of equipment for the production of flour at least 40
tons of products per day, the availability of freezing equipment with a total capacity of at least 150 tons per day).
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processors with a length of more than 80 meters, 9 medium-tonnage vessels with a length of 58 meters to 70 meters, and
one 35 meter vessel.

The cost of construction of large-capacity vessels amounted to 3.8 to 7 billion rubles for each, and medium-tonnage
vessels of about 1.4 billion rubles per vessel.

The total volume of investments for 33 projects will be about 110 billion rubles. All the vessels listed will be built at
shipbuilding plants in the European part of Russia.

In 2018 a historic event happened - after the bid company of 2017, the first contracts were signed for securing and
granting investment loans. All existing projects provide for fleet renewal of the Northern and Far Eastern fisheries basin.

Thus, for the first time, not only in Russian but also in world practice, a mechanism was implemented that would
allow to attract significant funds for the modernization of the fishing fleet, and will also be an excellent incentive for the
development of the fishing industry and will contribute to a more rational exploitation of the biological resources.
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2017 was characterized by a record catch level for the last 25 (4.9 million tons). Growth compared to last
year amounted to more than 124 thousand tons or 2.6%, and an increase to the level of 2013 is about 15%. It should
be noted that according to the estimates of the science, further exploitation of the biological resources in the short
term will allow increasing the production of aquatic biological resources by no less than 200 thousand tons. The
total volume of fish processing for 2017 was about 4.2 million tons (3% higher than in 2016). The volume of
production of aquaculture amounted to 220 thousand tons (7% higher than in the previous year).

In 2017 export turnover increased by 12%, import - by 16%. Traditionally export products are dominated
by frozen products with relatively low added value. According to economic indicators fisheries sector shows the
best dynamic in terms of investment growth among other sectors. The fisheries sector contribution to the national
GDP in 2017 amounted to 229 billion rubles (growth of 2.4%).

2017 was also characterized by progress in science. The Board of Directors of scientific research institutes
functions successfully. The procedures for determining the TAC have become more transparent. Decisions are also
made taking into account the position of the industry community. The development of a research vessel of the 7th
generation is at the final stage. There are planned up at least 3 units of the fleet to 2025. This fact will ensure high-
quality commercial reconnaissance, including the strategically important regions of the World Ocean. In the Far
East a scientific research fleet was merged what allow optimize efforts in resource research.

A lot of work has been done to reduce the impact on the fish stock. In particular, a ban on the use of drift-
nets has been introduced. A draft of new Fisheries Rules for the Far Eastern Fisheries Basin has been prepared. New
restrictions are included as with respect to industrial production, and in the field of traditional fisheries. The
efficiency of reproduction of the biological resources was increased - in 2017 all fish farms were merged into one
system, the volume of grown and released juveniles exceeded 9.2 billion (2.1% more than in 2016).

Educationally we could note that 9,200 people were trained in the fish industry institutions, and 7.2
thousand people were released.

Active measures are being taken to modernize the fishing fleet - the total investment volume for the 33rd
shipbuilding projects will be about 110 billion rubles. All the vessels listed will be built at shipbuilding plants in the
European part of Russia.

The work on the preparation of the updated Strategy for the development of the fisheries complex until
2030 should be noted. The new strategy will be more business-oriented - this concerns both regulatory and incentive

measures, this also applies to the work of subordinate institutions.
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of Biodiversity Policy
Reform

The need for more widespread and ambitious policy instruments for
biodiversity conservation and sustainable use is widely acknowledged.
Progress, however, has not been as rapid and effective as needed and

global biodiversity trends continue to decline. This loss of biodiversity and
associated ecosystems results in costly impacts on human health, well-being
and economic growth.

As countries strive to implement more ambitious and cost-effective
biodiversity-related policies, policy makers often encounter a number of
barriers. These may include concerns about potential competitiveness
impacts or distributional issues, the influence of vested interests or the
political and social acceptability of reform. Drawing insights from a political
economy perspective on biodiversity related policy reform - how decisions
are made, in whose interests and how reform is promoted or obstructed and
why - can shed light on how to overcome these barriers.

The report The Political Economy of Biodiversity Policy Reform (OECD, 2017)
examines lessons learned from the political economy of biodiversity related
reforms. It draws on the literature on salient issues that arise in the context of policy
reform and four new case studies: the French tax on pesticides; agricultural subsidy
reform in Switzerland; European Union payments to Mauritania and Guinea Bissau

to finance marine protected areas management via conservation trust funds; and
individually transferable quotas for fisheries in Iceland. Each case study focusses on
the drivers for reform, the types of obstacles encountered, key features of the policy

- reform, and the lessons learned from the reform experience.

BETTER POLICIES FOR BETTER LIVES

OECD POLICY HIGHLIGHTS The Political Economy of Biodiversity Policy Reform - 1
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Potential barriers to environmental policy reform

Some of the issues that arise in the political economy of broader environmental policy are also

COMPETITIVENESS IMPACTS: potentially adverse
impacts on competitiveness can manifest in two ways:
{1) increasing environmental stringency could cause
firms teincur higher production costs, which drives up
prices, reduces sales and profit, and can therefore result
in at least some decrease in employment and economnic
activity (Morgernstern et al., 2002); or (2) more stringent
regulations may cause a competitive disadvantage
compared to jurisdictions with lower standards, thus
creating an incentive for businesses to relocate -- the
so-called “pollution haven” effect (Esty and Geradin,
1998). In general, there is scant empirical evidence of-
environmental regulation causing major economic or job

losses, but the impact will depend on the type of sector
and firm characteristics.

1-5—._

relevant for gaining insights on biodiversity related reforms. These include:

DISTRIBUTIONAL IMPACTS: the expected distribution
of costs and benefits of a policy influences its political
feasibility. Concerns about regressive impacts (where
low-income households are impacted by price rises

to a greater extent than higher income households)
have been a barrier to environmental policy reform. In
cases where the distributional impacts are likely to be
a concemm, appropriate policy packages can help to ease
the transition. For example, recycling the revenue raised
from taxes or subsidy removal can offset such effects
{CECD, 2006).

INFLUENCE OF VESTED INTERESTS: the influence of
vested interests and rent-seeking behaviour has also
been cited as a hindrance to environmental reform
(Robin et al., 2003). Heavy lobbying by affected industries
can thwart policy change. In some cases, the inflated
rents reaped by affected firms as a result of their
lobbying efforts derive not only from capture of subsidies
or grants, but also from lowered taxes, less stringent
investment regulations and the exclusion of the costs
and benefits of ecosystem services and biodiversity from
policy assessments. The resources at the disposal of rent-
seeking parties may provide them with an advantage
relative to the broader range of stakeholders affected by
environmental damages, who may not have the time or
money to organise as effectively.

POLITICAL AND SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY OF REFORM:
increasing the stringency of environmental regulations
or eliminating harmful subsidies is a process subject

to complex political considerations that increase the
difficulty of obtaining support. Societal conditions may
influence the behaviour of elected officials, who feel the
need to provide positive economic news (OECD, 2005).
Thus, maintaining the status que becomes politically
attractive. Political acceptance is also dependent on
(among other cancerns) the perceived effectiveness

of the policy, the degree of faimess, and the degree of
awareness of the problem being addressed.
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CASE STUDIES

Case study 1: The evolution of the tax on pesticides
and the pesticide savings certificates in France

As the leading agricultural producer in the European Union, accounting for 16% of the EU's
agricultural surface, France is the second largest user of pesticides in the EU in terms of total
volume (after Spain) (Marcus and Simon, 2015) and was the eighth largest consumer worldwide in
2010 (OECD, 2016). The use of pesticides supports agricultural production but also contributes to

environmental degradation and risks to human health.

The first tax on pesticides was introduced in France

in 1999, later replaced by a tax on diffuse pollution in
2008, which applies to pesticide sales. The tax rate has
increased moderately over the years and the tax base
has expanded to cover a greater number of harmful
substances. However, cotnpetitiveness concerns limited
more significant increases in the tax rate. The resulting

reached. Indeed, pesticide use has continued to rise
(Figure 1). The recent adopticn of a novel instrument,
pesticide savings certificates, represents a compromise
with the agricultural sector, which opposed stricter
regulation or a further increase in the tax rate on
pesticides. This case study highlights the importance
of addressing potential competitiveness impacts, the

low level of the tax has not provided a sufficiently strong  benefits of broad stakeholder engagement and how a

incentive to reduce use, and the ambitious target to
reduce pesticide use by 50% if possible, has not been

Figure 1. Evolution of pesticide use compared to objectives of the Ecophyto
Plansiand Nl
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Source: OECD (2016), OECD Environmental Performance Reviews: France 2016, OECD Publishing, Paris, http-//dx.dol.
org/10.1787/9789264252714-en. CECD based on data from MAAF (2016), Tendances du recours aux predutts
phytopharmaceutiques de 2006 & 2014.

fote: Changes in agricultural ‘number of unit doses’ {(Nodu) compared to Ecophyto plan. 2015 is an estimate
based on 2012-14 average.
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solid evidence base to support the reform can help the
government to stand firm against lobbying pressure.

A /..

In the EU, the annual health and
economic costs related to endocrine-
disrupting chemicals is estimated at EUR
157 billion, with pesticides accounting for
the largest share of these costs ar around
EUR 120 billion (Trasande et al, 2015).
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Case study 2: Agricultural subsidy

reformin Switzerland

From an economic perspective, agriculture plays a relatively minor and declining role in Switzerland,
yet it is nevertheless the largest user of land in the country and plays a crucial role for biodiversity.
Since the early 1990s, Switzerland has undertaken a series of major agricuftural policy reforms,
reducing market intervention and introducing the system of direct payments, which included both

general direct payments and ecological payments.

Hoewever, by 2009, many of the ecological targets set by
the Federal Council had not been achieved and more
fundamental questicns were being raised about the

effectiveness and efficiency of the direct payment system.

This led to the development of the system to better
target policy objectives, including for biodiversity. The
reforms were adopted in the Agricultural Policy 2014-17.
As a result, in 2014, biodiversity payments amounted to
about 13% of total direct payments (just over CHF 364
million) (Figure 2). In addition, CHF 40.4 million was paid

Figure 2. Distribution of direct payments by category, 2014

. Farmland payments
. Food security payments
. Biodiversity payments

. Landscape quality payments

Source: Based on data from Agrarbericht, 2016 “Systéme des palements directs’ [Direct payments system], www,
agrarbericht ch/fr/palitique/patements-directs/systeme-des-paiements-directs {accessed 19 Septemnber 2016).
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. Payments for productien systems
. Resource efficiency payments

. Transitional payments

for organic production and close to CHF 32 million for
extensive production.

This case study demonstrates how an alliance of market-

oriented and ecological interests can help to spur reform.

It also illustrates how devising politically and socially
acceptable compromises, including the use of transition
payments (which amcunted to around CHF 308 million
in 2014) to offset negative distributicnal impacts, can
help overcome barriers to reform.

J00...

in Switzerland, the external costs of
pesticides have been estimated at
CHF 100 miltion per year (Zandonella
etal, 2014),
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CASE STUDIES

Case study 3: EU payments to Mauritania and Guinea
Bissau for marine protected areas under the
fisheries partnership agreements

The coast of West Africa has been identified as a marine eco-region of global importance.
The region’s fisheries are an impaortant contributor to GDP, providing livelihoods for fishers and
processors, as well as a source of hard currency (from exports of fishery products). Fisheries also

P ——

boost government revenues through fisheries partnership agreements and taxes.

The pressure on West African fish stocks increased six-
fold between the 1960s and the 1990s, mainly due to
over-fishing. To help conserve marine biodiversity, marine
EUR MILLION

protected areas (MPAs) are prevalent in the region

In Mauritania and Guinea Bissau, conservation trust
funds were created to provide sustalnable financing to
MPAs with the objective of channelling funds, including
fromn the EU through Fisheries Partnership Agreements.
These arrangements can be considered as international
payments for ecosystem services. The financing scheme
implemented in Mauritania to fund the Banc d'Arguin
National Park (FNBA) via the conservation trust fund,
BACoMaB, is illustrated in Figure 3.

The 2006 Fisheries Partnership Agreement with Mauritania was
the EU5 single largest agreement providing EUR 86 milllon a year
directy from the EU (EC, 2007). The agreement has recently been
renewed, committing EUR 59 million per year to the partnership,
with EUR 4 million supporting the fishing communities, including
environmental sustainability, job creation and tackling iflegaf and
unregulated fishing.

This case study demonstrates how concerted lobbying
efforts by environmental NGOs established a shared
understanding of the benehts that marine conservation
could bring to the fisheries sector, It also highlights
how wavering political support as a result of changing
leadership can threaten the long-term stability of
financing for conservation and the importance of a
secure legal basis for agreements to avoid back-sliding.

Figure 3. Funding marine protected areas in Mauritania from Fisheries Partnership Agreements through a conservation
trust fund

Indirect transfer from service buyer to service provider

Financial contributi y T TTTTToTTTETSmsT T mEE A m Ao m A N
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to the trust fund : Financial compensation + sectoral ¢ .
1 financial support induding contribution i
: Finandial contribution to PNBA conservation : i
to PNBA conservation 1
Financial contrlbution Licence fee ﬁ
to the trust fund .

1
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Fishing licences

Laeng term financing isi nursery and breeding si
Provision of y eding site for Mauritanian EEZ

of PNBA activities THE TRUST FUND

Source: Adapted from Binet et al, 2013 Note: "EEZ*= exclusive economic zone,
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Case study 4: Individually transferrable
quota system and resource rent taxin
Icelandic fisheries

Although the relative importance of the fishing industry in lceland’s economy has declined, it still is one
of the mainstays of the economy, accounting for 5% of GDP in 2015. Around 57% of total merchandise

export value came from seafood exports in 2015.
2 5 )
OF TOTAL EXPORTS

The Icelandic marine ecosystern has supported a robust fishing
industry, accounting for about 7% of GDP in 2012, with marine
products representing more than 25% of total exports of goods
and services (measured in value) (OECD, 2014,

The intreduction in the 1980s of the individually
transferrable quota (ITQ) management system in the
Icelandic fisheries was driven by a looming crisls. It
became apparent that the status quo would most likely
lead to fisheries collapse and major economic hardships
for the country as a whole. With the Fisheries Act in
1996, the ITQ system became comprehensive and thus,
the cornerstone of the fisheries management system.
Evidence suggests that the Icelandic [TQ system has been
very successful in increasing efficiency in the fisheries
(Figure 4) and created the correct incentives for fishers
when it comes to safeguarding and rebuilding fish stocks.

This case study shows how a crisis threatening an
economically vital industry can provide the political drive
to establish a sustainable rescurce management systerm.
It also illustrates that despite the overall econemic gains
of the reform, there were still winners and losers, which
spurred subsequent reforms to the system.

Figure 4. Significant cohsolidation of the Icelandic fishing fleet led to higher profitability

Number of vessels in the Icelandic fishing fleet
800 15

Profits from regular operations as % of revenues
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Source: Based on data from Statistic Iceland (2016), personal correspondence with G. Thordardottir. Note: GRT="gross registered tonnes”
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LESSONS LEARNED

Insights on overcoming barriers
to biodiversity-relevant policy reform

Lesson 1:

Seize opportunities to advance biodiversity related reforms: from crisis to public concern

The case studies point to the need to be ready to act quickly when presented with windows of opportunity
that may be outside the influence of domestic policy-makers and unrelated to environmental concerns.

# The major reform of Ieelandic fishery policy was driven
by an urgent need to prevent the imminent collapse of
an econorically important industry. While addressing
threats to biodiversity was not an explicit aim of the
reform, safeguarding biodiversity was a positive by-
product of the reform, which put the fisheries sector on
a more sustainable long-term footing,

o In Switzerland, the Parliamentary elections in 2011
saw the Green Liberal Party successfully ride the wave
of anti-nuclear sentiment in the aftermath of the
environmental disaster at Japan's Fukushima plant
in March of that year, making the composition of the
Parliament particularly conducive to approving the
reform. Also, the reform was developed under the

leadership of the then Director of the Federal Office of
Agriculture who is credited with being an important
influence on driving reform.

@ For France, growing public concern about the potential

risks of pesticide use to human health and the
environment has become an increasingly important
reform driver, opening opportunities for strenger policy
action. Public opinion, as expressed through market
choices (via growing demand for organic products and
willingness to pay a premium for such products) is
increasingly prominent. Heightened media attention,
campaigns by NGOs, and swelling public pressure have
given momentum to further action on specific types of
pesticides.

8 - OECD POLICY HIGHLIGHTS The Political Economy of Biodlversity Policy Reform
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Lesson 2:

Build alliances between economic and environmental interests

Several of the case studies iliustrate how economic and environmental interests can be aligned to

build support for biodiversity related reform. Building such alliances can advance reforms beneficial for
biodiversity in instances where a more narrow focus on only “green’ issues might fail. This can include
forming coalitions, either explicitly or behind-the-scenes, with other interest groups who may share the
same desired outcomes, though their motivations may not at all be driven by concerns for biodiversity or

the environment more broadly.

In Switzerland, arguably, the main impetus for

the change in agricultural policy was support for
market-oriented reforms to encourage free trade and
bring the diract payments system more closely in
alignment with the World Trade Organisation’s “Green
Box” criteria. Building a ccalition among market-
oriented interests promoting trade liberalisation

and environmental interests were particularly
crucizl for advancing the reform. Active lebbying

by environmental NGOs using both economic and
environmental arguments helped to win support in
Parliament.

¢ [n the case of Mauritania and Guinea Bissau, concerted

lobbying efforts by environmental NGOs to clearly link
the economic benefits to fisheries of well-functioning
ecosystem services helped to gain financing for
conservation trust funds for marine protected areas
{MPAs). A well-established and credible NGO acted as

a “broker”, playing a key role in establishing a shared
understanding of the benefits that MPAs bring to the
fishing sector and the benefits trust funds bring to marine
conservation. In Guinea Bissau, environmental NGCs also
played an important role by laying the ground work for
broader institutional change concerning conservation,

OECD POLICY HIGHLIGHTS The Pclitical Economy of Biodiversity Policy Reform - 9




Lesson 3:

Devise targeted measures to address potential impacts on competitiveness and income

distribution

The case studies illustrate the importance of minimising costs of reform on targeted sectors and stakeholders
as a means to overcome potential opposition to reform. Recycling the revenue from environmentally related
taxes or putting into place transitional measures can help to minimise the cost to affected sectors. Other
economic instruments, such as resource rent taxes, can be used to address distributional concerns to more
widely and efficiently share the benefits of harvesting common property resources.

# In the case of France, as Europe’s leading agricultural
producer, limiting the potential costs to the agricultural
sector of policies to reduce pesticide use has been a
prerequisite to advancing reform. Recycling the revenue
from the tax on diffuse pollution to mainly benefit
farmers helped to gain the political acceptebility of the
tax and of subsequent increases in the tax rate and
the expansicn of the tax-base. This revenue recycling
mechanism was also a critical factor that supported
maintaining the ambitious reduction targets

~ In Ieeland, the fisheries managament reform has
been both a clear economic success and a way of
safeguarding the sustainability of the fish stocks.
However, discontent arose in the years following the
reform due to the initial free allocation of the quctas

to existing fishers based on their recent catch levels at
the time. This is considered by some to have been an
unjust way of disbursing rights to harvest a commonly
owned resource. The resource rent tax introduced in
2012 sought to remedy these distributional issues to
some extent.

& For Switzerland, advancing reforms to better target

agricultural support required politically and socially
acceptable compremises in the reform package. The
reform balanced interests by slightly increasing the
averall level of budgetary support for agriculture, while
re-distributing that support across the new categories of
payments, including bicdiversity payments. In addition,
transition payments were included in the reform
package to minimise negative impacts on farmers
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Lesson 4:

Build a robust evidence base to support reform and provide resistance to pressure from

vested interests

A robust scientific and economic evidence base is an essential tool in the arsenal of governments seeking
to advance policy reforms. Such an evidence base can help to clearly identify the benefits and beneficiaries
of reform, make the case for change and provide means to resist pressure from vested interests.

e In Switzerland, environmental NGCs played a key
role as part of their lobbying efforts to disseminate
inferrmation about expected benefits of reforms to

specialised agricultural groups, such as alpine farmers,

which benefitted from more payments for extensive

production and biodiversity payments under the new
system. This helped to encouraged their engagement
to support the reform process.

e In France, a robust evidence base supported by

scientific research has been critical for the government
to stand firm against lobbying pressure in the context
of the recent introduction of the pesticides savings
certificates.
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LESSONS LEARNED

Lesson 5:

Encourage stakeholder engagement to build broad and durable support for reform

The case studies reveal distinct approaches to stakeholder engagement, with differing outcomes. For
France and Switzerland, where stakeholder engagement has been very broad and intensive, reforms have
been incremental, proceeding at a slow pace, but generally in a positive direction. In contrast, limited
stakeholder engagement likely contributed to the speedy adoption of more drastic reforms to establish the

comprehensive [TQ system in Iceland.

@ In France, broad stakeholder engagement inspired
by the “Grenelle model” has been important for
overcoming resistance of vested interest. Greater
representativeness of stakeholders has had a positive
influence on policy reforms in this case, as it has
encouraged the engagement of a number of smaller,
innovative pioneers who are helping to advance the
agro-ecology agenda. Although this time-consuming
and resource-intensive consultation process means
that progress has been gradual and modest, itis
generally moving in a positive direction.

e For Switzerland, a political system with elements
of direct democracy means that reforms require
extensive consultations with many stakeholders. As a
result, agreeing and implementing policy reforms is a
lengthy, but well-structured process (OECD, 2015). In
the case of the reform of the direct payments system,

broad stakeholder consultation helped to involve not
only major lobbying groups including envircnmental
NGOs, economics institutions, and the Farmers Union,
but alse smaller agricultural groups, including crganic
farmers associations and farmers located in alpine
areas, who were well-positioned to benefit from the
reform.

@ [n Iceland, the major reform to establish the ITQ
system was led mainly by government authorities,
including scientists. Such sweeping reforms wouid
have been difficult to implement ag quickly if the
process had included the participation of all the
different stakeholders. At the same time, limited
stakeholder engagement at the outset may have led
0 a greater need for piecemeal amendments to the
system over time to respond to specific stakeholder
demands.
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Lesson 6:

Consolidate gains to ensure that reforms are sustained over time

The cases reviewed attest to the importance of ensuring that reforms are sustained over time. Vested
interests, for example, do not simply disintegrate once a policy reform has been enacted. As the influence
of political parties changes as a result of election cycles, and new cealitions emerge, political priorities
can shift toe. Similarly, when there is high turn-over of leadership and staff in key institutions, a void may

be created when champions or experts move on, resulting in existing policies becoming vulnerable to

back-tracking. Continucus training of staff, awareness raising, crovisicn of evidence-based results, ex-
post assessments of reforms, and active lebbying can help to maintain successfui reforms over time.
Furthermore, agreements with a firm legal basis will be more enduring that those based on an informal
understanding, which can be contested and altered once leadership changes.

¢ [n the case of Mauritania, wavering political support
threatens the long-term stability of the conservation
trust fund. Early momentum to establish financing
arrangements for conservation trust funds has
dissipated in the context of competition for scarce
financial resources and shifting government priorities.
The transitory nature of the arrangement, which is
renegotiated on a regular basis, could also jecpardise
long term commitments. Several options exist to address
this issue, including ensuring the trust funds rapidly
demonstrate their potential as actual grant-makers.

# In the case of Switzerland, not long after the
agricultural reform of 2014-17 was voted by
Parliament, the Farmers Union launched a call for

a popular initiative proposing a change to Article

104 of the Federal Constitution, which sets out the
multifunctional purpose of agriculture in Switzerland.
The popular initiative seeks to place greater emphasis
on goal of foed security, which is seen as a step
backwards for those who supported the recent reform.
Further, Swiss agricultural subsidies remain relatively
high compared to other OECD countries (OECD, 2015)
and the direct payments system still consists of a
number of subsidies that have unclear, or possibly
contradictory, impacts on envircnmental cbjectives.
To continue to pursue biodiversity cbjectives and put
Swiss agriculture on a more sustainable footing, the
system will need to continue to evolve with hetter
targeted direct payments.
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Overview

Mauritania and Guinea-Bissau are the custodians
of some of the world’s most significant marine and

. Coastal ecosystems, supporting fisheries of global
importance and on which many people depend for
their livelihcods. These fisheries are under threat
from overfishing — which increased six-fold between
the 1960s and the 1990s. The pressure on West
African fish stocks is driven by foreign fleets and the
substantial expansion of artisanal fisheries. Marine
and coastal ecosystemns are also under pressure
from coastal development, the cil industry, pollution
and climate change. This paper examines the
efforts of Mauritania and Guinea-Bissau to establish
sustainable financing for marine protected areas,
via conservation trust funds, to help conserve and
sustainably use these vital ecosystems.

The challenge

Sustainable use of these fisheries depends

on regulating fishing, as well as the effective
management of a network of marine protected
areas (MPAs) along the West African coast. The
MPAg support the ecosystems that maintain the
fishing potential of the surrounding seas, to the
benefit of fishing fleets. In developing countries,

the costs of managing MPAs are often supported by
international donors, but this support can be short-
term and vulnerable to changing priorities Long-term
sustainable financing for MPAs is therefore needed.

The policy response

Both Mauritania and Guinea-Bissau have negotiated
financial support within the framework of European
Union (EU) Fisheries Partnership Agreements (FPAs)
to help finance MPAs. This arrangement can be
considered an international payment for ecosystem

« services, with those who benefit from the ecosystem

contributing to its sustainable management. To

protect these funds from shifting political priorities, -

conservation trust funds have been created in
both countries. These trust funds are independent
entities financed by a range of international and
national sources.
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The impact

In both Mauritania and Guinea-Bissau, the FPA and
conservation trust fund arrangements have helped
to significantly increase finance for the conservation
of marine and coastal areas. As of April 2015, total
commitments to endow Mauritania's trust fund
(BACoMaB) had reached EUR 22 3 million, with
funds sourced from the Mauritanian Government
via the EU FPA as well as from a range of
mternational donors. Guinea-Bissau's more recent
BioGuinea Foundation, established in 2011, has
recelved commitments of EUR 5 million, including
EUR 1 million frem the Guinea-Bissau government.

Key messages

From a political economy perspective, several
lessons can be drawn from the experiences of
Mauritania and Guinea-Bissau in mobilising
finance for the conservation trust funds. Building
a shared understanding of the economic benafits
that marine conservation can bring to the fisheries
sector was vital This required lobbying, consensus
building and ce-crdinatien by non-government
organisations (NGOs) acting as brokers. Both cases
also highlight the importance of a secure legal
and institutional basis for MPA management and
financing to prevent wavering political support
and changing priorities threatening the long-term
stebility of conservation financing.

Sustainable financing for marine ecosystem
services in Mauritania and Guinea-Bissau

The marine and coastal ecosystems of West Aftica

are of global importance, essential for maintzining
regionally and globally threatened bicdiversity - from
turtles to seals and migratory birds. These ecosysterns
also provide a range of other vital services,! including a
hshery resource of glebal, and local, significance. West
Afnca’s fisheries are sought after by fishing fleets from
around the world, sustaining a valuable industry.

These ecosystems are also of immense value to local
economies and livelihoods. Fishing activities contribute
to gross domestic product (GDF), provide livelthoods
for fishers and processars, are a source of hard
currency {{romn exports of fishery products), and boost
government revenues through fisheries agreements
and taxes {de Graaf and Garibaldi, 2014). In addition,
fish contributes to at least 20% of the total animal
protein intake in the coastal countries of West Africa
(FAQ, 2009)

Currently the main threat to marine and coastal
ecosystemns in West Africa 15 overfishing, exacerbated
by coastal development, the o1l industry, pollution
and climate change. The pressure on West African
fish stecks increased six-fold between the 1960s and
the 1990s, driven by fishing by European, Russian and
Asian fleets (Hogan, 2003), as well as the substantial
expansion of artisanal fisheries (Matthew, 2003).

This paper summarises efforts in two West African
countries - Mauritania and Guinea-Bissau — to mobilise
International finance to sustain the marine biodiversity
upen which fisheries depend, and to establish
conservaticn trust funds. It examines the main impacts
and challenges encounterad, and draws out some
lessons of wider relevance.

1. Ecosystem services are the benefits people obtain from ecosystems
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The policy challenge: Ensuring sustainable finance
for marine conservation and sustainable use
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The waters of the West African coastline are a glebally
important source of fish - including horse mackerel,
sardines, squid, cuttlefish and octopus, shrimps and
hake.? The Mauntanian shelf is considered one of

the most productive fishing areas worldwide, with
catches reaching about one million tonnes per year.
However, this larpe-scale exploitation has resulted in

a 75% decline in demersal® fish resources since 1982
(Gascuel et al., 2007).

The West African countries that make up the
environmentally significant Marine Ecoregion* have
taken a two-pronged approach to addressing this
challenge, on the one hand regulating hishing practices
and on the other establishing marine protected areas
(MPAs). MPAs can provide a wide variety of benefits:
the conservation of areas that are home to important
biodiversity, serving as nursery grounds for fisheries
and enhancing fish stocks, protecting habitats that
buffer the impacts of storms and waves, and removing
excess nutrients and pellutants from the water

(OECD, 2016).

Countries in the West African region have a long
experience of MPA establishment and management;
the National Parks of Banc d'Arguin (Mauritania),
Langue de Barbarie and Sine Salourn Delta (Senegal),
for example, were created as early as 1976. The
identification of ecological corriders between MPAs, and
the pooling of countries’ conservation efforts, resulted
in the establishment of a regional network of MPAs

n West Africa in 2007. Today the network includes
2 Managernent of MPAs typmally invelves

2-For detalls see Guénette et al. (2014)
e 3, Demersal fish live anid feed on or near the batiom of seas or lakes.

MPAs in Guinea-Bissau allow fishing by people living in
and arcund them, with restrictions on the technology
or gear they may use. In Mauritania, the Banc ¢'Arguin
MPA is partially closed to fishing, allowing only the park
residents (the Imraguens) to fish with small sailboats
{Guénetie et al , 2014). Many MPAs In the ecoregion also
mclude areas that are strictly closed to fishing.

MPAs are intended to conserve habitats and fish
populations and can also sustain or increase the overall
yield of nearby fisheries (Balmford et al., 2004, QECD).
Mauritania’s Banc d’Arguin MPA supports about 23%

of the total production and 18% of the total catch of
the Maurtanian shelf ecosystem, and up to 50% for
coastal fish. Of the 29 fish groups exploited, 15 depend
on the Banc for more than 30% of their food, directly or
indirectly (Guénette et al, 2014).

Managing an MPA effectively entails costs however:

tc emnploy staff and finance training, ensure adequate
monitoring and enforcement, znd other maintenance.
In West Africa, where national capacities for
government funding of MPA management are weak,
project-based suppert by international donors hag
played an Important role. In general, donor funding for
MPAs is part of a wider pertfolio of finance, and tends to
support establishment costs, training, and other forms
of capacity building. It alsc aims to put frameworks

In place so that MPAs can become financially self-
sufficient. Such support, however, is often short-term
and can be vulnerable to changes in donor priorities

(Carr-Dirick and Klug, 2002).

4 The West African Marine Ecoregion spans Mauritania, femega\ Cape

e _ VerdgThe Gambla Guinea Bissay, Gu\nea and Sierra

"\

Response: Channelling international ecosystem
payments into conservation trust funds
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A quarter of the EU’s fishing catches take place in
third countnes and international waters (European
Parliament, 2015), and the EU recognises its
responsibilities for the sustainable use of these
fisheries. In 2004, the Furopean Council paved
the way for a new generation of agreemenisg
Fisheries Partnership Agreements (F] '
vessels to fish for surplus stocksd
econornic zones (EEZs) (EC, 2015b). Recently rena
“Sustainable Fisheries Partnership Agreements”, the
agreements involve a inancial contribution to partner -
countries that includes two compoenents: (1) a financial
centribution for access rights to the fisheries resources e
within the EEZ (which can be used at the discretion - &
of the partner country); and {2) “sectoral” financial B
support, which aims to promete sustainable fisheries

development in the partner countries and is spent

according to an agreed programme (depending on the

needs identified by the partner country) (EC, 2015a).

Fleet access is negotiated to ensure that stocks are _ _
exploited In a sustamable INANIEr, taking into account. . . e
the precautionary and the maximum sustainable yield - .7 "¢
approaches and favouring access priorty for dOI'IlESth et
fleets (EC, 2015b). Ll e
FPAs have been initiated with both Mauritanig and .-~
Guinea-Bissau, and represent a significanit source o
finance for sustainable fisheries management (Box1). -
NGOs active in biodiversity conservation in Mauritania-
and Guinea-Bissau have recognised the opporturities.
embodied in the FPAs for laying the goundx";s‘z_c’;_r'kf@f L
sustainable financing of MPAs in the We
B‘c‘gr‘egl They have worked closely W‘lt;b bot%
_governments to advocate for the creation of 5 arate
mﬁependent funds - known as conservann'c ast fuﬁ 87
tQ channel finance from a range of donors nelii
the EU Vla EPAS. :

A

~

i



Box 1. Fisheries Partnership
Agreements in West Africa

In the West Africa Marine Ecoregion, the FPA initiated in 2006 with Mauritania was the
EU’s single fargest agreement, both in financial terms {EUR 86 million a year directly
from the EU), and in terms of fisheries opportunities (Figure 1). Approximately 200
licences were available for European vessels to fish in Mauritanian waters (EC, 2007).
The agreement was renewed in 2015, committing EUR 59 million per year to the
partnership, with EUR 4 million to support the fishing communities, including
environmental sustainability, job creation and tackling illegal and unregulated fishing
{EC, 2015a). Other countries of the Ecoregion with an FPA with the EU include Cape
Verde, Guinea-Bissau (with more than EUR 9 million committed), and Senegal.

In 2009, for example, the total EU contributions were 15 times the national budget for
fisheries in Mauritania and accounted for more than 16% of the country’s total public
revenues; the EU contribution is comparable in Guinea-Bissau {15.6% of total public
revenues) (Oceana, 2011).

Figure 1. EU Fisheries Partnership Agreements are significant in West Africa

30000000 €

7842245 €

m Greenland Morocco

g

75000 € 680000 € 710,000 € 1S66250€  600,000€ 660,000 €
0200000 € 350,000 €

SYDEO0G € Bilateral fisheries
agreements (countries
with exclusive zones that
EU vessels have access to)

. Reciprodity agreements . Dormant bilateral agreernents
(joint management of (countries with fisheries
shared stocks) agreements but without a

protocol in force)

Source: EC (2015h), “EU SFPAs: Sustainable Fisheries Partnership Agreements”, Infographic, https://eceurapa.eu/fisheries/sites/fisheries/Ales/
docs/body/2015-sfpa_en pdf.
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Conservation trust funds are “private, legally
Independent grant-making institutions that provide
sustainable financing for bicdiversity conservation
and often finance part of the long-terrm management
costs of a country’s protected area system”

(CFA, 2008). They can offer several advantages,
including (GEF Secretariat, 1998):

e providing a vehicle for cellaboration among the
government, NGOs, and the private sector;

* the capacity to involve a wide range of stakeholders
through participatory structures,

e the capacity to attract a diverse range of national
and intermational funding sources;

* astable, long-term source of funding, allowing for
long-tenm planning and strategy implementation.

Mauritania's BACoMaB Trust Fund

The impetus for establishing the BACoMaB Trust Fund
(Fonds Fiduciaire du Bane d’ Argumn et de la Biodiversité
Cdtiére et Marine) for marine conservation in Mauritania
emerged in the early 2000s in a context of declining
donor support. Conservation organisations working in
Mauritania began to explore ways of achieving more
sustainable financing for the Banc 4'Arguin National
Park (PNEA), a large MPA covering 20% of the whole
Mauritanian shelf and cne of the most important
zones in the world for nesting birds and migratory
waders. The Banc d’Arguin is a key contributor to
marine ecosystems, constituting a major nursery

for several species and sustaining a large part of the
Mauritanian marine production (Guénette et al., 2014).

Lebbying, co-ordination of stakeholder interests and
action then followed. This was driven, in particular,

by the Fondation Intematicnale du Banc d’Arguin (FIBA),

a long-termn partner of Banc d'Arguin National Park
with a strong influence on conservation in Mauritania
{Goyet, 2016; Renaud, 2016). Persistent and determined
lebbying of various EU institutions (OG Fisheries, DG
Research, DG Development, and DG Envitonment)
between 2003 and 2005 generated support from the
highest authorities in the EU {Office of the President

of the EFuropean Commission) for the park to be a key
element of the FPA with Mauritania {Goyet, 2016). This
decision was partly based on research that identified
the Banc d'Arguin as a key contributor to fish resources
(Guénette et al , 2014).

The BACoMaBb Trust Fund is not funded directly. Under
the FPA, the EU provides secteral support funds (Le EUR
4 muillion a year) that are paid into Mauritania’s national
budget. The Mauritanian government then channels
part cf the sectoral financial support (EUR 1 million

a year) to the PNBA (Figure 2). As these funds largely
axceeded the PNBA's absorption capacity, it was

agreed to allocate 50% of these funds (EUR 500 000 a
year) to BACoMaB. The government’s commitment to
contribute to the BACoMaB Trust Fund has been a key
factor in attracting additional contributions from other
international partners.

This arrangement has been described as an
international payment for eccsystern services, with the
EU acting as an ecosystem service buyer, financing the
trust fund to enable the park autherities to effectively
manage the MPA (Binet et al., 2013).
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Figure 2. Paying for ecosystem services in Mauritania: funding marine pretected areas from Fisheries Partnership Agreements (FPAs)

through a conservation trust fund

Indirect transfer from service buver to service provider
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Source: Adapted from Binet et ab. (2013}, “First international payment for marine ecosystem services: The case of the Banc d'’Arguin National Park,

Mauritania’, Global Environrmental Change, (23) 1434-1443.

Guinea-Bissau's BioGuinea Foundation

Guinea-Bissau hosts the largest mangrove area in
West Africa and the most important green turtle
nesting site in West and Central Africa. Varicus

laws enacted between 1997 and 2011 led to the
establishment of a network of protected areas in
Guinea-Bissau, including several MPAs. Dialogue and
growing understanding of the relationship between
management of coastal and marine protected areas
and the fish breeding and nursery grounds they
sustain led to agreement that fisheries funds could
support the management of important coastal and
marine protected areas. The link was thus made
between the conservation of the coastal environment
and the fisheries of Guinea-Bissau and beyond. This
shared understanding at the technical level ensured
sustained commitment despite the frequent turn-over
in govemments engendered by pelitical instability. The
enthusiasm and willingness of key advocates for the
scheme, including people in government, were also
impertant factors for success.
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The BioGuinea Foundation (FBG) was legally
established and registered in 2011 under English law
The purpose of this conservation trust fund is to
generate sustainable finance for the national system
of protected areas. The experience of BACoMaB in
Mauritania was a key factor in its creation, with the
same internationzl partners involved in conservation
in both countries. The EU was also a strong supporter
of the process, having been involved from the
begintung. The trust fund is currently in the process
of securing its initial seed capital Commitments in
the order of EUR 5 million have been made, which
include EUR 1 million from the Guinea-Bissau
government. Of this, EUR 500 00 is to be drawn from
the sectoral suppert included in the 2014-17 Protocol
of the FPA with the EU (as specified in the approved
joint programming for 2015), and the rest from other
sources (Bastos, 2016). The first tranche of EUR 500 0CC
was transferred by the government to the FBG In
January 2016.

277

Economic and environmental impacts

Economic impacts

The FPA and conservation trust fund arrangerment have
helped to significantly increase Mauritania’s budget

for the conservation of marine and coastal areas. As of
April 2015, total cormmitments to endow BACoMaB had
reached EUR 22.3 million, of which EUR 21.3 million
has been disbursed. The Mauritanian government

has contributed EUR 2 8 million from the 2006-08 and
2008-12 protocols of the FPA with the EU, while other
donors include the Agence Frangaise de Développement
(AFD: EUR 3.5 million), the Gerrman KfW Development
Barik and the MAVA Foundation (EUR 10 and 6 million
respectively). For a trust fund established as recently

as 2009, this level of capitalisation 1s very satsfactory
according to some observers It has, however, been
achieved progressively, which means that BACoMaB has
yet to be a major source of support for conservation
activities in Mauritania {Lefghih, 2016). Since 2014
BACoMaB has allocated grants of EUR 650 000 for
coastal and maritime surveillance, conservation, and
research activities — only a small proportion of the
arnount of capital in the endowment (BACoMaB, 2015).

Distributing the increased financial support among
different and competing stakeholders is a chzllenge, and
cormpetition among thern risks stifling reform in favour of
marine blodiversity in Mauritania. PNBA and BACoMAB
compete for FPA funds, In spite of their supposedly
shared interest in conserving the Banc d'Arguin. The
current executives of the PNBA wish to benefit from the
totality of the FPA funds and regularly criticise the legal
basis fer channeling funds to BACoMAB, stating that

the conservation trast fund itself is not menticned in

the FPA Protocols, nor in the Mauritanian budget law of
2007. The government's contribution is based on a legally
questicnable agreement between the previous Director of
PNBA in 2013 and the BACoMaB (Beddiyouh, 2016). This
has offered the basis for the current Director of PNBA to
challenge the use of PNBA funds for the endowment of
BACoMaB (Beddiyouh, 2016).

Doners, however, remain supportive to a certain extent.
Ensuring the financial sustainability of the FNBA through
the BACoMaB remains an important objective for the

EU {Appricy, 2016). This is motivated by the mult-level
governance set up by the trust fund tc manage its

endowment, allocate grants, and monitor and evaluate
the activities of beneficiaries (Appriou, 2016; Lefghih,
2018). As the PNBA lacks this governance structure, a
direct and uncenditicnal allocation of funds to FINBA is
difficult to justify before the Court of Auditors of the EU
(Beddiyouh, 2016). BACoMaB recently tock the initiative
to address a request for direct funding to the EU and the
Mzuritanian Mimstry of Fisheries, and appears to have
obtained positive feedback. This potental new channel for
receiving EU funds is currently being discussed (Appriou,
2016; Beddiyouh, 2016).

In Guinea-Bissau, the arrengement is more recent.
Government commitments to the FBG trust fund remain
ad hec, and are not currently challenged, but concerns have
been raised that it is now time for the trust fund tc show
that it can indeed support conservation activities. In this
corntext, the French Global Environment Fund® recently
granted support tc a set of pilot programmes to be run by
the trust fund independently of its endowment.

5. Fond Frangais pour Environnement Mondial.

Environmental impacts

Although it is too early to assess the impacts of the
conservation trust funds on the marine environment, by
offering a secure source of funds to manage MPAs they offer
significant potential tc improve environmental outcomes. The
effectiveness of MPAs In ensuring mote sustainable fisheries
has been documented in many cases, especially those which
ban all fishing (i.e. no-take zcnes). MPAs allow fish stocks to
recover, and can increase total catch and catch-perumt-effort
(Garcia et al, 2013; Guénette et al,, 2014; OECI forthcoming)
As for the FPAs, in prindiple, they should only allew EU
vessels to fish the surplus resources of partner countries.
However, this concept of surplus is very difficult to apply in
practice due to lack of reliable information on fish stocks and
fishing effort of the various fleets. A report by the European
Ceurt of Auditors found that the implementation of access
conditions was not sufiiciently robust and the Commission’s
role in monitoring implementation of the protocols was
limited (Eurcpean Court of Auditors, 2015). Earlier reviews

of FPAs have raised similar concerng about the effectiveness
of the agreements in improving sustzainable fisheries
management. Even with such mixed results, however, FPAS
play an important role in the wider effort to Improve the
sustainability of fisheries.
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- Lessons learned

From a pelitical economy perspective, several lessons
can be drawn from the experience of Mauritania and
Guinea-Bissau in establishing conservation trust
funds for marine protected areas.

Making the economic case for ecosystem
services can build commitment to ensuring
sustainable finance

Making clear links hetween the greater provision

of ecosystem services and econeric benefits was a
useful strategy in hoth Mauritania and Guinea-Bissau
for establishing broad support. Local support for
coenservation trust funds also requires that they
rapidly demonstrate their potential as actual

grant makers. This is especially important given

that the opportunity cost of allecating finance to

a conservation trust fund (rather than tc more
immediate needs) is felt acutely by the government,
and given that the benefits (more sustainable
fisheries, biodiversity conservation) are longet-term
and accrue to a wide range of actors (iishers, tourists).

Concerted lobbying and consensus building
are key

In both Mauritania and Guinea-Bissau it was
concerted lobbying efforts by environmental NGOs
that helped to establish a shared understanding of
the benefits that MPAs bring to the fishing sector and
the benefits trust funds bring to marine conservation.
A well-established and credible “broker” (FIBA) played
a key role in establishing this consensus, through
active lobbying and co-ordinating all those involved

in country, in the EU, and in the broader donor
community. Aligning the interests of governments and
the conservation community was essential to seize
oppertunities offered by shifts in the EU’s fisheries
pelicy. Support from other donors (KfW, AFD, MAVA
foundation) was, in part, built on the demonstrable
commitment of govermments to engage in the process,
and on the innovative character of the arrangement.

10 | CECD ENVIRONMENT POLICY PAPER NO. 10 @ OECD 2018

Conservation funding mechanisms need to be
financially and institutionally sustainable

Environmental policies and their reforms in
developing countries are often disrupted by a lack

of domestic funding or financing restrictions by
doners. This undermines achievements and progress
made. This is why funding mechanisme that are
sustainable, such as conservation trust funds, are
Important. However, underpinning this financial
arrangement with a strong institutional framework
is equally important Vested interests do not simply
disintegrate once a policy reform has been enacted

- political priorities can shift and governments can
change. Frequent changes in leadership and staff in
key Institutions may create a vold when champions
or experts move on, resulting in existing pelicies
beceming vulnerable to back-tracking. For example,
as Mauritania's capitalisation of the endowment was
based on an mnformal understanding, it was rapidly
challenged when leadership of partner institutions
changed. This has jeopardised the partnership
between the trust fund and the protected area
authorities. Thus, the agreements themselves need
10 be grounded in a firm legal basis External support
can help build the ingtitutional capacity required. In
Guinea-Bissau, support by the International Union for
Conservation of Nature (ITUCN) and the World Bank
has been instrumental in setting up and running

the FBG and in laying the ground work for broader
institutional change for conservation.

Towards a more permanent solution?

in a context in which governments’ pricrities have shifted
away from conservation (resulting in fewer resources for
sectoral support under the FPAs) and in which relatively low
interest rates challenge the rationale for placing funds in an
endowment, itis unclearwhetherandhow resources from FPAs
will continue to support marine conservation. The transitory
nature of the arrangement could also jeopardise long-term
commitments, as FPAs and protocols are renegotiated on a
regular basis, as are government budgets. Paradoxically, such
uncertainties are one of the main justifications for establishing
conservation trust funds in the first place. One option to
address this would be for the EU to directly finance the trust
funds to ensure its own goals (and financial management
rules) under the Common Fisheries Policy are met.
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Sustainable financing for marine
ecosystem services in Mauritania and
Guinea-Bissau

This Policy Paper summarises efforts in two West African countries <
Mauritania and Guinea-Bissau - to mobilise international finance to
sustain the marine biodiversity upon which fisheries depend, and o]
establish conservation trust funds. It examines the main impacts and,
challenges encountered, and draws out some wider lessons learnad
for other countries tackling similar environmental issues. This country.
study country study draws on the 2017 OECD report The Political Economy,
of Biodiversity Policy Reform. '
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following report on which this Policy Paper is based: '

OECD (2017), The Political Economy of Biodiversity Policy Reform, OECD Publishing, Paris,
www.oecd.org/environment/the-political-economy-of-effective-biodiversity-policy-
reform-9789264269545-en.htm.
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Overview

Iceland's rich marine resources are vital to the
country’s prosperity, but prior to the 1990s were being
depleted at an unsustainable rate. This was despite
efforts to impose varicus restrictions on fishing and

to keep out foreign fleets, Without further drastic
action, fish stocks and the entire industry based upon
them was in imminent danger of collapse, threatening
major eceniomic hardship for the entire country.

The challenge

As g commen property resource, fisheries are
notoriously difficult te manage in a sustainable
manner. Imposing limits on fishing gear, effort and
fishing periods was simply prompting a “race tc

fish” amongst competing vessels in Iceland’s fishing
Industry There was nc incentive for individuals

to hold back their fishing effort and the fishery
continued to suffer from overexploitation. This
situation was exacerbated by government suppert to
the industry - including allowing total catch volumes
which exceeded scientifically recommended levels.

The policy response

In the face of looming disaster and with little time
for broad consultation, the povernment introduced
a comprehensive systemn of individual transferable
quetas (ITQs) via the Fisheries Act in 1990. The ITQ
system gives fishers permanent quota shares which
they can also lease or sell, providing an incentive

to take a long-term view on the harvesting and
management of the resource. Fishers can be confident
of being able to reap the benefits later of restricting
fishing now Alternatively, less efficient veséels_ can
opt to leave the industry and receive compensation
through the sale of their quotas, thus helping to
encourage a more efficient and profitable sector.
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The impact

The Icelandic ITG system is seen as a success

in terms of economic efficiency and as a way of

drastically reducing fishing effort to safeguard the !
sustainability of fish stocks. It provided the incentives
for fishers to safeguard stocks through decreasing
effort and catches, while at the same time securing
their long-term economic future. Althcugh conserving
biodiversity was not an explicit objective, the reform
creatad the necessary incentives to reduce tctal catch
levels and thus to put the fishery on a sustainable
footing. Currently, none cf the commercially
harvested species in Iceland is considered to be
threatened due to overfishing.

Key messages

This major referm was able to be adopted quickly |
in the face of an urgent threat to an econcmically
impertant industry. Limited stakeholder ccnsultation
allowed the reform to be enacted rapidly, but meant
that subsequent piecemeal amendments were needed
to respond to stakeholder demands. For example,
while overall economic gains were positive, there were
still winners and losers. Various changes have been
made over time to a@('iress these cancerns. These
include the introdudtipn ofja rescurce rent tax in 2012
to allow the general public to share in the benefits of
harvesting this conambnly owned resource.
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Sustaining Iceland’s fisheries through
tradeable user rights

Fishing is a mainstay of the Icelandic econemy. The
warm and cold currents in Icelandic seas combined
with nutnent-rich seawater provide an environment
highly conducive to flourishing marine life and
high-yield fishing grounds. This productive marine
ecosystern has supported a robust fishing industry,
accounting for about 5% of gross domestic product
{GDP) in 2015, and is still vital to Iceland’s prosperity,
being the most important industry in many rural
regions.

From the end of World War 11, however, the increasingly
unsustainable expleitation of fisheries became

a serious problem. Fishing in Iceland expanded
ccnsiderably in the post-war period, with fishing fleets
taking ever-increasing catches due te technelegical
advances and a considerable increase in the size of

the Icelandic fleet. Contrary to the prevailing belief at

the time, good fishery management was not secured
by imposing various restrictions on fishing, limiting
access by foreign fleets or providing subsidies for
scrapping fishing vessels. In the 1970s and early 1880s,
Iceland’s Marine Resource Institute published alarming
reports (known as "The Black Reports”), warning that

if overfishing continued catches were going to fall
drastically and calling for reform.

This paper describes the reform taken by Iceland to
avert this looming crisis and restore fish stocks to
sustainable levels. The paper cutlines the process
involved in designing and implementing this reform.
It also reflects on the challenges encountered and the
environmental, econcmic and social impacts of the
reform. It concludes by discussing some wider lesscns
raised for other governments seeking to tackle similar
environmental problems.
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The initial policy challenge: sustaining a

common resource

Follewing the publicaticn of the first Black Report in
1975, the government introcduced several measures

to manage the fishery. These were predominantly
“effort restrictions” (imitations on the number of days
spent at sea and on the type of gear used), as well as
setting total allowable catches (TACs) for different
species. To reduce fishing by vessels from other
nations, fishing limits had gradually been extended, to
12 miles, 50 miles and 200 miles in 1958, 1972 and 1476
respectively, resulting in significant declines of foreign
catches in Icelandic waters.

However, none of these efforts dealt with the
common property nature of the resource, and the
fishery continued to suffer from overexploitation
It became apparent that Icelanders themselves

what was biologically sustainable and that the
economic performance of the fishing industry

was poor as a result. The emphasis had been on
increasing investments - often with state support

- in the fishing fleet to generate jobs and support

rural regions depending on fisheries (Schrank, 2003;
Matthiassen, 2008}, Furthermeore, pelitical and
economic pressure from both the electorate and

the industry meant that decisicns by the Minister of
Fisheries on allowable catches most often exceeded
the scientifically determined TAC advised by the
Marine Resource Institute, resulting in higher actual
landings {Figure 1). These deviations from the scientific
recommendations were justified by referring to the
uncertainty of scientific evidence and the economic and
social necessity of safeguarding employment.

A comprehensive system of individual transferrable
quotas (ITQs) was introduced with the Fisheries Act in
199¢ The reform built on [TQ systems that had been
previously used In some fisheries (herring, capelin,
and demersal fisheries?), and which had proven

be very successful in reducing fleet sizes and fishing
effort. The essential feature of the ITQ systern is that
the guotas represent defined shares in the TAC of
given stocks each fishing year (Box 1). While it was

necessary to reduce TACs for many species, notably
cod, the fishers received quota shares in return, which
helped them tc survive the consequent ecenoemic
hardships. The quotas are permanent, perfectly
divigible and fairly freely transferable. Discarding of
fish is prohibited, as is high-grading (an attempt to
increase the value of the catch by tossing out low-
value fish caught unintentionally).

Box 1. What are individual
transferrable quotas and why are they
important?

Individual transferable quotas (ITQs) for fisheries are a property rights system that
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creates incentives for fishers to harvest fish stocks sustainably.? The regulator sets
a species-specific total allowable catch (TAC), then allocates portions of the TAC, !
called quotas, to individual fishers or fishing companies to be held in perpetuity.
These quotas give fishers secure access to harvesting rights which enables them
to take a long-term perspective on the sustainable management of the resource;
they can be confident that by restricting hishing to within sustainable levels it will
safeguard their harvest or increase their opportunities to increase fishing later.
Restricting the TAC to sustainable levels also increases the value of quotas. This is
of utmost importance as it eliminates the wasteful race-ta-fish and the so-called
“tragedy of the commons’, in which many individual users acting in their own self-
interest deplete a shared resource through unregulated action, If the TAC is set at
an appropriate level and there is effective monitering and enforcement, ITQs can
result in sustainable exploitation of fish stocks.

had mcreased their fishing fleets and effort beyond

Figure 1. Fish catches reqularly exceeded the recommended TAC for cod, 1995-2015 (metric tonnes) I
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ITQ systems also create incentives for fishers to operate in an econamically
efficient manner. The quotas are transferrable, so owners can trade, lease or sell
them. This creates financial incentives to maximise the net return they generate
on their quota. The less efficient vessels can exit the fishery, for which they are
compensated through the sale of their quotas.

communities where fishing is an econcmic mainstay,
small vessels were initially exernpted from the ITQ
system to protect rural employment; and a coastal
fisheries system was devised to accommodate new
entrants using small-scale line fishing, considered by
some to be more ecologically sound. However, some of
these exernptions and adjustments undermined the
economic efficiency and sustainability of the fisherlies
management system (discussed below).

| The ITQ reform process was primarily driven by
} scientists, politicians and public servants. The

o
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mvolvemnent of other stakeholders, such as industry
leaders and trade unions, was minimal. The lirnited
initial stakehclder engagement allowed for the
rapid adoption of this major reform, but’ it meant
| that piecemeal adjustments were later made o
the systern to respond to stakehelder demands For
example, regional quotas were put in place to support
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Source: Based on data from Marine Research Institute (2016), http://data.hafro.is.

A second Black Report was released in 1983 It was
clear that the status quo would most likely lead

to disaster Given the importance of the fisheries

for the naticnal economy, its collapse would most
certainly result in major eccnomic hardships for the

country as a whole, The poor economic performance
of the fisheries, coupled with scientific evidence on
the poor state of commercially important stocks,
finally pushed parliament te introduce additional
management Imeasures.

1. Demersal fish such as cod live and feed on or near the bottom of seas or lakes.
2.See OECD (2012).
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Economic impacts

Frorn a pure economic theory point of view, property
rights-hased systems in fisheries, if designed and
implemented correctly, should yield numersus
economic benefits, including:

¢ Reduced fishing effort due to the elimination of
competition between vessels.

» Reduced cost of effort as firms can focus on
catching their share with the lowest costs

* Improved quality of catch as the firms are
restricted by the quotas and can only increase
revenue by improving quality.

» Reducticn in fleet size due to rationalisation
threugh buying and selling of quotas (less efficient
vessels sell quotas and opt out of the fishery).

* The generation of profits.

There is ample evidence to support the view that

the Icelandic ITQ system has been very successful in
increasing efficiency in the fisheries. Overcapitalisation,
in the form of too large a fleet, unravelled quickly and
profitebility increased (Figure 2). The former situation

in which the fishing fleet was receiving state aid
rapidly became history? Although direct subsidies in
the Icelandic fisheries were generally lower than in
many other countries, varlous support programimes
existed, e.g. public investments funds, funds granting
fuel subsidies, vessel buyback programmes and export
grants, Also, before the ITQ system, the exchange

rate of the naticnal currency was regularly adjusted
to improve the competitiveness of Iceland’s fish
exports.t These support measures zll ceased after the
intreduction of the ITQs.

Following the ITQ reforms, total productivity in

the fishing industry increased — it was 73% higher

in 1995 than in 1973, compared to an increase in
total productivity in other industries (excluding fish
processing) of 21% over the same period (National
Economic Institute, 1998). One measure of the
economic efficiency of the ITQ systern is quota values
over time. The annual quota rental values in the
Icelandic fisheries increased dramatically (around
20-fold) between 1984 and 1539 (OECD, n d.).

3. For a discussion see e.g. Arnason (2005) and Asche et al. (2014).

4_For a discussion see Schrank (2003).

Figure 2 Significant consclidation of the lcelandic fishing fleet led to higher prefitability

Number of vessels in the icelandic fishing fleet

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1591 1582 1993 1394 1995 19%6 1597

—\gssels >10 GRT w=——=Trawlers

Note: GRT= “gross registered tonnes’.

Profits from regular aperations as % of revenues
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Source: Based on data from Statistics Iceland (2016), Rekstraryfirlit fiskvei@a 1997-2015 [http://px.hagstofa.is/pxis/pxweb/is/Atvinnuvegir/
Atvinnuvegir _sjavarutvegur __afkonmasja/SJA0B101.px, {accessed 16 August 2016); and personal communication with G. Thordardottir
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Environmental impacts

It is more difficult to evaluate the biological success
of the system because of the inherent complexity and
dynamics of the ecological system. However, it 1s clear
that the reduction in fishing effort has secured the
sustainability of most of the cornmercially exploited
species. Figure 3 shows that since the ITQg were

intreduced, cod spawning has slowly begun to statalise

Figure 3. Trends in spawning stock biomass for cod

and recover from the sharp declines of previous
decades. Currently, none of the commercially harvested
species in Tceland is considered to be threatenad due

to overfishing. For many years, demersal fish catches
exceeded levels recommended by scientists, but over
the past decade the limit of total allowable catches has
been in line with the advice of the Marine Research
Institute (see Figure 1)
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While the main purpose of most of the marine
fisheries management areas (i.e geographically
designated management areas) has been to secure the
sustainable use of the harvested resources, their goal
was not necegsarily to conserve biclogical diversity
per se (MENR, 2014). For this reason, traditional
management measures that protect habitat and
reproduction capabilities in the ecosystem have
always been applied along with the ITQ system in
Iceland. These measures include closures of spawning
grounds and areas to protect juveniles, as well as
restrictions on gear types for certain time periods

and fishing grounds. These measures are based on
scientific recommendations provided by the Marine
Research Institute and sre implemented frequently
Some zones have been closed to fishing for many
vears, while others are ciosed for shorter time periods
The Coast Guard plays an active role in patrolling
these management measures

Social impacts

While the [TQ system has been considered a success
from an economic efficiency perspective and has
helped fish stocks to recover, political tensions

and discontent have still come to the surface. The
emergence of distinct winners and losers prompted
political demands that have led to a number of
exemptions and amendments to the system over

the years, as well as efforts to better distribute the
benefits of harvesting this commonly owned resource.
Some of the key social questions facing policy makers,
and how they were addressed, are outlined below.

How to ensure fair sharing of benefits?

introducing a property rights-based system, such
as ITQs, leads to changes that benefit some more
than others. Much of the discontent over the years
following the reform has been due to the initial free
allocation of the quotas to existing fishers based

on their catch levels at the time This approach

of initially “grandfathering” fishing rights is very

8 | OECD ENVIRONMENT PCLICY PAPER NO. 9 © OECD 2017

common for property rights-based systems because

it is often politically easiest and can be more efficient
than some cther means of distribution. However,
more than three decades later, this is considered

by some people in and cutside the industry to have
been an unjust way of allocating rights to harvest a
comrnonly owned resource. According to the Fisheries
Act, fish in Icelandic waters are the common property
of the nation, yet the right to harvest them has been
transferred to the quota owners. People who live in
fishing regions where quotas are scld or leased are
often left with few other employment opportunities
and can experience economic and social hardships.
Although the quota owners receive payment for their
quotsas, others that depended on fishing for their
livelihcod, directly or indirectly, do not receive such
payments. While it is undeniable that the Icelandic
economy has benefitted greatly from a more efficient
fishing industry, the ITQ system generates profits for
companies in the industry which some believe should
be shared to a greater extent to the general public.

A resource rent tax introduced in 2012 sought to
remedy some of these concems. The tax takes inte
consideration the profit margin of harvesting different
specieg and the revenues raised go to the general
government budget The tax levied on the industry
arncounted to [SK 12.8 billion for the fishing year
2012/13 and I5K 7.7 billion for the fishing year 2014/15.
To put this inte perspective, total tax receipts from all
Icelandic finms (tax on revenue and profits) amounted
to roughly 15K 58 6 billion in 2015 (Statistics Iceland,
2014; The Financial Management Authority, 2016).

How to safeguard small-scale fishers?

The transferability of quotas is an essentizal feature ifa
quota system is to increase the eccnomic efficiency of
the fishery Quotas are sold or leaged from less efficient
vessels to more efficient ones. The smallest boats in
the fishing fleet were criginally exemnpi from the ITQ
systern due to political desire to conserve employment
in rural fishing villages by safeguarding this fleet from

consolidation through quota trade. However, although
as a fleet they were allocated a total catch limit, no
restrictions were put on effort or catches for individual
boats. The catches of this fleet were substantial,
accounting for around 35% of the total cod catches

n Iceland in the 1994/95 fishing year. After various
attemnpts to reduce the fishing effort of these small
vessels, the Minister of Fisheries finally decided in 2004
1o require them to enter the ITQ system.

Dernands were still made for specific measures

for smaller vessels, however, mostly on the ground
that entry into the fishing industry was difficult for
newcorners. Also, small-scale hand-line fishing was
considered by some to be ecologically superior to other
fishing methoeds - and it was argued that encouraging
such activities could create employment and revitalise
fishing comrmunities. The authorities thus allowed

for a specific coastal fishery system, which opened

up in 2009. This is mainly a cod-fishery where small
vessel owners can apply for a specific license. The only
gear allowed is hand-line and the fishing season is
limited to the summer months. However, this rapidly
has tumed into a derby-style fishery, with fishers
competing to catch as much as quickly as possible. As
this fishing is mostly carried out by seasoned fishers
who had already left the mdustry or are already quota
holders, it failed to ease access for new entrants
(University Centre of the Westfjords, 2010).

This experience clearly shows the complicated
political economy issues that can arise in fisheries
reforms where certain fleet segments are not treated
in the same way. By exempting small-scale fishers
from being managed under an ITQ system they had
an incentive to free-ride instead of participating in
rebuilding fish stocks (Haraldsson, 2008).

How to protect fishing-dependent regions?

There have also been concerns about quotas being
sold or leased from towns or regions where fishing

is the mainstay of the economy. To address these
concerns, special regional quotas were introduced in
2002. The authorities set aside a part of the TAC for
specific species and distributed it to rural regions.

As ITQs are determined as a percentage of TACs, this
meant that the regicnal quotas were distributed at the
cost of quota holders, who were not compensated for
their loss. These quotas are a relatively small share of
the total TAC and decisions regarding their distribution
are taken by the Minister of Fisheries. These decisions
are based on various factors, such as the employment
status of the town or region concerned, whether
guotas have been leased or sold from the area, how
dependent the region is upon fisheries, etc. The idea
behind the regional quotas is to help the communities
rather than the fishing firrms directly.
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Whether and how the ITQ system has affected
reglonal development in Iceland is a complicated
issue as factors other than fisheries have an effect
on whether people and businesses leave or enter
various regions.’ A recent study indicates that the
effects of the regicnal quotas differ widely from
cne region to ancther (Karlsson and Johannesson,
2016). Interestingly, the regional quota allocation has
also benefitted the greater capital region, due to its
geographical proximity to some of the regions that
received regional quotas. This is probably due to the
region’s importance in processing and handling fish
(Karlssen and Joharmesson, 2016).

5. See Runolfsson {1997) and Asgeirsson (2012).




Lessons learned

The Icelandic ITQ system has been a success in terms
of economic efficiency and as a way of drastically
reducing fishing effort to safeguard the sustainability
of the fish stocks It provided the correct incentives
for the sustainable harvesting of fish and made

it possible for fishers to safeguard stocks through
decreasing effort and catches, while at the same time
securing their long-term economic future.

However, the reform still generated winners and
losers, an issue which piecemes] amendrnents
following the reform have sought to address
Understanding the political economy of reform - i.e.
how decisions are made, 1n whose interests and how
reform is promoted or obstructed and why - can be
crucial to reform success. This is certainly the case
for biodiversity related reform, where obstacles can
include competitiveness concerns, distributional
implications (Impacts on income), vested interests,
and political feasibility (QECD, 2017). What Jessons
with wider resonance have emerged from the
Icelandic experience?

An imminent crisis aided speedy adoption

The introduction of the Icelandic ITQ system for
managing its fisheries was a major reform spurred
by an imminent collapse of the most important fish
stock, which would have put the fishing industry in
peril and would have meant econermic hardship for the
country as a whole. Given the importance of the fishing
activity to the Icelandic economy people were willing to
undertake strang measures. Having positive experiences
om’ mil mea's‘qreé'oh a srnaller scale helped. |

AQNLS AHLNNOD

Limited initial stakeholder engagement led to
subsequent piecemeal reforms '

Biodiversity protection needs additional

safeguards

management measures that protect habitat and
reproduction capabilities in the eccsystem have
always been in place along with the ITQ system.

Although the reform was mainly driven by economic
concerns, it nevertheless benefitted biodiversity by
putting the fisheries on a more sustainable footing
As the focus of ITGs Is typically limited to a subset
of commercially exploited fish species, their ability
to conserve biodiversity in the broader context is
constrained by the scepe of their application. When
it comes to limiting the overall effects of fishing

on bicdiversity, other measures in addition to TACs
for different species are needed.® Thus, traditional

Generally, stakeholder engagement can help secure
the broad support and durability of reforms. Where
governments need to act quickly to avert a crisis,
however, a balance needs to be struck to provide
opportunities for stakeholder engagement, without
unduly delaying the reform precess. In the case of
Iceland, scme industry stakeholders, such as fishers
and people whose livelihcod depended to a great
extent on fishing, were not explicitly engaged in the
reforms or the implementation of the ITQ systemn.
Including every possible stakeholder group would
have taken time and resulted in a political debate at
every step of the process. On the other hand, limited
initial stakehclder engagement meant that subsequent
piecemeal amendments were later made - such as to
protect small fishers and certain regions - which may R
have undermined the sustainability and efficiency of Y
the systermn. Such trade-offs are typical of the political
economy surrcunding biodiversity related reforms.

6. For a discussion on similar issues in New Zealand, see Mace, Sullivan
and Cryer (2014) and for a general discussion of how incentive based
measures may be appiied to help canserve biodiversity see Pascoe et al,
(2010) and Innes et al. {2015).

Overall economic gains may be positive, but
there are still winners and losers

Although the ITQ system increased the econormic
efficiency and profitability of fisheries, the initial
free allecation of quotas via the grandfathering
scheme raised concerns about the distribution of
benefits reaped from a common property resource. . -
The resource rent tax offered a constructive way of @~ .
allowing the country to share the benefits more widely. - -
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Sustaining Iceland’s fisheries through
tradeable quotas

This Policy Paper analyses the reform undertaken by lceland to avert a
looming crisis and restore fish stocks to sustainable levels. The paper
outlines the process invelved in designing and implementing this reform.
[t also reflects on the challenges enccuntered and the environmental,
econornic and secial impacts of the reform. It concludes by discussing
some wider lessons learned for other governments seeking to tackle
simnilar environmental preblems. This country study draws on the 2017
OECD report The Political Economy of Biodiversity Policy Reform.

The QOECD Environment Policy Paper series

Designed for a wide readership, the OECD Environment Policy Papers
distil lessons from many of today’'s environment-related policy issues,
drawing on a wide range of OECD work. In the form of country case
studies or themalic reviews across countries, the papers highlight
practical implementation experience. They are available in either
English or French, with a summary in other languages when possible.

For further reading on the political economy of biodiversity-related reform, see the
following report on which this Policy Paper is based:

QECD (2017}, The Pofitical Economy of Biodiversity Policy Reform, QECD Publishing, Paris,
www.oecd.org/environment/the-political-economy-of-effective-biodiversity-policy-
reform-9789264269545-en.hitm.

Visit our websites
www.oecd.org/environment/resources/biodiversity.htm
www.0ecd.org/environment/rescurces/mainstream-biodiversity

Join the discussions
@OECD_ENV and #MainstreamBiodiversity

Contact: katia karousakis@oecd.org
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