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Abstract
This document is the adopted record of the Thirty-third Meeting of the
Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living
Resources held in Hobart, Australia, from 20 to 31 October 2014.
Major topics discussed at this meeting include: the status of
CCAMLR-managed fisheries; the Report of the Thirty-third meeting
of CCAMLR’s Scientific Committee; illegal, unreported and
unregulated fishing in the Convention Area; vulnerable marine
ecosystems and bottom fishing; the establishment of a representative
system of marine protected areas in the Convention Area; assessment
and avoidance of incidental mortality of Antarctic marine living
resources; new and exploratory fisheries; current operation of the
System of Inspection and the Scheme of International Scientific
Observation; compliance with conservation measures in force,
including the implementation of CCAMLR’s Compliance Evaluation
Procedure; review of existing conservation measures and adoption of
new conservation measures; a process to support the ongoing review
of CCAMLR’s Catch Documentation Scheme and a separate process
related to the Vessel Monitoring System; management under
conditions of uncertainty and cooperation with other international
organisations, including within the Antarctic Treaty System. The
Reports of the Standing Committee on Implementation and
Compliance and the Standing Committee on Administration and
Finance are appended.
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Report of the Thirty-third
Meeting of the Commission
(Hobart, Australia, 20 to 31 October 2014)

Opening of the meeting
1.1
The Thirty-third Annual Meeting of the Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic
Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR-XXXIII) was held in Hobart, Tasmania, Australia, from
20 to 31 October 2014. It was chaired by Mr L. Dybiec (Poland).
1.2
The following Members of the Commission were represented: Argentina, Australia,
Belgium, Brazil, Chile, People’s Republic of China, European Union, France, Germany, Italy,
Japan, Republic of Korea, Namibia, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Russian Federation,
South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Ukraine, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland, United States of America and Uruguay.
1.3
Other Contracting Parties, Bulgaria, Canada, Cook Islands, Finland, Greece,
Mauritius, the Netherlands, Islamic Republic of Pakistan, Republic of Panama, Peru and
Vanuatu, were invited to attend the meeting as Observers. Mauritius and the Netherlands were
represented.
1.4
The Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP), the
Association of Responsible Krill harvesting companies (ARK), the Antarctic and Southern
Ocean Coalition (ASOC), the Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna
(CCSBT), the Committee for Environmental Protection (CEP), the Convention on
International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES), the Coalition of Legal Toothfish
Operators (COLTO), the Council of Managers of National Antarctic Programs (COMNAP),
the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the Inter-American
Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC), the International Commission for the Conservation of
Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT), the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission (IOC), the
International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), the International Whaling
Commission (IWC), the Secretariat of the Regional Plan of Action to Promote Responsible
Fishing Practices Including Combating IUU Fishing in South East Asia (RPOA-IUU), the
Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research (SCAR), the Scientific Committee on Oceanic
Research (SCOR), the South East Atlantic Fisheries Organisation (SEAFO), the United
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and the Commission for the Conservation and
Management of the Highly Migratory Fish Stocks of the Western and Central Pacific Ocean
(WCPFC) were also invited to attend the meeting as Observers. ACAP, ARK, ASOC,
CCSBT, CEP, COLTO, IWC, SCAR and SEAFO attended.
1.5
In accordance with the Commission’s decision at CCAMLR-XXXII (paragraph 12.4),
the following non-Contracting Parties were invited to attend CCAMLR-XXXIII as Observers:
Brunei Darussalam, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Indonesia, Islamic
Republic of Iran, Libya, Malaysia, Mali, Mexico, Mongolia, Nigeria, Philippines, Seychelles,
Singapore, Tanzania, Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, United Arab Emirates and Viet Nam.
Singapore attended the meeting.

1.6
The List of Participants is given in Annex 1. The List of Documents presented to the
meeting is given in Annex 2.
1.7
The Chair welcomed all participants to the meeting, noting the substantial agenda and
his hopes for a productive meeting.
1.8
The Chair introduced His Excellency the Honourable Chief Justice Alan Blow OAM,
Lieutenant Governor of Tasmania, who delivered the opening address (Annex 3).

Organisation of the meeting
Adoption of the Agenda
2.1

The Agenda for the meeting was adopted (Annex 4).

Status of the Convention
2.2
Australia, as Depository, reported that the status of the Convention had not changed
during the last intersessional period.

Report of the Chair
2.3
The Chair provided a brief report on the activities of the Commission during the
last 12 months (Annex 5).

Implementation and compliance
3.1
The Chair of the Standing Committee on Implementation and Compliance (SCIC),
Mr O. Urrutia (Chile), presented the report of SCIC to the Commission (Annex 6).

Compliance Evaluation Procedure
3.2
The Commission noted that SCIC considered Members’ Draft CCAMLR Compliance
Reports that summarised issues identified by the Secretariat in relation to the implementation
of conservation measures (CCAMLR-XXXIII/08 Rev. 1). The Commission noted that Draft
CCAMLR Compliance Reports were considered for Australia, Chile, China, France, the
Republic of Korea, Norway, Russia, South Africa, Ukraine, the UK and Uruguay.
3.3
The Commission noted that in accordance with CM 10-10, Annex 10-10/B, the
Provisional CCAMLR Compliance Report developed by SCIC includes an assessment of
Members’ compliance status, recommendations on remedial action and amendments to
conservation measures, obligations and any responsive action required. Following its
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deliberations, the Commission noted that SCIC had adopted by consensus a Provisional
CCAMLR Compliance Report for approval by the Commission (Annex 6, Appendix I).
3.4
The Commission endorsed SCIC’s recommendations and approved the CCAMLR
Compliance Report for 2014.
3.5
The EU thanked SCIC for its work in adopting the Provisional CCAMLR Compliance
Report for submission to the Commission. It regarded the process supported by SCIC as a
constructive means to improve compliance with conservation measures and to identify and
rectify unclear provisions. The EU noted that it did not consider the CCAMLR Compliance
Evaluation Procedure (CCEP) process as an opportunity to accuse or direct blame at Members
but rather an opportunity to strengthen conservation measures and improve general
compliance. The EU expressed appreciation for the first two years of implementation and
looked forward to future work and improvement.
3.6
Australia considered that the CCEP supports a clear and fair process that provides
Members with the opportunity to respond to instances of non-compliance as well as for the
Commission to adopt a range of responses in order to address issues with conservation
measures and to resolve technical inoperability.
3.7
The Commission noted that this year, SCIC successfully addressed a number of
shortcomings with conservation measures.
3.8
The Commission considered the recommendation by SCIC to revise Conservation
Measures (CMs) 10-01, 10-03, 10-10, 26-01 and 41-01. The Commission also recognised that
SCIC had deliberated on possible revisions to CMs 10-02, 10-04 and 10-09, but that further
consideration was needed in the intersessional period to progress these for consideration by
SCIC and the Commission in 2015.
3.9
South Africa acknowledged the concerns that arose at SCIC in the case of noncompliance in relation to its implementation of CM 10-03. South Africa advised the
Commission that it is implementing measures to improve compliance with CM 10-03. The
Commission noted that South Africa had conducted four port inspections in full compliance
with CM 10-03 subsequent to the issues identified in its Draft CCAMLR Compliance Report
and that further efforts were being undertaken to improve inspecting capacity.
3.10 Argentina noted that, in relation to the possible revision to CM 10-04, not enough time
was available to consider the substantial changes proposed. Argentina advised that any
proposed substantive change to CM 10-04, particularly in relation to Members’ obligations,
had to be considered with caution.
3.11 Some Members noted that they supported the changes proposed to CM 10-04 at this
meeting. They looked forward to working through the vessel monitoring system Technical
Working Group (VMS TWG) in the intersessional period to consider these matters.
3.12 The Commission noted that SCIC had considered the advice of the Scientific
Committee in relation to the research fishing undertaken by the Russian-flagged vessel
Yantar 35 in the Weddell Sea in 2013/14 (Annex 6, paragraphs 97 to 104). The Commission
noted that the quarantining of data and the subsequent inability of the Scientific Committee to
evaluate the research was a matter of serious concern for SCIC.
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3.13 Some Members noted that, given the Scientific Committee had been unable to
complete a review of the research plan, it was inappropriate for research fishing to be
undertaken under this plan in the coming season.
3.14 The Commission noted that Russia considers this to be a serious incident and that it is
committed to investigating the data relating to the issue. The Commission noted the advice of
Russia that the investigation will be conducted in an open and objective manner with the
results presented at the conclusion of the investigation, including to the Working Group on
Statistics, Assessments and Modelling (WG-SAM), the Working Group on Fish Stock
Assessment (WG-FSA), the Scientific Committee, SCIC and the Commission. The
Commission suggested that the investigation could consider incorporating international
expertise.
3.15 Russia advised the Commission that it did not intend to permit the Yantar 35 to
continue research in the Weddell Sea in 2014/15 but that it remained interested in continuing
research within the Weddell Sea by other vessels if the opportunity arises (see also
paragraphs 5.63 to 5.68).
3.16 The Commission noted that SCIC considered CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/02, summarising
all notifications submitted by Members proposing to participate in exploratory or krill
fisheries for 2014/15, as well as highlighting the new online system to support submission of
fishery notifications by Members (Annex 6, paragraphs 105 to 109).
3.17 The Commission noted that following the late submission of krill fishery notifications,
the EU withdrew the notification for the vessels Saga and Alina, notified to participate in krill
fisheries in 2014/15 (Annex 6, paragraph 110).
3.18 The Commission noted that SCIC had considered CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/27, which
provided an account of the investigation and subsequent outcomes relating to the documented
anomalous catch-per-unit-effort (CPUE) by the Korean-flagged fishing vessels Insung No. 2,
Insung No. 7 and Insung No. 22, and concluded that the three vessels undertook illegal,
unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing activities in the Convention Area.
3.19 Many Members thanked Korea for its efforts during the past year to conduct a
transparent inquiry into the activities of the Insung No. 2, Insung No. 7 and Insung No. 22 and
its actions to address those activities, as well as for the Korean Delegation’s positive
engagement at this meeting. Many Members congratulated Korea on its positive initiatives to
engage not only nationally, including through amendments to domestic legislation, but also
multilaterally in the fight against IUU fishing.
3.20 The USA noted its appreciation of the efforts that Korea and South Africa have been
taking to cooperate in the scrapping of the Insung No. 7 in South Africa. In addition, the USA
noted its interest in the updates and enhancements to the Distant Water Fisheries
Development Act that will enhance Korea’s ability to address compliance issues, such as
those related to the Insung vessels, should they arise in the future.
3.21 The Commission also thanked Russia for agreeing to undertake an investigation under
CM 10-08 of Russian observers who reported data consistent with the anomalous vessel data
while observing the fishing operations of the Insung No. 2, Insung No. 7 and Insung No. 22
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and report in a timely fashion. The Commission noted that the process undertaken by Korea
and to be undertaken by Russia provides valuable confirmation of the effectiveness of the
CCAMLR regulatory framework.

Catch Documentation Scheme
3.22 The Commission noted that SCIC had endorsed the recommendations of the Catch
Documentation Scheme for Dissostichus spp. (CDS) Review Panel that worked during the
intersessional period to undertake an independent review of CCAMLR’s CDS (Annex 6,
paragraphs 152 to 164).
3.23 The Commission thanked the CDS Review Panel and the Secretariat for their efforts
during the intersessional period and noted that the results will greatly improve the
implementation and operation of the CDS.
3.24 The Commission welcomed SCIC’s decision to fund the implementation of the CDS
Review Panel’s recommendations and the further recommended work that will, inter alia,
provide for greater integration of the CDS with other CCAMLR systems; the upgrading of the
e-CDS system, including through a new platform; the development of identifiable Specially
Validated Catch Documents (SVDCDs), consider transhipping provisions and improve nonContracting Party engagement.
3.25 The Commission also congratulated SCIC on the progress made this year on
improvements to the CDS. These improvements will not only strengthen the system but also
implement changes to CM 10-05 that better reflect operational reality. SCIC also agreed to the
intersessional review of further suggestions from the CDS Review Panel to improve
transparency with regard to transhipments, SVDCDs and integrating the CDS with other
related databases, such as VMS and recorded catch data.
3.26 The Commission noted SCIC’s endorsement of the CDS Review Panel’s
recommendation for the adoption, implementation and maintenance of a comprehensive
strategy to promote cooperation with non-Contracting Parties.
3.27 The Commission noted the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region (SAR)’s
participation in capacity-building CDS training delivered by the CCAMLR Secretariat and
Australia in the 2014 intersessional period.
3.28 The Commission considered the paper presented by the Republic of Korea providing
an account of the case regarding the missing DCDs for three Korean-flagged vessels and the
measures taken by the Korean government following the investigation (CCAMLRXXXIII/BG/26 Rev. 1).
3.29 Korea advised the Commission that several Korean-flagged vessels were detected
carrying out IUU fishing outside the Convention Area and informed Members that sanctions
were imposed on the vessel Masters and SVDCDs were issued in relation to the catch that
was confiscated. Korea also noted that the catch was confiscated based on the strong
administrative guidance by the Korean government and that proceeds of these sales will be
presented to CCAMLR with specific intentions for the funds to be determined at a later time.
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3.30 The Commission thanked Korea and congratulated it on its efforts to conduct a
thorough investigation of the incidents.
3.31 The USA expressed concern that issuing multiple DCDs for a single trip could allow
for the co-mingling of legal and illegal catch and thereby inhibit Market States from
determining the legality of imports. The USA looked forward to the opportunity, through the
CDS Implementation Panel, to consider ways of strengthening the CDS, including by
clarifying existing requirements.
3.32 The Commission considered the discussion by SCIC on the analysis of international
trade and value of Dissostichus spp. across major trading nations utilising data from the
United Nations Commodity Trade Statistics Database (UN Comtrade) (CCAMLRXXXIII/BG/14 Rev. 2).
3.33 The EU referred to its previous comments made during the consideration of the
Scientific Committee report (paragraph 5.16) and comments made at SCIC (Annex 6,
paragraph 169), where it congratulated the Secretariat on completing this work with limited
resources and for providing insight into the structure of global toothfish trade. The EU noted
that the SCIC discussions clarified the question of misreported data and reiterated its
suggestion that the analysis be extended to include trade-influencing factors and that this
paper be updated periodically.
3.34 The Commission noted the work of the VMS TWG in relation to the outcomes of the
intersessional work on the Request for Tender (RFT) and the recommendation for the
preferred VMS software to support CCAMLR’s VMS (CCAMLR-XXXIII/14 Rev. 1).
3.35 The Commission noted the VMS TWG’s recommendation to implement the internally
hosted software THEMIS Viewer to be provided by Collecte Localisation Satellites (CLS) to
support CCAMLR’s VMS.
3.36 The Commission thanked the VMS TWG, with participants from Australia, Chile, the
EU, France, Japan, the Republic of Korea, New Zealand, South Africa, Ukraine, the UK, the
USA and the Secretariat, for its work in 2014.
3.37 The Commission also noted the VMS TWG’s work to review CM 10-04 (CCAMLRXXXIII/BG/07). The Commission noted that the VMS TWG would work during the 2015
intersessional period to further consider matters in relation to CM 10-04 and include
consideration of proposals made at this meeting (Annex 6, paragraphs 207 to 212). Members
were encouraged to actively engage in the work of the VMS TWG during 2015.
3.38 The USA considered VMS as a critical tool in monitoring vessel activity and
combating IUU fishing. The USA, supported by the EU, believed that CM 10-04 no longer
reflects current technology or best practices.
3.39 Many Members thanked the VMS TWG and the Secretariat regarding the work
completed in respect of the VMS in 2014. They noted that they fully supported the revisions
proposed during the 2014 SCIC meeting and regretted that these could not be agreed to. These
Members looked forward to engaging with the VMS TWG in 2015.
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3.40

Argentina made the following statement:
‘Just to clarify a point relating to CM 10-04: not only were there some doubts referred
to the short time we got for treating the proposal of the USA, but also some Members
expressed our concern regarding suggested modifications to the proposal, as they can
involve modifying the nature of CM 10-04, which would not be acceptable. We would
also like to express our readiness to participate in the intersessional contact group in
order to improve, as far as possible, CM 10-04. In this sense, it is clear that there are
substantial differences with the proposal presented by the USA, but we are confident
that, with the goodwill of all Parties, we could reach positive conclusions.’

3.41 The Commission noted the intersessional work undertaken to progress the
development of a draft arrangement for the release CCAMLR VMS data to support search
and rescue (SAR) efforts in the CAMLR Convention Area (CCAMLR-XXXIII/01 Rev. 1).
3.42 The Commission noted that the work undertaken by the Secretariat and the five
CCAMLR Members that have Maritime Rescue Coordination Centre (MRCC)
responsibilities (Argentina, Australia, Chile, New Zealand and South Africa) had resulted in a
draft arrangement tabled for review, and adoption, by the Commission (Annex 6,
paragraphs 196 to 199).
3.43 Many Members thanked those involved in drafting the arrangement and supported its
implementation. In accordance with CM 10-04, paragraph 18(iv), footnote 4, the draft
arrangement was adopted by the Commission (Annex 6, Appendix III). The Commission
agreed that with the adoption of the arrangement, footnote 4 of CM 10-04 was no longer
required, and the Secretariat was requested to make the consequential edit. It was noted that
the work of the VMS TWG in relation to VMS could potentially contribute to the usefulness
of CCAMLR VMS data to support SAR efforts.
3.44 In adopting the arrangement, the Commission agreed that, in relation to paragraphs 5.1
and 5.2 regarding the unintended loss or unauthorised release of VMS data, the Secretariat
shall inform all Members within 24 hours of any such loss or release and also inform the Flag
State(s) of the relevant vessel(s) of the details of those data. In addition, should any
investigation into such loss or release occur, the Flag State(s) of the vessel(s) shall be
consulted on the results of the investigation prior to the release of the report to CCAMLR.
3.45 Argentina expressed that, as a State with SAR responsibilities, it is well aware of all
the issues and risks involved in navigating in Antarctic waters. It thanked the CCAMLR
Secretariat for its intersessional work to reach this agreement, which will be very useful in
case of any accident or maritime incident. It also noted that this issue is so important to
Argentina, as a State with SAR responsibilities, that it has had for more than 15 years,
together with Chile, a joint Combined Antarctic Naval Patrol, in order to contribute to the
safety of vessels in the Antarctic Peninsula region.
3.46

The EU made the following statement on the initiative of Italy:
‘I would like to avail myself of this opportunity to share some considerations with you
today regarding the safety of fishing vessels in the CAMLR Convention Area.
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Given the particular climatic conditions that fishing vessel operators are exposed to in
the Convention Area and the resulting possible implications for safety of life, coupled
with the significant impact that accidents can have on the environment, especially in
polar regions, the EU is of the view that safety standards for fishing vessels, in
particular ice-strengthening requirements, should be enhanced in order to better
protect crew members on the one hand and marine living resources on the other.
We would therefore like to remind all CCAMLR Members of the CCAMLR
Resolution 34/XXXI adopted in 2012 “Enhancing the safety of fishing vessels in the
Convention Area” that encourages CCAMLR Members to consider and implement
appropriate measures to enhance the safety standards of those fishing vessels which
they license to operate in the Convention Area and to consider ratifying the Cape
Town Agreement as soon as practicable.
As you will be aware, over the years, European Union Member States have been
instrumental in helping the International Maritime Organization (IMO) to develop and
adopt a comprehensive portfolio of international conventions. Between them, these
cover almost every technical and operational aspect of shipping and their combined
effect has been to make shipping progressively safer, more efficient and more
environmentally friendly.
For the EU, safety standards based upon the Torremolinos Protocol were introduced
by a 1997 Directive which set up a harmonised safety regime for fishing vessels of
24 metres in length and over. This ensures EU vessels meet internationally agreed
standards.
As Members will be aware, the 1993 Protocol relating to the 1977 Torremolinos
International Convention for the Safety of Fishing Vessels has not entered into force,
since the aggregate fleet of the ratifying States never reached the required threshold
of 14 000.
However, the barriers to ratification of this Convention have been addressed through
the Cape Town Agreement of 2012. This Agreement also updates and amends a
number of provisions of the 1993 Torremolinos Protocol. Once this Agreement has
entered into force, it will greatly enhance safety standards for fishermen and fishing
vessels worldwide and, thereby, significantly reduce the number of fatalities.
The Agreement was open for signature from 11 February 2013 to 10 February 2014,
and thereafter remains open for accession. It requires ratification by 22 IMO member
states with an aggregate fleet of 3 600 to enter into force.
Bearing in mind the high accident fatality rate and the particular vulnerability of polar
regions, the EU attaches great importance to the matter of maritime safety and would
welcome further progress in the ratification process of the Cape Town Agreement and
hopes for a timely entry into force thereof.’
3.47 France thanked the EU for its statement and fully agreed with it. France noted that this
issue will be raised at ATCM XXXVIII in 2015 and that the ratification of the Cape Town
Agreement was extremely important to preserve life at sea and protect the marine
environment.
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3.48 The Commission noted that the International Maritime Organization (IMO)’s Marine
Environment Protection Committee (MEPC) had clarified the prohibition on heavy grade oil
use in Antarctic waters and had agreed to clarify that this prohibition extended to the carriage
of heavy grade oil on board vessels as ballast (MARPOL, Annex I, regulation 43).
3.49 Many Members agreed that vessel safety was a very important issue, as were issues
related to vessel environmental protection standards. The Commission noted the IMO’s
intention to undertake future work regarding a code for ships operating in polar waters. Some
Members noted that this work is intended to cover the non-SOLAS (International Convention
for the Safety of Life at Sea) fleet and so included fishing vessels. Many Members highlighted
the importance for advancing safety at sea for vessels operating in the Convention Area and
thanked the EU for highlighting this important issue.
3.50 The Republic of Korea noted the importance of VMS not only to deter IUU fishing but
also to provide a mechanism to monitor vessel safety at sea in real time.
3.51 The USA noted that the issue of vessel safety had been discussed over many previous
years at both CCAMLR and ATCM. The USA shared the concerns of many Members relating
to the high number of incidents that have occurred in the Convention Area over recent years.
The USA noted that the proposed amendments to CM 10-04 that will be considered by the
VMS TWG in 2015 would advance compliance monitoring and enhance the use of VMS data
in SAR efforts.

Proposals for new and revised measures
Krill observer coverage
3.52 The Commission noted the proposals submitted by Ukraine (CCAMLR-XXXIII/16)
and Chile (CCAMLR-XXXIII/18) that proposed amendments to CM 51-06 to increase
observer coverage to 75% and/or 100% respectively during krill fishing operations, with the
objective of improving the availability of data to improve estimates of krill biomass.
3.53 Many Members welcomed the proposals by Chile and Ukraine to increase observer
coverage and to improve quality of data.
3.54 France thanked Chile and Ukraine for the proposal and stated that, given the
importance of krill within the marine ecosystem of Antarctica, it is important to increase
observer coverage to 100% in the near future.
3.55 Chile noted the adoption of CM 51-06 at CCAMLR-XXXI had resulted in an increase
in observer coverage and a noticeable improvement to observer data. However, Chile asserted
that the data produced is still insufficient and suggested that the Commission work to develop
ways to improve data collection and quality. Chile also considered the possibility of a phased
approach with the objective of eventually achieving 100% coverage (see also paragraphs 6.7
and 7.36 to 7.44).
3.56 Belgium considered the need for continuous improvement concerning data quality and
noted that quality depends greatly on the training of the observer, which is the responsibility
of Designating Members.
9

3.57 Argentina supported the proposal for 100% observer coverage. However, given the
possibility of difficulties to reach this level, Argentina believed that it would be good to, at
least, agree on a gradual increase of observers on krill fishing vessels.
3.58 Several Members stated their willingness to accept the proposal to increase observer
coverage on krill vessels and suggested the Commission find a way to progressively increase
the number of observers on board krill vessels to achieve 100%, with some Members
suggesting coverage between 50% and 100%.
3.59

China made the following statement:
‘China believes that the current observer coverage on krill fishing operations is
appropriate. Although there was a general support to increase the observer coverage,
the Scientific Committee also acknowledged that it is more important to improve the
quality of data derived from scientific observers and agreed to maintain the current
level of observer coverage. Therefore there is no scientific justification for increasing
mandatory observer coverage for the time being. Besides, the possible costs for
increasing observer coverage must also be taken into account in order to avoid
unnecessary burden to the fishing industry.’

Shark finning
3.60 The Commission considered the proposal submitted by Brazil, Chile, the EU and the
USA to prohibit the finning of sharks caught in the CAMLR Convention Area (CCAMLRXXXIII/20). The submission proposed an amendment to CM 32-18 to require that fins of
sharks caught incidentally that cannot be released alive remain naturally attached until the
point of first landing (see also paragraph 7.83).
3.61 The USA expressed appreciation for the consideration of the proposal and indicated
that amending the measure is an important step in the conservation of sharks, consistent with
United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) resolutions and Article II of the Convention. The
USA noted that the amendment to CM 32-18 would increase species-specific data and
complement existing requirements without imposing any further burden on Members.
3.62 The USA expressed support for the proposal co-sponsored with Brazil, Chile and the
EU to amend CM 32-18. Prohibiting the finning of any incidentally caught sharks is an
important next step for the Commission and one that is consistent with the UNGA sustainable
fisheries resolution, FAO’s International Plan of Action for sharks and the conservation
objective set forth in Article II of the Convention. Requiring all incidentally caught sharks
that are retained to be landed with their fins naturally attached will not only prevent the
wasteful practice of finning, it will also support the collection of better species-specific data
with respect to sharks caught in the CCAMLR area. The USA welcomed the strong support
for the proposal offered by most Members and noted that the proposal complements the
existing measure without imposing a significant burden on fishing activities.
3.63 The EU, supported by several Members, regretted that the Commission could not
agree on the proposal. Since CCAMLR is a frontrunner in conservation of marine resources,
this measure would have sent an important signal to other organisations dealing with the same
matter.
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3.64 Many Members supported the proposal and expressed regret that it could not be
adopted at this meeting. They suggested that the adoption of the proposal would be an
important step for CCAMLR and align it with other finning prohibition measures
implemented in other fora.
3.65 France, supported by other Members, questioned the reasoning that was offered by
opposing Members during SCIC (Annex 6, paragraphs 230 and 231) as it considered the
proposed amendment provided a means to gain an improved understanding of shark
populations and by-catch within the Convention Area. France suggested that there are nonscientific reasons behind the opposition of particular delegations.
3.66

China made the following statement:
‘Some interventions made by previous speakers are misleading. The issue before us is
not shark finning but is that whether the fins of the dead sharks, as a result of by-catch,
must be naturally attached to the shark bodies. We do not see that such a request has
anything to do with the preservation of sharks. Moreover, since the by-catch of sharks
is legal catch, those sharks shall be regarded as the legal property of the fishermen.
The owners shall have the right to decide how to dispose of them. The demands for
scientific research raised by some delegates could be met by requesting the fisherman
to provide sharks with their fins naturally attached on a voluntary basis, but such
demands cannot justify any mandatory rule that may arbitrarily restrict the right of the
owner to dispose of their legal property. Therefore, China cannot support this
proposal, which goes beyond the conservation of Antarctic marine living resources.’

3.67 Japan advised the Commission that they opposed the wasteful act of finning, but also
noted that it shared the concern of China that the proposed amendments are misleading and
had nothing to do with the prohibition of finning as described in the title of the document.
Japan believed that the proposed amendments were irrelevant and not effective for the
conservation and management of sharks in the Convention Area where shark by-catch was
very small. Japan, however, found that many Members supported the prohibition of finning
and that there seemed to be a consensus. Therefore, Japan proposed to introduce a simple but
clear provision of the prohibition of finning instead of the proposed amendments.
3.68 Argentina supported the inclusion of a ban on shark finning, noting that this proposal
relates to the fundamental principle of the Convention relating to the rational use of a
resource. Argentina noted that discarding of a full shark in order to maintain the fins represent
minimal use of a resource that is not rational. It considered that finning impacts the
environment greatly and goes beyond the economic benefit that can be drawn from fins.
3.69 Many Members encouraged the proponents of the proposal to resubmit their paper at
CCAMLR-XXXIV.

Trade-related measures
3.70 The Commission considered the proposal by the EU to hold intersessional discussions
between CCAMLR-XXXIII and CCAMLR-XXXIV on the possible adoption of trade-related
measures by CCAMLR in order to promote compliance (CCAMLR-XXXIII/25 Rev. 1).
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3.71 The EU thanked SCIC for the comments and clarified that the purpose of its paper is
to gauge interest in developing informal discussions intersessionally with interested partners
in order to examine and develop options, including alternative options to combat IUU fishing
(Annex 6, paragraph 233).
3.72

Argentina made the following statement:
‘Our delegation has already stated, repeatedly, that taking trade sanctions against
States is not the right way to fight against IUU fishing. The reasons were developed
clearly, thoroughly and accurately, with substantial arguments on several occasions.
In this sense, it would be useful to find new measures or to improve the ones in force,
as for example CM 10-08, which place emphasis on the beneficial owner.’

3.73 The USA expressed appreciation for the EU’s efforts to continue discussion on traderelated measures and noted that trade-related measures are an important tool that would
enhance the ability of CCAMLR to address IUU fishing and promote compliance. CCAMLRXXXIII/25 Rev. 1 looked beyond trade-related measures to other mechanisms that CCAMLR
might employ to strengthen the tools available for combating IUU fishing. CCAMLR can
consider the adoption of trade-related measures while, at the same time, considering
additional approaches, including the strengthening of existing measures. The USA
encouraged all Members to contribute to intersessional discussions on this issue.
3.74

Namibia made the following statement:
‘Namibia fully supports the elimination of IUU fishing in the CAMLR Convention
Area and globally. However, we are of the opinion that these proposed trade-related
measures could unfairly punish many law-abiding companies and individuals, as they
will also be prohibited from exporting their products should one of the vessels from
their respective countries be found to be involved in IUU fishing. In our view, such
indiscriminate punishment of the vessels and/or companies is not the best approach to
combat IUU fishing, as it could negatively affect the economies of the Flag States
concerned and has the potential to even destabilise those countries.
Therefore, Namibia does not support the proposed trade-related measures and shares
the views expressed by those Member States who spoke out against such measures.
We would rather encourage the Commission to put in place measures to trace the
beneficial owners of such vessels found to be involved in IUU fishing and take drastic
measures against such individuals or companies. In most cases, these beneficial
owners are not based in the Flag States of vessels found to be involved in IUU fishing
and this remains a challenge for Flag States to take action against them.’

3.75

Uruguay made the following statement:
‘Our delegation made a declaration in SCIC’s meeting in relation to the initiatives to
consider the application of trade measures within CCAMLR’s framework, supporting
the views of several delegations that did not consider this discussion timely, in that
they believed this was not the appropriate forum to consider such initiatives.
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We reiterate our firm belief in the validity of all the tools that will allow us to verify
compliance with CCAMLR’s conservation measures, in particular those aimed at the
deterrence of illegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing.
However, we believe that other tools exist that are more appropriate to fulfil that
objective, and I take the liberty to mention here, as an example from other fora, the
importance of FAO’s Agreement on Port State Measures to Prevent, Deter and
Eliminate Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated Fishing.
Our country is one of the 12 original signatories of the abovementioned agreement,
and ratified it in February 2013, though very few countries have done so, and this
agreement has not yet entered into force.
CCAMLR must seek to generate new conservation measures aimed at the deterrence
of IUU fishing, but always keeping within the framework of its competence.’

Current level of IUU fishing
3.76 The Commission noted the efforts of Members in relation to combating IUU fishing in
the Convention Area, including Australia (CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/19), Chile (Annex 6,
paragraph 251), France (CCAMLR-XXXIII/19), New Zealand (CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/12)
and Spain (CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/34).
3.77 The USA raised the issue of transhipment, referring to discussions within SCIC where
it was noted that the information gaps associated with transhipments at sea have the potential
to undermine the objectives of CM 10-05 and other CCAMLR conservation measures
intended to prevent IUU fishing. The USA noted that some of the transhipments occur
between vessels licensed to fish in the Convention Area and vessels of non-Contracting
Parties and CM 10-09 only requires notifications for transhipments that occur inside the
Convention Area. The USA referred to the amendments to CMs 10-02 and 10-09 that it had
suggested during SCIC to address those gaps, including by requiring transhipment vessels to
be licensed and notified to the Commission under CM 10-02 and for vessels to provide
advance notice under CM 10-09 of all at-sea transhipments of toothfish, regardless of where
they occur.
3.78 Many Members expressed their support for the strengthening of transhipping
provisions and agreed that an intersessional e-group will be established by the Secretariat to
facilitate this work. It was noted that the Secretariat, with participants of the e-group, will
develop a work plan to consider revisions to CMs 10-02 and 10-09 for consideration at
CCAMLR-XXXIV.
3.79 The Commission considered the discussion by SCIC on measures taken and reported
by Spain to combat IUU fishing in the Convention Area in 2014 (CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/34),
as well as action taken by Chile with regard to control of its nationals. The Commission
welcomed the actions by Spain and Chile to combat IUU fishing.
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3.80 Spain thanked the Australian authorities for their collaboration in the investigation that
allowed Spain to carry out its first sanction on board the fishing vessel Thunder. Spain
imposed financial sanctions and the suspension of the ability to work in fishing activities on
Spanish nationals belonging to the crew of the vessel.
3.81 The Commission noted that Spain worked intensively to adopt legislation so that
sanctions against IUU operations and nationals engaged in illegal activities can be prosecuted
by the Spanish judicial system. Spain also informed the Commission that it would be
amending maritime legislation, to be commenced in November 2014, which will require strict
compliance with CM 10-08 by Spanish nationals. Spain expressed appreciation that other
Members have initiated legal action against its nationals and highlighted that collaboration
between Members is essential in order to have full compliance with CM 10-08 and to combat
IUU fishing.
3.82 The Commission noted the video footage provided by the Republic of Korea that
detailed the scrapping of the Insung No. 7. Korea advised the Commission that the vessel was
no longer operational and the destruction of its interior was almost complete. The
Commission welcomed Korea’s undertaking to provide regular updates on the scrapping of
the vessel to CCAMLR.
3.83 The Commission noted the progress on the IUU fishing trend analysis that summarised
all available information on IUU fishing for 2013/14 (CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/28 Rev. 1).
3.84 The Commission noted that the distribution of IUU fishing activity for 2013/14 was
based on reports by Members of sightings of IUU fishing vessels and gear, information from
observer logbooks, cruise reports and automatic identification system (AIS) data for 2014
(CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/28 Rev. 1). The Commission noted that this was the first year that an
IUU-listed vessel had been sighted in Subarea 48.6, even though there was indirect evidence
from discarded gear that IUU fishing activity had occurred in this subarea since 2005.
3.85 The Commission noted the advice of the Scientific Committee that any sightings of
fishing gear need to be considered carefully and, in future, maps depicting gear should state
the gear types observed.
3.86 The Commission noted that the Scientific Committee had requested that information
provided under Annex 10-02/A could assist the Scientific Committee to develop a vesseldetection model for use in estimating IUU fishing activities. The Commission noted that
SCIC agreed that, while this may be a useful task, it potentially imposed a significant
administrative burden on Flag States and the Secretariat. The Commission agreed that a
project be developed to collect vessel sighting data for a discrete area and time period,
potentially in conjunction with VMS data and weather and sea-state conditions, and that this
could be used as a trial to see if the information proves useful in supporting the work of the
Scientific Committee to develop models to improve estimates of IUU fishing.
3.87 The Commission endorsed the joint proposal by France and the Secretariat for a pilot
initiative to use satellite-derived imagery to improve estimates of IUU fishing vessel presence
in selected high-seas areas of the Convention Area (CCAMLR-XXXIII/07).
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3.88 The Commission noted France’s in-kind contribution to the initiative which amounts
to €158 000, including technical and human resources to support the analysis of satellitederived imagery. France noted that it was pleased to support this work and contribute to
CCAMLR’s effort to combat IUU fishing.
3.89 The Commission noted with appreciation the EU’s financial contribution to the
initiative of up to €375 000, subject to confirmation following the completion of the EU’s
budgetary procedures. The EU invited other Members to consider contributing to the
initiative.
3.90 The Commission noted that the pilot initiative was fully supported by the Scientific
Committee, which had agreed it was a very positive step towards improving estimates of IUU
fishing activity.
3.91 The Commission noted that no new vessels had been proposed for inclusion in either
the Contracting Party (CP)-IUU Vessel List or the non-Contracting Party (NCP)-IUU Vessel
List for 2014/15 (Annex 6, paragraph 275). The Commission noted the recommendation of
SCIC to remove the vessel Tiantai from the NCP-IUU Vessel List (Annex 6, paragraph 277)
on the basis that it concluded that the vessel had sunk in Division 58.4.1.
3.92 Accordingly, the Commission adopted an NCP-IUU Vessel List for 2014/15 (Annex 6,
Appendix IV).

Engagement with non-Contracting Parties
3.93 The Commission discussed information relating to Bolivia’s proposal to undertake
fishing activities in the Convention Area.
3.94 Uruguay noted the importance of positive engagement with non-Contracting Parties.
Uruguay made the following statement:
‘We reiterate our firm belief in the validity of all the tools that will allow us to verify
compliance with CCAMLR’s conservation measures aimed at deterring illegal,
unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing.
On the other hand, we recall that in accordance with CM 10-07 (2009), CCAMLR is
committed to the enhancement of cooperation between the organisation and nonContracting Parties (NCPs).
Recently a letter sent by Bolivia was circulated, as well as CCAMLR’s response. The
letter states that Bolivia intends to fish in the Convention Area, an action that is not
acceptable in the context of CCAMLR conservation measures. The response sent by
the Secretariat rightly refers to the consequences for Bolivia in notifying its intention.
We do not intend to refer specifically to this case, but rather that we believe we have
to fully comply in the same spirit of CM 10-07 (2009), reflecting our commitment
towards fostering cooperation between CCAMLR and NCPs.
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The Secretariat usually writes to an NCP when vessels registered under its flag are
detected operating in the Convention Area without notification or authorisation. It
points out the fact that these vessels are to be included in the NCP-IUU Vessel List
and urges the State in question to cooperate with CCAMLR.
The great majority of these States do not even respond.
We believe that it is a positive gesture when an NCP declares unilaterally its
willingness to approach CCAMLR, even when the declared purpose could contravene
CCAMLR’s conservation measures.
We are committed to seek cooperation from, and offer cooperation to, NCPs. We
believe that it might be useful to exchange views intersessionally in order to provide a
template on future communications from the Secretariat; for example, offering
information on how to become a Member of the Convention, on how to proceed in
accordance with conservation measures and acting to dispel doubts, in short, to do
everything that would be interpreted by the NCP in question as a show of goodwill on
the part of CCAMLR.’
3.95

Argentina made the following statement:
‘I would like to note that our intervention in the SCIC plenary was in the exact line of
Uruguay; the idea seeks to work on cooperation in the relationship between CCAMLR
and non-Contracting Parties (NCPs) positively; we wish to inform that we are willing
to continue working in this direction.’

3.96 The Commission agreed to extend an invitation to Bolivia to attend CCAMLRXXXIV as an Observer and to seek further clarification about its intentions. The Commission
also agreed that it will work on developing a strategy for increased non-Contracting Party
cooperation more broadly.

Administration and Finance
4.1
The Commission endorsed the report of the Standing Committee on Administration
and Finance (SCAF) presented by the Chair of SCAF, Mr Z.H. Rhee (Republic of Korea),
appended as Annex 7. The Secretariat’s Strategic Plan (2015–2018) and its associated
Staffing and Salary Strategy were endorsed by the Commission.
4.2
The Commission noted that a trial of partial outsourcing of language services for one
language will be implemented. The views of Members were invited on setting priorities for
the Intersessional Correspondence Group on Sustainable Financing (ICG-SF) to consider
additional income-generating and cost-saving measures in 2015.
4.3
Noting that SCAF had indicated in paragraph 14 of its report that the ICG-SF would
determine its priorities on the advice of the Commission, the UK indicated that it was not
comfortable with the proposal to introduce contribution levies for Acceding States or to levy
fees for Observers who participate in CCAMLR, and requested that these issues be afforded a
low priority.
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4.4

The Commission considered the Budget for 2015, which was approved under Item 10.

4.5
The Commission expressed its thanks to Mr Rhee for chairing a difficult meeting and
to the Secretariat for the quality of its work throughout the year and support to delegates.

Report of the Scientific Committee
5.1
The Scientific Committee Chair, Dr C. Jones (USA), presented the report of the
Scientific Committee (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII). He thanked all Members who sent scientists to
participate in the deliberations of the Scientific Committee and its specialist working groups.
The Commission noted the Scientific Committee’s advice, recommendations and
identification of research and data requirements, and thanked the Chair and the many
scientists who had contributed to positive outcomes of the meeting.

Harvested species
Krill resources
5.2
In 2013/14 five Members have fished for krill in three subareas and the total reported
catch (to 3 October 2014) is approximately 291 370 tonnes. This is the highest reported catch
since 1991. Most of this catch was taken from Subarea 48.1, which reached 94% of its
allocated trigger level (155 000 tonnes) and was closed on 17 May 2014. This closure was
earlier than the previous two closures under similar circumstances (June 2013 and
October 2010). Approximately 72 000 tonnes have been taken from Subarea 48.2 and
66 000 tonnes from Subarea 48.3 (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/01).
5.3
Notifications for krill fishing in 2014/15 were received from six Members and
21 vessels, with a notified total predicted catch of 611 000 tonnes. All notifications provided
the information required by CM 21-03 (www.ccamlr.org/en/fishery-notifications/
notified/krill). There were no notifications for exploratory krill fisheries.
5.4
The Commission noted the recommendation of the Scientific Committee that the
parameter defined as ‘density of the sample’ in CM 21-03, Annex 21-03/B, be renamed to
‘volume-to-mass conversion factor’ in order to clarify the requirement of this parameter. It
endorsed the recommendations regarding the role of scientific observers on enhancing data
collection in relation to green-weight estimation (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 3.5).
5.5
The Commission noted the advice of the Scientific Committee on the current reporting
system in CM 23-06 (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 3.11) on the catch and effort reporting
system in the krill fishery, and agreed that, when the catch exceeds 10% of the trigger level
allocated in Subarea 48.1 in CM 51-07, the Secretariat will inform all Members engaged in
the krill fishery and request that the five-day reporting system be implemented voluntarily.
The Secretariat would also inform all Members engaged in the krill fishery when the catch
reached the level at which five-day reporting was required under CM 23-06.
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5.6
The Commission noted the discussion of the Scientific Committee with respect to
ecosystem monitoring and estimates of penguin populations (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII,
paragraphs 3.17 to 3.20) and the development of a feedback management strategy for the krill
fishery (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 3.21 to 3.29).
5.7
The Commission noted the recommendations of the Scientific Committee that, in
progressing the work program towards stage 2 of the feedback management procedure,
Members are encouraged to collaborate through the e-groups on ‘Developing practical
approaches to feedback management for krill’ and ‘The 2015/16 multinational research
program’ (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 3.33).
5.8
The Commission agreed that based on our current knowledge, a continuation of
CM 51-07 in its current form would be consistent with the objectives of Article II and that the
current interim distribution of the trigger level in the krill fishery in Subareas 48.1 to 48.4 be
carried forward while the science needed to move to stage 2 of feedback management is
progressed (see also paragraph 7.45).
5.9
The Commission also noted that absolute estimates of krill biomass and predator
biomass/performance for the whole of Area 48 are unlikely to be available on a regular basis
and this will be an important consideration in developing approaches to the management of
the krill fishery. In particular, there will be a need to have management approaches that are
not dependent upon data that are unlikely to be available at the spatial and temporal scales
required for a particular management approach.
5.10 The Commission welcomed the decision of the Scientific Committee to use the
CCAMLR Ecosystem Monitoring Program (CEMP) Fund to support a proposal to use remote
cameras for penguin population monitoring in Subarea 48.1 (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII,
paragraphs 3.47 to 3.50) and the development of a multinational investigation of the krillbased ecosystem proposed for 2015/16 (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 3.53 to 3.58). It
noted that both of these proposals were important initiatives for progressing its work on the
development of the feedback management for the krill fishery.

Feedback management
5.11 The Chair of the Scientific Committee provided a short presentation to the
Commission on the work of the Scientific Committee in the development of feedback
management of krill (CCAMLR-XXXII, paragraph 5.6). In the presentation the Chair
outlined the origins of CCAMLR’s approach to feedback management and the extensive work
undertaken by the Scientific Committee and its working groups, in particular:
(i)

defining feedback management as a system of managing the krill fishery that
uses information on the status of the ecosystem to alter the levels of harvesting

(ii)

presenting the changing spatial pattern of the krill fishery with increasing
concentration of catches in parts of Subareas 48.1, 48.2 and 48.3

(iii) recognising that feedback management provided an important mechanism to
change CCAMLR’s management procedure in response to the effects of climate
change
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(iv) encouraging engagement from all Members in developing feedback management
and especially from the krill fishing industry and the importance of krill fishing
vessels as research platforms.
5.12

The Commission thanked the Chair for his informative and well-targeted presentation.

Fish resources
5.13 In 2013/14, 13 Members fished for toothfish (Dissostichus eleginoides and/or
D. mawsoni) in Subareas 48.3, 48.4, 48.6, 58.6, 58.7, 88.1 and 88.2 and Divisions 58.4.1,
58.4.2, 58.4.3a, 58.5.1 and 58.5.2; Members also conducted research fishing for Dissostichus
spp. in Subarea 48.5 and Division 58.4.4b. The reported total catch of Dissostichus spp. to
20 September 2014 was 11 590 tonnes (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/01). In comparison, the
total reported catch of toothfish in 2012/13 was 15 330 tonnes (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/01).
5.14 As catch limits were reached, the Secretariat closed the fisheries this season for
Dissostichus spp. in Subarea 48.4 on 1 April, Subarea 48.6 on 10 February, Division 58.4.3a
on 31 August, Subarea 88.1 on 17 January and Subarea 88.2 on 26 January. There were also
closures at the small-scale research unit (SSRU) level in Subareas 88.1 and 88.2 (see also
CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/01).
5.15 Up to 20 September 2014, one Member (Republic of Korea) targeted icefish
(Champsocephalus gunnari) in Subarea 48.3 and one Member (Australia) targeted icefish in
Division 58.5.2 (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/01). Since 20 September 2014, both Chile and UK
have also targeted icefish in Subarea 48.3.
5.16 The EU noted that the toothfish trade data presented in CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/14
Rev. 1 had included extensive trade data involving the EU (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII,
paragraph 3.73) which was found to arise from reporting errors and requested that relevant
Members are consulted prior to such data being presented (paragraphs 3.32 and 3.33).
5.17 The Commission noted the outcomes of the investigation on anomalous CPUE that
had been conducted by the Republic of Korea (COMM CIRC 14/93), which had resulted in
the fishery and observer data being quarantined and excluded from future data requests and
analyses. The vessels and fishing trips associated with this data are set out in SC-CAMLRXXXIII, paragraph 3.68; this information was reported to SCIC.
5.18 The Commission endorsed the recommendation that if VMS data were made available
consistent with the Rules for Access and Use of CCAMLR Data (CM 10-04, Annex 10-04/B),
this may help to inform the spatial attribution of biomass removals associated with
quarantined data for the purposes of stock assessment (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 3.71).
5.19 The Commission endorsed the request that the Secretariat develop data
checking/processing algorithms to routinely compare the catch location and time reported in
the catch data and the VMS data in order to develop data quality thresholds to improve overall
data quality and the interpretation of maps depicting catch locations and VMS data. It further
recommended that the algorithms be applied to the data collected throughout the Convention
Area (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 3.72).
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5.20 The Commission recommended that detailed descriptions of the trawl configurations
and standard survey procedures used in fishery-independent trawl surveys undertaken in the
Convention Area be submitted to the CCAMLR gear library. The library currently only holds
descriptions of longline gear used in the Convention Area (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII,
paragraphs 3.74 to 3.76).
5.21 The Commission noted the consideration of the Scientific Committee on false
positives in the calculation of tag-overlap statistics and agreed that the minimum tag-overlap
statistic of 60% shall not apply in a given fishery where the number of tagged fish released is
fewer than 30 and the vessel has achieved the required tagging rate. The Commission
recommended that CM-41-01, Annex 41-01/C, paragraph 2(ii), be revised accordingly
(SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 3.79 to 3.83).
5.22 The Commission endorsed the advice from the Scientific Committee that CASAL
version v. 2.30-2012-03-21 rev. 4648 be used for stock assessment.
5.23 The Commission endorsed the advice of the Scientific Committee on catch limits for
C. gunnari in Subarea 48.3 and Divisions 58.5.1 and 58.5.2 in 2014/15 (SC-CAMLRXXXIII, paragraphs 3.91, 3.95 and 3.101).
5.24 The Commission endorsed the Scientific Committee’s advice on catch limits
in 2014/15 for the fisheries for D. eleginoides in Subareas 48.3 and 48.4 and for D. mawsoni
in Subarea 48.4 (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 3.103, 3.107 and 3.112), as well as the
specific advice on by-catch for the D. mawsoni fishery in Subarea 48.4 (SC-CAMLRXXXIII, paragraphs 3.113 to 3.115).
5.25 The Commission noted the discussion and advice on stocks of D. eleginoides on the
Kerguelen Plateau (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 3.116 to 3.130).
5.26 The Commission endorsed the Scientific Committee’s advice on catch limits
in 2014/15 for the fisheries for D. eleginoides in Division 58.5.2 (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII,
paragraph 3.133) and congratulated Australia on undertaking the extensive work to address
the concerns of WG-FSA-13, SC-CAMLR-XXXII and WG-SAM-14.
5.27 The Commission noted the advice of the Scientific Committee in respect to the fishery
for D. eleginoides in the French EEZ of Kerguelen Islands in Division 58.5.1, which indicated
that the current catch limit of 5 100 tonnes satisfied the CCAMLR decision rules
(SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 3.120). As there was no new information available on the
state of fish stocks in Division 58.5.1 outside areas of national jurisdiction, the prohibition of
directed fishing for D. eleginoides, described in CM 32-02, will remain in force.
5.28 The Commission noted the advice from the Scientific Committee that the current catch
limit of 700 tonnes, with the addition of an allowance for 60 tonnes of killer whale
depredation, satisfied the CCAMLR decision rules in the fishery for D. eleginoides at Crozet
Islands (Subarea 58.6 inside the French EEZ) (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 3.137).
5.29 The Commission also noted that the Scientific Committee was unable to provide
management advice for the fishery in the South African EEZ at the Prince Edward Islands,
including in Subareas 58.6 and 58.7 (SC-CAMLR-XXXII, paragraph 3.141).
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5.30 The Commission noted that no new information was available on the state of fish
stocks in Subareas 58.6 and 58.7 and Division 58.4.4 outside areas of national jurisdiction.
The Commission agreed to carry forward the prohibition of directed fishing for D. eleginoides
in Subareas 58.6 and 58.7 and Division 58.4.4a outside areas of national jurisdiction and in
Division 58.4.4b (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 3.138 and 3.142).
5.31 The Commission endorsed the recommendations of the Scientific Committee
regarding fish and invertebrate by-catch, including fish by-catch in the krill fishery and skate
by-catch (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 3.143 to 3.146).

New and exploratory finfish fisheries
5.32 In 2013/14 exploratory longline fisheries for Dissostichus spp. were conducted in
Subareas 48.6, 88.1 and 88.2 and Divisions 58.4.1, 58.4.2 and 58.4.3a. The catches in these
fisheries are detailed in SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/01. No new fishery was conducted
in 2013/14 (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 3.149).
5.33 The Commission noted that management areas in five exploratory fisheries for
Dissostichus spp. were closed by the Secretariat in 2013/14. These closures were triggered by
catches of Dissostichus spp. approaching the relevant catch limits (CCAMLRXXXIII/BG/01), and the catch limits in the fishery in Subarea 88.2 were exceeded
(SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 3.150).
5.34 The Commission noted that up to 14 vessels had fished in Subarea 88.2 in January
2014 and the fishery had experienced a rapid increase in fishing effort following the closure
of the fishery in Subarea 88.1 on 17 January 2014 (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 3.153
and Annex 7, Figure 1). The Commission further noted the relatively large number of
notifications in Subarea 88.2 and agreed that information on vessels’ priorities for fishing in
Subareas 88.1 and 88.2 would be informative in order to evaluate the potential for excess
capacity in this fishery.
5.35 The Commission agreed that, as vessels move as a fleet from Subarea 88.1 to
Subarea 88.2 following the closure of Subarea 88.1, then there was the potential for excess
capacity in this fishery that could impact on the Secretariat’s ability to forecast closures in a
timely manner. The Commission encouraged further work to evaluate mechanisms to detect
and manage potential situations of excess capacity (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 2.10).
5.36 Notifications for exploratory fisheries for Dissostichus spp. in 2014/15 were submitted
by nine Members for a total of 24 vessels in Subarea 88.1, nine Members and 23 vessels in
Subarea 88.2, two Members and two vessels in Division 58.4.3a, four Members and four
vessels in Subarea 48.6, four Members and four vessels in Division 58.4.1 and three Members
and three vessels in Division 58.4.2 (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, Annex 7, Table 3 and CCAMLRXXXIII/BG/02; www.ccamlr.org/en/fishery-notifications/notified).
5.37 The Commission acknowledged the extensive developments that have taken place in
recent years in relation to research fishing in exploratory fisheries, closed fisheries and other
areas. It welcomed the undertaking by the Chair of the Scientific Committee to coordinate a
review of the requirements of CM 21-02 and related measures (e.g. CMs 21-01 and 24-01),
including on the priorities and elements of work associated with reviewing the potential
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impacts of exploratory fisheries on dependent and related species. The Commission looked
forward to receiving the outcomes of this review in 2015, following consideration by the
Scientific Committee (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 3.156).
5.38 The Commission noted that this is the second year of the biennial assessment process
for the exploratory fishery in Subarea 88.1 and, as no formal assessment has been undertaken
this year, the advice from 2013 with a catch limit for D. mawsoni in Subarea 88.1 of
3 044 tonnes was carried forward in its entirety for 2014/15 (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII,
paragraph 3.160).
5.39 The Commission noted the discussion of the Scientific Committee (SC-CAMLRXXXIII, paragraphs 3.161 to 3.174) and endorsed the proposal of the Scientific Committee
for a two-year research plan in Subarea 88.2 with the following components:
(i)

the plan will be in place for 2014/15 and 2015/16. Results of this research plan
will be summarised and presented for review by WG-SAM and WG-FSA for
further recommendations by the Scientific Committee in 2016

(ii)

the catch limit for SSRU 882H will be 200 tonnes

(iii) fishing in SSRUs 882C–G will be restricted to the four research blocks
identified in SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, Figure 1 (see also SC-CAMLR-XXXIII,
Annex 7, Table 4 and Figure 7)
(iv) the combined catch limit for SSRUs 882C–G will be 419 tonnes, with no more
than 200 tonnes to be taken from any one of the research blocks identified in
SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 3.173(iii)
(v)

toothfish will be tagged at the rate of 3 fish per tonne in SSRUs 882C–G
and 1 fish per tonne in SSRU 882H

(vi) tag-overlap statistics will be calculated separately for each of SSRU 882H and
SSRUs 882C–G.
5.40 The Commission thanked the Scientific Committee for the excellent demonstration of
finding scientific agreement on the proposed catch limits in Subarea 88.2 and developing a
data collection plan consistent with CM 21-02.
5.41 The Commission noted progress with research to inform current or future assessments
in exploratory fisheries and other fisheries (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 3.175 to 3.234).
It endorsed the advice of the Scientific Committee that the catch limits in SC-CAMLRXXXIII, Annex 7, Table 5, are appropriate to achieve the aims of the research programs
proposed in exploratory and other fisheries and that these be considered as management
advice for catch limits for 2014/15.
5.42 The Commission also noted the expectation of the Scientific Committee that those
limits are expected to remain for the duration of the proposed research programs, provided
that they are reviewed by the working groups in light of information derived from research
activities. In respect of research fishing plans proposed for 2014/15, the Commission
endorsed the recommendations of the Scientific Committee with respect to the scheduling of
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research at a time when sea-ice is likely to be at a minimum in the research blocks and the
agreement that Japan would focus its research in Subarea 48.6, while the Republic of Korea
would focus in Division 58.4.1.
5.43 The Commission agreed that approaches to advance the research in the areas with
frequent ice occurrence need to be further investigated and that flexibility in addition to the
current buffer zones would be beneficial in this regard. The Commission requested the
Scientific Committee and relevant working groups examine the scientific implications of
additional flexibility, such as rolling over the research catch limit, allowing block catch limits
over several years or extending research activities to the areas outside the designated research
blocks when they are inaccessible due to ice condition and, if possible, to suggest other
methods to advance research in such areas (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 3.180 to 3.208).
5.44 The Commission agreed that the research catch limits from last year be retained for
2014/15, as follows:
48.6_1 and 48.6_2
48.6_2
48.6_3
48.6_4
48.6_5

D. eleginoides
D. mawsoni
Dissostichus spp.
Dissostichus spp.
Dissostichus spp.

28 tonnes
170 tonnes
50 tonnes
100 tonnes
190 tonnes.

5.45 The Commission endorsed the advice of the Scientific Committee that the priority
research areas in Subarea 48.6 should be the two northern research blocks in SSRUs A and G
(blocks 48.6_1 and 48.6_2), followed by the three southern research blocks in SSRUs B, C, D
and E (research blocks 48.6_3, 48.6_4 and 48.6_5) (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 3.188).
5.46 The Commission endorsed the advice of the Scientific Committee in respect of fishing
in Division 58.4.3a Elan Bank (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 3.189 to 3.194) with a
research catch limit of 32 tonnes.
5.47 Spain informed the Commission that it had been unable to complete depletion
experiments in SSRU 5841C within the 42 tonnes allocated (COMM CIRC 14/22) and that it
had continued the research after discussion with the Secretariat and Japan, with the research
being concluded after 54 tonnes were taken, within the catch limit for this SSRU.
5.48 In respect of the Spanish research in Division 58.4.1 for 2014/2015, Spain shall
conduct its research experiment under the requirement of 42 tonnes per assigned SSRU.
Noting the experience of last year (SC-CAMLR-XXXII, paragraph 3.197), the Commission
endorsed a procedure set up in case additional catch allocation is needed in order to complete
an ongoing local depletion experiment. When the requirement for additional allocation is
identified, Spain shall immediately inform the Republic of Korea and Japan, as Members
conducting research in Division 58.4.1, and all Members via a COMM CIRC of its request to
increase its allocation.
5.49 The Commission noted that research in Divisions 58.4.1 and 58.4.2 included blocks
periodically affected by sea-ice and agreed that research by Japan and the Republic of Korea
in 2014/15 be focused on those block(s) designated in 2013 and that the same catch limits
apply to these research blocks in 2014/15 as were recommended in 2013/14 (SC-CAMLRXXXIII, paragraph 3.202) as follows:
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5841_1
5841_2
5841_3
5841_4
5841_5
5842_1

Dissostichus spp.
Dissostichus spp.
Dissostichus spp.
Dissostichus spp.
Dissostichus spp.
Dissostichus spp.

125 tonnes
90 tonnes
280 tonnes
35 tonnes
26 tonnes
35 tonnes.

5.50 The Commission endorsed the revised proposal by Ukraine for research fishing in
Subarea 48.2, which is an area that is currently closed to directed finfish fishing for all species
under CM 32-02. It endorsed the advice of the Scientific Committee that the research has an
effort limit of 30 lines and catch limit of 75 tonnes of Dissostichus spp., noting that the
proposal had undergone substantial revision since last year which meant it was now suitable
to proceed (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 3.205 and 3.206).
5.51 The Commission endorsed the advice of the Scientific Committee that the research
fishing proposed by France and Japan proceed in Divisions 58.4.4a and 58.4.4b (Ob and Lena
Banks), with a catch limit of 25 tonnes in research block C and 35 tonnes in block D
(SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 3.207 and 3.208).
5.52 The Commission welcomed the plan for a three- to five-year research plan developed
for the Ross Sea fishery by New Zealand, Norway and the UK, noting that it is consistent
with the principles of a data collection plan as described in CM 21-02 (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII,
paragraph 3.209).
5.53 The Commission endorsed the advice of the Scientific Committee on the 68 tonne
catch limit for the Ross Sea sub-adult survey (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 3.216).
5.54 The USA recalled the advice of the Scientific Committee (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII,
paragraph 3.229) that noted that the catch limits for the proposed Russian survey in the south
of SSRU 882A are primarily based on consideration of the ‘distribution, abundance, and
demography of the target species’, rather than a full assessment of potential impacts on
dependent and related species and therefore this proposal was contrary to previous advice that
research fishing ‘could be conducted along the southeastern continental slope [of
SSRU 882A], provided that the science supports the objectives [of the Ross Sea Region
MPA] in this area’ (SC-CAMLR-IM-I, paragraph 2.31(iv) and SC-CAMLR-XXXII,
paragraphs 3.155 and 3.156). The USA considered that the Russian research proposal for
SSRU 882A could not be supported without also discussing the proposed Ross Sea region
MPA.
5.55 Russia considered that the proposal was part of a multiyear research plan and was fully
precautionary and was designed to collect data that are the foundation of the Commission’s
decision-making processes, including in respect of MPAs.
5.56

Norway made the following statement:
‘Norway reported to the Commission regarding the conclusion of many meetings in
the margins regarding the research survey planned for Area 88.2 A and B, which led to
the inclusion of a boat from Russia – joining the previously three-country (UK, New
Zealand and Norway) survey, planned for the north in 88.2. All of the partners in this
undertaking welcome Russia’s participation and look forward to doing this important

24

work together. This agreement will require some adjustments to the survey plan to
accommodate the participation of the fourth vessel – but this will be formulated within
the group in keeping with the science objectives outlined in the original proposal
regarding this survey.
It is noted that: (i) the two-year nature of this survey will remain in place, (ii) the catch
per boat of 50 tonnes will also remain in place and this catch will come from the Ross
Sea catch limit – consistent with Scientific Committee advice, (iii) the data collected
by all four countries will be harmonised to achieve the stated objectives of the
northern survey that were agreed to in the Scientific Committee.
This survey will: (i) help us better understand toothfish stock structure and its
dynamics, (ii) contribute to decisions to establish appropriate catch limits when the
currently closed SSRUs open (which will happen upon agreement of the Ross Sea
MPA), and (iii) the surveys also have the potential to provide data regarding the
possible spawning activity in the northern Ross Sea, which is seen as a top priority by
the Scientific Committee.’
5.57 The Commission agreed a two-year, multi-Member research survey plan in
SSRUs 882A–B under CM 41-10 with the following components:
(i)

the plan will be in place for 2014/15 and 2015/16. The results will be
summarised and presented for review by WG-SAM and WG-FSA for further
recommendations by the Scientific Committee in 2015 and 2016

(ii)

the catch limit for the survey program will be 50 tonnes per vessel for four
nominated vessels; one each from New Zealand, Norway, Russia and the UK

(iii) the effort limit for the survey program will be a maximum of 6 900 hooks per set
and 17 250 hooks per cluster of stations, a minimum cluster separation of
10 n miles and a total effort limit of 244 950 hooks set per vessel (SC-CAMLRXXXIII, paragraph 3.221)
(iv) fishing will be restricted to SSRUs 882A–B north of 66°S; the participants in the
survey will subdivide the research area to facilitate the achievement of the
research objectives, ensure an even spread of research effort and for vessel
safety reasons
(v)

the combined research catch limit of 200 tonnes will be taken from the total
Ross Sea catch limit (under CM 41-09), consistent with Scientific Committee
advice (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 3.221)

(vi) the remaining exploratory fishery catch under CM 41-09 will be reapportioned
across the existing management areas (SSRUs B, C and G; SSRUs H, I and K;
and SSRUs J and L) in proportion to CPUE by seabed area
(vii) tagging will be conducted at 3 fish per tonne of fish caught (SC-CAMLRXXXIII, paragraph 3.221)

25

(viii) tag-overlap statistics will be calculated for SSRUs 882A–B combined
(ix) by-catch limits will be set by analogy with SSRU 882H.
5.58 Russia thanked New Zealand, Norway and the UK for their goodwill and hard work
adjusting the research survey plan for the north in Subarea 88.2 to accommodate participation
by Russia. It looked forward to producing the important scientific results expected from this
important international scientific cooperation, that will help to improve our knowledge of
toothfish biology from this little-known area.
5.59 The Commission noted the discussion of the Scientific Committee surrounding
activities with respect of toothfish in SSRUs 882A–B that would benefit from clearer
association of these SSRUs with the Ross Sea stock and recalled the discussion of the
Commission in 2013 regarding the rationale for the revision of the boundary between
Subareas 88.1 and 88.2.
5.60 Russia recalled the discussion that took place last year (CCAMLR-XXXII,
paragraphs 5.32 to 5.37) and highlighted that, as there is no catch limit for SSRUs 882A–B, it
is premature to consider boundary changes.
5.61 New Zealand noted that by not changing the boundaries between Subareas 88.1
and 88.2, in effect, the Commission would be acting against Scientific Committee advice.
5.62 The Commission also considered the Scientific Committee’s advice from last year on
the issue of the boundaries of Subareas 88.1 and 88.2 (SC-CAMLR-XXXII, paragraph 3.160).
The Commission had been unable to progress this advice in 2013 (CCAMLR-XXXII,
paragraphs 5.34 to 5.36) and again at this meeting. The Commission encouraged Members to
further develop this matter during the intersessional period for consideration by the Scientific
Committee and its working groups in 2015. The Scientific Committee had requested the
Commission to consider this issue again next year (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 3.228)
(see also paragraphs 3.11 to 3.15).
5.63 The Commission noted the deliberations made by the Scientific Committee with
regard to the inconsistencies with respect to the data reported from the Russian research
fisheries for Dissostichus spp. in Subarea 48.5 (Weddell Sea) (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII,
paragraphs 3.230 to 3.234). The Commission noted that the Scientific Committee was unable
to conclude its analysis of the proposal from Russia to continue research fishing in
Subarea 48.5 because of anomalous data that required further detailed investigation. As a
result, the Commission was unable to complete the review of the research proposal by Russia
for 2014/15 in accordance with the requirements of CM 24-01, paragraph 3(a).
5.64 The EU, supported by Germany, New Zealand, Sweden, the UK and the USA,
expressed concern about inconsistencies in the results of research fisheries in Subarea 48.5.
They requested more information to support further consideration at next year’s meetings.
5.65 The EU proposed that all data should be quarantined until the Scientific Committee
has undertaken a review in an open and transparent manner involving experts from Members
and the Secretariat.
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5.66 The Commission endorsed the recommendation that all the data collected by the
Yantar 35 be quarantined until the Scientific Committee can make clear conclusions and
provide advice.
5.67 New Zealand aligned itself with the concerns of other Members with respect to the
data inconsistencies arising from the research in Subarea 48.5 and suggested that, in order to
fully understand the Weddell Sea data, the previous activities of the vessel in Subareas 88.1
and 88.2 should also be investigated.
5.68 Russia welcomed the wide attention that the data submitted by Russia has received and
recalled that at the Scientific Committee meeting it had presented all the information that was
requested and answered a great many questions noting that those questions that remain will be
answered.

Incidental mortality of seabirds and marine mammals
associated with fisheries
5.69 The Commission noted the Scientific Committee’s general advice on incidental
mortality of seabirds and marine mammals (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 4.1 and 4.7). It
endorsed several recommendations regarding sink rate (bottle tests) and night setting in
longline fisheries (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 4.4). The Commission agreed to revise
CMs 25-02 and 41-02 to 41-11, noting that such amendments would not change the actual
protection afforded to seabirds under CM 25-02 (see also paragraphs 7.12 to 7.15).

Bottom fishing and vulnerable marine ecosystems
5.70 The Commission endorsed the advice of the Scientific Committee on the
implementation of CMs 22-06 and 22-07 to avoid and mitigate significant adverse impacts on
vulnerable marine ecosystems (VMEs) during bottom fishing (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII,
paragraphs 5.1 to 5.10), in particular noting:
(i)

the up-to-date summary of notifications of encounters with VMEs or potential
VMEs

(ii)

the Secretariat’s plan to develop a web-based interface to provide an annually
updated repository of the VME registry

(iii) a description of an eight-year research program to assess the effects of bottom
fisheries on benthic habitats in Division 58.5.2, and information on the
development of methods for a management system that will result in bottom
fisheries avoiding significant adverse impacts on these habitats
(iv) the recommendation for a review of whether the current management
arrangements are sufficient for all fisheries to avoid causing significant adverse
impacts on VMEs.
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Marine protected areas
5.71 The Commission welcomed the update on the preparatory work for the spatial
planning of marine protected areas (MPAs) in:
(i)

Domain 1 (Western Antarctic Peninsula–South Scotia Arc) and endorsed the
proposal and terms of reference for a Second CCAMLR Technical Workshop on
the Development of MPAs in Domain 1, to be held in Argentina during 2015
(SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 5.14)

(ii)

Domains 3 and 4 (Weddell Sea) and welcomed information provided by
Germany on the state of data processing, the scientific analyses undertaken and a
report on the international workshop held in Germany in April 2014
(SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/08) (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 5.18 to 5.30)

(iii) Domain 7 (East Antarctic Representative System of MPAs) (SC-CAMLRXXXIII, paragraphs 5.31 to 5.44), welcoming the large amount of information
consolidated in the MPA planning reference documents. It endorsed the
recommendation of the Scientific Committee that this format is a good way to
synthesise information for ease of reference and agreed that it would be useful to
place such documents on the CCAMLR website.
5.72 The Commission noted the discussion of the Scientific Committee on aspects of the
research and monitoring plan for a representative system of MPAs in the East Antarctica
Planning Domain (EARSMPA). Concerns were expressed by some Members about the
implementation of research and monitoring plans (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 5.35
to 5.42). The Commission noted the points regarding research and monitoring plans which
were set out by the Scientific Committee (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 5.43).
5.73 The Commission encouraged all Members to undertake research and monitoring,
including associated with the CCAMLR MPAs. Many Members also noted that the
responsibility for research and monitoring is not restricted to the proponents of MPAs.
5.74 Some Members expressed concerns on the certainty regarding the implementation of
research and monitoring plans associated with CCAMLR MPAs. Other Members noted the
difficulty of committing budgetary resources to undertake the research and monitoring
associated with a CCAMLR MPA prior to that MPA being formally established.
5.75 The Commission noted the expectation of the Scientific Committee that review
processes would enable regular updating of MPAs and their management on the basis of new
data arising from the research and monitoring work (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 5.44).
5.76 The Commission noted background papers on the Ross Sea Region MPA in relation to
Domain 8, which included description of the chronology of previously submitted scientific
documents, updated maps and analyses supporting MPA planning in the Ross Sea region and
new research consistent with a proposed draft research and monitoring plan for a Ross Sea
Region MPA (RSRMPA) (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 5.45).
5.77 The Commission supported the proposal by the Scientific Committee that MPA
planning reference documents (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 5.46) should be assembled
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on a regional or MPA planning domain basis, accessible to all Members (SC-CAMLRXXXIII, paragraphs 5.47 and 5.48), and agreed that the development of the content of MPA
Reports would best be undertaken by WG-EMM. The Commission noted that the MPA
Reports represent an executive summary for discussion at, and subsequent agreement by, the
Scientific Committee and that they will be used to support the MPA once established
(SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 5.47 to 5.49).
5.78

Japan made the following statement:
‘CCAMLR has been discussing several MPA proposals including the East Antarctic
MPA as well as Ross Sea Region MPA. In parallel with the specific discussions on the
establishment of individual MPA, CCAMLR adopted in 2011 CM 91-04, the General
Framework for the Establishment of CCAMLR MPAs. However, in recent years,
CCAMLR has experienced some confusion in the discussion on MPA proposals. One
of the causes seems to be a lack of appropriate criteria for examining MPA proposals
where each proposal has been discussed individually in an inconsistent manner.
At the last Commission meeting, Japan brought up an idea of a “checklist” which
could provide a common evaluation platform for respective MPA proposal and the
idea received positive responses from many participants. On this basis, Japan has put
forward a proposal “Consideration on a standardised procedure to establish CCAMLR
MPAs in accordance with the Conservation Measure 91-04”, hoping to contribute to
constructive discussions thereon at the Commission meeting here in Hobart.
Japan submitted the draft proposal for “resolution on standardised procedure to
establish CCAMLR MPAs in accordance with the Conservation Measure 91-04”
which includes a set of draft checklist, to WG-EMM meeting in July in order to inform
the CCAMLR Members of our intention and to have initial inputs from Members.
Since that time we received many valuable comments to our work. We carefully
considered every comments and reformulated the draft so that the questions on the
checklists are clearer and more objective. Also, the status of the proposal has been
changed from a draft resolution to a neutral working paper.
Our purpose of the checklist is to help the relevant CCAMLR meetings to examine
each proposal in a consistent manner in terms of the level of scientific background and
detailness, as well as to help proponents to compose their proposals using the checklist
as a guideline or a format. We believe, in that way, the checklist would contribute to
streamline and facilitate CCAMLR’s discussion on MPA proposals. This checklist
proposal is composed of a body and three checklists for conservation measures for
establishing an MPA, a management plan or its priority elements, and a research and
monitoring plan or its priority elements respectively.
Depending on discussion thereon, we think the checklist could be given a status of a
template attached to CM 91-04 or any other possible form. As discussed last year,
discussions on this draft checklist could be done in parallel with the consideration of
the conservation measures related to the current MPA proposals. Agreement on the
content of the checklist would not be a prerequisite for adoption of outstanding MPAs.
Lastly I would like to stress again that we do not intend to delay the MPA process by
increasing the workload of proponents of MPAs, by creating a new formal procedure
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for considering MPA proposals or by revising the CM 91-04. We do hope that the
checklist would be a useful tool for guiding proponents in the development of MPA
proposal and we can establish an MPA which will constitute a good model for
CCAMLR as well as for other RFMOs. We hope for constructive discussion on the
proposal during this meeting. We welcome your valuable inputs for us to refine our
proposal.’
5.79 The Commission welcomed the proposed MPA checklist presented by Japan
(CCAMLR-XXXIII/27) and agreed that it could provide a useful clarification that could
contribute to a better understanding of the issues associated with CCAMLR’s work in
designating MPAs. Japan requested to place the draft checklist on the CCAMLR website for
review by Members to support ongoing intersessional discussion on the checklist and
undertook to present an updated version for consideration next year. The Executive Secretary
suggested to establish an e-group for this purpose which was endorsed by the Commission.
5.80 The Commission noted the deliberation of the Scientific Committee in respect of the
South Orkney Islands southern shelf MPA (SOISS MPA) (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII,
paragraphs 5.51 to 5.76), including the agreement of the Scientific Committee that the MPA
Report for the SOISS MPA (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/19) and the research and monitoring
plan (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/01) provided a good format for describing research and
monitoring activities.
5.81

The EU made the following statement
‘The South Orkney Islands Southern Shelf Marine Protected Area was established
in 2009 under CM 91-03 with the objective of contributing towards the conservation
of biodiversity in Subarea 48.2 and at the time of its adoption, the Commission agreed
to review CM 91-03 in 2014. In embarking upon this review process, we believe that
we will have an interesting and complex debate ahead of us. Therefore, in the interests
of saving time and to help the Chairman, the EU proposes that we structure our
discussion into two parts:
• Harmonising the SOISS MPA with CM 91-04
• The review of the SOISS MPA – that is the review of CM 91-03.
The EU considers that the first of these issues is actually the most complex and will
inevitably take up more of our time than the latter. Indeed to make progress on this,
taking into account the report of the Scientific Committee, we suggest that it might be
helpful if we engage in bilateral discussions during the intersessional period with those
Members that offered comments on the papers submitted by the EU.
Moving on to the review of CM 91-03 itself. The Scientific Committee agreed
(paragraph 5.59 of the Scientific Committee Report) with the general approach for the
review of CM 91-03, as outlined in WG-EMM-14/26, noting that information relevant
to the review can be found in the MPA Report and the research and monitoring plan
(see also SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, Annex 6, paragraph 3.60).
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Since the time of designation, the Commission has not provided specific guidelines
about how the review of CM 91-03 should be undertaken, but as suggested by
Dr P. Trathan (UK) during Scientific Committee, we would like to inform the
Commission that:
(i)

the EU has developed a research and monitoring plan that has been reviewed and
welcomed by WG-EMM. No Member has tabled any scientific evidence to
suggest that the marine ecosystem in the SOISS MPA has changed in any way
that would alter our view about the need for representative protection

(ii)

results from the current review period are not yet fully available and new data
and results from existing and planned science will only become available during
the next review period.

Therefore, in summary, the EU suggests that:
(i)

the EU will engage with those Members that wish to see modifications to the
research and monitoring plan so that it can be endorsed by the whole
Commission

(ii)

in the absence of appropriate ecological evidence, there is no need to alter the
provisions of CM 91-03

(iii) at the next review in 2019, additional scientific evidence will be available that
will facilitate a more comprehensive ecological and management review.’
5.82 Russia welcomed the report from the EU and noted that, while the report provides
useful background on the research conducted in the last five years, it is not possible to
determine the relevance of this research to the objectives of the MPA, as CM 91-03 does not
include any objective criteria with which to make such an evaluation. Russia also concluded
that in the absence of any clear implementation criteria and reporting mechanisms for review,
its assessment of the first five years of CM 91-03 was rather negative.
5.83 China and Russia thanked the EU for presenting the report and noted that, although the
report was structurally appropriate from a scientific perspective, it is problematic from a legal
point of view. The report contains specific and regional objectives for the MPA and
Subarea 48.2 that are not included in CM 91-03 establishing the MPA. These Members noted
that, as the research and monitoring plan is not in place, then the scientific research that has
been conducted, as indicated in the report, was not conducted according to any research and
monitoring plan and therefore the data derived from such scientific research could only be
viewed as reference, rather than a scientific basis, for the review by the Commission.
Therefore the Commission, in the point of view of these Members, was not in a position to
undertake a review based on this report. China and Russia also noted that the EU report
indicates that certain human activities may impact on the values of the MPA. However, as no
reasons were given for this assumption, China and Russia considered it is a dangerous
precedent to conclude that any human activity poses a threat in the Antarctic in the absence of
a scientific basis for such an assertion.
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5.84 China recalled that the SOISS MPA is the first MPA designated by CCAMLR and,
given the concerns raised above, it was important that lessons are learned to guide future
MPA proposals.
5.85 The UK thanked all Members for their constructive and helpful advice in the review of
the SOISS MPA and welcomed interest in further research and collaboration associated with
the SOISS MPA. Recalling that CM 91-03 was adopted prior to CM 91-04, there is an
ongoing process to harmonise these measures. The review of CM 91-03 was five years after
its adoption, whereas a longer time period better reflects the expense and lag time associated
with planning, conducting and analysing the results of research and monitoring activities.
5.86 New Zealand and Australia agreed with the EU and UK, noting that the broad
conservation objectives for the SOISS MPA remain as they were at the time of its designation
in 2009, and encouraged further work on the harmonisation of CM 91-03 with CM 91-04.
5.87 The EU thanked Members for their engagement and constructive comments and the
support for the suggested line of action; furthermore, the EU looked forward to further work
on the harmonisation of CM 91-03 with CM 91-04 in the intersessional period.
5.88 The Commission noted the EU’s intention to continue work on the harmonisation of
CM 91-03 with CM 91-04 in advance of the next scheduled review in 2019.

Climate change
5.89 The Commission noted the Scientific Committee’s discussions on climate change and
endorsed advice from the Scientific Committee that development of a feedback management
strategy for the krill fishery offers the opportunity to adapt to the impacts of climate change
(SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 8.1 to 8.6).
5.90 The Scientific Committee Chair drew the attention of the Commission to the climate
change-related work that Integrating Climate and Ecosystem Dynamics in the Southern Ocean
(ICED) undertook with respect to fisheries management in the Southern Ocean. It was also
noted that ICED had offered to assist CCAMLR with its work on climate change and that
Members were encouraged to contact ICED and use its expertise in developing work for
CCAMLR (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 8.1 to 8.3).
5.91 The Scientific Committee Chair also noted a paper that was recently published in the
journal Nature entitled ‘Polar research: six priorities for Antarctic science’ that was
highlighted by the Lieutenant Governor in his opening address. The paper identified the most
compelling scientific questions that Antarctic researchers should aspire to answer in two
decades and was developed during the SCAR Horizon Scan meeting from 20 to 23 April 2014
in Queenstown, New Zealand, in which the Chair participated. The Scientific Committee
Chair highlighted one of the questions adopted by the Horizon Scan: How will climate change
affect existing and future Southern Ocean fisheries, especially krill stocks? The Chair
underscored that the answer to this question is of critical importance to all of CCAMLR. The
Commission noted, consistent with SC-CAMLR-XXXIII (paragraph 8.4), that development
of a feedback management strategy for the krill fishery offers the opportunity to adapt to the
impacts of climate change.
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5.92 The Commission noted the importance of the impact of climate change to the work of
CCAMLR and noted the previous important advice on climate change prepared by SCAR and
urged the Scientific Committee to liaise with SCAR to receive regular updates and advice on
climate change impacts in the Southern Ocean.
5.93 The Commission also noted the proposal made by ASOC in CCAMLRXXXIII/BG/21 that all CCAMLR papers and Fisheries Reports include a statement about
climate change impacts to the extent that it is practicable (refer Item 5.6).
5.94 The UK, supported by many Members, proposed an amendment to
Resolution 30/XXVIII on climate change in order to give effect to the suggestion made by
ASOC.
5.95

Germany made the following statement:
‘Germany fully supports what has been stated by the UK and others. Climate change
has serious implications for parts of the Antarctic region and marine life. It is therefore
highly relevant for management of marine living resources, including their rational
use. The topic has been many times on the agenda of Scientific Committee and of
various resolutions. It is very surprising to suggest that we should not discuss climate
change here because it is a continuous issue to be thought of and taken into account in
CCAMLR’s work.

5.96 China noted that the UK proposal was not presented in accordance with Rule 16 of the
Rules of Procedure of the Commission. Therefore, in its view, the proposal should not be
discussed by the Commission in its current session.
5.97 Many Members noted that the proposal to revise Resolution 30/XXVIII on climate
change did not include a proposal to amend the agenda and therefore did not see the relevance
of Rule 16 in this context. Many Members agreed that the Scientific Committee’s
consideration of climate change at SC-CAMLR-XXXIII (paragraphs 8.1 to 8.5) had provided
sufficient information for the Commission to consider the revision of Resolution 30/XXVIII
during its meeting. These Members recalled that the Convention’s principles of conservation
require the Commission to take into account the effects of environmental changes
(Article II.3c). These effects of environmental change include climate change. Those
Members expressed regret that it was not possible to reach consensus to revise
Resolution 30/XXVIII.

Scientific research exemption
5.98 The Commission endorsed the Scientific Committee’s advice with respect to research
notifications under CM 24-01, noting that those research proposals involving research on
toothfish are considered under Item 5.2.
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Capacity building
5.99 The Commission endorsed the advice of the Scientific Committee in relation to
capacity building, including through the CCAMLR Scientific Scholarship Scheme and the
proposal to consider the issue of inviting experts to the meetings of working groups
(SC-CAMLR-XXIII, paragraphs 13.7 to 13.16).
5.100 The Commission noted that Aleksandr Sytov, a krill researcher from VNIRO, Russia,
was selected to receive a CCAMLR scholarship in 2014/15 (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII,
paragraph 13.12).
5.101 The EU informed the Commission that it intended to make contributions of €50 000 to
the General Science Capacity Fund and €80 000 to the CEMP Special Fund, subject to
confirmation following the completion of the EU’s budgetary procedures. The Commission
warmly welcomed this generous offer of budgetary support from the EU to these important
scientific initiatives.

CCAMLR Scheme of International Scientific Observation
6.1
The Commission considered issues regarding the CCAMLR Scheme of International
Scientific Observation (SISO), which are detailed in SC-CAMLR-XXXIII (paragraphs 7.1
to 7.19).
6.2
The Commission endorsed the recommendations made by the Scientific Committee
(SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, Annex 7, paragraph 7.7) with regard to the conclusions of the SISO
review (SC-CAMLR-XXXII/07 Rev. 1), including the endorsement of the proposed updates
of observer logbook and cruise report forms.
6.3
The Commission endorsed the Scientific Committee recommendation that observer
data which has been quarantined would not be released under a general data request, but that
metadata regarding such quarantined observer data would be provided in response to any data
request, as this would alert users as to the data’s status.
6.4
The Commission noted that the Scientific Committee had endorsed the CCAMLR
observer training program accreditation scheme (COTPAS) and invited Members to
participate in a trial of the initial review and technical peer review (SC-CAMLR-XXX,
paragraphs 7.19 and 7.20). Furthermore, the Commission had endorsed the recommendations
from the Scientific Committee and welcomed the offer from Australia to participate in the
trial (CCAMLR-XXX, paragraph 10.2).
6.5
The Commission endorsed the advice of the Scientific Committee on further progress
in respect of COTPAS, including the establishment of a technical peer review group to review
the submission from Australia (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/10).
6.6
Russia stated that, while it supports the exchange of experience and information
related to the observer scheme, it does not support a centralised accreditation process, noting
its position as outlined in SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 7.9.
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6.7
The Commission considered proposed amendments to CM 51-06, including proposals
by Chile (CCAMLR-XXXIII/18) and Ukraine (CCAMLR-XXXIII/16) to increase the level of
observer coverage in the krill fishery to 100%. The Commission agreed that there was a need
to improve the quality of the data provided by scientific observers in the krill fishery,
particularly for stock assessment and by-catch monitoring. Many Members supported an
increase to 100% observer coverage, recalling previous discussions by the Scientific
Committee on the scientific justification for the coverage (SC-CAMLR-XXVI, paragraphs 3.7
to 3.16; SC-CAMLR-XXIX, paragraphs 3.14 to 3.22). However, other Members indicated
that there was no reasonable ground for increasing the level of observer coverage and there
were specific logistical and observer recruitment issues which make a mandatory level of
100% coverage problematic (see also paragraphs 3.52 to 3.58 and 7.36 to 7.44).

Conservation measures
Schedule of conservation measures
7.1
The conservation measures drafting group had met extensively during the meeting to
consider and prepare conservation measures and resolutions for the Commission’s
consideration. The Commission expressed its appreciation to Ms G. Slocum (Australia) for
chairing this drafting group.
7.2
The Commission’s consideration of revised and new conservation measures and
resolutions, and related matters, is reported in this section. Conservation measures and
resolutions adopted at CCAMLR-XXXIII will be published in the Schedule of Conservation
Measures in Force 2014/15.
7.3
The Commission noted that the following conservation measures will lapse on
30 November 2014: 32-09 (2013), 33-02 (2013), 33-03 (2013), 41-01 (2013), 41-03 (2013),
41-04 (2013), 41-05 (2013), 41-06 (2013), 41-07 (2013), 41-08 (2011), 41-09 (2013), 41-10
(2013), 41-11 (2013), 42-01 (2013), 42-02 (2013), 51-04 (2013), 51-06 (2012) and 51-07
(2011).
7.4
The Commission agreed that the following conservation measures 1 and resolutions
will remain in force in 2014/15:
Measures on compliance
10-02 (2013), 10-04 (2013), 10-06 (2008), 10-07 (2009), 10-08 (2009)
and 10-09 (2011).
Measures on general fishery matters
21-01 (2010), 21-02, (2013), 22-01 (1986), 22-02 (1984), 22-03 (1990), 22-04
(2010), 22-05 (2008), 22-06 (2012), 22-07 (2013), 22-08 (2009), 22-09 (2012),
23-01 (2005), 23-02 (1993), 23-03 (1991), 23-04 (2000), 23-05 (2000), 23-06
(2012), 23-07 (2012), 24-01 (2013), 25-03 (2011) and 26-01 (2009).

1

Reservation to these measures are given in the Schedule of Conservation Measures in Force 2014/15.
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Measures on fishery regulations
31-01 (1986), 31-02 (2007), 32-01 (2001), 32-02 (2012), 32-18 (2006), 33-01
(1995), 51-01 (2010), 51-02 (2008) and 51-03 (2008).
Measures on protected areas
91-01 (2004), 91-02 (2012), 91-03 (2009) and 91-04 (2011).
Resolutions
7/IX, 10/XII, 14/XIX, 15/XXII, 16/XIX, 17/XX, 18/XXI, 19/XXI, 20/XXII,
22/XXV, 23/XXIII, 25/XXV, 27/XXVII, 28/XXVII, 29/XXVIII, 30/XXVIII,
31/XXVIII, 32/XXIX, 33/XXX and 34/XXXI.
7.5

The Commission adopted the following revised and new conservation measures:
Revised measures on compliance (see paragraphs 7.6 to 7.9)
10-01 (2014), 10-03 (2014), 10-05 (2014) and 10-10 (2014).
Revised measures on general fishery matters (see paragraphs 7.10 to 7.15)
21-03 (2014), 24-02 (2014) and 25-02 (2014).
Revised measures on fishery regulations (see paragraph 7.19)
41-02 (2014).
New measures on fishery regulations (see paragraphs 7.15 to 7.45)
32-09 (2014), 33-02 (2014), 33-03 (2014), 41-01 (2014), 41-03 (2014), 41-04
(2014), 41-05 (2014), 41-06 (2014), 41-07 (2014), 41-08 (2014), 41-09 (2014),
41-10 (2014), 41-11 (2014), 42-01 (2014), 42-02 (2014), 51-04 (2014), 51-06
(2014) and 51-07 (2014).

Revised conservation measures
Compliance
Markings on fishing vessels and gear
7.6
The Commission endorsed SCIC’s advice to revise CM 10-01 to reflect the text of the
FAO Standard Specifications and Guidelines for the Marking and Identification of Fishing
Vessels (Annex 6, paragraph 47). In addition to reflecting FAO standards, CM 10-01 was
further revised to reflect the operational reality of vessels in the Convention Area and provide
for the use of any contrasting colours for vessel markings. CM 10-01 (2014) was revised and
adopted.

Port inspections
7.7
The Commission endorsed SCIC’s advice to revise CM 10-03 to encourage inspectors
to include photographs, where possible, in the port inspection report forms (Annex 6,
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paragraph 41). Following the revision to CM 10-01, CM 10-03 was further amended to reflect
the new requirements contained in CM 10-01 in relation to vessel and fishing gear
identification. CM 10-03 (2014) was revised and adopted.

Catch Documentation Scheme
7.8
The Commission noted the extensive review of the CDS conducted by the CDS
Review Panel that recommended a significant revision of CM 10-05 (Annex 6,
paragraphs 153 to 158). These recommendations, agreed to by SCIC and endorsed by the
Commission provide for greater clarity, reflect the current e-CDS. The instructions for the use
of the e-CDS are included in CM 10-05 and the e-CDS Manual (CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/16).
The Commission endorsed SCIC’s advice to revise CM 10-05 (Annex 6, paragraph 159).
CM 10-05 (2014) was revised and adopted.

Compliance evaluation
7.9
The Commission endorsed SCIC’s advice to revise CM 10-10 to clarify that CCEP
aims to evaluate Contracting Parties’ compliance with conservation measures, to provide for
additional information to support Contracting Parties’ Draft CCAMLR Compliance Reports
and to remove CM 22-07 from the evaluation process (Annex 6, paragraphs 84 to 87). Further
revisions were made to provide for a greater time period for Contracting Parties to review the
Summary CCAMLR Compliance Report prepared by the Secretariat. The time period to
which the CCEP applies was also amended to reflect what is used in practice (1 August to
31 July). CM 10-10 (2014) was revised and adopted.

General fishery matters
Catch and effort reporting system
7.10 The Commission noted the Scientific Committee’s consideration of the catch and
effort reporting system in the krill fishery (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 3.6 to 3.11). The
reporting system (CM 23-06, paragraphs 3 to 5) is a dual system which requires monthly
reporting of catch and effort while the total catch is less than 50–80% of the trigger level, and
five-day reporting when catches exceed 50–80%. The Commission noted that this reporting
system has been successfully applied in recent seasons. However, the Secretariat had
expressed its concern that the dual reporting system may not provide timely information on
catch and effort while monthly reporting applies (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 3.8).
7.11 The Commission endorsed the Scientific Committee’s advice to retain the current
reporting system in CM 23-06 (2012), and to allow the five-day reporting system to be
implemented before the 50% threshold in Subarea 48.1 is reached, on a case-by-case basis
and on notification from the Secretariat. The Commission agreed that, once notified by the
Secretariat, the early implementation of the five-day reporting system in a given season would
apply to all Members fishing for krill in Subarea 48.1.
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Incidental mortality of seabirds in the course of longline fishing
7.12 The Commission endorsed the Scientific Committee’s advice regarding a
simplification in the wording of the requirements for night-time setting and bottle testing in
longline fisheries (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 4.4 and Table 1; see also WG-FSA14/24). The Commission noted that this revision would not change the operation of any of the
practical and highly effective mitigation measures currently in place nor the actual protection
afforded to seabirds.
7.13

The Commission recalled that:
(i)

with one exception (see (ii) below), the setting of longlines in the fisheries for
toothfish may be conducted outside the hours of darkness subject to seabird
catch limits which are defined in the relevant conservation measures

(ii)

night-time setting is a mandatory requirement in the longline fishery for
toothfish in Subarea 48.3

(iii) CM 24-02 was implemented in 2001 for the purpose of determining appropriate
longline gear configurations and line sink rates to mitigate the incidental
mortality of seabirds during the course of fishing, and this information was
subsequently used to specify the line weighting requirements for the autoline
system, Spanish method and trotline system in CM 25-02 (paragraphs 2 to 4).
7.14 The Commission agreed to transfer the night-setting requirement from CM 25-02 to
the applicable fishery measure (CM 41-02). The Commission also agreed that requirements of
CM 24-02 (i.e. the monitoring of line sink rate) would only apply to vessels using longline
gear other than that described in CM 25-02, paragraphs 2 to 4.
7.15 CMs 24-02 (2014) and 25-02 (2014) were revised accordingly and adopted, and
consequential changes were made to CMs 41-02 to 41-11 (see below).

New conservation measures and fishery limits for 2014/15
General fishery matters
Fishing seasons, closed areas and prohibition of fishing
7.16 The Commission carried forward the prohibition of directed fishing for Dissostichus
spp. except in accordance with specific conservation measures (CM 32-09). Accordingly, the
prohibition of directed fishing for Dissostichus spp. in Subarea 48.5 was carried forward to
2014/15 and CM 32-09 (2014) was adopted.

By-catch limits
7.17 The Commission agreed to carry forward the existing by-catch limits in
Division 58.5.2 in 2014/15. CM 33-02 (2014) was adopted.
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7.18 The Commission agreed to carry forward the by-catch limits for exploratory fisheries
in 2014/15, noting consequential changes to by-catch limits (Annex 33-03/A and associated
footnotes) following the revision of the catch limits for Dissostichus spp. in exploratory
fisheries in 2014/15. CM 33-03 (2014) was adopted.

Toothfish
7.19 The Commission recalled that the fishery for D. eleginoides in Subarea 48.3 is
assessed biennially and it agreed to carry forward limits agreed in 2013 (Table 1; see also
CCAMLR-XXXII, paragraph 7.82) subject to the conditions and decision rule described in
paragraphs 5 to 7 of CM 41-02 (SC-CAMLR-XXXII, paragraphs 3.87 and 4.5). In addition,
the requirement for night setting was retained and harmonised with the revision of CM 25-02
(paragraph 7.15). CM 41-02 (2014) was adopted.
7.20 The Commission revised the catch limits for D. eleginoides and D. mawsoni in the
fishery for Dissostichus spp. in Subarea 48.4, recalling that these limits applied to the
northern and southern areas combined (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 3.107 and 3.112;
see also CCAMLR-XXXII, paragraph 7.83). The Commission also revised the catch limits for
macrourids and skates which are taken as by-catch and have limits set at a fixed proportion of
the catch limit for Dissostichus spp. (16% and 5% respectively, see Table 1). In addition, the
seabird mitigation requirements were retained and harmonised with the revision of CM 25-02
(paragraph 7.15). Other elements regulating this fishery were carried forward and CM 41-03
(2014) was adopted.
7.21 The Commission noted the revised stock assessment for D. eleginoides in
Division 58.5.2 (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 3.124 to 3.127) and endorsed the Scientific
Committee’s advice on the catch limit for D. eleginoides in 2014/15 (Table 1 and
SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 3.133). In addition, the seabird mitigation requirements were
retained and harmonised with the revision of CM 25-02 (paragraph 7.15). Other elements
regulating this fishery were carried forward and CM 41-08 (2014) was adopted.
7.22 The Commission considered the Scientific Committee’s advice to SCIC regarding the
reported release of small untagged toothfish in exploratory fisheries (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII,
paragraph 12.1 and Annex 7, paragraph 5.42). Some Members noted that this was already
prohibited under existing conservation measures. The Commission requested that the
Scientific Committee and its working groups further consider this issue in 2015 and provide
advice on the extent of this practice and whether all small-sized toothfish should be tagged
and released alive, with a view of clarifying conservation measures if required.
7.23 The Commission also considered the Scientific Committee’s advice on the minimum
threshold for the application of the tag-overlap statistic (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII,
paragraph 3.82; see also CM 41-01, Annex 41-01/C). In further discussion, the Commission
agreed to replace the current threshold of 10 tonnes for each species of Dissostichus with
30 tagged fish of each species. The revised minimum threshold would only apply where the
required tagging rate had been met.
7.24 The Commission endorsed the Scientific Committee’s advice on the general
requirements for exploratory fisheries for Dissostichus spp., including:
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(i)

the identification of priority research fishing areas in Subareas 48.6 and 58.4
(SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 3.188 and 3.202)

(ii)

the removal of prescribed soak times or spatial locations for research fishing
activities conducted in Division 58.4.3a (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 3.192).

7.25 The Commission also recalled the arrangements agreed for research fishing in
Divisions 58.4.1 and 58.4.2 in 2014/15 (paragraphs 5.48 and 5.49; see also SC-CAMLRXXXIII, paragraph 3.198).
7.26 The Commission reiterated the conditions and limits applicable in the data-poor
exploratory fisheries in Subareas 48.6 and 58.4 in 2014/15:
(i)

fishing will be limited to French, Japanese, Korean and South African flagged
vessels conducting research fishing in designated research blocks, and to a
Spanish-flagged vessel conducting depletion experiments (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII,
paragraph 3.176), with catch limits and vessel access as agreed in Tables 2 and 3
respectively

(ii)

fishing will be limited to research lines deployed in accordance with CM 41-01,
Annex 41-01/B, and with a balance of catch and effort between vessels when
they fish in the same spatially constrained area

(iii) each vessel will tag Dissostichus spp. at a rate of at least 5 fish per tonne of
green weight caught and in accordance with the tagging protocol (CM 41-01,
Annex 41-01/C).
7.27 The Commission agreed to the catch limits and vessel access in the exploratory
fisheries for Dissostichus spp. in Subareas 88.1 and 88.2 in 2014/15 (Tables 2 and 3). The
catch limits in Subarea 88.1 in 2014/15 took into account research fishing agreed in
SSRUs 881J, L (see also paragraph 5.53) and SSRUs 882A–B (see also paragraph 5.57), as
follows:
(i)

the research catch limit for the sub-adult survey was deducted from the
combined catch limit in SSRUs 881J, L

(ii)

the research catch limit for the research in SSRUs 882A–B was deducted from
the catch limit for Dissostichus spp. in Subarea 88.1, and proportionally across
all SSRUs with catch limits.

7.28 In addition, the seabird mitigation requirements in the exploratory fisheries were
retained and harmonised with the revision of CM 25-02 (paragraph 7.15).
7.29

The Commission adopted the following conservation measures:
•
•
•
•
•
•
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CM 41-01 (2014) – general measure for exploratory fisheries for Dissostichus spp.
CM 41-04 (2014) – exploratory fishery for Dissostichus spp. in Subarea 48.6
CM 41-05 (2014) – exploratory fishery for Dissostichus spp. in Division 58.4.2
CM 41-06 (2014) – exploratory fishery for Dissostichus spp. in Division 58.4.3a
CM 41-07 (2014) – exploratory fishery for Dissostichus spp. in Division 58.4.3b
CM 41-09 (2014) – exploratory fishery for Dissostichus spp. in Subarea 88.1

• CM 41-10 (2014) – exploratory fishery for Dissostichus spp. in Subarea 88.2
• CM 41-11 (2014) – exploratory fishery for Dissostichus spp. in Division 58.4.1.
7.30

These conservation measures included the following limits and requirements:
(i)

all exploratory fisheries for Dissostichus spp. in 2014/15 were limited to vessels
using longlines only

(ii)

the general limits and measures for by-catch and move-on rules provided in
CM 33-03 apply

(iii) the data collection and research plans and tagging protocols provided in
CMs 21-02, 24-01 and 41-01 apply
(iv) a prohibition of fishing in the defined areas for the registered VMEs (CM 22-09)
(v)

the requirements for environmental protection provided in CMs 22-06, 22-07,
22-08 and 26-01 apply.

7.31 The Commission encouraged all Members to participate in research in exploratory
fisheries.
7.32 The Commission agreed that consideration be given to developing a separate single
multiyear research catch limit for the Ross Sea region for all approved research surveys and
that the remaining catch in the fishery could be allocated consistent with the existing approach
to apportioning the catch limits under CM 41-09.
7.33 The Commission recommended that catch limits be reviewed each year in accordance
with the size of the anticipated catches which would be expected from the approved research
surveys, as well as any revisions to the assessment of the stock in the Ross Sea region derived
from research activities and exploratory fishing.

Icefish
7.34 The Commission endorsed the Scientific Committee’s advice on the limits for the
established fisheries for C. gunnari in Subarea 48.3 and Division 58.5.2 in 2014/15
(SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 3.91 and 3.101). The limits in these fisheries are
summarised in Table 1, and other elements regulating these fisheries were carried forward.
CMs 42-01 (2014) and 42-02 (2014) were adopted.

Krill
7.35 The Commission noted that no notifications had been made for exploratory fisheries
for Euphausia superba in 2014/15. However, the requirements of the general measure for
exploratory fisheries for E. superba were carried forward to 2014/15 in order to provide
guidance to Members who may wish to notify for these exploratory fisheries. CM 51-04
(2014) was adopted.
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7.36 The Commission recalled the Scientific Committee’s discussion regarding the
requirements for scientific observation in the krill fishery and recommendation that the
general elements of CM 51-06 be retained for 2014/15 and 2015/16 (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII,
paragraphs 7.15 to 7.18). The Commission also recalled its consideration of the proposals by
Chile (CCAMLR-XXXIII/18) and Ukraine (CCAMLR-XXXIII/16) to increase the level of
observer coverage in the krill fishery to 100% and/or 75% respectively (see also
paragraphs 3.55 and 6.7).
7.37

Sweden made the following statement:
‘SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 7.14 and 7.15, informs us that WG-EMM agreed
that 100% observer coverage was scientifically desirable and the Scientific Committee
explains in detail some of the advantages of having 100% coverage.
The logical recommendation from the Scientific Committee then one would expect to
be to move to 100% observer coverage. The only reason for not recommending this
seems to be what is described in the first sentence of paragraph 7.17 where it says that
“for some Members there were specific reasons that a mandatory level of 100% would
be problematic” Since these “specific reasons” are not explained in the report from the
Scientific Committee they might be of a non-scientific nature and therefore within the
remit of the Commission.
We propose that the Scientific Committee and WG-EMM be requested to work out
how a stepwise approach could be implemented in order to move from 50% to 100%
observer coverage in the krill fishery.’

7.38

Norway made the following statement:
‘Norway, as the nation that currently has the largest catch in the fishery, feels a special
responsibility for sustainable fishing with good practices and underlines their support
for 100% observer coverage, a standpoint shared by ARK. Norway reaffirmed their
interest in working with other krill fishing nations including China and Korea to
establish a sound basis for the observer coverage and the quality of data collected by
observers. Finally Norway brought into consideration the potential importance of the
observers in operationalizing the feedback management system, and that complete
observer coverage might become important in that context.’

7.39 Many Members reiterated their support for the proposals made by Chile, Ukraine and
Sweden to increase the level of observer coverage to 100%. Many Members agreed that full
coverage in the krill fishery would provide observer data from all areas, vessels and seasons
fished, and such comprehensive data were essential for the development of the feedback
management approach. These Members also requested that the level of observer coverage in
the krill fishery be aligned to the level applied by the Commission in finfish fisheries.
7.40 Japan drew to the attention of the Commission that, while showing its preference to
increase the observer coverage, WG-EMM at the same time had pointed out the necessity to
improve the quality of data collected by scientific observers. It further drew to the attention of
the Commission that so far the data collected by scientific observers had not been analysed
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properly nor even decided for their use. Japan therefore requested the Commission that the
Scientific Committee and the WG-EMM be directed for considering and examining these
points for further advice to the Commission.
7.41 The Commission noted that the proposed increase in the level of observer coverage in
the krill fishery to 100% had also received full support from a number of krill fishing
companies, including companies from Norway.
7.42 The Commission requested that the Scientific Committee and its working groups
develop further advice in 2015 on scientific observation in the krill fishery (SC-CAMLRXXXIII, paragraphs 7.12 to 7.18).
7.43 Most Members requested advice regarding the requirements and scientific rationale for
a stepwise increase in the level of observer coverage in the krill fishery.
7.44 The Commission agreed to carry forward the current arrangements for scientific
observations in the krill fishery to 2014/15 and 2015/16, and CM 51-06 (2014) was adopted.
7.45 The Commission also noted the Scientific Committee’s progress towards stage 2 of the
feedback management approach for the krill fishery in Subareas 48.1 to 48.4 (SC-CAMLRXXXIII, paragraphs 3.30 to 3.38). The Scientific Committee had advised that, based on
current knowledge, a continuation of CM 51-07 in its current form would be consistent with
the objectives of Article II, and the interim distribution of the trigger level be carried forward
while the science needed to move to stage 2 of feedback management is progressed. The
Commission agreed to carry forward the current interim distribution of the trigger level
to 2014/15 and 2015/16, and CM 51-07 (2014) was adopted.

Fishing in Division 58.5.2
7.46 Australia advised the Commission that any fishing or fisheries research activities in
that part of Divisions 58.4.3a, 58.4.3b and 58.5.2 that constitutes the Australian EEZ around
the Australian Territory of Heard Island and McDonald Islands must have the prior approval
of Australian authorities. The Australian EEZ extends up to 200 n miles from the Territory.
Unauthorised or illegal fishing in these waters is a serious offence under Australian law.
Australia seeks the assistance of other CCAMLR Members in ensuring their nationals and
vessels are aware of the limits of the Australian EEZ and the need for prior permission to fish
there. Australia has implemented strict controls to ensure that fishing in its EEZ occurs only
on a sustainable basis. Presently, fishing concessions are fully subscribed and no further
concessions for legal fishing in the EEZ are available. Australian legislation provides for large
penalties for illegal fishing in Australia’s EEZ, including the immediate forfeiture of foreign
vessels found engaged in such activities. Any enquiries about fishing in the Australian EEZ
should be made initially to the Australian Fisheries Management Authority.
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Proposals for new conservation measures
Marine protected areas
7.47 New Zealand and the USA introduced a revised proposal for the establishment of an
RSRMPA (CCAMLR-XXXIII/21). First submitted to the Commission in 2012 (at CCAMLRXXXI) and subsequently revised for further consideration in 2013 (at CCAMLR-SM-II and
CCAMLR-XXXII), the proposal seeks to establish an RSRMPA to conserve marine living
resources, maintain ecosystem structure and function, protect vital ecosystem processes and
areas of ecological significance and promote scientific research, including through the
establishment of reference areas. The proponents thanked Members for the many constructive
discussions and comments regarding this proposal and made revisions which took careful
consideration of all discussions and comments. Key revisions included, inter alia,
amendments to the preamble, the addition of MPA zone descriptions including a listing of the
specific protection and scientific objectives associated with each zone, reorganisation and
technical changes to components on reporting, review and period of designation and other
technical clarifications. The proponents recognised that additional key issues related to the
proposal were discussed by the Scientific Committee and the Commission in 2013 and that
these issues will require further discussion and negotiation by the Commission. The
proponents looked forward to working together with Members at CCAMLR-XXXIII on those
issues and the amendments proposed in CCAMLR-XXXIII/21 to establish the RSRMPA.
7.48 Australia, France and the EU introduced a revised proposal to establish an EARSMPA
(CCAMLR-XXXIII/23). This proposal was first presented to the Scientific Committee
in 2011 following consideration of the science at WG-EMM-10, and the Scientific Committee
has agreed that the proposal contained the best scientific evidence available. This advice was
subsequently confirmed at SC-CAMLR-IM-I and SC-CAMLR-XXXII. The EARSMPA is
designed as a multiple-use proposal, where fishing and research activities would be permitted
so long as they do not impact on the objectives of the EARSMPA. The proponents have given
careful consideration to the issues that Members raised in 2013 (at CCAMLR-XXXII) and
have consulted further during the intersessional period, and the revised proposal seeks to
address Members’ concerns. The proposed EARSMPA offers an effective mechanism for
protecting regional biodiversity while allowing for the sustainable use of Antarctic marine
living resources. Further, the proposed EARSMPA will enhance the ability of the
Commission to meet its objectives for the conservation of Antarctic marine living resources
and key ecological features and processes in East Antarctica.
7.49 The Commission re-established an MPA Working Group (CCAMLR-XXXII,
paragraph 7.1), chaired by Mr C. Bentancour Fernandez (Uruguay). The MPA Working
Group discussed the two proposals for the establishment of MPAs (CCAMLR-XXXIII/21 and
XXXIII/23). For clarity in this report, the discussions have been grouped under topics where
appropriate. The Commission expressed its appreciation to Mr Bentancour Fernandez for
chairing the MPA Working Group.
7.50 Russia outlined its position on MPAs in Antarctica (CCAMLR-XXXIII/26 and
XXXIII/BG/09). This position was also presented at ATCM XXXVII in May 2014. Russia
welcomed the revisions which had been developed by the proponents of MPAs during the
intersessional period. However, Russia could not currently agree to either proposal, and it
identified the following general issues concerning the proposals:
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(i)

the proposals included areas that have been previously fished and, as such,
cannot be considered as pristine

(ii)

the boundaries of proposed MPAs have been designated in an arbitrary fashion
and they do not take account of the distribution of ecosystems and biotypes,
moreover the proposed sizes of the MPAs are excessively large and will impede
the rational research and monitoring of MPAs as demonstrated by the challenges
associated with monitoring the SOISS MPA

(iii) the RSRMPA proposal does not adequately identify the vulnerabilities to be
protected
(iv) the Commission has already established long-term area closures and the
introduction of further closed areas will complicate further research
(v)

some of the information on which the proposals are based is out of date or, in the
case of areas recently opened to fishing, the available information was limited.

7.51 Russia proposed that all currently closed areas in the Convention Area be assigned a
status of high scientific interest as provided for in the Convention, and that a program of
research and monitoring be developed using research fishing. Russia noted its active
engagement in research fishing in the Weddell Sea as an example of its commitment.
7.52 China shared Russia’s views regarding the potential impact of the MPAs on fishing
areas. In addition, China recalled:
‘The entire Convention Area had been already recognised by the Scientific Committee
as IUCN ‘Category IV’ marine protected area, and this is supported by an extensive
suite of conservation measures adopted by CCAMLR. The objective and three
principles set out in Article II, together with other articles of the Convention,
constitute the legal foundation of the work of CCAMLR, including the establishment
of MPAs. According to Article IX of the Convention, the function of the Commission
shall be to give effect to the objective and principles set out in Article II of the
Convention. Besides 2(f) and 2(g) of this Article invoked by CM 91-04, 1(e), which
puts forward that the Commission shall identify conservation needs and analyse the
effectiveness of conservation measures, should also be a significant element to be
taken into account in the process of establishment of MPAs.
China considered that there remained fundamental and technical differences between
Members. Differences also existed in the understanding of the threshold to trigger the
application of precautionary approach in dealing with the issue of the establishment of
MPAs. China is of the view that the existence of a threat of serious or irreversible
damage and the lack of full scientific certainties shall be two important preconditions
to trigger the application of the precautionary approach according to many
international and national legal instruments. Further, the precaution measures to be
taken shall be proportionate to the extent of the threat. The proponents have not
provided sufficient evidence that a threat of serious or irreversible damage does exist,
taking fully into account Article II of the Convention and the existing conservation
measures, with the result that the threshold to apply the precautionary approach, and
the mechanisms for the Commission to take further preventative measures, have not
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been met. China stated that the implementation of new conservation measures must be
carefully evaluated according to Articles II and IX of the Convention in order to assess
the potential impact on existing measures. From this perspective, China also sought
information on how the legitimate rights of fishing states and others undertaking
scientific research would be appropriately protected under the current proposals.’
7.53

The USA made the following statement:
‘The matter of establishing MPAs in the Southern Ocean is of significant importance
to the United States. With other Members, we have been working on the MPA issue in
CCAMLR for over a decade, and in recent years have put in a great deal of effort
towards establishment of science-based, meaningful and concrete MPAs in Antarctica.
In CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/09, Russia raises a number of scientific, technical, policy
and legal issues, which are important to the establishment of Antarctic MPAs. Many
of these points, however, require comment and need to be clarified.
From a scientific perspective, we fully agree that the establishment of Antarctic MPAs
must be based on the best available science and must allow for continued scientific
research to be conducted within MPAs, consistent with the agreed upon objectives of
the MPA. Antarctic MPAs must also include a plan for research and monitoring that
upon implementation, among other purposes, would contribute data to evaluate the
efficacy of the MPA in meeting its objectives.
That these scientific underpinnings are required for CCAMLR MPAs isn’t novel, as
that is reflected in CCAMLR’s Framework measure for MPAs adopted in 2011
(CM 91-04 “General Framework for the Establishment of CCAMLR Marine Protected
Areas”). The proposals currently before CCAMLR for MPAs in the Ross Sea and East
Antarctica follow best practices used to establish MPAs the world over.
There are also a variety of technical and policy attributes identified in the Russian
paper that are associated with the establishment of Antarctic MPAs. These are key
elements of the CCAMLR process and framework for establishment of MPAs, and are
features of the proposals being considered by CCAMLR. These include but are not
limited to: boundaries that correspond to the objectives of the MPA; a period of
duration based on the time consistent with the MPA’s objectives; periodic review of
the MPA; and measures that apply equally to all parties.
The CAMLR Convention applies to Antarctic marine living resources within the
Convention Area that form part of the Antarctic marine ecosystem. The Convention
Area includes the high seas. The United States has no doubt that the establishment of
MPAs on the high seas within the Convention Area would be in full accord with
international law. Relevant Articles of the CAMLR Convention, e.g. Articles IX.1(f),
2(f), 2(g), and 2(i) make clear that the CCAMLR Commission may adopt conservation
measures, including the designation of open and closed seasons, open and closed
areas, and special areas for protection and scientific study. The Ross Sea MPA
proposal is precisely such a measure.
The CCAMLR Commission has already agreed by consensus that it has the authority
to establish MPAs. CM 91-04 reflects a determination by the Commission that it has
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legal authority to establish a representative system of MPAs in the Convention Area,
including on the high seas. Moreover, CM 91-03, adopted in 2009, in fact established
an MPA for the South Orkney Islands southern shelf.
We note in particular that it is a long-settled rule of international law, which is
reflected in Article 92 of the LOS Convention, that States have exclusive jurisdiction
over their flag vessels while on the high seas. Thus, it is fully within the authority of
States to limit the activities of their flagged vessels in specified high seas areas. The
two current MPA proposals do not reflect an attempt by coastal States to exercise
sovereignty, sovereign rights, or jurisdiction of any nature on the high seas. CM 91-04
explicitly provides that MPAs under the CAMLR Convention “shall be adopted and
implemented consistent with international law, including as reflected in the United
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea”.
The argument that the Antarctic Treaty restricts the ability of Parties to the CAMLR
Convention – a separate legal instrument – to establish MPAs is unfounded. As a
general matter, Parties to the Antarctic Treaty and Members of the CAMLR
Convention have consistently looked to the CCAMLR Commission to handle matters
related to marine conservation, the essence of the two current MPA proposals. There is
no legal requirement that “the principles for creating an MPA” under the CAMLR
Convention be “agreed” by the International Maritime Organization or the ATCM.
The United States shares Russia’s view that the ATCM has a role with respect to all of
Antarctica, which as defined in the Antarctic Treaty includes marine areas south
of 60°S latitude. Nevertheless, we view the establishment of the MPAs currently under
discussion at CCAMLR as matters solely for negotiation within CCAMLR. Many
Members here have spent years working on these matters within CCAMLR, and there
is no need to bring the substance of these MPA proposals into the ATCM for
additional deliberation.
Moreover, as the key regulatory feature of the RSRMPA proposal is a limitation on
fishing; such regulation is squarely within the authority of the CAMLR Convention.
As we have made clear elsewhere, there is no doubt in our mind that there is a wellestablished legal basis for the CCAMLR Commission to create MPAs in the CAMLR
Convention Area. No further “normative legal act,” “juridical definition,” or approval
by the International Maritime Organization or by the ATCM is required, as called for
by Russia.
We further disagree with many of the key points in CCAMLR-XXXIII/26, which was
submitted by Russia. We disagree with Russia’s statement that “the establishment of
MPAs assumes the protection of ecosystems untouched by fishing.” In our view,
MPAs can be established anywhere the Commission seeks to achieve management
objectives that are comprehensive and which cannot be easily achieved with a
piecemeal approach that are species-specific and have differing periods of designation.
MPAs provide the Commission with a tool to articulate and achieve long-term,
strategic objectives for ecosystem-based management.
The Ross Sea is one of the best-studied areas in the Southern Ocean. We do not share
Russia’s view that the scientific rationale is untenable or that the region has not been
studied enough to determine whether protection is warranted. In fact, the scientific
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basis for the Ross Sea MPA proposal is widely acknowledged by Members as the best
available science and has been documented in numerous papers submitted to the
Scientific Committee and Commission. Further, the boundaries of the proposed MPAs
have been recognised by Members as inclusive of the areas representative of the
bioregions of the Ross Sea and reference areas for scientific study.
The boundaries have been drawn based on guidance by the Commission and general
international management best practices, so as to ensure that vessels operating in the
Ross Sea can easily reconcile their location in relation to the MPA and therein ensure
compliance with relevant measures. Furthermore, the boundaries of the proposed MPA
are drawn, based on the best available science, to include the important components
and features of the Ross Sea ecosystem necessary to achieve the specific objectives of
the MPA.
The currently closed SSRUs in the Ross Sea region are not MPAs because these
SSRUs were not closed with the intent to achieve any of the objectives in CM 91-04.
The MPA proposal provides an ecosystem-based approach to management intended to
achieve a broad range of objectives, whereas the zero catch limits are aimed only at
the management of toothfish. The proposed Ross Sea MPA purposefully aims to
achieve all six of the objectives in CM 91-04.
We have significant concern with Russia’s claim that the Ross Sea MPA is intended to
be a roundabout mechanism for creating a monopoly on toothfish fishing by certain
MPA proponent Members. The impropriety of such a claim aside, the proposal does
not lower the total catch for the Ross Sea Olympic toothfish fishery or diminish the
catch available to Russia or any other Member.
Finally, we strongly oppose Russia’s revisionist account of the Scientific Committee’s
Bremerhaven meeting. The agreed terms of reference for that meeting and further
direction of the Scientific Committee Chair at the meeting outset, which received no
comments from Members, were clear. The Chair of the Scientific Committee properly
followed procedures. We reject the implication that the actions taken in the Scientific
Committee by the chair were politically motivated.
When we consider our proposal to establish the Ross Sea MPA, we are confident that
the proposal meets the consensus criteria in CM 91-04: the proposal is made within the
“framework of an agreed system,” i.e. CM 91-04; the proposal is made on the basis of
“objective scientific data, criteria and recommendations”; and the proposal is based on
“detailed bioregionalisation analyses” – the three “criteria” Russia cites as necessary
for the approval of MPAs. We have further revised the proposal on several occasions
in light of Members’ recommendations and advice from the Scientific Committee.
Based on these considerations, we can only assume that the Ross Sea proposal is
complete and able to be approved.’
7.54 France considered that proposed MPAs need to encompass the entire ecosystem in
order to provide adequate conservation. France also noted that data collected by fishing
vessels are generally confined to data on species targeted by fishing and that alternative
platforms, including research vessels, also need to be considered. France, which is a
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responsible Member of the Antarctic Treaty and which fully respects its Article IV, reiterated
that there is no basis for the assertion that the EARSMPA proposal is related to any attempt of
geopolitical control.
7.55 Australia and the EU aligned themselves with the interventions by the USA and
France, underscoring the enormous amount of work and consultation that had been
undertaken since CCAMLR-XXXII and that, on three previous occasions, the Commission
had accepted that the best scientific information was used to support the establishment of the
EARSMPA.
7.56 The EU also noted the conundrum raised in CCAMLR-XXXIII/26 and SC-CAMLRXXXIII/BG/27 and XXXIII/BG/28, where Russia argued that it is only possible to establish
MPAs in pristine areas and the only way to acquire sufficient data in support of MPA
proposals was to conduct research fishing. This means that any area that was previously
pristine would no longer qualify as a pristine area suitable for the establishment of an MPA if
research fishing was conducted to acquire data.
7.57 The EU questioned whether Russia would refrain from proposing MPAs until a formal
legal definition of MPAs was adopted. The EU noted that CM 91-04 provides the definition
for an MPA in the context of CCAMLR. France noted that there is currently no
internationally agreed definition of an MPA, although Article VI of the Convention on
Biodiversity (CBD) provides useful guidance.
7.58 Norway emphasised that MPAs could only be established on the basis of sound
scientific justification and that each MPA must be supported by a research and monitoring
plan to ensure objectives are being met. The UK shared this view.
7.59

Norway made the following statement:
‘Norway reaffirms our commitment to the development of a CCAMLR network of
MPAs, including protected areas in all designated domains.
The proponents of both MPA proposals currently under assessment have made
significant progress in acknowledging the concerns of other Members and moving
their MPA designs, management and science plans toward plans that are closer to
being approved by CCAMLR Members, while retaining core conservation values.
Many bilateral discussions have been held in the margins of last year’s meetings as
well as many additional meetings in these past two days at this year’s meeting. We
think that progress in the discussions requires an update of what has been achieved in
these bilateral talks and would appreciate it if the proponents could share some of their
thoughts about these meetings in relation to the way forward. This is important in our
discussions of how the proposals should go forward into drafting.
Norway feels strongly that the MPAs adopted by CCAMLR should have a solid
scientific basis and that the monitoring and science plans should ensure that each MPA
is meeting it core objectives.
While many concerns clearly remain for some delegations we hope that progress
continues during this meeting such that we will be able to proceed to drafting on one
or both of the proposals at this year’s CCAMLR meeting.’
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7.60 Belgium, Germany, Italy and Sweden considered that an enormous amount of work
had been invested in the two proposals by the proponents and others, and that both proposals
had received extensive consideration in the Scientific Committee. They urged the
Commission to proceed with these proposals. Belgium added that there is no obligation in
CCAMLR to define threats.
7.61

Germany made the following statement:
‘Germany thanks the proponents of the two MPA proposals in the Ross Sea and the
East Antarctica for the efforts made to further develop the proposals and to engage
bilaterally with the CCAMLR Members. The MPAs have been worked through
thoroughly and use the best available science. They both aim at attaining multiple
objectives simultaneously: Providing for the protection of pristine natural resources
and at the same time for conditions for the sustainable use of the area. They help to
collect improved data and information and therefore contribute to improving the
science and the understanding of these complex Antarctic ecosystems.
Germany fully supports both MPAs. From our point of view, they have been discussed
exhaustively. As regards the general points raised by Russia on MPAs, Germany
would like to remind of the ATCM annual meeting this year, where a common
language was agreed for the legal basis, legal definition and best available science.
Thus, Germany would like to invite all Members to take part in further constructive
negotiations in order to achieve substantial results during this annual meeting.’

7.62

Belgium made the following statement:
‘For Belgium the development of a representative system of MPAs is very important
in view of the credibility of the Commission to contribute to the CCAMLR objectives.
The establishment of a representative system of MPAs should remain a priority of the
Convention to protect and manage the unique ecosystems and the threatened species in
the Antarctic. Belgium does support the two current MPA draft proposals (RSRMAP
and EARSMPA) and is, in view of the adoption of the proposals, willing to discuss in
a constructive way these draft proposals with Contracting Parties during this
CCAMLR meeting. Belgium thanks the proponents of the MPA draft proposals for
clarification given during the extra session this morning and fully agrees with the welldocumented arguments from the United States, Australia, France and the European
Union on the detailed comments by the Russian Federation with respect to the MPA
process in general and with respect to the two draft MPA proposals.
Concerning China’s comments on the need to describe “threats” in MPA proposals,
Belgium highlights that there is no legal obligation to define or describe “threats” in
MPA proposals. If human activities affect species or habitats for which the MPAs
have been established, then the research and monitoring plans and the management
plans can deal with this in an appropriate way.’

7.63

Chile made the following statement:
‘It should be remembered that in 2011 CCAMLR adopted Conservation
Measure 91-04 relating to a general framework for the establishment of MPAs with
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the objective of developing a representative system of MPAs in the Convention Area.
This was a strategic decision, with foresight, which we approved by consensus. It was
an initial step in a process to which we are fully committed.
We are convinced that the development of a representative system of MPAs is entirely
consistent with the objectives of the Convention and fully compatible with the values
of the Antarctic Treaty system.
As a Contracting Party to this Convention, Chile has recognised the importance of
safeguarding the environment and protecting the integrity of ecosystems of Antarctic
waters. We are committed to this task that we consider a priority for this Commission.
Marine protected areas are an essential and efficient instrument to ensure the
conservation of the fragile and unique marine biodiversity present in the Convention
Area and the preservation of which is the responsibility of this organisation.
Furthermore, MPAs provide safeguards against the uncertainties in the management of
this unique ecosystem. As well as conserving ecological structures, MPAs promote
research and other scientific activities.
Chile values and is grateful for the enormous volume of work carried out by the
sponsors in the development of the proposals currently under discussion. We
appreciate also their efforts to address the concerns expressed during the past two
years by several Commission Members.
We recognise that the proposals are based on the best scientific information available
and that they are the result of years of data collection and research.
The proposals are well formulated, and we are pleased to see that they have been
improved over time with the contribution of many Members here present.
Notwithstanding the above, there are some crucial elements in these initiatives that
still require definition. Among these are the period of designation and the mechanism
to either terminate it or renew it at the end of the agreed period. With respect to this,
we recognise that for the objectives of MPAs to be fulfilled, management
arrangements cannot be of a short duration. They require, in addition, periodic
revisions and well-designed management plans. Any formulation adopted on a
mechanism to either end or reinstate the period of designation must be adopted by
consensus, as is inherent in the decision-making process of the Commission.
In order to define these pending issues, we believe that the discussion should be
conducted by a drafting group during this meeting of the Commission.
Lastly, Chile wishes to reiterate that it is committed to contribute proactively and
constructively to the present discussion process. We are still in the hope that this
meeting of the Commission will be able to reach consensus to establish MPAs for the
Ross Sea region and for East Antarctica, thus easing the way for other proposals in the
future, including an MPA for Domain 1.’
7.64 The Commission reviewed progress and discussions on the proposed MPAs during the
second week of its meeting.
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7.65

New Zealand made the following statement:
‘As noted last week, the vast majority of countries are ready to move through to
drafting group on the Ross Sea region MPA, but as we have understood there are
currently a very small minority of countries are not yet ready. We agree with the
comments made by the USA last week.
We are conscious that there are a number of papers on MPAs, chiefly by Russia,
scattered throughout the agenda. As we mentioned last week, we would like to note
some differences of opinion with respect to the views put forward in a number of those
papers. Rather than take up time in multiple agenda items, we will take all of those
points here together and would ask that our comments be noted in the report.
Russia has suggested that there is insufficient science to support the Ross Sea region
proposal, and that there is a need for further scientific research before an MPA can be
designated in the Ross Sea region. I would refer Members to SC-CAMLRXXXIII/BG/23 Rev. 1 and SC-CAMLR-IM-I/08 which clearly set out the significant
body of science supporting the RSRMPA proposal. In our view, the scientific evidence
supporting the MPA proposal has been comprehensively assessed and endorsed by the
Scientific Committee (SC-CAMLR-IM-I, paragraphs 2.31 to 2.33) and accepted by
the overwhelming majority of the CCAMLR membership.
Moreover, Russia’s argument overlooks that CCAMLR has agreed to an approach to
the establishment of a representative network of MPAs based on “best available”
scientific evidence (paragraph 2 of CM 91-04 and Article IX.1(f) of the Convention).
This reflects a precautionary approach whereby the best available scientific evidence
is used so that the need for ever more science cannot be used to indefinitely defer
action to protect the environment.
Russia has also suggested that the boundaries proposed for the RSRMPA are
“unsubstantiated” or “arbitrary”. However as we will recall, the MPA was designed
using a transparent, science-driven process known as “systematic conservation
planning” to identify an optimised spatial solution, to achieve protection for agreed
objectives, while minimising impact on rational use (this work is also summarised in
SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/23 Rev. 1). As I have already noted, the current proposal
which was developed out of this process, including the proposed boundaries, has been
endorsed by the Scientific Committee.
Further, as Russia is aware, the straight lines used in the proposal were designed at the
request of the CCAMLR membership in order to facilitate management of the fishery
and compliance with conservation measures. Straight lines are commonly used to
facilitate spatial management across the CCAMLR area, including in the designation
of SSRUs. This is not a unique feature of MPAs. The use of straight line boundaries is
also consistent with CCAMLR and international best practice around the design of
marine protected areas.
Both Russia and China have also made comments regarding the sufficiency of existing
conservation measures, for example, the use of currently closed areas, to achieve
adequate levels of protection. However, the closed SSRUs are fisheries management
decisions and not designed for, nor would they fully deliver on, science and protection
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objectives relating to biodiversity, habitats and ecosystems. Let us be very clear –
these closed SSRUs would not meet the requirements for MPAs as outlined in
CM 91-04 and are no substitute for an MPA.
With respect to China’s comments last week that the whole Convention Area may be
regarded as an IUCN Category IV MPA, as noted in the preamble to CM 91-04 there
may still be areas within the Convention Area that require further special consideration
in a representative system of MPAs.
Both our Russian and Chinese colleagues have raised concerns about the impact of the
MPA on rational use. The proposal still facilitates rational use, through selection of
boundaries that will have the least impact on fishing effort, while still meeting
protection objectives. Further to this, the proposal makes clear that displaced fishing
effort will be able to be redistributed outside the MPA, with no overall reduction in
take intended. Finally, the proposal even specifically provides for some fishing in
areas included in the MPA (for example through the proposed Special Research Zone)
where this is consistent with objectives.
More fundamentally, it is worth recalling that the objective of CCAMLR under
Article II is to achieve conservation of Antarctic marine living resources, which
includes rational use. It does not read that conservation “is” rational use. Accordingly,
the primary objective of CCAMLR is not about preserving existing fishing effort. So
while we should seek to minimise impacts on rational use, this has to be balanced
against other conservation and protection objectives. In addition to efforts to minimise
impacts on fishing in the original RSRMPA proposal, the current proposal is
considerably smaller, and displaces less fishing effort, than was initially proposed,
reflecting the good faith efforts to provide for the views of Members, particularly
those with fishing interests.
Russia has also made a number of points in CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/09 on MPAs in the
Antarctic Treaty System. As we explained at the Antarctic Treaty Consultative
Meeting in Brasilia earlier this year, in fact many of the points contained in the paper
have already been comprehensively discussed at CCAMLR and we can agree with a
good number of them.
But I would like to mention some specific points. On the issue of research and
monitoring, I wish to be clear that this would not be the exclusive responsibility of
MPA proponents, rather all members are encouraged to participate in the development
and implementation of a research and monitoring plan, as agreed by the Scientific
Committee this year (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraph 5.42). We have also clearly
reflected this in the draft research and monitoring plan for the RSRMPA
(SC-CAMLR-IM-I/BG/03 Rev. 1).
In addition, consistent with CM 91-04, paragraph 5(iii), and Members’ feedback last
year, the Review section of our revised proposal includes new text specifying that
reviews of the Ross Sea Region MPA Conservation Measure should also evaluate the
delivery of the research and monitoring plan, thus reinforcing our clear agreement on
the importance of research and monitoring.
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We are obliged to mention the inference in Russia’s papers of a linkage between the
establishment of MPAs and territorial claims in Antarctica, which we absolutely
reject.
New Zealand has not declared a territorial sea or an exclusive economic zone in the
waters adjacent to our claim in Antarctica (the Ross Dependency). New Zealand
remains fully committed to the principles outlined in Article IV of the Antarctic Treaty
and repeated in the CAMLR Convention.
We do not see any advantage for territorial sovereignty claims on the Antarctic
continent that would be derived from establishing an MPA in the Ross Sea region.
It is worth emphasising in this regard that this MPA is about collective decisionmaking and management. There will need to be agreement by all CCAMLR countries
to the MPA and, once it is established, it will be subject to the oversight of CCAMLR.
Neither NZ nor the US will have any preferential management responsibilities for the
Ross Sea Region MPA. Any changes to the management plan or the research and
monitoring plan for the MPA will need to be agreed by consensus among all
CCAMLR countries.
Frankly, we are perplexed that the sovereignty issue continues to be raised despite
these plain facts.
We also reject absolutely the unsubstantiated allegation in SC-CAMLRXXXIII/BG/26 that the MPA is part of a deliberate ploy to create a monopoly on
fishing for toothfish by countries with toothfish catch in their own EEZs. New Zealand
has not declared an EEZ in the Convention Area and has no significant toothfish
fishery in the New Zealand EEZ. We are therefore completely unable to understand
the data presented in Table 1 of the paper. New Zealand toothfish fishing vessels
operate primarily in the same high-seas fisheries where Russian vessels operate.
In its papers, Russia has again repeated points as to the legal basis for the
establishment of MPAs. As we all know, these have been discussed and refuted by the
CCAMLR and Antarctic Treaty membership. As ATCM in Brasilia noted by
consensus earlier this year, CCAMLR has, through the adoption of CM 91-04,
established the legal framework within which MPAs can be designated in the
Convention Area. That meeting also confirmed CCAMLR as the competent body to
establish marine protected areas in the CCAMLR area. No further “normative legal
act”, “juridical definition” or approval from any other international organisations is
required.
New Zealand agrees with the points made in the final paragraph of Russia’s
SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/26. MPAs should be created within the framework of an
agreed system, on the basis of objective scientific data, criteria and recommendations
and the bioregionalisation of the Southern Ocean.
We believe the current proposal meets all of these criteria. The agreed scientific
framework and system for designation of MPAs in CCAMLR is called
“bioregionalisation” and “systematic conservation planning”; completion of these
processes for the proposed Ross Sea region MPA spanned five years of very intensive
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scientific work and discussion within CCAMLR’s scientific working groups and the
Scientific Committee, and is summarised in paper SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/23
Rev. 1. The “agreed framework” is as described in CM 91-04.
In summary, the Ross Sea Region MPA proposal has undergone extensive discussions
and consideration by both the Scientific Committee and the Commission. It has
addressed the requirements of CM 91-04 and has been revised to reflect advice
provided by the Scientific Committee. It is now time to move forward so that we can
address the remaining outstanding issues of importance to the wider CCAMLR
membership and, ultimately, take a significant step forward in implementing the
commitment we made as a Commission in 2005 to develop a representative system of
marine protected areas.’
7.66

Australia made the following statement:
‘Over 2010 and 2011, the Commission negotiated and agreed Conservation
Measure 91-04. In doing so, the Commission agreed
(i)

the purpose of marine protected areas for CCAMLR

(ii)

that MPAs will serve to conserve AMLR as a whole rather than by individual
species or habitats

(iii) that MPAs support the Commission in achieving the objectives in Article II
using Article IX
(iv) that MPAs would be established by CCAMLR using conservation measures, and
managed by the Commission on advice from the Scientific Committee.
Australia disagrees with several of Russia’s assertions regarding marine protected
areas and on the East Antarctic MPA proposal.
Australia strongly objects to claims that the East Antarctic MPA proposal is being
used as a tool for asserting sovereignty or geopolitical control. MPAs will be
CCAMLR MPAs rather than MPAs to be managed by proponents.
As an original signatory of the Antarctic Treaty, Australia has always worked clearly
within the provisions of all elements of the Antarctic Treaty system so as to ensure its
longevity and stability. Like Members around the table here, Australia as a Member of
the Commission and as a participant within the Antarctic Treaty system has broad
interests in Antarctica. These include our interests in freedom of scientific research,
environmental protection and harvesting of marine living resources. Australia believes
in CCAMLR and works hard to achieve its success for all Members.
On the issue of competency, Australia would like to recall the advice from the Brasilia
ATCM that CCAMLR had established the legal framework within which MPAs could
be designated and confirmed it as the competent body to establish MPAs in the
CCAMLR Area. This is consistent with Australia’s view that CCAMLR has legal
competency to adopt measures labelled as “MPAs” pursuant to Article IX of the
Convention, noting that the application of CCAMLR MPAs was determined in
CM 91-04.
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In this regard, we would like to again emphasise that CM 91-04 is within the limits of
the power set out in Article IX of the Convention and provides adequate parameters
for the concept of MPAs envisaged by the Commission, recognising the Commission’s
competence to endorse the bundle of conservation measures of which MPAs are
comprised on a case-by-case basis.
Article II is clear that the objective of the Convention is the conservation of Antarctic
marine living resources. In accommodating rational use, it has specific requirements
relating to fisheries. The Commission has already determined that rational use does
not mean the following:
(i)

it does not mean that unlimited catches can be taken from stocks – we have
established catch limits

(ii)

it does not mean that fishing must be able to occur everywhere – we have closed
areas

(iii) it does not mean that fishing can be undertaken at all times – we have closed
seasons.
We believe the Commission can continue to harmonise fisheries with conservation of
all Antarctic marine living resources in order to make fisheries a rational use.
CCAMLR MPAs are a part of doing that.
On this last point, Australia would like to re-emphasise that the East Antarctic MPA
proposal is for multiple-use MPAs, harmonising conservation and fisheries. Although
this has always been the case, after the Special Meeting we changed the entire premise
of the proposal from “closed until open” to “open until closed”. This was to assure
Members of the genuine intention that the MPAs should be multiple-use.
The areas proposed for inclusion in the EARSMPA are special areas for conservation
and research (see Article IX.2g). The areas are open to fishing and research activities
until it is agreed by the Commission that they, or parts thereof, should be closed.
Further, the process for approving activities within the East Antarctic MPA is based on
the processes already embedded in existing conservation measures.
Lastly, Australia, France and the European Union continue to have frank and
constructive discussions on the East Antarctic proposal with many Members. We
would like to come back to the proposal at a later stage this week.’
7.67 The EU and France fully supported the position of Australia, and France made the
following statement:
‘The French Delegation cannot accept the allegations of an attempt to establish geopolitical control made in the papers presented by the Russian Federation. France points
out that it is a Consultative Party to the Antarctic Treaty and adheres scrupulously to
the provisions of Article IV of the Treaty. In addition, we cannot allow it to be said
that a number of CCAMLR Members, notably those who have Exclusive Economic
Zones in the Convention Area, are attempting, through plans to establish Marine
Protected Areas, to create a monopoly on fishing in the Southern Ocean. It is a
fundamental principle of the Law of the Sea that States have sovereign rights within
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their Exclusive Economic Zones, and this should not be confused with fisheries
carried out in international waters of the Convention. The French Delegation does not
wish to engage in further argument. We have come here to negotiate in good faith.
Together with the Delegations of Australia and the European Union, we have held
constructive discussions on the margins of this meeting with other interested
delegations regarding plans to create Marine Protected Areas in East Antarctica. We
wish to continue work on this project, in a constructive and non-confrontational spirit.’
7.68

Russia reiterated its position, which is stated in paragraphs 7.50 and 7.51.

7.69

China made the following statement:
‘China also regrets that we cannot have good basis to move the two MPA proposals to
drafting group for the following reasons:
Firstly, the Convention remains the primary legal basis of the work of the
Commission. Article II of the Convention provides that the objective of the
Convention is conservation of Antarctic marine living resources, where conservation
includes rational use. It also provides three conservation principles applying to any
harvesting and associated activities within the convention area. The function of the
Commission is to give effect to those objective and principles as contained in
Article II. It follows that any conservation measure adopted by the Commission,
including CM 91-04, must be fully consistent with those objective and principles, and
must be interpreted and implemented in the same manner. However, the objectives of
the two proposals before us may deviate from or exceed the above-mentioned
objective and principles of the Convention.
Secondly, Article II of the Convention gives a special meaning to the term
“conservation”, where rational use is part and parcel of conservation for the purpose of
the Convention. By doing so, the Convention strikes an adequate balance between
preservation and rational use of Antarctic marine living resources. The Contracting
Parties enjoy the right to conducting harvesting activities within the Convention area.
At the same time, they have the obligation to ensure that their activities shall be
conducted in accordance with the objective and conservation principles of the
Convention. Those rights and obligations of the Contracting Parties, as contained in
Article II of the Convention, are quite clear and precise. No more, no less. The current
MPA proposals, while trying to set restrictions on harvesting activities, do not provide
sufficient evidence as to whether or to what extent those harvesting activities may
affect the objective and principles of the Convention. Therefore we believe that such
approach amounts to introducing new obligations other than those provided for in the
Convention, and may break the delicate balance achieved by the drafters of the
Convention.
Thirdly, science is the cornerstone of the work of the Commission. The Commission
may apply the precautionary approach in formulating the MPA conservation measures,
but the prerequisite for the application of the precautionary approach, as contained in
the Rio Declaration and supported by numerous international legal authorities and
jurisprudence, must be satisfied. That is to say, we must establish, based on scientific
evidence, the existence of a threat of serious or irreversible damage to Antarctic
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marine living resources. Unfortunately, this threshold has not been satisfied by the
current MPA proposals and therefore the precautionary approach cannot be applied as
a justification for any preventive measure.
Fourthly, over the last 30 years, the Commission has adopted a wide range of
conservation measures and has successfully conserved Antarctic marine living
resources. Thus, the Convention Area as a whole has been recognised as IUCN
Category IV MPA. We believe that the Commission shall continue to follow the
successful practice as much as possible in its future work. As a responsible member of
the Commission, China supports and is willing to participate actively in every effort
aiming at conserving Antarctic marine living resources. We do not exclude the
possibility for the Commission to use MPA as a conservation measure in case where
necessary and appropriate, provided that such measures must strictly abide by and
contribute to the objective and principles of the Convention, maintain the adequate
balance between preservation and rational use, and be based on sound scientific
evidence.
We are looking forward to further dialogue and cooperation with other delegations in
this regard.’
7.70 Norway and other Members thanked the proponents of the MPA proposals and urged
all Members to work together in order to achieve consensus on MPAs.
7.71

Australia, France and the EU made the following joint statement:
‘Australia, France and the EU would like to thank all Members for their very frank and
constructive discussions over the last two weeks. We have listened with great interest
to the comments that Members have had on our proposal. We believe that these
discussions have identified all the outstanding issues regarding establishing the system
of MPAs in East Antarctica. We have appreciated the frankness of Members in
expressing their views.
As a result of this progress, we circulated CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/40 on the current
thinking on the proposal and how we are considering to respond. The four issues that
we have distilled out of the discussion are:
(i)

clearer procedures in the management plan, including the roles of the
Commission and Scientific Committee in determining when activities need to be
managed to achieve the objectives of the MPAs

(ii)

reviews, combined with research and monitoring, are expected to lead to
adaptation and updating of the MPAs

(iii) data from the research and monitoring should be shared
(iv) Gunnerus MPA could be removed.
We put these forward to help clarify what we have gathered from Members as the
possible solutions to adopt this conservation measure.
To conclude, we wish to reflect on the value of MPAs to the Commission.
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Article II, paragraph 3(c), tells us that we as a Commission need, and I quote, to
“make[ing] possible the sustained conservation of Antarctic marine living resources”.
We as a Commission have been working to achieve this. However, ecosystem
variability and change, such as climate change, pose a great challenge for
conservation. They also pose a great challenge for the Commission to make possible
the sustained conservation of Antarctic marine living resources.
Without repeating all the arguments here, Article IX tells us how to do that, and that
“special areas for protection and scientific study” are a part of making sustained
conservation possible.
We would like to hear what Members think about this progress and the approaches we
are suggesting.’
7.72

The EU made the following statement:
‘We are not going to repeat the points we have been discussing in the last few days
since Australia has just done that, listing the issues that could be included in the
measures if and when all Members are ready to move forward.
We understand from previous discussions that there are Members who have
fundamental problems with our proposal and who would not be prepared to move
forward, but we have tried to use effectively these few days when we all are together
in one place to address specific concerns from all delegations and we hope the
constructive feedback from our informal meetings can be confirmed here at the
Commission.’

7.73

Norway made the following statement:
‘Norway thanks the proponents of the East Antarctic MPA network for the marked
improvements that they made intersessionally in the presentation of the background
information that was provided to this meeting. It has made this proposal much easier to
evaluate. We appreciative the flexible management regime in this MPA network that
would allow protection and rational use to meet in a novel and exciting way.
Norway is also very pleased that the proponents of EARs have continued to work very
constructively in the margins of this meeting and we applaud them for bringing a draft
of new possible revisions to this meeting for discussion (see CCAMLRXXXIII/BG/40).
We recognise that it has been a difficult process over a period of some years now. But
shifting towards a consensus opinion is how this CCAMLR community makes
progress towards making good decisions that are to everyone’s benefit.
Our principal remaining concerns about EARs have been addressed by the adjustments
made in the draft that is now being discussed and we think that the small remaining
issues that we have can be resolved in the drafting of a conservation measure – at some
point.
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We do of course recognise that this MPA will not come into place at this meeting, but
hope that we continue to reflect upon the value of MPAs to enhance protection in areas
of particular sensitivity, such as the remaining MPAs suggested for inclusion in the
EARs network.
Some members might recall paragraph 7.11 from CCAMLR-XXXII, in which Norway
requested that we begin conservation measure drafting on a revised proposal for the
Ross Sea MPA – that remained in the margins of last year’s meeting. We are still
ready and willing to undertake this task when the proponents are ready to share the
revised proposal with this Commission at some time in the future and other members
are ready to implement Conservation Measure 91-04.’
7.74 Russia thanked the proponents of the EARSMPA proposal for the constructive
discussions and willingness to cooperate and revise their proposal. Russia will carefully study
the revised proposal and is ready to work together during the intersessional period.
7.75

Germany made the following statement:
‘Germany thanks Australia, the European Union and France for this further work on
the East Antarctica MPA proposal. We also thank Norway for its clear signal of
support for the proposal to go to drafting, which we very much welcome. We highly
appreciate the constructive and fruitful engagement of all members in the last 10 days
to help identify their remaining concerns and possible ways to accommodate those.
Germany hopes that this fruitful work will continue and will help us all to finalise the
setup of Marine Protected Areas in East Antarctica and the Ross Sea in 2015.’

7.76

ASOC introduced CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/20 and made the following statement:
‘As everyone is aware, in 2005, CCAMLR committed to establishing a system of
Marine Protected Areas in the Southern Ocean by 2012. This was not achieved despite
the best intentions of many. Since that point there have been a number of opportunities
for members to make progress, but the negotiations have mostly resembled a slow
retreat.
At the closing of CCAMLR-XXXII we expressed the hope that delegates would go
home and reflect on the legacy they wanted CCAMLR to leave behind.
We hoped that Members would recall that the science supporting the Ross Sea and
East Antarctica proposals has been well established after many successive years of
consideration by the Scientific Committee.
We are therefore disappointed to find ourselves at CCAMLR-XXXIII STILL
discussing further and further concessions.
In fact, the current proposals are at the collective NGO bottom line. Any further
concessions could result in loss of support by the environmental NGOs, who together
represent the hundreds of thousands of people around the world who want to see
Antarctic MPAs established by CCAMLR this year.
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There are many reasons why it is so important that we establish MPAs:
•
•
•
•

they provide enduring protection for ecosystems
create reference areas for scientific research
enable long-term ecosystem protection alongside fisheries management
help to strengthen resilience against the growing impacts of climate change.

In addition, adopting MPAs would reaffirm CCAMLR as a precautionary convention
and enhance the status of Antarctica as a natural reserve devoted to peace and science
that is fundamental to the Antarctic Treaty System to which CCAMLR belongs.
We also wish to draw delegates’ attention to the results of a recent scientific analysis,
described in CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/20, that determined that MPAs need to be large,
no-take and be designated for a long period of time. We urge you to keep that paper in
mind as you continue your deliberations, keeping CCAMLR MPAs in line with
current scientific advice.
ASOC calls on all Members to achieve consensus on both of the two proposals on the
table this year. If CCAMLR Members are to move forward with credibility and
coherence, then clear and visionary decisions need to be made by 31 October 2014.
That will leave a legacy for future generations of real value, as well as restoring
CCAMLR to a position of leadership in marine conservation.
Distinguished delegates, it is time to rekindle the urgency, and achieve a strong and
effective solution in 2014.’

Season start date for exploratory toothfish fisheries in Subareas 88.1 and 88.2
7.77 New Zealand proposed that the season start date for the exploratory fisheries for
Dissostichus spp. in Subareas 88.1 and 88.2 be changed to 3 January from 2015/16
(CCAMLR-XXXIII/22; see also WG-FSA-14/54 and 14/55 Rev. 1). The proposal sought to
improve the safe operation of fishing vessels in these fisheries and alleviate vessel crowding
in these Olympic-style fisheries. The proposed delayed start to these fisheries would facilitate:
(i)

improved access to a larger range of fishable areas

(ii)

reduced vessel crowding and competition as low sea-ice extent in January would
allow fishing vessels to spread out across the fishing grounds

(iii) reduced risk in operating fishing vessels in areas with sea-ice, including reduced
risk-taking by vessels pushing through sea-ice in order to be first at the fishing
grounds
(iv) reduced rates of fishing gear loss due to reduced sea-ice extent
(v)

improved information for stock assessments, including more widely distributed
fishing effort in areas where fishing has been historically limited due to ice
cover, and improved spatial coverage of the tagging program and biological data
collection.
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7.78 In recognising the improved safety aspects provided by this proposal, the EU, Spain
and the UK expressed concern that the delayed start of the fishing season may exacerbate
issues of fishing capacity. The delayed start would provide better access to these fisheries by
non-ice-strengthened vessels and this situation may increase the number of participating
vessels. These Members also stated that changes in vessel fishing behaviour, due to better
and/or earlier access to fishing ground, would result in change in the distribution patterns of
data used in stock assessment.
7.79 The EU, Spain and the UK urged the Commission to consider other options for
controlling access to these exploratory fisheries and to introduce mandatory ice-strengthening
requirements for fishing vessels operating in high latitudes.
7.80 Australia and the Republic of Korea supported New Zealand’s proposal and agreed
that a delayed start of the fishing season in the exploratory fisheries in Subareas 88.1 and 88.2
would enhance the safety of vessels and crews operating in this region. Korea also recalled
the loss of two of its flagged vessels during fishing operations in the Ross Sea.
7.81 Ukraine expressed that the delayed start of the fishing season may result in vessels
fishing late into February or March, and that the onset of the winter sea-ice would impede
research fishing which is currently conducted once the fisheries are closed.
7.82 Following further discussions, New Zealand advised that it will continue consultation
with Members in order to develop options which enhanced the safety of fishing vessels and
crews operating in high latitudes, and to address the issues identified during the above
discussion. The Commission agreed to give this matter further consideration in 2015.

Conservation of sharks
7.83 The Commission noted that SCIC has considered a proposed amendment to CM 32-18
(Conservation of sharks) to require that the fins of incidentally caught sharks that cannot be
released alive remain naturally attached until the point of first landing (Annex 6,
paragraphs 223 to 231). While many Members were supportive of the proposal, the
Commission was unable to reach consensus on this revision.

Implementation of Convention objectives
CCAMLR Symposium
8.1
The Commission considered the joint proposal provided by Australia, Chile and the
USA that requested that the Commission endorse a CCAMLR Symposium to mark
the 35th anniversary of the signing of the Convention to be held tentatively in Puerto Varas,
Chile, 6 to 9 May 2015 (CCAMLR-XXXIII/17).
8.2

Chile made the following statement:
‘I am particularly pleased to introduce document CCAMLR-XXXIII/17, presented by
the Delegations of Australia, Chile and the USA.
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This agenda item, implementation of the objectives of the Convention, has allowed us
in the past to implement a set of initiatives aimed at maintaining CCAMLR at the
forefront in the field of conservation.
In 2005, a symposium was celebrated in Valdivia, Chile, organised by Australia and
Chile. Subsequently, and always under this agenda item, we agreed to carry out an
evaluation of CCAMLR’s performance, which took place in 2008, and produced
recommendations that we have been implementing since.
Today, through this working document, we propose that the Commission celebrate a
new symposium, 10 years after its first version, to coincide with the 35th anniversary
of the signing of the Convention in Canberra.
There is no doubt that CCAMLR has succeeded in establishing a practical and
effective regime to conserve and protect Antarctic marine living resources and its
precautionary approach towards conservation is internationally recognised.
Nevertheless, we believe that, in order for our organisation to continue to grow, it
would be convenient for us to evaluate, together, away from the plenary session, in an
informal environment and without pressure, if we are still on track along the path we
set for ourselves nearly 35 years ago, and determine how we can continue to develop
as an organisation.’
8.3
Chile then detailed the organisational aspects of the proposed symposium, including
dates and place. Chile identified six subjects to be discussed during the meeting of three-anda-half days. Finally, Chile requested that the proposal be approved by the Commission.
8.4
The symposium offers the Commission the opportunity to meet and exchange ideas
and points of view in an informal setting. The Commission noted that the symposium will be
funded by Chile and the USA.
8.5
Australia noted that, as a co-sponsor of this proposal, it considered that the symposium
offered an opportunity for full and frank discussion on a range of important issues for
CCAMLR. Australia noted that the symposium in 2005 had provided a similar opportunity.
The USA, as co-sponsor, welcomed the idea of a discussion under the Chatham House Rule.
8.6
The Commission thanked the sponsors of the proposal and noted that it was important
for CCAMLR to share opinions and ideas and to take stock of the last 35 years of work. The
Commission agreed that the symposium would provide a forum for an exchange of views
regarding the future of CCAMLR and to support the Commission’s endeavours to achieve the
objectives of the Convention.
8.7
The Commission noted that for the symposium to be truly meaningful, participation by
all Members was very important and Members would be invited to send their Commissioners
or representatives and two advisers to the symposium.
8.8
The Commission agreed that, while no formal report of the symposium would be
developed, the proceedings and accompanying material would be collated and be made
generally available and that a summary report would be provided to CCAMLR-XXXIV.
8.9
The Commission endorsed the proposal for the symposium. Chile thanked Members
for their support and advised that invitations would be sent shortly after the conclusion of this
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meeting. Chile also noted that Observers would be invited to participate. Members were again
encouraged to attend the symposium and actively engage in the discussions at the symposium.

Performance Review
8.10 The Commission considered CCAMLR-XXXIII/10, prepared by the Secretariat in
response to a request at last year’s meeting (CCAMLR-XXXII, paragraphs 8.7 and 8.8). The
paper noted that the Secretariat annually updates a matrix on the CCAMLR website that
records the status of the recommendations from the first Performance Review in 2008 and
presented a range of options relating to the timing, scope, procedures and possible
development of terms of reference for a second Performance Review.
8.11 The EU thanked the Secretariat for its work and welcomed the paper. The EU
highlighted its wish to see action on this matter as soon as possible. The EU considered that
the scope should include an examination of both past and future issues and include both
Scientific Committee and Commission issues. The EU also suggested that the review could be
carried out by an independent expert, Members or by a combination of expert(s) and
Members’ representatives. It was agreed that the review could include a desktop study with
questionnaires and interviews carried out in support of this work. Rather than a definitive list
of issues, the body conducting the review could look at different themes and report on them in
detail to the Commission, which would take the final decision on the topics to be addressed
by the review.
8.12 Many Members welcomed discussion on a second Performance Review and noted that
in developing the terms of reference for the review, attention needs to be given to the 2008
recommendations that have not been addressed.
8.13 Some Members considered that the outcomes of the 2015 symposium could provide a
useful input to a second Performance Review. Further, some Members considered that
the 2015 symposium offered an opportunity to informally discuss the terms of reference for
the second review that may lead to useful guidance concerning the structure and the process
for a second review.
8.14 The USA welcomed discussion on a second review, noting that it shared the view of
other Members that the 2008 Performance Review was extremely useful and had resulted in
wide-ranging recommendations that continued to benefit the Commission. For the next
review, it noted that the Commission should take into account the need to accommodate
ongoing business, such as negotiation of marine protected areas and the work of the Scientific
Committee, but noted that there is more that the Commission can do to improve the
organisation. The USA suggested agreeing on terms of reference at CCAMLR-XXXIV,
following intersessional discussions.
8.15 Taking into account the views expressed, the Commission accepted the offer of the EU
to prepare draft terms of reference for the second Performance Review. The EU advised the
Commission that it will make the draft terms of reference available to Members
intersessionally and seek comments from Members.
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Cooperation with the Antarctic Treaty System and international organisations
Cooperation with Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties
9.1
The Commission noted the Executive Secretary’s summary report of the
37th Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting (CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/05) held in Brasilia,
Brazil, from 28 April to 7 May 2014. Key points included:
(i)

the status of the Antarctic Treaty, the Convention for the Conservation of
Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR), the Convention for the
Conservation of Antarctic Seals (CCAS) and the Agreement for the
Conservation of Albatross and Petrels (ACAP)

(ii)

spatial protection, particularly in relation to MPAs

(iii) strengthening cooperation in hydrographic surveying and charting
(iv) the Polar Code
(v)

the Report of CEP XVII

(vi) Antarctic search and rescue
(vii) climate change
(viii) a proposal to hold a workshop on education and outreach in association with
ATCM XXXVIII in 2015
(ix) the date and venue for ATCM XXXVIII: Sofia, Bulgaria, tentatively 1 to
10 June 2015.
9.2
Germany asked the Secretariat to increase the information exchange with the Council
of Managers of National Antarctic Programs (COMNAP), especially with respect to the work
of CCAMLR on spatial planning and MPAs. New Zealand supported this request, which
might also help to increase the sightings and reporting of IUU vessels in the CAMLR
Convention Area.
9.3
The Commission agreed that CCAMLR should be represented at ATCM XXXVIII
and CEP XVIII to be held in Sofia, Bulgaria, in 2015, by the Executive Secretary, the Science
Manager and the Chair of the Scientific Committee.
9.4
The Commission welcomed the proposal for a second Joint CEP–SC-CAMLR
Workshop on the topics of ecosystem and environmental monitoring to detect the effects of
climate change and endorsed the advice of the Scientific Committee on the development of a
steering committee and draft terms of reference (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 10.2
to 10.5).
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Reports of Observers from international organisations
ACAP
9.5

The ACAP Observer made the following statement:
‘At CCAMLR-XXXII last year, France requested that information on the levels of
seabird by-catch in fisheries adjacent to the CCAMLR Convention Area be reported
by ACAP to the next meeting of CCAMLR’s Scientific Committee. CCAMLRXXXIII/BG/15 Rev. 1 provides this information, with a summary of the most recent
by-catch and related information held by ACAP, as well as a report on the current
status of the process to develop a by-catch data reporting and assessment framework.
It should be noted that work is ongoing in this respect, and that the information
provided represents that which has been provided by ACAP Parties to date, and that
these data have not yet been further assessed or analysed.
Annexes 1 and 2 provide a summary of the most recent seabird by-catch data that have
been submitted by Parties and Range States as part of their online reporting process. In
total there are 94 fisheries included in the database, however, the information provided
for each varies between Parties and Range States.
Further, only those fisheries that are of broad relevance to CCAMLR and for which
by-catch data have been submitted are shown. These tables provide a very simple
characterisation of the domestic fisheries for which data have been provided to ACAP,
including both observed and estimated levels of seabird by-catch.
Annex 1 includes the most recent year for which by-catch data have been submitted
for each fishery. For some fisheries, data are available from 2004, when ACAP
formally came into force. It is important to note that the information included in
Annexes 1 and 2 has not been analysed by ACAP, but represents the actual data
reported by Parties and Range States.
Part of the ongoing process to develop the by-catch data reporting and assessment
mechanism includes the development of an assessment and review framework to,
firstly ensure the data are up to date, complete and accurate and secondly, to conduct
routine analyses to measure and monitor performance in respect of seabird by-catch
mitigation.
It is also important to note that ACAP does not currently hold any data on seabird
by-catch from high-seas fisheries, but through its RFMO engagement strategy and
related initiatives is working to help progress efforts to improve data collection and
reporting activities by RFMOs. Currently, the quantity and reliability of by-catch
information is still severely limited for many RFMOs, and other fisheries. In some
cases, observer data collection and reporting protocols have been developed, but
compliance with these protocols is poor. In other cases, the protocols are still under
development.
Further, the methodologies or criteria for reviewing the efficacy of these mitigation
measures adopted by the RFMOs have not yet been established. An ACAP
intersessional group has been established to consider and advance the identification of
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minimum elements and methods that should form part of an assessment of seabird
by-catch mitigation regulations that have been adopted by tuna RFMOs. The
intersessional group will seek to work cooperatively with a Technical Group
established by the Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna
(CCSBT), which is conducting a similar analysis.
There are a number of ways in which CCAMLR differs from RFMOs, and one cannot
simply transfer the CCAMLR approach to other organisations. However, CCAMLR
and its members can and should play a role in helping reduce seabird by-catch in
adjacent fisheries. There are opportunities for CCAMLR to collaborate with RFMOs
in relation to the sharing of information and expertise, and for CCAMLR members
that are also contracting parties of RFMOs to work within those RFMOs to help
facilitate the improvement of data reporting and implementation of seabird
conservation measures.
As noted above, ACAP will be seeking to progressively improve the quality of data
available to it, as well as developing methodologies to assist with the analysis of this
data. ACAP would be pleased to provide CCAMLR with an update of this report in
future years, should CCAMLR request this.’
9.6
France thanked ACAP for the paper it presented in response to the request made by
France last year (CCAMLR-XXXII, paragraph 9.14). France regrets that CCAMLR’s
successes with regard to seabird by-catch, which are outstanding within the CAMLR
Convention Area, are undermined outside the area, where by-catches of birds are significant.
France considered that the figures provided by ACAP are disturbing, with an estimate
of 160 000 to 320 000 seabirds caught per year, mainly albatrosses and petrels.
9.7
France also noted that the data collected by numerous Regional Fishery Management
Organisations (RFMOs) are incomplete. The majority of RFMOs do not implement seabird
by-catch mitigation measures, and when they do, they are unable to ensure compliance
efficiently. It is important that CCAMLR call on RFMOs to adopt and enforce measures to
reduce incidental catches of seabirds.
9.8
France was pleased that ACAP recognises the significance and value of CCAMLR’s
experience in this area and is ready to facilitate and strengthen cooperation between
CCAMLR and the RFMOs. France hoped that the Commission will investigate opportunities
for cooperation and the sharing of experience between CCAMLR and the RFMOs concerned.
This could be done by CCAMLR Members that are also members of the relevant RFMOs or
by convening joint workshops.
9.9
In response to the request from France, ACAP agreed to provide an update of this
report to future CCAMLR meetings. ACAP noted that France has funded ACAP’s
engagement strategy with RFMOs through voluntary contributions and that this is an example
of how CCAMLR Members can actively support ACAP’s work in reducing seabird by-catch.
In this regard, ACAP reported that most of the tuna RFMOs have now adopted seabird
conservation measures that substantially reflect ACAP’s best-practice advice for by-catch
mitigation in pelagic longline fisheries. However, data is still not available from these
RFMOs to assess how effectively these mitigation measures have been implemented.
CCAMLR Members’ assistance was sought in working within these RFMOs to strengthen the
provision of relevant data.
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ARK
9.10

The ARK Observer made the following statement:
‘The Association of Responsible Krill harvesting companies thanks the Commission
for the invitation to this year’s Scientific Committee and Commission meetings.
The industry experienced high catches in the 2013/14 season. Krill were apparently
abundant throughout the fishing grounds in 2013/14, and ice conditions were not
severe.
ARK has submitted a report to the Scientific Committee addressing topics on
management of the krill fishery important to the industry, like
•
•
•
•

the krill notifications and the notification system
CM 51-07
level of observer coverage
ice class on fishing vessels.

ARK participated at the
• workshop organised by the ICED program, the British Antarctic Survey and WWF
in the UK
• the workshop in Punta Arenas, Chile.
ARK submitted one paper on the workshop that was held in collaboration with
WG-EMM in July. ARK has made progress this year in advancing cooperation both
within the industry and with scientists working within CCAMLR.
ARK looks forward to making progress on some key initiatives in the coming year and
has agreed to coordinate correspondence groups on topics of interest to the Scientific
Committee, where collaborative research between scientists and the fishing industry
could make progress.
ARK notes the Scientific Committee’s commitment to developing a feedback
management approach to the krill fishery and that it is envisioned that such an
approach will involve data collection by krill fishing vessels.
ARK would welcome the opportunity to become involved in discussions on how best
to use the krill fishing fleet to assist the Commission in managing the krill fishery.
ARK has members from Chile, Norway and Korea.
ARK looks forward to future collaboration with CCAMLR. We work actively to
inform non-members about ARK and encourage non-members to become ARK
members.’
9.11 The Commission expressed its appreciation to ARK for the information and the efforts
of industry in contributing to the scientific work of the Commission.
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ASOC
9.12

The ASOC Observer made the following statement:
‘ASOC and its 20 member groups thank the Commission for the opportunity to
participate in its 33rd annual meeting. ASOC has submitted six information papers
that are relevant to the work of the Commission including on marine protected areas,
on maintaining CCAMLR’s ambition on MPAs, on improving the management of krill
fisheries, on climate change, addressing IUU fishing, and concerning vessel safety.
The objective of the CAMLR Convention is the conservation of Antarctic marine
living resources. All of the Commission’s decisions concerning Southern Ocean
ecosystems and their management must be considered within the context of this
mandate. Designation of ecologically meaningful MPAs in the Ross Sea and East
Antarctica at this meeting will mark a significant milestone in the Commission’s 2005
commitment to establish a system of MPAs across the Southern Ocean.
During the intersessional period, ASOC has been working to build public support for
CCAMLR’s commitment to MPAs in East Antarctica and the Ross Sea and will
continue to support the development of MPA proposals in the Antarctic Peninsula and
the Weddell Sea. We are pleased to report that CCAMLR’s commitment to
designating MPAs has hundreds of thousands of supporters around the world.
ASOC considers that MPA designation and fisheries management must be supported
by robust science. We support the need for further scientific research in the Scotia Sea
that helps to improve our knowledge on the relationships between penguins and krill,
as well as the cumulative impacts of climate change and localised krill harvesting on
the abundance of krill in predator foraging areas. Our members have worked with
others to organise a workshop on stakeholder objectives for krill management, which
was reported here.
ASOC members have also been working to support improved ecosystem-based
management of the krill fishery, highlighting the role of penguins as sentinel species
of ocean health. In addition ASOC Members are supporting biogeographic analysis
and penguin tracking to underpin MPA development and monitoring. And some
ASOC members have participated in public processes assessing sustainable fisheries.
ASOC has also been collaborating with ARK and COLTO on various initiatives over
the past year. As we reported to the Scientific Committee, ASOC and two of its
members, the Pew Charitable Trusts and WWF, have been working intersessionally
with the krill fishing company Aker BioMarine to create a fund for supporting
research and monitoring activities conducted by Members in the Antarctic krill fishery
in Area 48. Aker has committed to providing US$500 000 as an initial financial
contribution to the Fund, and a first call for proposals will be made shortly after this
meeting.
We note that there is a lot of important work on the agenda for the coming year, and
ASOC looks forward to continued work with the Commission and Scientific
Committee to make progress on these issues.’
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9.13 On behalf of the Commission, the Chair expressed appreciation to ASOC for its
ongoing contribution to the work of the Commission.

COLTO
9.14

The COLTO Observer made the following statement:
‘COLTO has been pleased again with progress at containing IUU operations, and
ensuring sustainable fisheries for toothfish continue in the Convention Area, and
broader. We look forward to continued cooperation with CCAMLR in refining the
catch documentation system scheme, and other measures to improve traceability and
sustainability of our fisheries.
To assist in that regard, COLTO members have agreed to contribute a $1 000 reward
for crews, to encourage tag returns which are critical for stock assessments, and
improved understanding of the movements of toothfish. We will work with the
Secretariat to ensure this is notified to all legal boats in exploratory fisheries in time
for the start of the next season, and would like to also congratulate the winners of this
year’s reward.
Finally, I would also like to draw attention to our joint paper with ASOC which
highlighted some of the very positive actions taken in the past year to address IUU
issues. I would like to note our strong support for those nations who have taken actions
to prosecute and contain IUU fishing from their nationals.’

9.15 The Chair of the Scientific Committee noted to the Commission the work done by
Observers on behalf of SC-CAMLR. The Commission welcomed the work currently being
undertaken by the Scientific Committee in collaboration with the FAO (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII,
paragraphs 10.8 to 10.10), IWC (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 10.24 to 10.26), Krill
stakeholder workshop (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 10.27 to 10.28) and the Global
Environment Facility (GEF) (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, paragraphs 10.29 and 10.30).
9.16 The Commission welcomed the proposal for a Joint SC-CAMLR–IWC-SC Workshop
on application of multi-species models of the Antarctic marine ecosystem, given its relevance
to the provision of scientific advice for both Commissions, and endorsed the advice of the
Scientific Committee on the development of a workshop steering group (SC-CAMLRXXXIII, paragraphs 10.25 and 10.26).

Reports from CCAMLR representatives at meetings of international organisations in
the previous intersessional period, and nominations of representatives to forthcoming
meetings of relevant international organisations
9.17 The Chair introduced CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/11 Rev. 1 and invited nominations for
CCAMLR Observers to these meeting (Table 4).
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9.18 The Commission noted the background papers tabled by a number of delegations and
the Executive Secretary summarising the main outcomes of meetings of other organisations of
interest to CCAMLR:
• CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/04 – Report from Executive Secretary on the Thirty-first
Session of the Committee on Fisheries, Rome, Italy, 9 to 13 June 2014.
• CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/10 – Report by the CCAMLR Observer to the 10th annual
meeting of SEAFO (South East Atlantic Fisheries Organisation), Swakopmund,
Namibia, 9 to 13 December 2013 (Namibia).
• CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/29 – Report by the CCAMLR Observer from the
65th International Whaling Commission, Portorož, Slovenia, 15 to 18 September
2014 (Japan).
• CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/30 – Report from the CCAMLR Observer to the
87th Annual Meeting of the Inter American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC),
Lima, Peru, 12 to 18 July 2014 (European Union).
• CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/31 – Report from the CCAMLR Observer to the
18th Plenary Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC), Colombo, Sri
Lanka, 1 to 5 June 2014 (European Union).
• CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/33 – Report from the CCAMLR Observer to the
36th Annual Meeting of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO),
Vigo, Spain, 22 to 26 September 2014 (Norway).
• CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/37 – Report from the CCAMLR Observer to the meeting of
the Extended Commission for the 21st Annual Session of the Commission for the
Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna (CCSBT), Auckland, New Zealand,
13 to 16 October 2014 (Australia).
• CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/38 – Report from the CCAMLR Observer to the Second
Meeting of the Commission of the South Pacific Regional Fisheries Management
Organisation (SPRFMO), Manta, Ecuador, 27 to 31 January 2014 (Chile).

2015 budget and forecast budget for 2016
10.1 The Commission approved the budget for 2015 as considered in paragraph 4.4, and
noted the forecast budget for 2016, as presented in Annex 7, Appendices 3 and 4 respectively.
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Other business
Statements by Argentina and the UK
11.1

Argentina made the following statement:
‘Argentina recalls that the Malvinas, South Georgias and South Sandwich Islands and
the surrounding maritime areas are an integral part of the Argentine national territory,
and that, being under illegal British occupation, are subject to a sovereignty dispute
between the Argentine Republic and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland that is recognised by the United Nations.
Therefore, Argentina rejects any reference to those islands as being a separate entity
from its national territory, thus giving them an international status that they do not
have.
In light of the above, Argentina reiterates that in Statistical Subareas 48.2, 48.3
and 48.4 only the multilateral scheme of the Convention is legally applicable.
Moreover, Argentina recalls that the following actions are illegal and consequently,
invalid:
• those activities carried out in the CCAMLR area by vessels registered in, or
operating having its base in, the Malvinas, South Georgias and South Sandwich
Islands, or flagged to alleged British authorities thereof which Argentina does not
recognise; as well as:
• port inspections and inspections at sea carried out by such alleged authorities
• the issuance of, as well the clearing of, catch documents by such alleged authorities
• the imposition by them of fishing licences
• the imposition of either a British scientific observer or of an observer designated
with British conformity on other Member vessels operating in the CCAMLR area
• as well as any other unilateral action taken by the abovementioned colonial
authorities in those territories.
We regret that, this year, the British government presumed to undertake, once again,
an illegal certification process of the sustainability of the Dissostichus eleginoides
(Patagonian toothfish) fishery within the Argentine maritime areas surrounding the
South Georgias Islands. Argentina has already objected to this illegitimate certification
process.
This illegitimate certification process was carried out by the British company “Intertek
Fisheries Certification” (IFC) in blatant breach of the principles and criteria
(“Principles and Criteria for Sustainable Fishing”) established by the “Marine
Stewardship Council” as reported by the Argentine government to the abovementioned
entities.
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This unilateral and illegitimate action by the UK violates CCAMLR’s Convention, of
which both Argentina and the United Kingdom are Parties, and which applies to the
waters surrounding the South Georgia Islands (Statistical Subarea 48.3). The UK has,
therefore, disregarded the call for both Parties to refrain from unilateral actions that
may hinder a solution to the existing dispute in this area, as agreed at the XV Meeting
of CCAMLR.
In view of the above, the Argentine Republic rejects, as expressed at the 21st
CCAMLR Meeting, the illegitimate certification of sustainability of the Dissostichus
eleginoides (Patagonian toothfish) fisheries in the South Georgia Islands, and states
that by attempting to legitimise the unlawful exploitation of natural resources in the
South Atlantic, the United Kingdom is exacerbating the existing sovereignty dispute
between both countries by, once again, disregarding the mandate of the international
community to resume the negotiations with the Argentine Republic on this issue.’
11.2

The UK made the following statement:
‘In response to Argentina’s statement, the UK reiterates that it has no doubts about its
sovereignty over the Falkland Islands, South Georgia and the South Sandwich Islands
and their surrounding maritime areas, as is well known to all delegates.
In that regard, the UK has no doubt about the right of the Government of the Falkland
Islands to operate a shipping register for UK-flagged vessels. As the UK has stated on
previous occasions, the at-sea and port inspections undertaken by the authorities of the
respective governments of the UK’s Overseas Territories of South Georgia and the
South Sandwich Islands and the Falkland Islands were conducted pursuant to the UK’s
obligations under CCAMLR conservation measures and were reported to the
Commission as such.
Furthermore, the UK has the right to undertake inspections within those of its
jurisdictional waters that lie within Subareas 48.2, 48.3 and 48.4 in the way that it sees
fit. In addition, the UK remains committed to the implementation of the Systems of
Observation and Inspection of CCAMLR and its record of doing so is clearly apparent
in this Commission.
The UK would reiterate its views expressed previously that it remains wholly
committed to the principles and objectives of CCAMLR. It intends to ensure that the
highest standards of fisheries management as well as appropriate spatial and temporal
marine protection will be implemented in its jurisdictional waters – through licensing
and inspections, and also through the imposition of legislation and tough management
measures that are in line with, and back up, the provisions of CCAMLR.
Finally, with reference to Argentina’s comments about the recertification of the South
Georgia Patagonian toothfish fishery by the Marine Stewardship Council, the UK
categorically rejects Argentina’s assertion that the United Kingdom has in any way
breached its obligations under the CCAMLR Convention or acted in any way that
violates the objectives of the Convention. There are a number of fisheries in the
Convention Area that are now certified by the Marine Stewardship Council. The
Marine Stewardship Council is world’s leading certification and ecolabelling program
for sustainable seafood. It is an independent, non-profit organisation that has certified
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fisheries throughout the world, including in South America. The UK is therefore very
pleased that through CCAMLR and our domestic management, the South Georgia
Patagonian toothfish fishery has achieved such recognition. The UK rejects any
suggestion that the MSC process is anything but transparent and independent.’
11.3 Argentina rejected the statement made by the UK and reiterated its legal position,
which is well known to all Members.

Next meeting
Election of officers
12.1 The Commission elected Russia to Chair the Commission meetings in 2015 and 2016.
Russia advised that it will notify the Secretariat of its nomination in due course.
12.2 The Commission thanked Mr Urrutia for his cooperative and fair chairmanship and
endorsed his reappointment as Chair of SCIC for a further two years.
12.3 The Commission endorsed the appointment of Mr S. Davidson (UK) as the Vice-Chair
of SCAF.

Invitation of Observers
12.4 The Commission will invite the following Observers to attend the Thirty-fourth
Meeting of the Commission:
• non-Member Contracting Parties – Bulgaria, Canada, Cook Islands, Finland,
Greece, Mauritius, Netherlands, Islamic Republic of Pakistan, Republic of Panama,
Peru and Vanuatu
• non-Contracting Parties participating in the CDS who are involved in harvesting or
landing and/or trade of toothfish – Seychelles
• non-Contracting Parties not participating in the CDS but possibly involved in
harvesting, landing and/or trade of toothfish – Brunei Darussalam, Colombia, Costa
Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Indonesia, Islamic Republic of Iran, Libya,
Malaysia, Mali, Mexico, Mongolia, Nigeria, Philippines, Singapore, Tanzania,
Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, United Arab Emirates and Viet Nam.
12.5 The Commission agreed that Bolivia should be invited to attend CCAMLR-XXXIV as
an Observer.
12.6 The Executive Secretary advised the Commission that a list of non-Contracting Parties
to be invited to CCAMLR-XXXIV will be circulated to Members for comment prior to
meeting invitations being issued in July 2015.
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12.7 The following intergovernmental organisations will be invited to attend CCAMLRXXXIV as Observers: ACAP, CCSBT, CEP, CITES, COMNAP, FAO, IATTC, ICCAT, IOC,
IUCN, IWC, RPOA, SCAR, SCOR, SEAFO, South Indian Ocean Fisheries Agreement
(SIOFA), UNEP and WCPFC.
12.8 The following non-governmental organisations will be invited: ARK, ASOC and
COLTO.

Date and location of the next meeting
12.9 The Commission agreed that its Thirty-fourth Meeting will be held at the CCAMLR
Headquarters building (181 Macquarie Street) in Hobart from 19 to 30 October 2015. Heads
of Delegations were requested to be in Hobart for a meeting on the morning of 19 October
2015. The Commission agreed that SCIC and SCAF would be delegated their agenda by the
Commission on the basis of the Provisional Agenda considered at the opening of CCAMLRXXXIV.
12.10 The Commission noted that the Thirty-fourth Meeting of the Scientific Committee will
be held in Hobart from 19 to 23 October 2015.

Report of the Thirty-third Meeting of the Commission
13.1

The report of the Thirty-third Meeting of the Commission was adopted.

Close of meeting
14.1

The EU made the following statement:
‘The European Union regrets the outcome of the XXXIII CCAMLR Annual Meeting
as regards the East Antarctica Representative System of Marine Protected Areas – a
proposal that has undergone substantial revisions in the last four CCAMLR meetings
in order to address other members’ concerns; but even at this meeting we could not
reach consensus. Nevertheless, we do recognise the very constructive discussions on
this proposal which have been facilitated through many Members’ willingness to
further engage and support additional helpful progression of the proposal.
The European Union deeply regrets that the proposal on the Ross Sea Region MPA
could not be adopted.
However, we feel stronger in our determination to enable CCAMLR to pursue its
goals through the establishment of a representative system of MPAs aimed at the
conservation of marine living resources.
We are thankful for the numerous constructive comments and feedback we have
received, which we sincerely hope will bring us closer to a comprehensive and
successful conclusion in what we consider a priority topic for CCAMLR next year.’
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14.2

France made the following statement:
‘Needless to say, one can only be disappointed that our Commission, for the fourth
time in a row, has been unable to reach consensus on proposals for marine protected
areas in the Southern Ocean. The proponents of these proposals have nevertheless
continued their efforts without respite in their effort to take account of the concerns of
all. With regard to the East Antarctic Marine Protected Area, these efforts have
resulted in additional support, and my Delegation would like to offer its warmest and
most sincere thanks to those have supported and encouraged us. Such support, notably
from those States who strive for the highest standards of scientific consistency, is
particularly highly prized by us, because it assists us to improve the plan, to make it
more robust and, in the end, a more effective tool for the protection of the Antarctic
marine ecosystem.
Of course we are disappointed, but Rome was not built in a day. Plans for marine
protected areas are complex legal constructions; they require not only a deep
knowledge of Antarctic law, but also an understanding of the complex dynamics of
marine ecosystems, ecological principles underpinning their conservation and the
threats facing them. Such plans for marine protected areas require each of us to
broaden their vision to take in a complex and multifaceted reality. This is not easy, it
will take time, but we think that it is now a matter of urgency.
Let us keep in mind that as regards MPAs on the high seas, we are pioneers, explorers,
in international law. We have failed again this year for the fourth time. But let us think
of the great Antarctic explorers and their successes. Like them, we are persevering.
Like them, we work tirelessly towards our aim. But what some of us are still lacking is
the courage and the audacity to say “yes”.
My Delegation is disappointed, but is also concerned about the tenor of some of the
discussions we have heard here. It does seem as though a very small number of
delegations do not share the same interpretation of the Convention as do the
overwhelming majority. We have been frustrated we have not been able to discuss
some issues of the utmost importance. We are convinced that the primary objective of
CCAMLR is the conservation of Antarctic marine living resources. Like the vast
majority of delegations around this table, we do not share a purely utilitarian and
economic view of the Convention. We see a grave danger in such a reductionist vision,
which could weaken the Convention and undermine our unity.
In conclusion, Mr Chairman, esteemed colleagues, I invite you to join me next year
with an even better plan for East Antarctica.’

14.3 The Chair thanked all delegates for their patience and understanding throughout a
meeting that dealt with a large number of complicated and challenging issues. He was
particularly grateful to the Secretariat for the support he was given throughout his two-year
term as Chair.
14.4 The USA thanked the Chair for leading the last two meetings of the Commission
through difficult agendas.
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14.5 The Executive Secretary drew attention to the long service of many associated with
CCAMLR meetings. This included Doug and Margaret McClaren who, together, have
provided the audio service to CCAMLR meetings for a combined 70 years. They commenced
working with CCAMLR in 1978 when the Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties commenced
their negotiations to establish CCAMLR. He noted that several interpreters each have in
excess of 20 years of association with CCAMLR meetings, that the French translation team
consisting of Gillian von Bertouch, Bénédicte Graham and Floride Pavlovic had a combined
total of 75 years of service to CCAMLR and that, after 20 years of service to the Spanish
translation team, Ms Margarita Fernández was departing the Secretariat. He relayed the
appreciation of the Commission to all those who had provided a committed and professional
service to CCAMLR over an extended period of time and wished Ms Fernández best wishes
in her future endeavours. He reiterated the appreciation of the Chairman to Secretariat staff,
all of whom provide a highly efficient service to CCAMLR meetings.
14.6

The Chair then closed the Thirty-third Meeting of CCAMLR.
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Table 1:

Catch limits (tonnes) for target and by-catch species in finfish fisheries in Subareas 48.3 and 48.4
and Division 58.5.2 in 2014/15. MA – management area;  – applicable.

Fishery for Dissostichus eleginoides in Subarea 48.3 (biennial assessment, advice carried forward from 2013)
Fishery
area
MA A
MA B
MA C
Whole fishery

Target species
D. eleginoides

By-catch species
Macrourids

Rajids

Move-on rule

120

120





0
720
1680
2400

Fishery for Dissostichus eleginoides in Division 58.5.2
Fishery
area
Whole fishery

Target species

By-catch species

Move-on rule

Refer CM 33-02



D. eleginoides
4410

Fishery for Dissostichus spp.in Subarea 48.4
Fishery
area
Whole fishery
Whole fishery

Target species
Dissostichus spp.

By-catch species
Macrourids

Rajids

Move-on rule

11.2

3.5



D. eleginoides 42
D. mawsoni
28

Fishery for Champsocephalus gunnari in Subarea 48.3
Fishery
area
Whole fishery

Target species

By-catch species

Move-on rule

Refer CM 33-01



C. gunnari
2659

Fishery for Champsocephalus gunnari in Division 58.5.2
Fishery
area
Whole fishery

78

Target species

By-catch species

Move-on rule

Refer CM 33-02



C. gunnari
309

Table 2:

Catch limits (tonnes) for target and by-catch species in exploratory fisheries for Dissostichus spp. in
2014/15. By-catch limits in accordance with CM 33-03. SSRU – small-scale research unit; research
blocks in parenthesis;  – applicable.

Exploratory fishery for Dissostichus spp. in Subarea 48.6
Fishery
area
North of 60°S
SSRUs A, G (48.6_1, 48.6_2)
South of 60°S
SSRUs B, C (48.6_5)
SSRU D (48.6_3)
SSRU E (48.6_4)
SSRU F
Whole fishery

Target species

By-catch species

Dissostichus spp.

Macrourids

Rajids

D. eleginoides 28
D. mawsoni 170

32

50

40



54

50

40
20
20





86

100

120



190
50
100
0
538

Other
species

Move-on
rule

Exploratory fishery for Dissostichus spp. in Division 58.4.1
Fishery
area

Dissostichus spp.

Macrourids

Rajids

Other
species

Move-on
rule

SSRUs A, B, F
SSRU C (incl. 58.4.1_1, 58.4.2_2)
SSRU D
SSRU E (58.4.1_3, 58.4.1_4)
SSRU G (incl. 58.4.1_5)
SSRU H
Whole fishery

0
257*
42*
315
68*
42*
724

116

50

20
20
20
20
20
100








Target species

By-catch species

* Includes a catch limit of 42 tonnes for a depletion experiment.

Exploratory fishery for Dissostichus spp. in Division 58.4.2
Fishery
area
SSRU A
SSRUs B, C, D
SSRU E (including 58.4.2_1)
Whole fishery

Target species
Dissostichus spp.

By-catch species
Macrourids

Rajids

20

50

30*
0
35
35

Other
species

20
20

Move-on
rule




* No fishing will take place in SSRU A in 2014/15.

Exploratory fishery for Dissostichus spp. in Division 58.4.3a
Fishery
area
Whole fishery (58.4.3a_1)

Target species
Dissostichus spp.
32

By-catch species
Macrourids

Rajids

26

50

Other
species
20

Move-on
rule

(continued)
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Table 2 (continued)
Exploratory fishery for Dissostichus spp. in Division 58.4.3b
Fishery
area
Whole fishery

Target species
Dissostichus spp.

By-catch species
Macrourids

Rajids

Other
species

Move-on
rule

0

Exploratory fishery for Dissostichus spp. in Subarea 88.1
Fishery
area
SSRUs A, D, E, F, M
SSRUs B, C, G
SSRUs H, I, K
SSRUs J, L
Whole fishery

Target species
Dissostichus spp.
0
371
2 099
306
3 044*

By-catch species
Macrourids

Rajids

40
320
70
430

50
112
50
152

Other
species
60
60
40
160

Move-on
rule





* Includes research catch limits of 68 tonnes for the sub-adult research survey in SSRUs 881J–L and
200 tonnes for the research fishing in SSRUs 882A–B.

Exploratory fishery for Dissostichus spp. in Subarea 88.2 (limits apply to a period of two seasons)
Fishery
area
SSRUs A, B, I
SSRUs C–G (88.2_1–88.2_4)
SSRU H
Whole fishery

80

Target species
Dissostichus spp.
0
419
200
619

By-catch species
Macrourids

Rajids

67
32
99

50
50
50

Other
species
100
20
120

Move-on
rule




Table 3:

Access (Members and vessels) in exploratory fisheries for Dissostichus spp. in
2014/15.

Member and vessel
name
Australia
Antarctic Chieftain
France
Saint André
Japan
Shinsei Maru No. 3
Korea, Republic of
Hong Jin No. 701
Kingstar
Kostar
Sunstar
New Zealand
Janas
San Aotea II
San Aspiring
Norway
Seljevaer
Russia
Mys Marii
Palmer
Yantar 31
Yantar 35
Yantar 33
South Africa
Koryo Maru No. 11
Spain
Tronio
Ukraine
Simeiz
Polus 1
United Kingdom
Argos Froyanes
Argos Georgia
Total Members
Total vessels

88.1


Subarea/division where fishing has been notified
88.2
58.4.3a
48.6
58.4.1
58.4.2

























































3
3

3
3














9
19



8
18

2
2

3
3
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Table 4:

List of 2015 meetings of organisations or arrangements with nominated observers for the Commission.
Entity

The Agreement for the Conservation of Albatross and Petrels (ACAP) MoP
The Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting (ATCM)
The Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna (CCSBT)
The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) COFI
The Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC)
The International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT)
The Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission (IOC)
The Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC)
The World Conservation Union (IUCN)
The International Whaling Commission (IWC)
The Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO)
The North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC)
The South East Atlantic Fisheries Organisation (SEAFO)
The South Indian Ocean Fisheries Agreement (SIOFA)
The South Pacific Regional Fisheries Management Organisation (SPRFMO)
The United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)
The Commission for the Conservation and Management of the Highly Migratory
Fish Stocks of the Western and Central Pacific Ocean (WCPFC)

Dates
(where available)

Venue
(where available)

Observer

4 to 8 May 2015
1 to 10 June 2015
12 to 15 October 2015
(tentative)
June 2016
June/July 2015 (tentative)
10 to 17 November 2014
18 to 25 June 2015
8 to 12 December 2014
no information for 2015
2016
no information for 2015
10 to 14 November 2014
1 to 5 December 2014

Santa Cruz, Tenerife, Spain
Sofia, Bulgaria
Yeosu, Republic of Korea
(tentative)
to be confirmed
to be determined
Genoa, Italy
Paris, France
Victoria, Seychelles

2 to 6 February 2015
no information for 2015
1 to 5 December 2014

New Zealand

Japan
Norway
Norway
Namibia
Australia
Chile

Apia, Samoa

USA

London, UK
Windhoek, Namibia

Australia
Executive Secretary
Republic of Korea
Executive Secretary
EU
EU
France
EU
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daan.delbare@ilvo.vlaanderen.be
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Alternate Representative:

Dr Geert Raeymaekers
FPS Health, DG Environment, Marine
Environment Unit
geert.raeymaekers@environment.belgium.be

Brazil

Head of Delegation:

Mr Renato Leonardi
Embassy of Brazil, Canberra
renato.leonardi@itamaraty.gov.br

Chile

Head of Delegation:

Mr Francisco Berguño
Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores de Chile
fberguno@minrel.gov.cl

Alternate Representatives: Dr Javier Arata
Instituto Antártico Chileno
jarata@inach.cl
Mr Osvaldo Urrutia
Subsecretaría de Pesca
ourrutia@subpesca.cl
Advisers:

Mrs Valeria Carvajal
Federación Industrias Pesqueras del Sur Austral
(FIPES)
valeria.carvajal@fipes.cl
Ms Daniela Catalán
Servicio Nacional de Pesca y Acuicultura
dcatalan@sernapesca.cl
Mr Jorge Toro Dáponte
Servicio Nacional de Pesca y Acuicultura
jtoro@sernapesca.cl
Mr Sergio Valenzuela
Direcciòn General del Territorio Maritimo
jpesca@directemar.cl

China,
People’s
Republic of
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Head of Delegation:

Mr Wensheng Qu
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of China
qu_wensheng@mfa.gov.cn

Alternate Representative:

Dr Xianyong Zhao
Yellow Sea Fisheries Research Institute, Chinese
Academy of Fishery Science
zhaoxy@ysfri.ac.cn

Advisers:

Mr Kin Ming Lai
Agriculture, Fisheries and Conservation
Department
mickey_km_lai@afcd.gov.hk
Ms Wai Hung (Louise) Li
Agriculture, Fisheries and Conservation
Department
louise_wh_li@afcd.gov.hk
Dr Jianye Tang
Shanghai Ocean University
jytang@shou.edu.cn
Mr Chenqi Wu
Chinese Government
wu_chenqi@mfa.gov.cn
Mr Lei Yang
Chinese Arctic and Antarctic Administration
chinare@263.net.cn
Mr Yongjun Yu
Qingdao Deep-sea Fishing Co. Ltd
qdyuyongjun@163.com
Dr Guangtao Zhang
Institute of Oceanology, Chinese Academy of
Sciences
gtzhang@qdio.ac.cn
Dr Tao Zuo
Yellow Sea Fisheries Research Institute, Chinese
Academy of Fishery Science
zuotao@ysfri.ac.cn

European
Union

Head of Delegation:

Mr Seppo Nurmi
European Commission
seppo.nurmi@ec.europa.eu

Alternate Representatives: Mr Luis Molledo
European Union
luis.molledo@ec.europa.eu
Mr Herbert Schuller
European Commission
herbert.schuller@ec.europa.eu
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Advisers:

Dr Volker Siegel
Thünen Institute of Sea Fisheries
volker.siegel@ti.bund.de
Mr Scott Wyatt
Delegation of the European Union to Australia
scott.wyatt@eeas.europa.eu

France

Head of Delegation:

Mr Olivier Guyonvarch
Ministère des affaires étrangères
olivier.guyonvarch@diplomatie.gouv.fr

Advisers:

Mrs Stéphanie Belna
Ministère de l’Ecologie du Développement
Durable et de l’Energie
stephanie.belna@developpement-durable.gouv.fr
Mr Marc Ghiglia
Union des Armateurs à la Pêche de France
mg@uapf.org
Dr Ann-Isabelle Guyomard
Terres Australes et Antarctiques Françaises
(TAAF)
ann-isabelle.guyomard@taaf.fr
Mr Jean-Marc Philippeau
Ministry of Ecology, Sustainable Development
and Energy, Directorate for Sea Fisheries and
Aquaculture
jean-marc.philippeau@developpementdurable.gouv.fr
Mr Sylvain Raithier
COMATA
sylvain.raithier@comata.com

Germany
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Head of Delegation:

Mrs Esther Winterhoff
Federal Ministry of Food and Agriculture
esther.winterhoff@bmel.bund.de

Alternate Representative:

Mr Christian Schulz
Federal Foreign Office
504-0@auswaertiges-amt.de

Advisers:

Professor Thomas Brey
Alfred Wegener Institute
thomas.brey@awi.de

Ms Patricia Brtnik
German Oceanographic Museum
patricia.brtnik@meeresmuseum.de
Dr Jürgen Friedrich
German Federal Ministry for the Environment,
Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety
juergen.friedrich@bmub.bund.de
Dr Stefan Hain
Alfred Wegener Institute for Polar and
Marine Research
stefan.hain@awi.de
Dr Karl-Hermann Kock
Institute of Sea Fisheries – Johann Heinrich
von Thünen Institute
karl-hermann.kock@ti.bund.de
Mrs Rebecca Lahl
Alfred Wegner Institute
rebecca.lahl@gmx.de
Mr Alexander Liebschner
German Federal Agency for Nature
Conservation
alexander.liebschner@bfn-vilm.de
Dr Sven Mißling
Forschungszentrum Jülich
s.missling@fz-juelich.de
Italy

Head of Delegation:

Mr Eugenio Sgro'
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
eugenio.sgro@esteri.it

Advisers:

Dr Anna Maria Fioretti
CNR – Institute of Geosciences and Earth
Resources
anna.fioretti@igg.cnr.it
Professor Oscar Moze
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Italy
adscientifico.canberra@esteri.it
Dr Sandro Torcini
Centro Ricerche ENEA
sandro.torcini@casaccia.enea.it
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Dr Marino Vacchi
ISPRA c/o ISMAR, Institute of Marine
Sciences
marino.vacchi@isprambiente.it
Japan

Head of Delegation

Mr Kenro Iino
Special Adviser to the Minister of Agriculture,
Forestry and Fisheries
keniino@hotmail.com

Alternate Representatives: Dr Taro Ichii
National Research Institute of Far Seas
Fisheries
ichii@affrc.go.jp
Mr Hideki Moronuki
Fisheries Agency of Japan
hideki_moronuki@nm.maff.go.jp
Advisers:

Ms Chika Fukugama
Fisheries Agency of Japan
chika_fukugama@nm.maff.go.jp
Mr Takashi Matsumoto
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
takashi.matsumoto@mofa.go.jp
Mr Shuya Nakatsuka
National Research Institute of Far Seas
Fisheries
snakatsuka@affrc.go.jp
Dr Takaya Namba
Taiyo A & F Co. Ltd
takayanamba@gmail.com
Mr Junichiro Okamoto
Japan Overseas Fishing Association
jokamoto@jdsta.or.jp
Dr Kenji Taki
National Research Institute of Far Seas
Fisheries
takisan@affrc.go.jp
Professor Kentaro Watanabe
National Institute of Polar Research
kentaro@nipr.ac.jp
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Korea,
Republic of

Head of Delegation

Mr Wanhyun Choi
Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries
fishtopia@korea.kr

Alternate Representatives: Mr Jonghwa Bang
Distant Water Fisheries Division, Ministry of
Oceans and Fisheries
bjh125@korea.kr
Mrs Shin Hee Cho
Distant Water Fisheries Division, Ministry of
Oceans and Fisheries
ocean2260@korea.kr
Ms Anna Jo
Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries
anna88112@naver.com
Mr Zha Hyoung Rhee
Ministy of Foreign Affairs
zhrhee96@mofa.go.kr
Mr Youngmin Seo
Ministy of Foreign Affairs
ymseo05@mofa.go.kr
Advisers:

Ms Myo-in Chang
Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries
indigo75@korea.kr
Mr Yang-Sik Cho
Korea Overseas Fisheries Association
mild@kosfa.org
Dr Seok-Gwan Choi
National Fisheries Research and Development
Institute
sgchoi@korea.kr
Ms Jihyun Kim
Korea Overseas Fisheries Cooperation Institute
zeekim@ififc.org
Mr Seunghyun Kim
Fisheries Monitoring Center
whizksh@korea.kr
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Mr Hyeonok Lee
National Fishery Products Quality Management
Service, Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries
asdf4ghj@korea.kr
Mr Hyunchang Oh
National Fishery Products Quality Management
Service, Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries
mulmaru0214@korea.kr
Mr Young Seok Woo
Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries
yswoo@korea.kr
Dr Inja Yeon
National Fisheries Research and Development
Institute
ijyeon@korea.kr
Namibia

Head of Delegation:

Mr Titus Iilende
Ministry of Fisheries and Marine Resources
tiilende@mfmr.gov.na

Alternate Representatives: Mr Peter Amutenya Ministry of Fisheries and
Marine Resources
pamutenya@mfmr.gov.na
Mr Peter Katso Schivute
Ministry of Fisheries and Marine Resources
pschivute@mfmr.gov.na
New Zealand Head of Delegation:

Advisers:

Ms Jillian Dempster
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade
jillian.dempster@mfat.govt.nz
Ms Ellie Avery
Ministry for Primary Industries
ellie.avery@mpi.govt.nz
Dr Rohan Currey
Ministry for Primary Industries
rohan.currey@mpi.govt.nz
Dr Debbie Freeman
Department of Conservation
dfreeman@doc.govt.nz

94

Mrs Alexandra Macdonald
Ministry for Primary Industries
alexandra.macdonald@mpi.govt.nz
Ms Ann McCrone
WWF-New Zealand
amccrone@wwf.org.nz
Ms Nicola Reid
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade
nicola.reid@mfat.govt.nz
Mr Darryn Shaw
Sanford Ltd
dshaw@sanford.co.nz
Mr Andy Smith
Talley’s Group Ltd
andy.smith@nn.talleys.co.nz
Ms Alex Smithyman
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade
alexandra.smithyman@mfat.govt.nz
Mrs Danica Stent
Department of Conservation
dstent@doc.govt.nz
Mr Barry Weeber
ECO Aotearoa
baz.weeber@gmail.com
Mr Andrew Wright
Ministry for Primary Industries
andrew.wright@mpi.govt.nz
Norway

Head of Delegation:

Ambassador Else Berit Eikeland
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
else.berit.eikeland@mfa.no

Alternate Representatives: Ms Kaja Glomm
Royal Norwegian Embassy Canberra
kaja.glomm@mfa.no
Ms Marie Helene Korsvoll
Ministry of Climate and Environment
marie-helene.korsvoll@kld.dep.no
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Professor Kit Kovacs
Norwegian Polar Institute
kit.kovacs@npolar.no
Ms Mette Strengehagen
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
mette.strengehagen@mfa.no
Advisers:

Dr Olav Rune Godø
Institute of Marine Research
olavrune@imr.no
Mr Pål Einar Skogrand
Ministry of Trade, Industry and Fisheries
pes@nfd.dep.no
Ms Hanne Østgård
The Directorate of Fisheries
hanne.ostgard@fiskeridir.no

Poland

Head of Delegation:

Mrs Marta Kaniewska-Krolak
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development
marta.kaniewska@minrol.gov.pl

Advisers:

Dr Anna Kidawa
Institute of Biochemistry and Biophysics PAS
akidawa@arctowski.pl
Mr Boguslaw Szemioth
North Atlantic Producers Organization
szemioth@atlantex.pl

Russian
Federation

Head of Delegation:

Mr Dmitry Gonchar
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
gonchardv@gmail.com

Alternate Representative:

Mr Dmitry Kremenyuk
Federal Agency for Fisheries
d.kremenyuk@fishcom.ru

Advisers:

Dr Viacheslav Bizikov
Russian Federal Research Institute of Fisheries
(VNIRO)
bizikov@vniro.ru
Mr Evgeny Kim
Orion Co. Ltd
office@yantardv.ru
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Dr Andrey Petrov
FSUE-VNIRO
petrov@vniro.ru
Mr Ivan Polynkov
Yuzhniy Krest Pty Ltd
polynkov@pacific.net.au
South Africa

Head of Delegation:

Dr Monde Mayekiso
Department of Environmental Affairs
mmayekiso@environment.gov.za

Alternate Representative:

Ms Fatima Savel
Department of Agriculture, Forestry and
Fisheries
fatimasa@daff.gov.za

Advisers:

Mr Christiaan Janse Van Noordwyk
Marine and Antarctica, Department of
International Relations and Cooperation
jansevannoordwykc@dirco.gov.za
Mr Qayiso Mketsu
Department of Agriculture, Forestry and
Fisheries
qayisomk@daff.gov.za
Dr Toufiek Samaai
Department of Environmental Affairs
tsamaai@environment.gov.za
Mr Sobahle Somhlaba
Department of Agriculture, Forestry and
Fisheries
sobahles@daff.gov.za

Spain

Head of Delegation:

Mr Carlos Moreno Blanco
Subdirector Gral. Acuerdos y Organizaciones
Regionales de Pesca
cmorenob@magrama.es

Alternate Representatives: Mr César Espada
Embajada de España en Australia
cesar.espada@maec.es
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Mr Pedro Sepúlveda Angulo
Acuerdos y Organizaciones Regionales de Pesca
Secretaria General de Pesca
psepulve@magrama.es

Sweden

Ukraine

Adviser:

Mr Luis José López Abellán
Instituto Español de Oceanografía
luis.lopez@ca.ieo.es

Head of Delegation:

Ambassador Par Ahlberger
Ministry for Foreign Affairs
par.ahlberger@gov.se

Alternate Representative:

Professor Bo Fernholm
Swedish Museum of Natural History
bo.fernholm@nrm.se

Adviser:

Ms Jessica Nilsson
Swedish Agency for Marine and Water
Management
jessica.nilsson@havochvatten.se

Head of Delegation:

Dr Gennadi Milinevsky
Kyiv National Taras Shevchenko University
genmilinevsky@gmail.com

Alternate Representative:

Dr Leonid Pshenichnov
Methodological and Technological Center of
Fishery and Aquaculture
lkpbikentnet@gmail.com

Advisers:

Dr Ihor Ivanenko
Ministry of Ecology and Natural Resources of
Ukraine
igor2ivanenko@gmail.com
Mr Dmitry Marichev
LLC Fishing Company Proteus
dmarichev@yandex.ru

United
Kingdom

98

Head of Delegation:

Ms Jane Rumble
Foreign and Commonwealth Office
jane.rumble@fco.gov.uk

Advisers:

Dr Mark Belchier
British Antarctic Survey
markb@bas.ac.uk

Dr Martin Collins
Foreign and Commonwealth Office
ceomobile@gov.gs
Dr Chris Darby
Centre for Environment, Fisheries and
Aquaculture Science (Cefas)
chris.darby@cefas.co.uk
Mr Scott Davidson
Foreign and Commonwealth Office
scott.davidson@fco.gov.uk
Mr Rod Downie
WWF-United Kingdom
rdownie@wwf.org.uk
Dr Susie Grant
British Antarctic Survey
suan@bas.ac.uk
Ms Lowri Griffiths
Foreign and Commonwealth Office
lowri.griffiths@fco.gov.uk
Dr Marta Soffker
Centre for Environment, Fisheries and
Aquaculture Science (Cefas)
marta.soffker@cefas.co.uk
Ms Helen Stevens
Foreign and Commonwealth Office
helen.stevens@fco.gov.uk
Dr Phil Trathan
British Antarctic Survey
pnt@bas.ac.uk
United States Head of Delegation:
of America

Mr Evan T. Bloom
Office of Ocean and Polar Affairs,
US Department of State
bloomet@state.gov

Alternate Representatives: Ms Mi Ae Kim
National Oceanographic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA)
mi.ae.kim@noaa.gov

99

Dr Christian Reiss
National Marine Fisheries Service, Southwest
Fisheries Science Center
christian.reiss@noaa.gov
Advisers:

Ms Kimberly Dawson-Guynn
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, Fisheries
kim.dawson.guynn@noaa.gov
Mr Todd Dubois
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, Office of Law Enforcement
todd.dubois@noaa.gov
Ms Meggan Engelke-Ros
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA)
meggan.engelke-ros@noaa.gov
Mr Keith Hagg
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA)
keith.hagg@noaa.gov
Mr John Hocevar
Greenpeace
john.hocevar@greenpeace.org
Mr Jonathan Kelsey
Bureau of Oceans and International
Environmental and Scientific Affairs,
US Department of State
kelseyj@state.gov
Ms Elizabeth McLanahan
National Oceanographic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA)
elizabeth.mclanahan@noaa.gov
Dr Polly A. Penhale
National Science Foundation, Division of
Polar Programs
ppenhale@nsf.gov
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Dr George Watters
National Marine Fisheries Service, Southwest
Fisheries Science Center
george.watters@noaa.gov
Mr David Wood
United States Seafoods, LLC
dwood@usseafoods.net
Uruguay

Head of Delegation:

Mr Carlos Osvaldo Bentancour Fernandez
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
carlos.bentancour@mrree.gub.uy

Alternate Representative:

Mr Albert Alexander Lluberas Bonaba
Uruguayan Antarctic Institute
alexllub@iau.gub.uy

Observers – Acceding States
Mauritius

Head of Delegation:

Mr Daroomalingum Mauree
Government of Mauritius, Ministry of
Fisheries
dmauree@ymail.com

Netherlands

Head of Delegation:

Mr Martijn Peijs
Department of Nature and Biodiversity
m.w.f.peijs@minez.nl

Observers – Non-Contracting Parties
Singapore

Alternate Representative:

Mr Kihua Teh
Agri-Food & Veterinary Authority
teh_kihua@ava.gov.sg

Observers – International Organisations
ACAP

Head of Delegation:

Mr Warren Papworth
ACAP Secretariat
warren.papworth@acap.aq

Advisers:

Dr Marco Favero
Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses
and Petrels (ACAP)
marco.favero.acap@hotmail.com
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Dr Wiesława Misiak
ACAP Secretariat
wieslawa.misiak@acap.aq
ATS

Head of Delegation:

Represented by Australia

CCSBT
CEP

Dr Manfred Reinke
Secretariat of the Antarctic Treaty
manfred.reinke@ats.aq

Head of Delegation:

Dr Polly A. Penhale
National Science Foundation, Division of
Polar Programs
ppenhale@nsf.gov

Alternate Representative:

Mr Ewan McIvor
Australian Antarctic Division, Department of the
Environment
ewan.mcivor@aad.gov.au

IWC

Represented by New Zealand

SEAFO

Represented by Norway

Observers – Non-Governmental Organisations
ARK

Head of Delegation:

Dr Sigve Nordrum
Aker BioMarine Antarctic AS
sigve.nordrum@akerbiomarine.com

Alternate Representative:

Mr Marcos Osuna
Antarctic Sea Fisheries SA
marcos.osuna@pescachile.cl

Advisers:

Mr Bjornar Kleiven
Olympic Seafood
bjornar.kleiven@olympic.no
Dr Steve Nicol
ARK
steve.nicol@bigpond.com
Ms Genevieve Tanner
ARK Secretariat
gentanner@gmail.com
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ASOC

Head of Delegation:

Mr Mark Epstein
Antarctic and Southern Ocean Coalition
mark.epstein@asoc.org

Advisers:

Ms Karoline Andaur
WWF-Norway
kandaur@wwf.no
Ms Cassandra Brooks
Stanford University
brooks.cassandra@gmail.com
Mr Steve Campbell
Antarctic Ocean Alliance
steve@antarcticocean.org
Mr Jiliang Chen
Antarctic Ocean Alliance
julian@antarcticocean.org
Ms Claire Christian
Antarctic and Southern Ocean Coalition
claire.christian@asoc.org
Ms Veronica Cirelli
FVSA
veronica.cirelli@vidasilvestre.org.ar
Ms Barbara Cvrkel
The Pew Charitable Trusts
bcvrkel@pewtrusts.org
Mr Ryan Dolan
The Pew Charitable Trusts
rdolan@pewtrusts.org
Dr Reinier Hille Ris Lambers
WWF-Netherlands
rhillerislambers@wwf.nl
Ms Julie Janovsky
The Pew Charitable Trusts
jjanovsky@pewtrusts.org
Ms Andrea Kavanagh
The Pew Charitable Trusts
akavanagh@pewtrusts.org
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Mr Sergii Kurykin
Antarctic and Southern Ocean Coalition
kurykin@ukr.net
Ms Dae Levine
Antarctic Ocean Alliance
dae@antarcticocean.org
Mr Yuri Onodera
Friends of the Earth – Japan
yurio@iea.att.ne.jp
Mr Richard Page
Greenpeace
richard.page@greenpeace.org
Ms Blair Palese
Antarctic Ocean Alliance
blair@antarcticocean.org
Dr Ricardo Roura
Antarctic and Southern Ocean Coalition
ricardo.roura@worldonline.nl
Ms Amanda Sully
Antarctic Ocean Alliance
amanda@antarcticocean.org
Mr Grigory Tsidulko
Antarctic Ocean Alliance
grigory@antarcticocean.org
Dr Rodolfo Werner
The Pew Charitable Trusts
rodolfo.antarctica@gmail.com
Mr Peter Young
Fisheye Films
peter@fisheyefilms.co.nz
Mr Bob Zuur
WWF-New Zealand
bzuur@wwf.org.nz
COLTO
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Head of Delegation:

Mr Martin Exel
Austral Fisheries Pty Ltd
mexel@australfisheries.com.au

Alternate Representatives: Mr Bruce King
Lyttleton Shipping and Marine Agencies
bruceamuriking@xtra.co.nz
Ms Bron Sibree
COLTO
bron@perth.dialix.com.au
Mr Shin Tanabe
Austral Fisheries Pty Ltd
stanabe@australfisheries.com.au
Advisers:

Mr Warwick Beauchamp
Beauline International Ltd
info@beauline.co.nz
Mr David Carter
Austral Fisheries Pty Ltd
dcarter@australfisheries.com.au
Ms Alice Fong
Australian Longline Pty Ltd/Sealord Group Ltd
awf@sealord.co.nz
Mr Jakob Hals
Fiskevegn AS
jakob@fiskevegn.no
Mr Malcolm McNeill
Sealord
malcolm.mcneill@sealord.co.nz
Ms Brodie Plum
Talleys Longline Limited
brodie.plum@nn.talleys.co.nz
Mr Arne Tennøy
Mustad Autoline AS
arne.tennoy@mustadautoline.com
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Secretariat
Executive Secretary

Andrew Wright

Science
Science Manager
Scientific Observer Scheme Coordinator
Science Support Officer
Fisheries and Ecosystems Analyst

Dr Keith Reid
Isaac Forster
Antony Miller
Dr Lucy Robinson

Data Management
Data Manager
Data Administration Officer
Data Assistant

Dr David Ramm
Lydia Millar
Avalon Ervin

Implementation and Compliance
Fishery Monitoring and Compliance Manager
Compliance Administration Officer

Sarah Lenel
Ingrid Slicer

Administration/Finance
Finance and Administration Manager
Finance Assistant
General Office Administrator

Ed Kremzer
Christina Macha
Maree Cowen

Communications
Communications Manager
Communications Officer (Web Content Coordinator)
Publications Officer
French Translator/Team Coordinator
French Translator
French Translator
Russian Translator/Team Coordinator
Russian Translator
Russian Translator
Spanish Translator/Team Coordinator
Spanish Translator
Spanish Translator
Print Production (temporary position)

Doro Forck
Warrick Glynn
Doug Cooper
Gillian von Bertouch
Bénédicte Graham
Floride Pavlovic
Ludmilla Thornett
Blair Denholm
Vasily Smirnov
Margarita Fernández
Jesús Martínez
Marcia Fernández
Sam Karpinskyj

Information Technology
IT Manager
Systems Analyst

Tim Jones
Ian Meredith

Interns
Myoin Chang
Coco Cullen-Knox
Emily Grilly
Jodi Gustafson
Hannah Millward-Hopkins
Pailin Munyard
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Interpreters (ONCALL Conference Interpreters)
Ms Cecilia Alal
Mr Aramais Aroustian
Ms Patricia Avila
Ms Rosemary Blundo-Grimison
Ms Sabine Bouladon
Ms Vera Christopher
Ms Joelle Coussaert
Mr Vadim Doubine
Dr Sandra Hale
Mr Alexey Ivacheff
Ms Isabel Lira
Ms Silvia Martínez
Mr Marc Orlando
Ms Maria Laura Speziali
Dr Ludmila Stern
Mr Philippe Tanguy
Ms Irene Ulman
Dr Emy Watt
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Annex 2

List of documents

List of documents
CCAMLR-XXXIII/01 Rev. 1

CCAMLR VMS data and search and rescue in the CAMLR
Convention Area
Secretariat

CCAMLR-XXXIII/02

Vacant

CCAMLR-XXXIII/03

Examination of the audited financial statements for 2013
Executive Secretary

CCAMLR-XXXIII/04

Review of the 2014 budget, draft 2015 budget and forecast
budget for 2016
Executive Secretary

CCAMLR-XXXIII/05

A Review of CCAMLR’s Translation Services:
Summary of the ICG-SF Report
Intersessional Correspondence Group – Sustainable Finance

CCAMLR-XXXIII/06

Executive Secretary’s Report – 2014, including Third-Year
Implementation Report for the Secretariat’s Strategic Plan
(2012–2014) and Third-Year Implementation Report for the
Staffing and Salary Strategy (2012–2014)
Executive Secretary

CCAMLR-XXXIII/07

IUU fishing in the CAMLR Convention Area: a new
initiative to assess IUU fishing vessel presence
Delegation of France and the CCAMLR Secretariat

CCAMLR-XXXIII/08 Rev. 1

Summary CCAMLR Compliance Report
Secretariat

CCAMLR-XXXIII/09 Rev. 1

Independent Review of CCAMLR’s Catch Documentation
Scheme (CDS)
CDS Review Panel

CCAMLR-XXXIII/10

Follow-up to the 2008 Performance Review
Secretariat

CCAMLR-XXXIII/11

Summary of action (2010–2014) and options for future work
Intersessional Correspondence Group – Sustainable Finance

CCAMLR-XXXIII/12 Rev. 2

Guiding Principles supporting sound management of
CCAMLR finances
Intersessional Correspondence Group – Sustainable Finance
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CCAMLR-XXXIII/13

CCAMLR Secretariat Draft Strategic Plan (2015–2018) and
associated Staffing and Salary Strategy
Secretariat

CCAMLR-XXXIII/14 Rev. 1

CCAMLR’s Vessel Monitoring System (VMS)
Request for Tender (RFT)
VMS Technical Working Group

CCAMLR-XXXIII/15 Rev. 3

Implementation of Conservation Measures 10-06 and 10-07
CCAMLR IUU Vessel Lists
Secretariat

CCAMLR-XXXIII/16

Proposed amendments to the CM51-06 on increase observer
coverage in the krill fishery
Delegation of Ukraine

CCAMLR-XXXIII/17

CCAMLR Symposium 2015
Delegations of Australia, Chile and the USA

CCAMLR-XXXIII/18

Modification of Conservation Measure 51-06 proposed in
order to increase scientific observation coverage in krill
fisheries
Delegation of Chile

CCAMLR-XXXIII/19

Observations relating to IUU fishing in CCAMLR Area 58
and in the French EEZs around the Kerguelen and Crozet
Islands for the 2013/2014 season and Summary of these
observations over the decade 2004–2014
Delegation of France

CCAMLR-XXXIII/20

Prohibition of finning of sharks caught in the CAMLR
Convention Area
Delegations of Brazil, Chile, European Union and the USA

CCAMLR-XXXIII/21

A proposal for the establishment of a Ross Sea Region
Marine Protected Area
Delegations of New Zealand and the USA

CCAMLR-XXXIII/22

Statistical Subareas 88.1 and 88.2 exploratory toothfish
fisheries: season start date change
Delegation of New Zealand

CCAMLR-XXXIII/23

Proposal for a conservation measure establishing the East
Antarctic Representative System of Marine Protected Areas
Delegations of Australia, France and the European Union
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CCAMLR-XXXIII/24

Review of the South Orkney Islands Southern Shelf MPA
(MPA Planning Domain 1, Subarea 48.2)
Delegation of the European Union

CCAMLR-XXXIII/25 Rev. 1

The holding of intersessional discussions between
CCAMLR-XXXIII and CCAMLR-XXXIV on the adoption
of trade-related measures by CCAMLR in order to promote
compliance
Delegation of the European Union

CCAMLR-XXXIII/26

Principal provisions of the Russian Federation regarding the
proposal to establish an MPA in the Ross Sea
Delegation of the Russian Federation

CCAMLR-XXXIII/27

Consideration on a standardised procedure to establish
CCAMLR marine protected areas (MPAs) in accordance
with the Conservation Measure 91-04
Delegation of Japan
************

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/01

Implementation of conservation measures in 2013/14:
Fishing and related activities
Secretariat

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/02

Fishery notifications 2014/15 summary
Secretariat

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/03

The Secretariat’s internship program: 2014
Secretariat

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/04

Thirty-first Session of the Committee on Fisheries
(Rome, Italy, 9 to 13 June 2014)
Final draft report: summary of items of interest to CCAMLR
Executive Secretary

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/05

Summary report
Thirty-Seventh Antarctic Treaty Consultative Meeting
(Brasilia, Brazil, 28 April to 7 May, 2014)
Executive Secretary

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/06

A review of CCAMLR’s translation services:
Intersessional Correspondence Group – Sustainable Finance

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/07

Conservation Measure 10-04
VMS Technical Working Group
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CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/08

Description of the General Fund Budget
Secretariat

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/09

Marine Protected Areas in the Antarctic Treaty System
Delegation of Russia

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/10

Report by the CCAMLR Observer (Namibia) to the
10th annual meeting of SEAFO (South East Atlantic
Fisheries Organisation)
(Swakopmund, Namibia, 9 to 13 December 2013)
CCAMLR Observer (Namibia)

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/11
Rev. 1

Calendar of meetings of relevance to the Commission in
2014/15
Secretariat

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/12

Monitoring, control and surveillance activities undertaken
by New Zealand during 2013/14
Delegation of New Zealand

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/13
Rev. 2

Implementation of Conservation Measure 10-05
CCAMLR’s Catch Documentation Scheme (CDS)
Secretariat

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/14
Rev. 2

The Price of Fish: A global trade analysis of Patagonian
(Dissostichus eleginoides) and Antarctic toothfish
(Dissostichus mawsoni)
Secretariat

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/15
Rev. 1

Information on levels of seabird by-catch in fisheries
adjacent to the CAMLR Convention Area
Submitted by ACAP

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/16

Independent Review of CCAMLR’s Catch Documentation
Scheme (CDS) e-CDS User Manual
Secretariat

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/17

Track changed version of the Proposal for a Conservation
Measure establishing the East Antarctic Representative
System of Marine Protected Areas (CCAMLR-XXXIII/23)
Delegations of Australia, France and the European Union

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/18

Examples of the assessment of activities within the proposed
East Antarctic Representative System of Marine Protected
Areas (EARSMPA) (CCAMLR-XXXIII/23)
Delegations of Australia, France and the European Union

114

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/19

Heard Island and McDonald Islands exclusive economic
zone 2013/14 IUU catch estimate for Patagonian toothfish
and Australia’s observations on IUU activities in the
2013/14 fishing season
Delegation of Australia

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/20

Global MPAs and marine reserves: lessons learned and
implications for CCAMLR
Submitted by ASOC

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/21

Incorporating climate change into CCAMLR’s
decisionmaking processes
Submitted by ASOC

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/22
Rev. 1

Proposals on improving the governance and control of
fishing vessels operating in the Southern Ocean
Submitted by ASOC

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/23

Working together to end illegal, unreported and unregulated
fishing in the Southern Ocean
Submitted by ASOC and COLTO

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/24
Rev. 2

Maintaining CCAMLR’s ambition on Marine Protected
Areas
Submitted by ASOC

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/25

Krill: the power lunch of Antarctica
Submitted by ASOC

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/26

The investigation and subsequent results on the missing
DCDs for the catches of the FVs Insung No. 3, Insung No. 7
and the Hongjin 707
Delegation of the Republic of Korea

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/27

The results of the investigation on the high CPUE recorded
by the three Insung vessels in the CCAMLR Area
Delegation of the Republic of Korea

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/28
Rev. 1

Mapping trends in activity of illegal, unreported and
unregulated (IUU) fishing in the CAMLR Convention Area
Secretariat

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/29

Observer’s Report from the 65th International Whaling
Commission
CCAMLR Observer (Japan)
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CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/30

Report from the CCAMLR Observer (European Union) to
the 87th Annual Meeting of the Inter American Tropical
Tuna Commission (IATTC)
(Lima, Peru, 12 to 18 July 2014)
CCAMLR Observer (European Union)

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/31

Report from the CCAMLR Observer (European Union) to
the 18th Plenary Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna
Commission (IOTC)
(Colombo, Sri Lanka, 1 to 5 June 2014)
CCAMLR Observer (European Union)

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/32

Summary of activities of the Commission during the
2013/14 intersessional period
Report of the Chair

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/33

Report from the CCAMLR Observer (Norway) to the 36th
Annual Meeting of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries
Organization
(Vigo, Spain, 22 to 26 September 2014)
CCAMLR Observer (Norway)

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/34

Measures taken by Spain to fight IUU fishing in the
CAMLR Convention Area during 2014
Delegation of Spain

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/35

Findings of the New Zealand Coroner’s Office on the
incident of the sinking of the Insung No. 1
Delegation of New Zealand

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/36

Status of CCAMLR Special Funds
Secretariat

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/37

Report from the CCAMLR Observer to the meeting of the
Extended Commission for the 21st Annual Session of the
Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna
(Auckland, New Zealand, 13 to 16 October 2014)
CCAMLR Observer (Australia)

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/38

Report from the CCAMLR Observer (Chile) to the Second
Meeting of the Commission of the South Pacific Regional
Fisheries Management Organisation (SPRFMO)
CCAMLR Observer (Chile)

CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/39

Compilation of discussion on the issue of flexibility
associated with research blocks where ice cover impedes
research fishing
Secretariat
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CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/40

EARSMPA proposal: current thinking – 29 October 2014
Delegations of Australia, France and the European Union
************

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/01

The South Orkney Islands Southern Shelf Marine Protected
Area – SOISS MPA
Delegation of Russia

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/02

Designation of an MPA in East Antarctica
Delegation of Russia

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/03

Report of the Working Group on Ecosystem Monitoring and
Management
(Punta Arenas, Chile, 7 to 18 July 2014)

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/04

Report of the Working Group on Fish Stock Assessment
(Hobart, Australia, 6 to 17 October 2014)

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/05

Report of the Working Group on Statistics, Assessments and
Modelling
(Punta Arenas, Chile, 30 June to 4 July 2014)

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/06

Report of the Meeting of the Subgroup on Acoustic Survey
and Analysis Methods
(Qingdao, People’s Republic of China, 8 to 11 April 2014)

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/07

Comments and suggestions for the development of a
feedback management system for the krill fishery
Delegation of the Russian Federation

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/08

Progress report on the scientific basis in support of the
development of a CCAMLR MPA in the Weddell Sea
(Antarctica)
Delegation of Germany

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/09

Assignment of research catch limits for effort-limited
research proposals in fisheries with pre-existing non-zero
catch limits
Delegation of New Zealand

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/10

Update on the CCAMLR observer training program
accreditation scheme (COTPAS)
Secretariat
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SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/11

Research and monitoring plan for the South Orkney Islands
southern shelf marine protected area (MPA Planning
Domain 1, Subarea 48.2)
Delegation of the European Union
************

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/01

Catches in the Convention Area
2012/13 and 2013/14
Secretariat

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/02

Scientific background document in support of the
development of a CCAMLR MPA in the Weddell Sea
(Antarctica) – Version 2014
Delegation of Germany

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/03

Preliminary assessment of the potential for proposed
bottom-fishing activities to have significant adverse impacts
on vulnerable marine ecosystems
Delegation of Australia

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/04

Preliminary assessment of the potential for proposed
bottom-fishing activities to have significant adverse impacts
on vulnerable marine ecosystems
Delegation of Japan

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/05

Preliminary assessment of the potential for proposed
bottom-fishing activities to have significant adverse impacts
on vulnerable marine ecosystems
Delegation of the Republic of Korea

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/06

Preliminary assessment of the potential for proposed
bottom-fishing activities to have significant adverse impacts
on vulnerable marine ecosystems
Delegation of New Zealand

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/07

Preliminary assessment of the potential for proposed
bottom-fishing activities to have significant adverse impacts
on vulnerable marine ecosystems
Delegation of Norway

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/08

Preliminary assessment of the potential for proposed
bottom-fishing activities to have significant adverse impacts
on vulnerable marine ecosystems
Delegation of Russia
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SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/09

Preliminary assessment of the potential for proposed
bottom-fishing activities to have significant adverse impacts
on vulnerable marine ecosystems
Delegation of South Africa

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/10

Preliminary assessment of the potential for proposed
bottom-fishing activities to have significant adverse impacts
on vulnerable marine ecosystems
Delegation of Spain

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/11

Preliminary assessments of the potential for proposed
bottom-fishing activities to have significant adverse impacts
on vulnerable marine ecosystems
Delegation of Ukraine

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/12

Preliminary assessment of the potential for proposed
bottom-fishing activities to have significant adverse impacts
on vulnerable marine ecosystems
Delegation of the United Kingdom

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/13

Committee for Environmental Protection: 2014 Annual
Report to the Scientific Committee of CCAMLR
CEP Observer to SC-CAMLR (Dr P. Penhale, USA)

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/14

Net diagrams and MED of CM 21-03 for Korean krill
fishing vessels
Delegation of the Republic of Korea

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/15

APIS II: A new circumpolar assessment of the status and
trends of Antarctic pack-ice seals based on satellite remote
sensing
Submitted by SCAR

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/16

Calendar of meetings of relevance to the Scientific
Committee in 2014/15
Secretariat

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/17

The Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research (SCAR)
Annual Report 2013/14
Submitted by SCAR

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/18

On development of centralised preparation and accreditation
scheme for scientific observers and CCAMLR Member
countries
Delegation of the Russian Federation
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SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/19

MPA Report for the South Orkney Islands southern shelf
(MPA Planning Domain 1, Subarea 48.2)
Delegation of the European Union

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/20

Invitation to the Second CCAMLR Technical Workshop on
the Development of MPAs in Domain 1
Delegations of Argentina and Chile

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/21

ARK Workshop for Krill Fishery Representatives and the
Scientific Community to Share Information on Krill
(5 and 6 July 2014, Punta Arenas, Chile)
Submitted by ARK

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/22

Observer’s Report for the 2014 Annual Meeting of the
Scientific Committee of the International Whaling
Commission
(Bled, Slovenia, 12 to 24 May 2014)
CCAMLR Observer (R. Currey, New Zealand)

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/23
Rev. 1

Chronology of previously submitted scientific documents,
and updated maps and analyses supporting MPA planning in
the Ross Sea region
Delegations of New Zealand and the USA

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/24

New research consistent with a proposed draft Research and
Monitoring Plan for a Ross Sea region MPA
Delegations of New Zealand and the USA

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/25

The influence of ice conditions on the longline toothfish
fishery in the Ross Sea and the likely impact that the
introduction of marine protected areas (MPAs) will have on
catches
Delegation of Russia

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/26

The designation of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) in
Antarctic waters
Delegation of Russia

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/27

Proposal by the Russian Federation to open areas of special
scientific interest in the CCAMLR Convention Area (Part 1,
Ross Sea and East Antarctica)
Delegation of Russia

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/28

MPAs in the area regulated by the Convention on the
Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources
(background, plans and reality)
Delegation of Russia
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SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/29

Is it necessary to establish MPAs in Divisions 58.4.1 and
58.4.2 to protect krill resources from the impact of fishing?
Delegation of Russia

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/30
Rev. 1

Management arrangements in place for Statistical
Division 58.5.2 – Heard Island and McDonald Islands
Delegation of Australia

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/31

Marine debris and entanglements at Bird Island and King
Edward Point, South Georgia, Signy Island, South Orkneys
and Goudier Island, Antarctic Peninsula 2013–2014
Delegation of the United Kingdom

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/32

Spatial distribution of krill fishery in Subarea 48.1:
Implication for future surveys
Delegation of the People’s Republic of China

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/33
Rev. 1

Plans for a new international effort on the ecological
assessment of interactions between krill and land-based
predators in Area 48
Delegations of the United Kingdom, Norway and the USA

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/34

Bridging the krill divide: understanding cross-sector
objectives for krill fishing and conservation
Report of an ICED-BAS-WWF workshop on Understanding
the Objectives for Krill Fishing and Conservation in the
Scotia Sea and Antarctic Peninsula Region held at WWF’s
Living Planet Centre, Woking, UK, 9th and 10th June 2014
United Kingdom, Norway, Chile, ASOC and ARK

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/35

Report to the Scientific Committee of CCAMLR by the
Association of Responsible Krill Fishing Companies (ARK)
Submitted by ARK

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/36

Update on the ABNJ Deep Seas Project
Submitted by the FAO and CCAMLR Secretariats

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/37
Rev. 1

Proposal for GEF (Global Environment Facility) funding to
support capacity building and training to the GEF-eligible
CCAMLR Members
Delegation of South Africa

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/38

East Antarctica Planning Domain MPA Planning Reference
Document #1: Draft MPA Report Part 1 – the Planning
Domain and Candidate MPAs
Delegations of Australia and France
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SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/39

East Antarctica Planning Domain MPA Planning Reference
Document #2: Draft MPA Report Part 2 – Descriptions of
the proposed EARSMPA, the four highlighted MPAs and
Activities in the Planning Domain
Delegations of Australia and France

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/40

East Antarctica Planning Domain MPA Planning Reference
Document #3: Draft MPA Report Part 3 – Research and
Monitoring (update of SC-CAMLR-IM-I/BG/01)
Delegations of Australia, France and the European Union

SC-CAMLR-XXXIII/BG/41

Relative densities of early Euphausiid larvae in the
Weddell-Scotia Confluence
Delegation of Argentina
************

Other Documents
SC-CAMLR-XXXII/07
Rev. 1

Review of the CCAMLR Scheme of International Scientific
Observation (26 to 30 August 2013, CCAMLR
Headquarters, Hobart, Tasmania)
CCAMLR SISO Review Panel

SC-CAMLR-XXXII/09

Formalising the invitation and management of experts and
observers to meetings of CCAMLR Scientific Committee
subsidiary bodies
Chair of the Scientific Committee
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Annex 3

Opening address by the Lieutenant Governor of Tasmania,
His Excellency the Honourable Chief Justice Alan Blow OAM

Opening address by the Lieutenant Governor of Tasmania,
His Excellency the Honourable Chief Justice Alan Blow OAM
‘Thank you, Chairman, for your introduction.
Mr Chairman, Distinguished Delegates, Ladies and Gentlemen.
I am honoured to welcome you to Hobart and Tasmania for the Thirty-third Meeting of the
Commission.
As you know, this is the first time that I have had this privilege. It comes to me unexpectedly
following the untimely passing of our highly regarded and treasured previous Governor of
Tasmania, the Honourable Peter Underwood AC.
I understand that His Excellency opened your annual session here in Hobart on six occasions.
He took a keen personal interest in the Antarctic in general but particularly the work of
CCAMLR with its home base, so to speak, here in Hobart.
His Excellency’s family and those associated with the Vice-Regal Office were deeply
humbled by the condolence messages received from the CCAMLR community around the
world following his passing. We thank you for your sympathies – they were highly valued by
us.
I share His Excellency’s enthusiasm and passion for the Antarctic and particularly Hobart’s
important role in Antarctic affairs here in Australia. Many of you have a long history of
association with CCAMLR and will have visited Hobart on the occasion of the annual
meeting several times in the past. You will be aware that Hobart prides itself on its connection
to the Antarctic through its historical, logistical and academic links.
While I am aware that CCAMLR has an extremely important role within the Antarctic
community in Hobart, I personally look forward with great interest to learning more about
your work.
The demanding agenda that you have set yourselves for the next two weeks is a reflection of
the ongoing challenges that we collectively face in monitoring, and responsibly responding to,
human activities and natural changes that are taking place in the Antarctic marine
environment. The fullness of your agenda is also a reflection of the commitment CCAMLR
Members have traditionally applied to addressing such challenges as they have presented
themselves since the Commission was established 34 years ago.
I read with much interest the article published in Nature in early August this year regarding
future scientific priorities for Antarctic research: ‘Polar research: six priorities for Antarctic
science’. The article was the result of an initiative by the Scientific Committee on Antarctic
Research (SCAR). 1

1

(For reference: www.nature.com/news/polar-research-six-priorities-for-antarctic-science-1.15658).
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In April this year SCAR brought together scientists and policy-makers from more than
20 countries to debate the priorities for Antarctic research for the next two decades and
beyond. Some of you here today no doubt participated in this exciting and extremely useful
exercise.
As I understand it, the SCAR Science Horizon Scan was the first time that the international
Antarctic community has formulated a collective vision on priority issues that need our
increased attention. From a long list of candidate questions the group refined priorities to 80
key questions which were grouped across six broad themes.
Some of those themes are quite obvious and not unexpected – improved understanding of the
Antarctic atmosphere and Southern Ocean ecosystem, and relationships to global
environmental processes including climate change. Others are probably not as well known
and include complex areas such as ice dynamics, geological history, the evolution of life in
the Antarctic, and how it survives, and, of direct relevance to CCAMLR, recognising and
mitigating human impact.
The scan noted several other items of particular interest. These included the number of
countries actively involved in Antarctic affairs, a gradual shrinking of resources available to
support Antarctic activities for many countries and a call for increased international
collaboration in the Antarctic across a wide range of areas.
In relation to marine resources and the Antarctic marine ecosystem, CCAMLR has an
enviable history of multilateral collaborative effort and cooperation. CCAMLR works both
independently and in a complementary manner to supplement efforts elsewhere in the
Antarctic Treaty family to provide robust environmental stewardship, promoting conservation
while supporting the science-based development of sustainable fisheries.
I know that, for several years, the relative impacts of climate change and activities such as
fishing have been the topic of wide-ranging discussions in CCAMLR. I understand that this
has focused on krill – a resource that was at the centre of considerations in the establishment
of CCAMLR more than 30 years ago. The relevance of this work today simply underscores
the foresight and vision among those responsible for negotiating the CCAMLR arrangement
in the period between 1976 and 1982 after which CCAMLR formally came into being. I
encourage you to advance this work as a priority matter.
Before closing, I would like to emphasise the interest that I and many in the Hobart
community have in the work that you undertake in CCAMLR, and I very much look forward
to learning the outcomes of your deliberations. I look forward to being able to discuss
progress with you on Tuesday evening next week when I will welcome you all to Government
House.
Distinguished Delegates, Ladies and Gentlemen, I wish you success in your work ahead and
hope that your meetings are productive. Of course I hope that you have a little time to enjoy
the scenery and hospitality that Tasmania has to offer.’
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Agenda for the Thirty-third Meeting of the Commission

Agenda for the Thirty-Third Meeting
of the Commission for the Conservation
of Antarctic Marine Living Resources

1.

Opening of meeting

2.

Organisation of meeting
2.1
2.2

3.

4.

Implementation and compliance
3.1

Review of compliance and implementation-related measures and policies
3.1.1 Compliance evaluation procedure
3.1.2 Compliance with conservation measures in force
3.1.2.1 Catch Documentation Scheme (CDS)
3.1.2.2 System of Inspection
3.1.2.3 Vessel Monitoring System (VMS)
3.1.3 Proposals for new and revised measures

3.2

IUU fishing in Convention Area
3.2.1 Current level of IUU fishing
3.2.2 IUU Vessel Lists

3.3

Other business

Administration and Finance
4.1
4.2

Examination of Audited Financial Statements for 2013
Secretariat matters
4.2.1 Executive Secretary’s Report
4.2.2 Secretariat’s Strategic Plan (2015–2018)

4.3

Report of the CCAMLR Intersessional Correspondence Group on Sustainable
Financing
Budgets
4.4.1 Review of 2014 Budget
4.4.2 Draft Budget for 2015
4.4.3 Forecast Budget for 2016

4.4

5.

Adoption of agenda
Chair’s Report

Report of the Scientific Committee
5.1
5.2

Advice from the Scientific Committee
Harvested species
5.2.1 Krill resources
5.2.2 Fish resources
5.2.3 New and exploratory finfish fisheries
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5.3
5.4
5.5
5.6
5.7
5.8

Assessment and avoidance of incidental mortality
Bottom fishing and vulnerable marine ecosystems
Marine protected areas
Climate change
Scientific research under Conservation Measure 24-01
Capacity building

6.

CCAMLR Scheme of International Scientific Observation

7.

Conservation measures
7.1
7.2

Review of existing measures
Consideration of new measures and other conservation requirements

8.

Implementation of Convention objectives

9.

Cooperation with Antarctic Treaty System and international organisations
9.1

Cooperation with Antarctic Treaty System
9.1.1 Cooperation with Antarctic Treaty Consultative Parties

9.2

Cooperation with international organisations
9.2.1 Cooperation with SCAR
9.2.2 Reports of Observers from international organisations
9.2.3 Reports from CCAMLR representatives at meetings of international
organisations in the previous intersessional period and nominations of
representatives to forthcoming meetings of relevant international
organisations
9.2.4 Cooperation with RFMOs

10.

2015 budget and forecast budget for 2016

11.

Other business

12.

Next meeting
12.1
12.2
12.3

Election of officers
Invitation of Observers
Date and location

13.

Report of Thirty-third Meeting of Commission

14.

Close of meeting.
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Summary of activities of the Commission during the
2013/14 intersessional period – Report of the Chair

Summary of activities of the Commission during the
2013/14 intersessional period – Report of the Chair

Intersessional meetings
1.
The Subgroup on Acoustic Survey and Analysis Methods (SG-ASAM) met at
Shanghai Open University, Qingdao, People’s Republic of China, in April and the meetings
of the Working Group on Statistics, Assessments and Modelling (WG-SAM) and the
Working Group on Ecosystem Monitoring and Management (WG-EMM) took place at Punta
Arenas, Chile, in June/July 2014. On behalf of participants, the Chair joins the Secretariat in
expressing gratitude to the hosts of these meetings for their expert support and facilities.
WG-FSA was hosted at the CCAMLR Headquarters over two weeks from early
October 2014.

CCAMLR System of Inspection and Scheme of International
Scientific Observation (SISO)
2.
As of 1 October 2014, 148 inspectors were designated by Australia, Chile, France,
New Zealand and the UK. Twenty-two at-sea inspections were reported to have been
conducted by New Zealand- and UK-designated inspectors in Subareas 48.3 and 88.1. The
outcomes of these inspections will be considered through the Compliance Evaluation
Procedure (2012 – 31 July 2014) at CCAMLR-XXXIII.
3.
As of 1 October 2014, 91 port inspections were reported to have been conducted by
Chile, France, the Republic of Korea, Mauritius, New Zealand, South Africa, the UK and
Uruguay.
4.
At CCAMLR-XXXI, the Commission adopted Conservation Measure (CM) 10-10 for
the implementation of CCAMLR’s Compliance Evaluation Procedure (CCEP). This is the
second year of its implementation. The CCEP is an important development for CCAMLR as
it addresses possible non-compliance in an open and transparent manner and seeks to further
strengthen CCAMLR’s conservation measures.
5.
During the 2013/14 season, 80 1 scientific observers appointed in accordance with the
SISO were deployed: 44 on longline vessels, 7 on trawl vessels fishing for icefish and 29 on
vessels fishing for krill. Of these 80 deployments, 53 were international observers and
27 were national observers. Overall the deployment of observers in 2013/14
involved 13 Receiving Members (i.e. Members with a SISO-appointed observer on their
vessel) and 6 Designating Members (i.e. Members who provided SISO-appointed observers
with a different nationality to the vessel’s Flag State).
6.
In June 2014 Australia submitted its observer training program for accreditation under
the CCAMLR Observer Training Program Accreditation Scheme (COTPAS). The Secretariat

1

Observers that began their deployment after 1 December 2013.
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has undertaken an initial review of the technical content of the program and this will be
submitted to the Technical Peer Review Group for confirmation as per the instructions agreed
in SC-CAMLR-XXX/08.

CCAMLR-regulated fisheries
7.
CCAMLR Members participated in fisheries targeting icefish, toothfish and krill
during the 2013/14 season (1 December 2013 to 30 November 2014) and activities are
summarised in CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/01. Fourteen Members fished: Australia, Chile,
People’s Republic of China, France, Japan, Republic of Korea, New Zealand, Norway,
Russian Federation, South Africa, Spain, UK, Ukraine and Uruguay.
8.
As of 20 September 2014, Members reported a total catch of 285 028 tonnes of krill,
11 590 tonnes of toothfish and 1 131 tonnes of icefish from the Convention Area. A number
of other species have been taken as by-catch and catches are summarised in SC-CAMLRXXXIII/BG/01.
9.
The Secretariat monitored all CCAMLR fisheries using catch and effort reports and
notifications of vessel movements, which it uses to advise Members and vessels of the closure
of areas and fisheries. In 2013/14, six fishery management areas were closed by the
Secretariat and these closures were triggered by catches of the target species approaching the
relevant catch limits; the catch limits for Dissostichus spp. in Subarea 88.2 were exceeded. As
of early October 2014, fishing was still in progress in some fisheries and some forecasted
closures remain under review.

Catch Documentation Scheme for Dissostichus spp.
10.
CCAMLR’s Catch Documentation Scheme (CDS) was implemented in May 2000 in
accordance with CM 10-05. The CDS was designed to track Dissostichus spp. from the point
of landing throughout the trade cycle and seeks to encompass all Dissostichus spp. caught and
traded by participating States.
11.
Since its implementation, the CDS has expanded to include 30 Contracting Parties and
non-Contracting Parties with 64 CDS Contact Officers currently authorised by participating
States for 2014.
12.
As of 12 September 2014, the CDS database contained 60 787 catch, export and
re-export documents.
13.
Non-Contracting Parties not cooperating with CCAMLR by participating in the CDS
identified through the CDS to possibly be involved in the harvest and/or trade of toothfish
in 2014 include: Colombia, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Malaysia, Mexico, Philippines,
Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, United Arab Emirates and Viet Nam.
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14.
During the year, CCAMLR formally approached non-Contracting Parties not
cooperating with CCAMLR that may be involved in the harvest and/or trade of toothfish to
seek their cooperation and to provide data regarding the trade of toothfish. In 2013/14, the
Philippines and Ecuador 2 formally replied to CCAMLR’s correspondence.
15.
Since CCAMLR-XXX the Secretariat has developed and implemented a range of
features to the electronic Catch Documentation Scheme (e-CDS). This work has been made
possible by the new technology employed for the recent website development and has added
considerable functionality and security to the scheme.
16.
In May 2014, the CDS Review Panel undertook an independent review of CCAMLR’s
CDS and CM 10-05 (CCAMLR-XXXIII/09 Rev. 1). The Review Panel developed a number
of recommendations to improve the implementation and operation of the CDS including
recommendations for the user interface and technology of the CDS and ways to promote nonContracting Party (NCP) cooperation, as well as amendments to CM 10-05 and the
accompanying CDS User Manual. The report of the panel will be considered by SCIC.

VMS
17.
The VMS continues to be implemented under CM 10-04. All vessels licensed to fish in
the CAMLR Convention Area are required to regularly report positions to their Flag State
Fisheries Monitoring Centre. Most vessels also voluntarily report directly to the Secretariat in
real time. In addition, a number of vessels that catch toothfish outside the Convention Area
also voluntarily report to CCAMLR. In 2013/14, 48 vessels operating inside the Convention
Area and over 300 vessels operating outside it reported to CCAMLR’s VMS.
18.
In April 2014, the VMS Technical Working Group (VMS TWG), with the Secretariat,
advertised its VMS Request for Tender (RFT). Eight responses were received for the RFT by
the closing date 13 June 2014. The VMS TWG evaluated the RFT responses received and
agreed to recommend a preferred VMS (CCAMLR-XXXIII/14 Rev. 1, paragraph 7).
19.
The VMS TWG worked to provide recommendations to SCIC regarding amendments
for CM 10-04 (CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/07). The VMS TWG has requested additional time to
continue the review of CM 10-04 intersessionally in 2015 for further consideration by SCIC.

Illegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing
20.
There have been no new vessels proposed for inclusion on the NCP-IUU Vessel List
for 2014/15 and no new vessels proposed for inclusion on the CP-IUU Vessel List for
2014/15. No vessels have had information submitted in respect to their possible removal from
the NCP-IUU Vessel List.
21.
The Secretariat wrote to the Flag States of vessels included on the NCP-IUU Vessel
List and sighted during 2013/14. Only Tanzania and Mali formally replied to the Secretariat’s
correspondence.
2

Ecuador replied to correspondence sent during the 2012/13 season.
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22.
In 2013, the Secretariat consolidated all available data related to IUU (and probable
IUU) activity to provide an overview of the potential spatial and temporal distribution of IUU
activity in the CAMLR Convention Area in recent years (CCAMLR-XXXII/BG/09 Rev. 1).
In 2014, the Secretariat provided a spatial characterisation of IUU activity in the Convention
Area for 2014 (CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/28 Rev. 1). The summary provided by the Secretariat
used all available information, including Members’ sighting reports, SISO data and
Automatic Identification System (AIS) data. The data included sightings reported from the
Indian Ocean sector and the presence of vessels and gear in Subarea 48.6 that indicate that
IUU trends for 2014 are similar to those reported in 2013.

Commission representation at meetings of other organisations
23.
The Commission was represented at meetings of the following international
organisations and programs in 2013/14: ACAP, ATCM, CCSBT, FAO, IATTC, ICCAT, IOC,
IOTC, IUCN, IWC, NAFO, SEAFO, SPRFMO, UNEP and WCPFC. CCAMLR-XXXIII will
consider reports from the CCAMLR Observers at these meetings under Agenda Item 9.2.

Membership
24.

Australia will report on the Status of the Convention.

Secretariat
25.
The Secretariat continued to provide quarterly financial and investment reports to
Members. Throughout the year, support was provided to the Intersessional Correspondence
Group – Sustainable Finance which, among other tasks, completed a comprehensive review of
the Secretariat’s translation services.
26.
A report on the third year of implementation for the Strategic Plan (2012–2014) and its
associated Staffing and Salary Strategy will also be considered by SCAF. A revised Strategic
Plan, and associated Staffing and Salary Strategy, to service the period 2015 to 2018 has been
prepared for the consideration of CCAMLR-XXXIII (CCAMLR-XXXIII/13).
27.
The Secretariat continues development of the Commission’s website and virtual
infrastructure. Major projects completed during the year included the implementation of an
online system for fishery notifications for new, exploratory and krill fisheries, the CCAMLR
geographic information system (GIS) and the development of advanced user access to online
services, including e-group facilities. E-groups supported intersessional communication
for 10 separate activities involving many CCAMLR Members. An online archive of
CCAMLR conservation measures in the four official languages of the Commission was also
completed with the assistance of an intern.
28.
The Secretariat has also worked to develop an individual-based krill model in order to
optimise the use of observer data in ecosystem assessments and has facilitated the
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development of a Draft Arrangement that could support the release of CCAMLR VMS data to
support search-and-rescue operations in the CAMLR Convention Area. During the 2013/14
period, the Secretariat hosted nine interns (see CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/03).
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Report of the Standing Committee on
Implementation and Compliance (SCIC)

Implementation and compliance
Compliance Evaluation Procedure
1.
SCIC considered CCAMLR-XXXIII/08 Rev. 1, which reported on the second year of
implementation of the CCAMLR Compliance Evaluation Procedure (CCEP) Conservation
Measure (CM) 10-10 and includes the Summary CCAMLR Compliance Report for 2013/14.
2.
SCIC noted that Members’ Draft Compliance Reports cover the period
from 1 August 2013 to 31 July 2014 and reported on the implementation of nine conservation
measures: 10-01, 10-02, 10-03, 10-04, 10-09, 23-06, 25-02, 26-01 and 41-02. SCIC noted
that, in compiling information for the Draft CCAMLR Compliance Reports for Members, the
Secretariat used data submitted under compliance- and data-related conservation measures,
the Catch Documentation Scheme for Dissostichus spp. (CDS), Vessel Monitoring System
(VMS) and the System of Inspection and the Scheme of International Scientific Observation
(SISO).
3.
SCIC recalled that in accordance with CM 10-10, paragraph 3(ii), it will adopt, by
consensus, a Provisional CCAMLR Compliance Report. The provisional report shall include
an assessment of compliance status, in accordance with CM 10-10, Annex 10-10/B, as well as
recommendations on remedial action, amendments to conservation measures, priority
obligations and any other responsive action.
4.
SCIC reviewed Draft Compliance Reports from Members, who were provided with
the opportunity to present supporting information for each issue reported in relation to the
implementation of conservation measures.
5.
SCIC agreed that issues may be linked to multiple status categories (e.g. compliant,
additional information required), noting that other information required may include a review
of a conservation measure to address any technical impediments to implementation. SCIC
also agreed to include comments where required and to note issues where a particular status
could not be agreed by all Members.
6.
Australia was invited to comment on its Draft Compliance Report, which included a
single issue relating to the implementation of CM 10-03, when a vessel was not inspected in
the port of Albany within the required 48 hours (CM 10-03, paragraph 5). Australia
commented that the inspection was not conducted within the specified time frame due to
logistical reasons and the need to adhere to occupational health and safety regulations. In
response, Australia has conducted a review of the instance, recognising the importance of
complying with this measure.
7.
The EU thanked Australia for its explanation and highlighted the need to make
endeavours for the timely inspection of vessels in this and other similar cases reported in the
Draft Compliance Reports.
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8.
SCIC agreed that this single reported instance relating to the implementation of
CM 10-03 by Australia should be categorised as partially compliant with no further action
required.
9.
Chile was invited to comment on its Draft Compliance Report, which included issues
relating to the implementation of CM 10-02, where licence notifications were not submitted
within seven days of licence issuance for the Diego Ramirez and Cabo de Hornos (CM 10-02,
paragraph 3). Chile regretted the breach of the measure and advised SCIC that it has
established internal controls to prevent future occurrences.
10.
Chile was invited to comment on the Draft Compliance Report, which included issues
relating to the implementation of CM 10-03, where port inspection reports were not received
by the Secretariat within the required time frame for three vessels, Antarctic Bay,
Globalpesca II and Globalpesca III, that reported landings in Chilean ports. Chile has revised
internal procedures in order to improve interactions with the Secretariat.
11.
Chile also discussed issues relating to the implementation of CM 10-03, where vessels
were not inspected within 48 hours of entry into the port of Punta Arenas. Chile indicated that
in both cases the lateness of the inspections were recorded in the respective inspection reports
and were due to circumstances beyond the enforcement agency’s control.
12.
SCIC agreed that Chile’s issues related to the implementation of CM 10-02 and
CM 10-03 should be categorised as partially compliant with no further action required.
13.
Chile was invited to comment on issues relating to the implementation of CM 25-02,
which was linked to a high seabird mortality event for the vessel Antarctic Bay. Chile advised
SCIC that this was a clear case of non-compliance and compromised the conservation
measures adopted by CCAMLR, further referencing the discussion of this event at the
Working Group for Fish Stock Assessment (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII, Annex 7, paragraphs 8.22
to 8.23). Chile reported that although another Member had already imposed the fine for this
incident, Chilean authorities had launched their own investigation.
14.
Several Members thanked Chile for its comments and expressed concern over the high
seabird mortality related to this incident. Members encouraged Chile to finalise the
investigation and impose sanctions in a timely manner, reporting back to the Commission
during the intersessional period in preparation for further discussion at CCAMLR-XXXIV.
15.
Chile noted that the issue detailed in its Draft Compliance Report in relation to the
implementation of CM 25-02 for streamer line deployment was linked to the previous issue
with the Antarctic Bay and that both issues were under investigation.
16.
SCIC agreed that the two events reported relating to Chile’s implementation of
CM 25-02 should be categorised as non-compliant and that further information was required
from Chile, in the form of the outcome of Chile’s investigation.
17.
China was invited to comment on issues relating to the implementation of CM 10-04,
concerning delayed submission of VMS data by the Fu Rong Hai on two occasions. China
advised SCIC of the following:
‘During 2012/13 fishing season, the vessel Fu Rong Hai entered and exited
Convention Area for three times. The first one happened between 3 January 2013
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and 1 February 2013. After the first leave on 1 February, Fu Rong Hai returned to
Convention Area on 7 February and left again on 31 March. The vessel re-entered the
Convention Area on 13 April, and continued its fishing in the Convention Area
until 4 September 2013. The VMS report of the vessel for the whole fishing season
of 2012/13 reached Secretariat on 10 October 2013.
In the fishing season 2012/13, the vessel Fu Rong Hai had fulfilled the requirements
of Conservation Measure 10-04, including reporting its VMS data and movements
notifications as required. Each movement notification including the entry, exit and
movements between subareas was reported to CCAMLR in due time according to
CM 10-04. The VMS data of the vessel of the whole season were integrated in one
mail and submitted on 10 October 2013, which was actually 16 working days after the
last exit date of Fu Rong Hai.
There are two technical errors happened for this case as to CM 10-04. One is
misunderstanding of the word “departure”; the other is the report submitted
just 16 days later after exit, which is about 6 days delayed as to terms of not later
than 10 days after exit in CM 10-04, taking account of Chinese holidays, rather than
a 6-month delay in CCAMLR-XXXIII/08 Rev. 1. The delayed report is the result of
several factors, such as personnel replacement, malfunction of mailbox and Chinese
traditional holidays in October.
Here we would like to highlight two points. One is the similarity of this case with the
first case; another is the fact that there is no compliance issue with regard to fishing
vessel Fu Rong Hai. As explained before, the delay happened due to several reasons
unintentionally. After all, the objective of CM 10-04 and CM 10-10 relates to
enhancement the capacity of States’ control over vessels and deterrence of IUU
fishing. As far as Fu Rong Hai is concerned, we think the delayed VMS report was not
the fault of the vessel. Therefore we do not agree that this is a non-compliance issue
for the vessel Fu Rong Hai.
In the personal view of Dr Tang, partial compliance could be agreeable for the purpose
of compliance evaluation of the Commission.’
18.
Many Members noted that the meaning of ‘departure’ as contained in CM 10-04 was
clear and that the significant delay of seven months for one instance was cause for concern.
19.
China noted that in its interpretation of departure as the end of a fishing campaign, the
VMS data was only submitted six days late.
20.
Some Members suggested that insufficient information had been provided by China to
satisfactorily explain the incident. The USA noted that given that the vessel had reported its
exits from the Convention Area it seems unclear as to why VMS data was submitted seven
months late.
21.
SCIC agreed that both instances reported relating to China’s implementation of
CM 10-04 should be classified as partially compliant with no further action required.
22.
China was invited to comment on three issues relating to the implementation of
CM 10-09, in which transhipment notifications were reported late for the Kai Yu and Kai Li
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due to conditions at sea, similar to partially compliant events reported at CCAMLR-XXXII
(CCAMLR-XXXII, Annex 6, paragraph 107). China reported that the company responsible
received information regarding strict implementation of CM 10-09 and China further advised
that annual training exercises had been organised to improve compliance by Chinese fishing
vessels operating in the Convention Area.
23.
SCIC supported a proposal by the UK to review CM 10-09 to consider improving
requirements for tracking and monitoring transhipments.
24.
SCIC agreed that for the three instances reported relating to China’s implementation
CM 10-09, a status of partially compliant was appropriate with no further action required.
25.
France was invited to comment on issues relating to the implementation of CM 10-02,
in which there was a delayed issuance of a fishing licence by France for the Saint André.
France regretted the late issue due to an administrative error and expressed its commitment to
remain compliant and vigilant with notification dates.
26.
SCIC thanked France and noted that it had taken appropriate steps to address the
incident. SCIC agreed that for the single issue reported relating to France’s implementation of
CM 10-02, a status of partially compliant was appropriate with no further action required.
27.
Korea was invited to comment on issues relating to the implementation of CM 10-09,
in which a transhipment notification was submitted late by the Sejong due to a schedule
change that was beyond the control of the vessel.
28.
SCIC agreed that for the single instance reported relating to Korea’s implementation of
CM 10-09, a status of partially compliant was appropriate with no further action required.
29.
Korea was invited to comment on issues relating to the implementation of CM 23-06,
when the submission of haul-by-haul data by the Kwang Ja Ho was delayed due to
administrative errors. Korea explained that errors were made on the part of the vessel and that
Korea had taken remedial action to minimise the possible reoccurrence of events of this
nature in the future.
30.
SCIC agreed that for the single instance reported relating to Korea’s implementation of
CM 23-06, a status of partially compliant was appropriate with no further action required.
31.
Norway was invited to comment on issues relating to the implementation of
CM 10-01. It was noted by SCIC that there was no issue in relation to this conservation
measure as the buoys that were identified by inspectors as not being marked in the correct
way were not in fact used to mark fishing gear.
32.
SCIC agreed that the issue regarding Norway’s implementation of CM 10-01 should
not be included in the Provisional CCAMLR Compliance Report.
33.
Norway was invited to comment on issues relating to the implementation of
CM 10-04, where an inspection of the Seljevaer found that the seal on the VMS unit was
broken. Norway advised SCIC that its authorities had issued a warning and considers this a
case of non-compliance.
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34.
SCIC agreed that for the single instance reported relating to Norway’s implementation
of CM 10-04, a status of non-compliant was appropriate with no further action required.
35.
Norway was invited to comment on issues relating to the implementation of
CM 10-04, where an inspection found that the antenna of the VMS was not sealed on the
Juvel. Norway advised SCIC that it received confirmation from the vessel that the original
seal on the system was intact. Norway explained that its regulations do not require the VMS
antennae to be sealed, and that up until this point in time, Norwegian authorities understood
Norwegian regulations were consistent with the requirements of CM 10-04.
36.
Chile noted that after similar cases were discussed at CCAMLR-XXXII its
enforcement agency had resorted to taking photographs during inspections, considering they
provide a useful means to illustrate findings recorded in the inspector’s report.
37.
Chile expressed its concern that some Members consistently seek to undermine the
credibility of the inspectors’ findings and their reports. Chile also indicated that these attempts
have a negative impact on the effectiveness of the System of Inspection.
38.
Chile, as the inspectorate nation, provided photographic evidence to SCIC of what
Chile stated was the non-sealed VMS antenna on the Juvel. Chile explained that because the
VMS antenna is the mechanism that emits a signal, it is of the utmost importance that it is
sealed.
39.
Chile also encouraged cooperation between Flag States and Port States to increase
communication regarding inspections.
40.
SCIC agreed that the issue reported relating to Norway’s implementation of CM 10-04
was a case of ambiguity in the CM and considered that a compliance status of additional
information required was appropriate, and that further action was required to clarify
CM 10-04, through the intersessional work of the VMS Technical Working Group (TWG).
41.
SCIC also agreed that CM 10-03 should be revised to encourage inspectors to include
photographs, where possible, and forwarded CM 10-03 to the Commission.
42.
Many Members noted that at CCAMLR-XXXII, the Members’ Draft Compliance
Reports had been considered by conservation measure and this provided a greater opportunity
to identify issues relating to the implementation of conservation measures. SCIC agreed that
in subsequent years, this approach be taken.
43.
New Zealand asserted that as an inspecting authority, there is no way to amend or even
comment on an inspection form if a mistake is made and that the final verdict of an inspection
report is solely up to the inspector. New Zealand was concerned because in many cases
inspectors are forced to decide if a VMS unit is compliant when many inspectors are not
adequately trained in regard to all technology contained on modern fishing vessels. New
Zealand suggested that inspecting parties should be afforded an opportunity to comment on
their own inspection forms.
44.
Russia was invited to comment on issues relating to the implementation of CM 10-01,
where the markings of the vessel Sparta did not comply as they were 0.22 metres high and not
the required 1.0 metre. Russia reported that the owner of the vessel had been advised that the
markings were not adequate and that remedial action had been taken to ensure the vessel
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markings were compliant. Russia noted that all other markings did conform to required
standards and that all corresponding information has been in accordance with the ship
register. Russia noted that the criteria for marking, related to the height of the vessel, meant
that crew can make errors regarding the correct proportion for the size of vessel markings.
45.
Several Members considered this was not a minor issue since a lack of markings could
make vessel identification difficult.
46.
SCIC agreed that this single instance relating to the implementation of CM 10-01 by
Russia should be categorised as partially compliant and that CM 10-01 required review.
47.
SCIC agreed that CM 10-01 should be revised to reflect the text of the FAO Standard
Specifications and Guidelines for the Marking and Identification of Fishing Vessels and
forwarded CM 10-01 to the Commission.
48.
Russia was invited to comment on issues relating to the implementation of CM 10-04,
where an inspection found the seal on the VMS unit to be broken on the vessel Ugulan.
Russia advised SCIC that the seal was only required on the dome-shaped antennae and, as
there is not a requirement for the junction box to be sealed, this case should be considered
fully compliant.
49.
New Zealand reiterated the lack of clarity in CM 10-04 regarding the specifications for
VMS seals. However, New Zealand also noted that the ability to tamper with the power
supply allows for tampering with the device itself and suggested this issue be discussed
together with other matters to be addressed by the VMS TWG.
50.
SCIC agreed that this issue was again a result of ambiguity in CM 10-04 and agreed
that for this instance, a compliance status of additional information is required, and that
further action was required to clarify CM 10-04, through the intersessional work of the
VMS TWG.
51.
Russia was invited to comment on issues relating to the implementation of CM 10-09,
in relation to the late submission of a transhipment notification by the Yantar 31. Russia
advised SCIC that an investigation was undertaken and a fine was imposed on the vessel
owner.
52.
SCIC agreed that for the single instance reported relating to Russia’s implementation
of CM 10-09, a status of partially compliant was appropriate with no further action required.
53.
South Africa was invited to comment on issues relating to the implementation of
CM 10-03, when the Koryo Maru No. 11 was not inspected within 48 hours of port entry.
South Africa notified SCIC that the state inspectorate had limited capacity at that time due to
the termination of the inspecting agency’s contract. South Africa further advised that a request
for tender has been advertised and, in conjunction with other capacity-building initiatives,
anticipates that there will not be a reoccurrence of this event.
54.
New Zealand recommended that, as per CM 10-03, paragraph 4, South Africa consider
designating vessels to other ports while the inspectorate shortage issue in Cape Town is
addressed.
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55.
SCIC agreed that the single instance reported relating to South Africa’s
implementation of CM 10-03 should be categorised as partially compliant and looked forward
to an update from South Africa on the status of steps undertaken to address the staff shortage.
56.
South Africa was invited to comment on issues relating to the implementation of
CM 10-03, where CDS data indicated that a landing of toothfish occurred for the Shinsei
Maru No. 3 but no port inspection of the vessel had been undertaken.
57.
Some Members expressed serious concern regarding this issue, highlighted the
importance of port inspections as a key tool in combating IUU fishing and encouraged South
Africa to take immediate actions to ensure a lack of inspection does not occur in the future.
58.
SCIC agreed that this instance relating to South Africa’s implementation of CM 10-03
was non-compliant and further action was required. South Africa was invited to provide a
report to be submitted intersessionally to explain the actions taken to remedy this case in the
short term.
59.
South Africa stressed to SCIC that it does not take this situation lightly and will
provide a detailed report to CCAMLR within 90 days. South Africa further advised SCIC that
four toothfish landings had occurred subsequent to the incident referred to in paragraph 56
and all landings had been inspected as required by CM 10-03.
60.
South Africa was invited to comment on issues relating to the implementation of
CM 26-01, regarding bait packaging bands reported on board the El Shaddai. South Africa
explained that the observer reported the finding to the vessel master and the bait packaging
bands were subsequently cut up. South Africa stated that the company had been given a
warning in relation to this issue and it expects full compliance from the company in the future.
61.
SCIC agreed that the issue reported relating to South Africa’s implementation of
CM 26-01 was non-compliant and noted the measures taken by South Africa in response.
SCIC agreed that no further action was required.
62.
Ukraine was invited to comment on issues relating to the implementation of
CM 10-01, where the markings of the vessel Simeiz were 0.4 metres high and not the
required 1.0 metre. Ukraine advised SCIC that the vessel changed its markings as soon as it
entered lower latitudes where it was logistically possible to change them. Ukraine mentioned
it had photo evidence of this that has been emailed to the inspector Member, New Zealand,
and the CCAMLR Secretariat.
63.
SCIC agreed that this single instance relating to the implementation of CM 10-01 by
Ukraine should be categorised as partially compliant with no further action required.
64.
Ukraine was invited to comment on issues relating to the implementation of
CM 10-04, where the seal on the VMS unit was found to be broken on the Poseydon I.
Ukraine had requested additional information and received clarification from Flag State
authorities that the VMS seal was not an official seal and requested the cooperation of Chilean
authorities in re-sealing the VMS unit via written correspondence. Ukraine reported that no
response was received and considered that correspondence was lost in transmission. Ukraine
further reported that until this investigation is resolved, the licence for this vessel will not be
extended.
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65.
Chile expressed its commitment to working with Flag States to ensure compliance and
agreed to work with Ukraine to resolve this investigation.
66.
SCIC agreed that this single instance relating to the implementation of CM 10-04 by
Ukraine was non-compliant and requested Ukraine submit a report to the Secretariat
within 90 days.
67.
Uruguay was invited to comment on the implementation of CM 10-03 when the reefer
vessel Aquamarine and the fishing vessel Juvel were not inspected in the port of Montevideo
within 48 hours of port entry. Uruguay explained the delay was due to administrative errors
and operational difficulties.
68.
Uruguay stressed this incident was due to operational difficulties and informed SCIC
of difficulties associated with inspection of reefer vessels. Uruguay stressed it has a higher
workload in Montevideo than other ports, which makes for a higher margin of error.
69.

Uruguay made the following statement in regard to the System of Inspection:
‘We reiterate our firm belief in the validity of the System of Inspection, as an essential
tool to verify compliance of CCAMLR’s conservation measures. In the case of our
country, this obligation acquires an even greater significance, because it is an exercise
that we perform and continue to perform with marked frequency. However,
notwithstanding the competence that is conferred on us by the Convention, we must
acknowledge the new international responsibilities with respect to port inspections
arising from the awaited entry into force of the Agreement on Port State Measures,
aimed at the deterrence of illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing (IUU fishing).
Our country is one of the 12 original signatories of the above-mentioned Agreement,
and has ratified it in November 2012. This means that, for Uruguay, this Agreement
has the force of law, with obligatory domestic application, although voluntary
internationally until such time as the Agreement comes into effect. As is known, the
Port of Montevideo is the port terminal with the highest traffic volume of fishing fleets
in the South American Atlantic coast, and this means that Uruguay must carry out
numerous inspections of fishing fleets from many nations.
As required, we have provided the Secretariat with a report on the inspections carried
out in accordance with CM 10-03 in 2013: the number of inspections carried out just
within CCAMLR’s framework was more than 30. If we add those carried out in
accordance with the Agreement on Port State Measures and those that pertained to
ICCAT, we could well have done more than 100 inspections in 2014, not including
inspections of the national fleet, which clearly shows the great number of man-hours
spent on inspection activities.
Statistics prepared by our service document that between September 2009
and 1 October 2014, a total of 165 inspections were carried out in compliance with
CCAMLR conservation measures.
Furthermore, other Member countries fulfil with equal commitment and dedication the
obligations arising from the conservation measures, and they also find that the System
of Inspection imposes a volume of work and responsibilities that are often
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cumbersome, especially those related with purely administrative requirements. We
have to assume that the objective of the System of Inspection is to certify the
compliance of fishing vessels with conservation measures. To highlight the few faults
in the implementation of this important and onerous task only deflects the attention
from an inspection procedure that shows exemplary adherence to substantive
obligations. We reiterate our commitment towards the task, which we have undertaken
with dedication, within the framework of the current conservation measures; however,
when discussing these issues in the Commission, we should bear in mind that the
impact of inspection responsibilities does not affect all Member countries equally.
Therefore, firstly, we consider that it would be useful for the Secretariat to compile a
summary report of all the port inspections carried out by CCAMLR Members in the
last five years, in order to adequately assess the distribution of inspection
responsibilities. Finally, we believe that it would be useful for the Commission to
undertake a review of the administrative requirements arising from the implementation
of conservation measures, in particular those that relate to deadlines for the submission
of reports, believing that their importance must be weighed up in the evaluations
carried out by SCIC, and that purely administrative matters must be separated
somehow from core issues relative to more severe contraventions.’
70.
Chile expressed its full support for the declaration made by Uruguay, in particular
regarding the burden that a large number of inspections can present to Port States.
71.
SCIC agreed, because neither vessel was carrying Dissostichus spp., both cases were
given the status of compliant as Uruguay had complied with its obligations in relation to
CM 10-03, paragraph 2. SCIC agreed that no further action was required.
72.
Uruguay also discussed the instance relating to CM 10-03, where no inspection report
was received for the landing of the Hong Jin No. 701. Uruguay notified SCIC that the event is
currently under investigation.
73.
SCIC agreed that, while understanding the reasons expressed by Uruguay, that this
reported instance relating to Uruguay’s implementation of CM 10-03 was non-compliant,
with further information required. Uruguay agreed to provide a detailed report to the
Secretariat within 90 days.
74.
SCIC adopted by consensus the Provisional CCAMLR Compliance Report
(Appendix I) and forwarded the report to the Commission for adoption.

Conservation Measure 10-02
75.
The USA proposed amendments to CM 10-02 to provide for the authorisation of
Contracting Party vessels that engage in transhipping operations in the Convention Area. This
proposal was linked to proposed revision of CM 10-09 to provide for greater control of
transhipping in the Convention Area.
76.
Many Members expressed support for this proposal and highlighted the need for
greater control and monitoring of transhipping vessels and agreed to continue considering the
issue intersessionally.
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77.
Some Members expressed concern that there had not been enough time to consider the
proposal.

Conservation Measure 10-05
78.
SCIC noted that CDS data indicated that the transhipment of toothfish from a fishing
vessel to a container vessel had occurred on 12 occasions in 2013/14. No inspection reports
were received by the Secretariat in respect of these transhipments and subsequent landings.
79.
SCIC noted that CM 10-05 permits the transhipment of catch from a fishing vessel to
another vessel or means of transport. SCIC noted this matter had been raised by the CDS
Review Panel and that CM 10-05 had been forwarded to the Commission to address this and
other matters.
80.

SCIC highlighted that again, there is a need to improve the monitoring of transhipping.

Conservation Measure 10-09
81.
SCIC noted that it was unclear if CM 10-09 permitted transhipment with nonContracting Party (NCP)-flagged vessels and noted that in 2013/14, four NCP-flagged vessels
operated in the Convention Area and transhipped with authorised Members’ vessels. The four
vessels were flagged to the Bahamas, Liberia and Republic of Moldova.
82.
SCIC noted that it is also unclear if CM 10-02 considers Contracting Party (CP)flagged vessels engaged in transhipment to be undertaking fishing activities, thus requiring
authorisation under this conservation measure.
83.
Given these issues and the general lack of monitoring and control of transhipping,
many Members supported revising CMs 10-02 and 10-09 to improve clarity and strengthen
both measures.

Conservation Measure 10-10
84.
SCIC agreed to revise CM 10-10 to include an evaluation of Contracting Parties’
compliance, where applicable, with conservation measures and make it explicit that the CCEP
aims to evaluate Contracting Parties’, rather than vessels’, compliance with conservation
measures.
85.
SCIC also agreed to revise CM 10-10 to specify that additional information including
documentary or photographic evidence should be provided by Contracting Parties in their
responses to their Draft Compliance Reports.
86.
SCIC noted that there was an error in the Spanish-language version of CM 10-10,
Annex 10-10/B. For the compliance status criteria Serious, frequent or persistent the or in the
Spanish version has been replaced with and, which should be revised to be consistent with the
compliance status criteria in other language versions.
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87.
SCIC agreed that following the decision at CCAMLR-XXXII (Annex 6,
paragraph 113), CM 22-07 should be removed from CM 10-10, Annex 10-10/A, and referred
CM 10-10 to the Commission.

Conservation Measure 25-02
88.
SCIC noted the discussion in the Scientific Committee on proposed revisions to
CM 25-02 relating to seabird by-catch mitigation measures and sought assurances from the
Scientific Committee that the suggested changes would not diminish the level of protection
afforded by the mitigation measures required in CCAMLR longline fisheries. The Scientific
Committee referred SCIC to WG-FSA-14/24, which provided the reasoning to support the
revisions to CM 25-02.

Conservation Measure 41-01
89.
The Scientific Committee advised SCIC that the required tag-overlap statistic (60%)
that was not achieved for the Argos Georgia, Palmer and Yantar 31 in Subarea 88.2 in 2014
represented sampling artefacts, rather than compliance concerns, due to the tag-overlap
statistic being calculated on a small number of fish tagged and released. Accordingly, there
was a proposal to amend paragraph 2(ii) in CM 41-01, Annex 41-01/C (SC-CAMLR-XXXIII,
Annex 7, paragraph 3.26).
90.
The Scientific Committee advised SCIC that this change in criteria would not have
resulted in a different evaluation of historic tag-overlap statistic compliance issues as the only
situations where vessels have caught more than 10 tonnes of Dissostichus spp., achieved the
required tagging rate (but tagged less than 30 fish) and had a tag-overlap statistic of <60%
were the three events identified in Subarea 88.2 in 2013/14.
91.
SCIC noted that the proposed changes would reduce false indications of noncompliance with the tag-overlap statistic; however, there was a need to remain vigilant to
ensure that the scientific requirements for tagging fish are representative of the overall catch
and further noted this issue was strongly linked to the issue of capacity in fisheries. SCIC
agreed that increasing the required tagging rate would alleviate the issue of calculating a tag
overlap based on small sample sizes of fish.
92.
The UK, supported by some Members, noted the relevance of the issue of overcapacity
in relation to the lack of a sufficient tag-overlap statistic achieved by vessels and reminded
SCIC that this issue will continue to be discussed in the future.
93.
Russia advised SCIC that at the annual meeting of scientific observers organised in
Russia, special attention was given to the Scientific Observers Manual with respect to tagging
fish. Russia confirmed its commitment for successful tagging as it is essential for conducting
stock assessments.
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94.
The Scientific Committee advised SCIC that catch and effort data indicated that, in
some instances, small-sized Dissostichus spp. were released alive without being tagged and
was concerned that this may contravene the requirements of elements of CM 41-01 and
requested that this issue be considered further by SCIC.
95.
Some Members considered that the requirements of CM 41-01 were explicit and
preclude the release of small, live, untagged Dissostichus spp.
96.
To provide clarity, SCIC recommended that CM 41-01 be amended to ensure that all
Dissostichus spp. released alive be tagged and referred CM 41-01 to the Commission. SCIC
noted that a consequential change may also be required to CM 26-01.

Research fishing activities undertaken by Russia in Subarea 48.5
97.
The Scientific Committee advised SCIC that there were several inconsistencies in
relation to the data from the 2013/14 research activities in the Weddell Sea undertaken by the
Russian-flagged vessel Yantar 35 described in WG-FSA-14/03 Rev. 2 and provided to the
Secretariat. Because of these inconsistencies, as well as the anomalous nature of several
aspects of the data provided to the Secretariat, the Scientific Committee was unable to
evaluate this information. The Scientific Committee reported that it had divided the issue and
resulting advice into three separate components.
98.
SCIC noted the advice of the Scientific Committee that the data collected and reported
during the 2013/14 research activity needs to be thoroughly investigated and that the findings
of this investigation will be reported back to WG-SAM, WG-FSA and the Scientific
Committee. The Scientific Committee advised SCIC, that until this time, all data associated
with this research should be quarantined.
99.
Several Members expressed grave concern with the widespread implications of the
inconsistencies reported in this case, stating that data quarantine is an extremely serious issue.
100. Some Members stated SCIC needed to decide if this was a compliance issue needing
to be addressed by SCIC in relation to the report from the Scientific Committee.
101. The Scientific Committee advised SCIC that it was unable to provide advice on the
proposal submitted by the Russian Federation as required under CM 24-01 to undertake this
research in 2014/15 because the research design was derived from the quarantined data and,
therefore, the Scientific Committee was unable to complete the review of the research design.
102. The Scientific Committee suggested that the Yantar 35 should not be able to undertake
research this coming season in the Weddell Sea, however, it noted that this was a decision for
the Commission.
103. The USA noted the similarities between activities of the Yantar 35 and the
Insung No. 2, Insung No. 7 and Insung No. 22 and asked whether Russia would be
undertaking an appropriate investigation.
104. Some Members noted that if the Scientific Committee could not provide advice on the
research proposal, then the Commission should be advised that the Yantar 35 should not
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proceed with its proposed research in the Weddell Sea in 2014/15. Those Members also
indicated that the performance of the Yantar 35 should also be considered in relation to its
notification to fish in the Ross Sea in 2014/15.

Compliance with conservation measures in force
105. SCIC considered CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/02, summarising all notifications submitted
by Members proposing to participate in exploratory or krill fisheries for 2014/15, as well as
highlighting the new online system to support submission of fishery notifications by
Members.
106. Australia, supported by other Members, thanked the Secretariat for its report and noted
that in 2014 a late notification was submitted by Poland and Japan’s preliminary assessment
was submitted after the due date. Some Members noted that in previous years Members have
withdrawn vessels on the basis of late notifications and that the withdrawal of the late
notifications would be an appropriate action for both instances.
107. Japan advised SCIC that it submitted its notification on time. Japan apologised to
SCIC about the delayed submission of its preliminary assessment as required by CM 22-06
and advised that the delay was due to an administrative error. Japan asked SCIC to consider
the error and accept the notification.
108. SCIC noted that there had been issues in developing and implementing the new online
notification system where preliminary assessments (CM 22-06) could be considered as not
being directly linked to the notification requirements in CM 21-02, paragraph 6, and were
submitted in accordance with CM 22-06 prior to the authorisation of a vessel intending to
undertake bottom fishing activities in accordance with CM 10-02.
109. The Republic of Korea considered the late notifications and the lack of clarity
regarding the administrative errors. Korea suggested that it is important to take these errors
into consideration in order to prevent them from reoccurring in the future and suggested a
system be developed for monitoring such incidents.
110. The EU acknowledged the late notification by Poland, indicated that it was due to an
administrative oversight and asked SCIC to accept its notification. SCIC reminded the EU of
the long-established tradition regarding submission deadlines. The EU recognised this error
and withdrew the notification for the vessels Saga and Alina.
111. New Zealand presented CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/12, summarising New Zealand’s MCS
activities carried out during 2013/14, both in the Ross Sea region and in New Zealand ports.
112.

New Zealand made the following statement:
‘The background paper that New Zealand has submitted outlines the main Monitoring,
Control and Surveillance activities that were carried out during the previous 2013/14
season mostly in the Ross Sea region but also in New Zealand ports.
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We believe that for CCAMLR’s fisheries management policy framework to be
implemented effectively, enduring MCS activities need to be undertaken to support the
implementation of this framework.
We also believe that SCIC is central in assessing how well CCAMLR is doing in
implementing fisheries management policy, and to this end also, the more information
that can be fed into the SCIC process by way of MCS activities the better.
A large amount of information that is gathered by New Zealand and by all other
Members is now channelled through the Compliance Evaluation Procedure.
We believe this has worked well this year but we also feel that this procedure could be
improved if the Secretariat had the mandate to access and report on other information
streams such as but not limited to data gathered through the Catch Documentation
Scheme including that of supporting VMS data.
So perhaps in this vein and under paragraph 5 of CM 10-10 on the CEP could be
amended to also include assessment of the implementation of the conservation
measure for CDS, CM 10-05.
We’re happy to discuss this with interested parties during the remainder of this
meeting.’
113. New Zealand suggested that the CCEP could be improved through utilisation of other
information resources, such as data collected through the CDS.
114. New Zealand presented CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/35, reporting on the findings of the
inquiry into the incident of the sinking of the Insung No. 1.
115. SCIC thanked New Zealand for its report and expressed condolences regarding the
tragic incident of the Insung No. 1.
116. The Republic of Korea presented CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/27, providing an account of
the investigation and subsequent results relating to the documented anomalous CPUE by
Korean-flagged fishing vessels Insung No. 22, Insung No. 2 and Insung No. 7, and concluding
that the three vessels undertook IUU fishing activities in the Convention Area. In relation to
this presentation, Korea made the following statement:
‘Since the Republic of Korea officially requested for circulation of the report on the
investigation results of high CPUE on September 4th, we believe the delegates are
already familiar with the basic elements of the investigation. Therefore, I would like to
briefly explain about the investigation, its results and our plan for follow-up measures.
We accepted the proposed need for an investigation at the 32d CCAMLR annual
meeting and conducted a 3-month investigation into high CPUE from March to the
end of May this year.
In order to ensure a detailed and objective investigation, we organised a task force
composed of 23 experts including IT experts, VMS experts, those who were on board,
members of NGOs and statistics experts.
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In order to prevent a lenient investigation in favour of Korea’s vessel operator, we
engaged NGOs and foreign national experts (the USA and New Zealand.)
As part of the investigation, we carried out statistical analysis and used VMS data to
compare the suspected vessels’ track records in the CCAMLR waters with other
vessels’ setting and hauling patterns.
Let me outline the method we used to determine illegality.
There were some difficulties in the investigation, including securing relevant
documents. This was because considerable time has passed since the occurrence (high
CPUE occurred at different points in time between 2008 and 2011, which implies that
a minimum of 3 years and a maximum of 5 years have passed since the occurrences)
and two out of the three vessels were destroyed (No. 22 sunk and No. 2 was destroyed
in a fire).
In addition, in the wake of the Sewol ferry sinking accident, which was a national
tragedy, all marine personnel and experts were channelled into handling the aftermath
of the accident as was a large majority of the personnel in our Ministry. This
constituted another challenge in our investigation.
Despite such challenges, the Korean government carried out an honest investigation.
We were aware that if the investigation found the vessels not guilty of the allegation
regardless of our intention, it would lead to distrust by the Member States. Therefore,
we adopted conservative methods for determining the illegality, namely positive
method and package method. The two methods were already explained in the report so
I will not go into the details.
As you are aware, such methods are not in line with our judicial procedure and this is a
proof of the Korean government’s strong commitment to impose strict sanctions
against Insung Corporation.
Experts carried out a detailed analysis of track records and found the following.
With regard to Insung No. 2, track records suspicious of setting and hauling were
found in the no-fishing area; there was lack of consistency in the vessel’s unique
fishing patterns; and Insung’s claim about the suspicious track records was found to be
inconsistent with the facts. Therefore, it was determined that the vessel was engaged in
illegal fishing.
With regard to Insung No. 7, setting and hauling patterns were found in the area where
there was no report of fishing. The vessel operator was unable to provide a persuasive
explanation or reason for the pattern and it was determined that the vessel was
engaged in illegal fishing.
In conclusion, the investigation found clear evidence of illegal fishing activities for
Insung No. 2 and patterns suspicious of illegality for Insung No. 7. Therefore, in
accordance with the methods that I mentioned earlier, we determined that all three
vessels were engaged in illegal fishing activities.
Let me now explain about the follow-up measures for the investigation results.
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In line with the principle of retroactivity, we were not able to apply the revised Distant
Water Fisheries Development Act. Therefore, we imposed legal sanctions based on the
Act before it was revised.
We imposed an administrative fine on each vessel of Insung Corporation, the vessel
operator, and suspended the officers’ licences for the vessels’ masters. We also
cancelled the fishing licence of Insung No. 7.
Furthermore, in order to express the Korean government’s firm commitment to
eradicate IUU fishing and improve the fundamentals of the domestic distant-water
fisheries industry, we imposed sanctions on the policy level. More specifically, we are
scrapping Insung No. 7, which is the only remaining vessel out of the three Insung
Dissostichus fishing vessels found to have engaged in illegal fishing and we plan to
prohibit Dissostichus fishing vessels of Insung from fishing Dissostichus in the
CCAMLR area for ten years.
In practice, this means that all Insung Dissostichus vessels will be forced to withdraw
from the CCAMLR waters. In addition, in order to ensure compliance with the followup measures, we plan to introduce additional complementary measures.
First of all, in order to monitor the entry of Insung Dissostichus vessels into CCAMLR
waters, the vessels will now be required to report their location on the high seas using
VMS every 1 hour to our Ministry’s FMC and CCAMLR Secretariat.
Should the vessel wish to enter the CCAMLR waters for inevitable reasons, it will be
required to receive permission from our Ministry prior to its entry into the waters.
Even if they fish on the high seas, they will be required to comply with CCAMLR’s
environmental conservation measures (including reduced by-catch).
Furthermore, Insung Dissostichus vessels are now prohibited from at-sea transhipment
and are required to have an observer on board when fishing Dissostichus. This is part
of our efforts to make sure that the vessels are in compliance with follow-up
measures.’
117. New Zealand, supported by other Members, congratulated Korea on its investigation
into the anomalous CPUE, in which both New Zealand and the USA had participated, and
commended the strong actions taken by Korean authorities. Some Members expressed hope
that such actions will encourage other Members to address IUU fishing.
118. SCIC thanked Korea for its efforts on the investigation and work to strengthen
domestic law for the monitoring of distant-water fishing fleets. Members stated that they
looked forward to receiving updated results of follow-up measures taken by Korea
intersessionally.
119. Following a request from SCIC, Korea stressed the difficulty to conduct investigations
of observers that are not its nationals due to legal limitations while it undertook an
investigation of its national observers.
120. Russia stated that scientific observers are not authorised to participate in investigations
and suggested that if more information is required from an observer in the future, it should be
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requested from them at a more appropriate time. In this instance, the appropriate time for
consideration would have been at the high CPUE workshop held in Busan, Republic of Korea,
that occurred to discuss this issue, which is where observers fulfilled their mandate and
reported on their observations.
121. SCIC noted that the observer data and catch data from the Insung vessels were
consistent.
122. Some Members requested that Korea and Russia make all catch and observer data
available for consideration and invited them to provide this to the Commission for Members’
reference.
123. Many Members requested that Korea and Russia provide further information to the
Commission.
124. Russia stated that, until such time as it receives a proper request for the required
information from Korea, there is no basis to begin preparation of a report in accordance with
CM 10-08, paragraph 3.
125. New Zealand reminded Russia that there are many sources of information in this case,
such as the quarantine of data recommended by WG-FSA, and the advice of the Scientific
Committee, which trigger the obligation of paragraph E(a) of the CCAMLR SISO that
requires Members to investigate the actions of their scientific observers.
126. The EU noted that the mere presence of observers on board vessels confirmed by
Korea as vessels engaged in IUU fishing activities should provide enough grounds for Russia
or any other Member in the same situation to launch an investigation under CM 10-08.
127.

Korea made the following statement:
‘This is an issue of compliance as scientific evidence was not sufficient to suggest that
illegal activity occurred. Korea reminded SCIC that its investigation focused on VMS
track records of investigation, which resulted in the uncovering of illegal activity and
the decision that Insung vessels were engaged in IUU fishing activities. In regard to
the observation scheme, Korea believed CCAMLR has imposed a mandate on the
country that dispatched the observer to be in charge. Korea reminded SCIC that Korea
found no evidence that the Korean observers participated in illegal activity. Korea also
noted that there had been difficulties in accessing international observers.’

128. Russia pointed out that Korea noted that there was no clear evidence to conclude the
Korean observers concerned were in breach of relevant rules under the CCAMLR SISO.
Russia expressed its position of checking the data and saw no basis to link the work of
scientific observers to CM 10-08.
129. Australia noted that Korea had undertaken an investigation with regard to its observers
on board the vessels in question and Australia recommended Russia undertake a similar
investigation. Australia further noted that if it was in a similar situation such an investigation
would be undertaken.
130. Members reinforced the importance of SISO and encouraged all Members to take
actions to ensure the scheme is robust to prevent this issue recurring.
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131. South Africa reported on its bilateral cooperation with Korea with regard to the
scrapping of the Insung No. 7 and stated that the MCS sector of its fisheries branch would
regularly inspect the scrapping process. SCIC thanked South Africa for the role it would play
in this regard.
132. The Scientific Committee reported to SCIC that it had noted the outcomes of the
investigation on anomalous CPUE which had been conducted by Korea (reported in COMM
CIRC 14/93, 9 September 2014) and thanked Korea for its efforts to address and resolve this
issue and agreed that the process undertaken by Korea is a good template for future similar
investigations.
133. The Scientific Committee advised SCIC that all data (catch and observer data) for the
following vessels will be quarantined:
(i)

Insung No. 2 in Subarea 48.6 and Divisions 58.4.1 and 58.4.2 in 2009/10

(ii)

Insung No. 7 in Subareas 48.6 and 88.1 and Divisions 58.4.1 and 58.4.2
in 2010/11

(iii) Insung No. 22 in Subarea 48.6 and Divisions 58.4.1 and 58.4.2 in 2008/09.
134. The Scientific Committee advised that this data would be excluded from future data
requests and routine analyses. Metadata provided with data extracts would include details of
any quarantined data and the data would be available on specific request.
135. The Scientific Committee noted the need for a wide-scale analysis of CPUE which
would be useful to identify any other potential issue related to anomalous CPUE. It was noted
that observer reports may contain information which may inform such an analysis.
136. Following correspondence with the data providers, the Scientific Committee reported
that all data from the Paloma V fishing in Divisions 58.4.1 and 58.4.3b in 2006/07 had also
been quarantined as there was no confidence in this data.
137. As part of its future work, the Scientific Committee reported that it intended to
develop methods and approaches that the Secretariat could implement into routine procedures
for the validation of fishery and observer data. As part of this process it was noted that
quarantined data provides useful case studies of known IUU fishing activity that can be used
for evaluating and testing such diagnostic techniques.
138. SCIC welcomed this comparison of vessel-reported catch and observer-reported data
and requested that the Secretariat make this analysis available for consideration by SCIC next
year.
139. Many Members highlighted that in addition to the data reported by the Insung vessels,
the data reported through SISO was also recommended to be quarantined by the Scientific
Committee and that this was a matter of serious concern.
140.

Russia made the following statement:
‘Russia noted that the report of the Republic of Korea contains no information that
would allow conclusions to be made regarding inconsistency in the activities of
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scientific observers. Activities under the Scheme of International Scientific
Observation are conducted strictly in accordance with the mandate given to scientific
observers which precludes the possibility of entrusting them with functions that are
alien to them. In this regard, unsubstantiated statements about the possible
participation of scientific observers in certain actions which are contrary to the
objectives of the Convention undermine the credibility of the Scheme of International
Scientific Observation itself.’
141. The UK, supported by some Members, noted that there was clear evidence that the
data reported by observers was not vessel-independent and, pending a full investigation, there
was no other option than to assume the observers on board were complicit in the IUU activity
of the Insung vessels.
142. Russia noted that the statement was unacceptable and reiterated that there was no
evidence that the observer was linked to the actions of the vessel.
143. Many Members noted that the text of the CCAMLR SISO, paragraph E(a), and the
provisions of CM 10-08 require Members to take action in relation to suspected IUU activity
undertaken by their nationals.
144. Many Members requested that Russia undertake an investigation in relation to this
matter and report back to the Commission intersessionally.
145. The Republic of Korea reported its willingness to provide the relevant information
including the results of the investigation to Russia in accordance with paragraph 2, CM 10-08.
146. Russia, in the context of its obligations in accordance with CM 10-08 paragraph 1(i),
will check the information and will inform the Secretariat in a timely manner.
147. SCIC welcomed Russia’s commitment and looked forward to the outcomes of this
investigation.

Catch Documentation Scheme (CDS)
148. SCIC considered the paper presented by the CDS Review Panel (CCAMLRXXXIII/09 Rev. 1) providing the results of the CDS Review Panel’s intersessional work
reviewing the implementation, operation and objectives of the CDS and CM 10-05.
149. SCIC noted that the CDS was implemented in May 2000 in accordance with
CM 10-05 and was designed to track Dissostichus spp. from the point of landing throughout
the trade cycle. The CDS seeks to encompass all Dissostichus spp. caught and traded by
participating States and requires participating States to identify the origins of Dissostichus
spp. entering their markets and to determine if Dissostichus spp. that was harvested in the
Convention Area, and is landed or imported into their territories, was caught in a manner
consistent with CCAMLR conservation measures.
150. SCIC noted that in June 2004 an electronic CDS (e-CDS) application was piloted and
at CCAMLR-XXVIII, CM 10-05 was amended with the intent of making the implementation
of the e-CDS mandatory by 2010.
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151. SCIC noted that the objectives of the CDS, while not explicitly stated in CM 10-05,
are implied from the preambular paragraphs and definitions of CM 10-05 including, mutatis
mutandis:
(i)

identify the origins of Dissostichus spp. entering the markets of Contracting
Parties and cooperating NCPs

(ii)

track the harvest, transhipment, landings, export and re-export of Dissostichus
spp.

(iii) determine whether Dissostichus spp. harvested in the Convention Area was
caught in a manner consistent with CCAMLR conservation measures
(iv) address concerns of IUU fishing relating to the threat of serious depletion of
Dissostichus spp. populations, by-catch of some Antarctic species and the
undermining of CCAMLR conservation measures
(v)

promote cooperation between CCAMLR and NCPs in respect of the voluntary
implementation of the CDS.

152. SCIC noted that the CDS Review Panel had evaluated the CDS against its objectives
and had made a number of recommendations. These recommendations fell into four broad
categories:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)

implementation and operation (Appendix II)
user interface and technology (Appendix II)
CM 10-05 (Appendix II and paragraphs 153 to 160)
NCP cooperation (paragraphs 161 and 162).

Conservation Measure 10-05
153. SCIC noted that CM 10-05 does not reflect the operational reality of the CDS and
lacks clarity, particularly in relation to the completion of CDS documentation. SCIC noted
that CM 10-05 does not explicitly state that the use of the e-CDS is mandatory for the
completion of CDS documentation.
154. SCIC noted that CM 10-05 should be revised to reflect the implementation and
operation of the e-CDS and related functions and processes rather than the redundant paperbased CDS for which it was originally drafted.
155. SCIC noted that a redrafting exercise would provide a valuable opportunity to link
CM 10-05 to related conservation measures (CMs 10-02, 10-03 and 10-04) as appropriate.
156. SCIC noted that in undertaking a revision of CM 10-05, instructions for the operation
of the e-CDS should be removed from the measure itself to be replaced with a reference in the
e-CDS User Manual drafted by the Secretariat (CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/16).
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157. Japan requested clarification regarding the legal status of the e-CDS User Manual and
noted that it was preferable to retain Annex 10-05/A that had been deleted in the revision of
CM 10-05 proposed by the CDS Review Panel to meet domestic requirements.
158. It was subsequently proposed that Annex 10-05/A be retained and revised to describe
the information requirements of the e-CDS and refer to the e-CDS User Manual, which
contains overall guidance on e-CDS.
159. Following this proposal, SCIC agreed to the revisions proposed to CM 10-05
recommended by the CDS Review Panel and referred the measure to the Commission.
160. SCIC noted that Specially Validated Dissostichus Catch Documents (SVDCDs) were
issued in the same way as all other DCDs and that there was no way within the current e-CDS
to differentiate between the two. SCIC noted that this issue had not been considered by the
CDS Review Panel and that the issue should be considered by the CDS Implementation Panel
in 2015.

NCP cooperation
161. SCIC noted the recommendation of the CDS Review Panel that Contracting Parties
implementing the CDS and trading with non-cooperating NCPs be required to engage with
these NCPs to promote the voluntary implementation of the CDS and that these efforts be
reported to the Commission annually.
162. SCIC supported the CDS Review Panel’s recommendation to promote cooperation
with NCPs by the adoption, implementation and maintenance of a strategy that includes:
(i)

confirming a priority list of NCPs

(ii)

identifying the appropriate NCP agency(ies) to engage with

(iii) providing formal letters of invitation from the Chair of CCAMLR in the relevant
language of the NCP
(iv) identifying CCAMLR Contracting Parties with direct relationships with priority
NCPs or subregions
(v)

requesting identified Contracting Parties to engage and assist in capacity
building with NCPs (including linkages to other instruments and initiatives such
as capacity building for adopting and implementing PSMA, the South East
Asian RPOA-IUU)

(vi) requiring Contracting Parties to report back to the Commission annually on
efforts
(vii) the Secretariat to annually report to the Commission on the level of NCP
engagement in the CDS as a measure of the effectiveness of this strategy.
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163. SCIC thanked the CDS Review Panel and the Secretariat for their paper and the
considerable work undertaken in the intersessional period. SCIC agreed to a number of
recommendations to be implemented in 2015 by the CDS Implementation Panel, which it
agreed to establish, and adopted the terms of reference for this work (Appendix II).
164. SCIC agreed that a number of recommendations of the CDS Review Panel required
further consideration in 2015 and tasked the CDS Implementation Panel to undertake this
work and report back to SCIC at CCAMLR-XXXIV. SCIC agreed to the suggestion of the
CDS Review Panel to establish a CDS Technical Working Group open to all Contracting
Parties with an interest in CDS.
165. SCIC recommended that $15 000 be contributed from the General Fund to support the
project to upgrade the e-CDS platform and to implement the recommendations of the CDS
Review Panel. SCIC further recommended that $40 000 be funded from the CDS Fund in
accordance with Annex 10-05/B, paragraph B2(i) (Appendix II).
166. SCIC considered CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/14 Rev. 2, analysing the international trade
and value of Dissostichus spp. across major trading nations utilising data from the United
Nations Commodity Trade Statistics Database (UN Comtrade).
167. SCIC noted that, following issue of the paper, the EU undertook additional analyses as
Greece was recorded as the third-largest importer. The EU informed SCIC that there was an
error with coding and the species identified within the trade data was actually cod. The paper
highlighted issues in analysing and comparing trade data with CDS data. However, Comtrade
data did indicate that global volume and trade nations involved may not be fully being
captured in the CDS system.
168.

Sweden made the following statement:
‘Regarding the Secretariat paper “The Price of Fish: A global trade analysis of
Patagonian (Dissostichus eleginoides) and Antarctic toothfish (Dissostichus
mawsoni)”, Sweden wishes to confirm and underline that the data suggesting that
Sweden sold toothfish to Greece are false. After much investigation by Greece and
Sweden, supported by the EU, Greece confirmed that the wrong code had been used
when registering the fish, and that the data instead represent cod.’

169. The EU congratulated the Secretariat on its work completed with limited resources and
commended the paper for providing insight into the structure of global toothfish trade. The
EU suggested the analysis be extended to include fuel prices, exchange rates and interactions
within markets.
170. The EU, supported by other Members, proposed that the paper be updated every five
years.
171. Several Members considered this type of work as important information to
understanding toothfish trade, but noted that further consideration must be given before
utilising this data to validate trade occurring in regard to specific countries.
172. SCIC considered CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/13 Rev. 2, summarising the implementation
and operation of CCAMLR’s CDS in 2013/14.
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173. SCIC noted that the Seychelles is currently the only NCP with the status of NCP
cooperating with CCAMLR by participating in the CDS.
174. SCIC noted that Singapore is the only NCP currently provided with limited access to
the e-CDS in accordance with CM 10-05, Annex 10-05/C, paragraph C4. SCIC reviewed this
access to the e-CDS granted to Singapore and agreed to allow this access to continue in
accordance with CM 10-05, Annex 10-05/C, paragraph C5, in 2015.
175. SCIC noted that the number of non-Contracting Parties that may be involved in the
harvest and/or trade of Dissostichus spp. while not cooperating with CCAMLR by
participating in the CDS continues to increase and that as of September 2014,
23 non-Contracting Parties have been identified over the last five years to be possibly
involved in the harvest and/or trade of Dissostichus spp. while not cooperating with
CCAMLR by participating in the CDS.
176. At CCAMLR-XXXII, China advised SCIC that the Hong Kong SAR was prepared to
adopt internal regulations for the CDS, which would take one to two years to implement.
SCIC noted that representatives from Hong Kong had visited the Secretariat and Australia to
receive training in the use of the e-CDS, CM 10-05 and other related conservation measures.
In relation to this, China made the following statement:
‘Thank you, Chair. My gratitude also goes to the Secretariat and the Australian
Government.
The HKSAR Government has started the preparatory works and the drafting of new
legislation for implementation of the Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic
Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR) in HKSAR, including the Catch Documentation
Scheme and other conservation measures that are relevant to HKSAR.
The HKSAR Government will continue to monitor the trade statistics of toothfish that
are imported into and re-exported through HKSAR. Meanwhile, we welcome the
Convention Secretariat and other Contracting Parties to provide information on
associated trading of illegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) catch of toothfish, so
to facilitate the HKSAR Government to track down suspected IUU fish catch that
landed in or transhipped through HKSAR and to provide necessary assistance and take
follow action under existing framework.
For your information, this year, there will be another two representatives from
HKSAR to join us in the second week. We expect more communication and
cooperation. Thank you, Chair.’
177. The EU noted that with regard to CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/13 Rev. 2, Table 4, there is a
reference to correspondence sent to importing countries and asked the Secretariat what the
content was of those two replies.
178. The Secretariat explained that in the case of Mali, the response was in relation to
IUU-listed vessels reported to be flagged to Mali and that in relation to the Philippines, the
response was in relation to the import of toothfish reported through the CDS.
179. SCIC noted that according to CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/13 Rev. 2, paragraph 12, the
VMS data reported to the Secretariat indicated that the Korean-flagged vessel, the
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Insung No. 7, fished between October 2013 and May 2014 in the southwest Atlantic and that,
while a DCD was issued for this trip, the fish were transhipped to a reefer vessel, the Frio
Olympic, at sea. The DCD was not completed for the subsequent landing of the toothfish in
China for the Frio Olympic.
180. Korea asked the Secretariat for an explanation of its description of DCD status as
relevant information had not been provided.
181. The Secretariat verified that the DCD was issued and reflects the transhipment event,
however, the certification of landing and verified weight remains incomplete. The Secretariat
does not have enough information to report if a landing occurred in relation to this catch and
explained that it is the responsibility of the Port State to certify the landing.
182. China stated that there is not enough information regarding this issue and welcomed
further information in order to verify the event and explain the reasoning for the incomplete
DCD.
183. SCIC noted that a transhipment of toothfish was reported by Russia to have occurred
at sea from a Russian-flagged vessel, the Sparta, to a Russian-flagged vessel, the Ugulan.
Both vessels had DCDs issued for their catches; however, the DCD issued for the Ugulan was
not completed for the subsequent landing of the toothfish in New Zealand.
184. New Zealand commented that CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/13 Rev. 2, paragraph 14,
highlights the need for transhipments to be formally notified both inside and outside the
Convention Area in order to be viewed and analysed by Port State Members. New Zealand
noted that it could more effectively implement these obligations under the CDS if it was given
advance notice of when transhipments will occur.
185. Russia noted that the lack of clarity linked to the transhipment mechanism should not
impede the fulfilment of obligations of the CDS.
186. New Zealand suggested that prior to CCAMLR-XXXIV, SCIC should undertake
intersessional work to improve transhipment-related measures to ensure there is functional
implementation.
187. Argentina noted New Zealand’s concern regarding the ambiguity associated with
transhipments and informed Members of its willingness to participate in discussions over this
matter but advised that any issue going beyond the spatial scope of the Convention Area must
be addressed with caution.
188. The USA and other Members expressed their willingness to work on the proposal and
suggested discussing transhipments as a separate agenda item as it has come up across
multiple discussions. The USA provided a revision to CMs 10-02 and 10-09 to accommodate
these concerns. While there was no consensus reached in relation to the proposed
amendments, Members were encouraged to progress this during the intersessional period.
189. SCIC noted that the transhipment issue will arise within CDS Implementation Panel
considerations for 2015.
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190. The Republic of Korea presented CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/26 Rev. 1, providing an
account of the case regarding the missing DCDs for three Korean-flagged vessels and the
measures taken by the Korean government following the investigation. In relation to this
paper Korea made the following statement:
‘This paper provides an account of the case regarding the missing DCDs for the
catches taken by the Korean-flagged FVs Insung No. 3, Insung No. 7 and the
Hongjin 707, and the measures taken by the Korean government following the
investigation on the case. All these three vessels were alleged to have crossed into the
EEZs of relevant coastal states in the Southwest Atlantic during their operation on the
high seas, the ground on which the Korean government rejected to validate the DCDs
for their catches. After months of investigations and hearings, these vessels were
found to have violated the applicable laws and regulations, and the Korean
government imposed sanctions on all three vessels. In addition to the administrative
sanctions imposed in accordance with the Distant Water Fisheries Development Act of
Korea, the Hong Jin 707 disposed their catches in a manner that they would never
accrue any financial benefit to the operator, and the catches of the Insung No. 3 and
Insung No. 7 is in the process of being confiscated by the government. The fishing
authorisation granted to the fishing vessel Insung No.7 has been revoked and the
vessel itself is in the process of being scrapped under the government’s instruction.
While handling the case, the Ministry recognised that the current Distant Water
Development Act, which was amended and took effect on January 31, 2014, still
needed further improvement and reopened the Act for the second amendment. Now,
the Korean government is earnestly working to reform the Act for the second time,
focusing on strengthening the investigative and administrative processes for handling
IUU fishing; holding illegal actors more accountable and further empowering the
government to tighten its control. The investigative processes and the results have
been shared with the coastal states in question through diplomatic channels.’
191. SCIC thanked Korea for its efforts and congratulated it on its investigation and stated
that SCIC looks forward to the amendments of the Distant Water Development Act, which
will allow for imposing stricter sanctions. Members expressed encouragement from the steps
Korea has taken to strengthen its legal regime and the actions put in place to monitor its
vessels.
192. SCIC requested that Korea continue to provide updates and photographs on the
scrapping of the Insung No. 7. The USA further enquired about the intended disposition of the
proceeds from the sale of the confiscated catch. The USA understands that Korean law in
effect at the time the three vessels engaged in illegal fishing may not have provided for
termination of the vessels’ trips. However, the USA expressed the view that issuing a number
of DCDs for a single trip could allow for the co-mingling of legal and illegal catches and
inhibit the ability for market States to determine the legality of imports.
193. Uruguay noted that as a coastal state, the continued cooperation and established
dialogue between Korean and Uruguayan authorities facilitated procedures in regard to
evaluating compliance with relevant CMs.
194. Some Members supported the USA and suggested that proceeds from the confiscated
catch be contributed to the CDS Fund.
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195. Korea thanked Members for their appreciation and consideration of its report. Korea
made the following statement:
‘We would like to thank Members for their appreciation and consideration of this
report. In the past, Korean vessels have been involved in IUU activities within the
CAMLR Convention Area and we will no longer stand by without action. Korea
reaffirms their commitment as a responsible Member of CCAMLR and as a
responsible fishing party ensuring that any future instances where Korean vessels may
be associated with IUU activity will be investigated with actions taken accordingly.
We will continue to update delegates over the scrapping of the Insung No. 7.
Currently, Korea is revising the Distant Water Development Act and working towards
a completed revision of this Act by the end of 2014 and will work to enforce the
revisions by 2015 pending legislative approval. In regard to the proposal by the UK
for the proceeds of the catch, Korea is still unsure of the expected sales volume but
will endeavour to contribute the proceeds of sale to CCAMLR funds.’

Vessel Monitoring System (VMS)
196. The Secretariat summarised prior consideration at ATCM XXXVI in 2013 and at
CCAMLR-XXXII regarding the potential to release CCAMLR VMS data to support search
and rescue (SAR) efforts in the CAMLR Convention Area (CCAMLR-XXXIII/01 Rev. 1).
Work undertaken during 2014 with the five CCAMLR Members that have Maritime Rescue
Coordination Centre (MRCC) responsibilities (Argentina, Australia, Chile, New Zealand and
South Africa) was summarised, noting the criteria identified at CCAMLR-XXXII as a
precondition for the release of CCAMLR VMS data to support SAR efforts (CCAMLRXXXII, Annex 6, paragraphs 42 to 46).
197. The work undertaken during 2014 resulted in the draft Arrangement that has been
tabled for review, and possible adoption, at CCAMLR-XXXIII.
198. Noting that SAR is an extremely important matter for all operating in the Convention
Area, SCIC congratulated the Secretariat and those Members involved in the development of
the draft Arrangement.
199. SCIC further considered the draft Arrangement and recommended the draft
Arrangement for adoption by the Commission (Appendix III).
200. The VMS TWG presented CCAMLR-XXXIII/14 Rev. 1, reporting on the outcome of
the intersessional work on the Request for Tender (RFT) and the recommendation for the
preferred VMS software to support CCAMLR’s VMS.
201. SCIC noted that the VMS TWG developed the documentation to support the RFT,
which was advertised on the CCAMLR website and the International Monitoring, Control and
Surveillance (IMCS) Network and provided directly to a number of VMS providers.
202. SCIC noted the VMS TWG advice that eight responses were received for the RFT by
the closing date of 13 June 2014.
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203. SCIC noted that the VMS TWG undertook an evaluation of the RFT responses
received and agreed to a preferred VMS, the internally hosted software THEMIS Viewer
provided by Collecte Localisation Satellites (CLS).
204. SCIC noted that Members were invited under Rule 7(d) of the Rules of Procedure of
the Commission to support the VMS TWG’s recommendation to implement THEMIS Viewer
to support CCAMLR’s VMS.
205. Following the invitation to support the VMS TWG’s recommendation to implement
THEMIS Viewer, SCIC noted that no objections had been received by Members. SCIC
further noted that the Secretariat had subsequently advised CLS that its tender was successful
and were in negotiations to finalise contractual and implementation arrangements.
206. SCIC thanked the VMS TWG, with participants from Australia, Chile, the EU, France,
Japan, the Republic of Korea, New Zealand, South Africa, Ukraine, the UK, the USA and the
Secretariat, for its work in 2014.
207. The VMS TWG presented CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/07, providing an overview of work
completed during 2014 to review CM 10-04, as agreed at CCAMLR-XXXII (Annex 6,
paragraph 106).
208. The VMS TWG reported that, in addition to overseeing the process associated with the
selection of a new VMS which it successfully completed during 2014, the VMS TWG had
commenced a review of CM 10-04. Among other matters, the review focused on terminology,
minimum standards for Automatic Location Communicators (ALCs), harmonisation of
reporting requirements across all vessels operating in the CAMLR Convention Area, VMS
data access rules and the relationship between CM 10-04 and other relevant conservation
measures.
209. The VMS TWG recommended that an additional 12 months was required to further
consider these and many related issues. In this regard, should the mandate of the VMS TWG
be extended, an invitation was extended to all Members to actively engage in the work of the
VMS TWG during 2015.
210. SCIC expressed appreciation to the VMS TWG for its work during 2014. SCIC
recognised that some of the recommendations of the VMS TWG could be considered for
immediate implementation through appropriate revision to CM 10-04 at CCAMLR-XXXIII,
while other matters required further consideration. Additional issues proposed for further
consideration included: simultaneous near real-time reporting to the Secretariat and the Flag
State, mandatory port-to-port reporting, increasing the polling frequency to once
every 1 or 2 hours and the mandatory utilisation of automatic identification systems (AIS).
211. The USA provided a proposal to revise CM 10-04. Some Members expressed concern
that the proposal made by the USA included substantial changes to CM 10-04 implying a
resignation of the primary responsibility of the Flag State, which could not be accepted by
those Members. Some Members also expressed concern at considering any proposed revisions
to CM 10-04 at CCAMLR-XXXIII as not enough time was available to adequately discuss
these issues. Other Members supported the goals of the USA proposal. SCIC agreed for the
VMS TWG to consider any possible revisions in 2015 and provide recommendations to SCIC
at CCAMLR-XXXIV.
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212. Many Members expressed support for the VMS TWG to include the items raised in
the revisions proposed at this meeting and Members were encouraged to work intersessionally
to this end.
213.

The Republic of Korea provided the following statement:
‘Every country has different definition about VMS. It is my understanding that there is
no clear definition about VMS in the CCAMLR Rules as well. In a broader sense,
VMS is interpreted as Vessel Monitoring System in Korea. However, in a narrower
sense, it refers to hardware transmitting position information installed on vessels. In
order to improve transparency, it is timely and appropriate to clearly define VMS.
Such discussion should be made, taking into account different positions of Member
states.
It may seem out of the agenda but Korea would like to take this opportunity to briefly
explain about Fishing Monitoring Centre (FMC), an important tool for Monitoring,
Control and Surveillance against IUU.
FMC is one of the important actions taken by the Korean government to combat IUU
fishing in addition to mandatory instalment of VMS.
This FMC opened on 28 March 2014, in order to monitor, detect and alert to any
illegal fishing activities by Korean distant-water fishing vessels operating in waters
outsider of Korea’s jurisdiction in real-time.
About 340 fishing vessels authorised to fish in distant waters are monitored on an
hourly basis and warnings have been issued to deter IUU as a preventive measure.
In addition, FMC is tasked to do as follows:
1. Verify and control transhipment and catch limit
2. Check VMS installed on board distant-water fishing vessels as well as store
and manage relevant records
For more information, brochure on Korea’s FMC is provided at the entrance of this
meeting room. This will be also posted on the CCAMLR website soon.
Lastly, as part of efforts to uproot IUU fishing, the Korean government will establish a
program to closely monitor high-risk IUU vessels under operators like Insung
Corporation. E-logbook system will be introduced as well by June 2015. Along with
VMS records of FMC, e-logbook will help us to better monitor catches taken by
vessels.’

214. SCIC acknowledged Korea’s intervention and thanked it for its effort to monitor its
distant-water fleet and combat IUU fishing.
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Proposals for new and revised measures
215. With the objective of improving the availability of data to support estimates of krill
biomass and noting that the tasks required to achieve this cannot be performed by vessel crew,
Chile proposed increasing scientific observation in krill fisheries (CCAMLR-XXXIII/18).
Chile proposed modifying CM 51-06 to increase scientific observer coverage to 100% during
krill fishing operations.
216. SCIC noted a proposal submitted by Ukraine to amend CM 51-06 to increase observer
coverage in the krill fishery (CCAMLR-XXXIII/16). The proposal, if implemented, would set
a target of 100% mandatory observer coverage through phased implementation, with an initial
increase to 75% for 2014/15 and 2015/16, increasing to 100% for subsequent seasons.
217. Uruguay welcomed the proposals to increase observer coverage on krill vessels. It
reminded SCIC that krill usually comes to port on board container vessels, making physical
access difficult in order to carry out inspections due to storage conditions, and increased
observer coverage would reduce inspector workload. Approximately 70% of inspections on
krill vessels are conducted on board container or reefer vessels and thus Uruguay strongly
supported this proposal.
218. Many Members supported the target of 100% observer coverage and welcomed the
proposals to increase observer coverage on krill fishing vessels.
219. The Republic of Korea advised that, while it supported the principle of increasing
observer coverage on krill fishing vessels, there are logistical challenges associated with
securing observers and noted that an incremental approach was preferable. Some Members
supported this approach.
220. SCIC noted that the Scientific Committee had agreed that 100% observer coverage
was scientifically desirable but that any decision on a mandatory level required in the fishery
was a decision for the Commission. SCIC also noted that at the same time, the Scientific
Committee agreed that the most important consideration in respect of the data derived from
the SISO was ensuring that the data are of the highest quality possible and most informative
for the work of WG-EMM, rather than focusing on the level of observer coverage alone. The
Scientific Committee recommended that the elements of CM 51-06 be retained for 2014/15.
221. SCIC considered the advice of the Scientific Committee. Many Members reiterated
their support for the proposal and highlighted the importance of the orderly and precautionary
development of CCAMLR krill fisheries and consistency between CCAMLR fisheries. South
Africa noted that increased observer coverage would assist in the analysis of by-catch in krill
fisheries.
222. Some Members noted that it was more important to improve the quality of data
reported by scientific observers and the improvement of the data quality should be considered
before increasing observer coverage.
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223. The delegations of Brazil, Chile, the EU and the USA introduced a proposal to
prohibit the finning of sharks caught in the CAMLR Convention Area (CCAMLRXXXIII/20) and proposed an amendment to CM 32-18 to require that the fins of incidentally
caught sharks that cannot be released alive remain naturally attached until the point of first
landing.
224.

In relation to its presentation, the USA made the following statement:
‘Many organizations have recognized that shark populations are uniquely vulnerable
to the impact of overexploitation due to their life history characteristics (slow to grow
and reproduce) and their highly migratory nature. There has also been recognition of
the wastefulness of finning, or removing the fins from sharks and discarding the
carcass at sea. This wastefulness is contrary to the FAO’s International Plan of Action
for sharks, which calls for the minimization of waste and discards from shark catches
in accordance with Article 7.2.2(g) of the Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries.
It is also contrary to the conservation objective set forth in Article II of the
Convention, where conservation is defined to include rational use.
For example, the UN General Assembly’s Sustainable Fisheries resolution, calls upon
States, including through regional fisheries management organizations (RFMO) or
arrangements, to develop and implement national and, where appropriate, regional
plans of action to implement the International Plan of Action for the Conservation and
Management of Sharks and to comply with measures that regulate shark fisheries and
incidental catch of sharks, in particular those measures that prohibit or restrict fisheries
conducted solely for the purpose of harvesting fins and to consider, where necessary
and appropriate, taking other measures such as requiring that all sharks be landed with
each fin naturally attached.
Most RFMOs have responded by adopting measures to ban shark finning. CCAMLR
has also contributed to global efforts to conserve and manage sharks. In 2006, the
Commission adopted a proposal by France on the conservation of sharks, which
resulted in Conservation Measure 32-18. However, while the CCAMLR measure
prohibits the “directed fishing on shark species in the Convention Area ...” and calls
for the live release of incidentally-caught sharks where possible, it is silent on the
practice of shark finning. In our view, CCAMLR should adopt measures, consistent
with the shark provisions in UNGA resolution, to prohibit finning of retained sharks as
well as prohibit the possession of fins that are not naturally attached to the
corresponding carcass.
In addition to complementing the current prohibition on directed fishing, requiring all
incidentally caught sharks that are retained to be landed with their fins naturally
attached will enhance species-specific data collection of sharks harvested in the
Convention Area and effectively prevent finning.
This proposal is very similar to one that the United States first tabled in 2011, although
some changes have been made in response to comments from our co-sponsors and
Members. We look forward to further discussion.’
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225. Many Members thanked the proponents of the proposal and expressed their full and
strong support for the amendment to CM 32-18. They recognised that the proposal promotes
the conservation of sharks, is consistent with some Members’ domestic policies and fills a gap
in the existing conservation measure.
226. Several Members, in expressing general support for the proposal, provided drafting
suggestions relating to the inclusion of a reference to Article II of the Convention and that
shark finning cannot be considered rational use.
227. France welcomed the proposal and reaffirmed its support for CM 32-18. France
recalled the shark provisions in the UNGA resolution and expressed regret that CCAMLR,
whose conservation goals are much more ambitious than those of RFMOs, does not have a
more proactive approach on that issue.
228.

The EU made the following statement:
‘The EU has adopted a full shark finning ban in 2013 and all our Member States stand
behind it.
The EU is happy to co-sponsor the draft measure which is in line with our domestic
legislation and which would fill a gap in the existing conservation measure by banning
shark finning in the Convention Area.
We hope the proposal, based on the successful experience in several countries, will
also be a success in CCAMLR.’

229.

Sweden made the following statement:
‘Sweden fully supports the proposal by Brazil, Chile, European Union and the USA,
and much appreciates the work and effort involved in this proposal. However, even a
full implementation of and adherence to a finning prohibition may not substantially
reduce the catch levels and keep the shark populations at sustainable levels. We do,
however, think this is a great first step in managing shark mortality in the CAMLR
Convention Area.’

230. Japan stated that, as a responsible fishing nation aiming at the sustainable use of
sharks, it has been actively participating in relevant RFMOs for the conservation and
management of sharks and already introduced the prohibition of finning in accordance with
the conservation and management measures adopted by tuna RFMOs. However, Japan did not
believe that the proposed amendments are necessary, taking into account the fact that the
amount of shark by-catch in the Convention Area is very small and the prohibition of the
directed shark fishery has been already adopted, while pointing out that the proposed
amendment does not seem relevant to the conservation and management of sharks in the
Convention Area. For those reasons, Japan did not support the proposal.
231. China supported the view of Japan and stated that it was also unable to support the
proposal.
232. The EU presented a proposal to hold intersessional discussions between CCAMLRXXXIII and CCAMLR-XXXIV on the possible adoption of trade-related measures by
CCAMLR in order to promote compliance (CCAMLR-XXXIII/25 Rev. 1). The EU referred
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to the numerous previous discussions concerning the adoption of a trade-related measure that
covered many years. This proposal for intersessional discussions was a compromise in an
effort to find solutions that might lead to a common understanding and the possible
consideration of a more detailed proposal on trade-related measures in future.
233.

Argentina made the following statement:
‘Argentina thanked the EU Delegation for its presentation and noted that since 2006
this issue has been the subject of numerous and prolonged deliberations where
divergent positions were evident.
With respect to this, the Delegation of Argentina as well as other delegations with
similar points of view have contributed their arguments in a precise, thorough and
detailed manner. To this end, expert officials attended and presented a detailed
argument with the reasons that justify why this delegation has not considered it
appropriate to adopt commercial measures against States.
Understanding that there is no possibility of a compromise in order to reach the
required consensus, given the profound incompatibility of positions, it does not appear
to be constructive to continue the discussion of this issue during the intersessional
period.
In this context, the Symposium to be held in the Republic of Chile next year offers an
excellent opportunity to explore alternative mechanisms to combat IUU fishing, which
is the common objective of all Members, including reinforcement of Conservation
Measure 10-08 with respect to the identification and sanctioning of the beneficiaries of
vessels that undermine the conservation of Antarctic marine living resources.’

234. Brazil supported Argentina’s statement that CM 10-08 is important in combating IUU
fishing. Brazil does not favour the adoption of trade-related measures in CCAMLR, stating
that there is no evidence that trade-related measures will combat IUU practices. China shared
similar concerns.
235. Some Members thanked the EU for the paper, noting that trade-related measures are an
important tool to enhance the ability of CCAMLR to address IUU fishing and promote
compliance. Those Members supported the approach reflected in the EU proposal, noting that
it looked beyond trade-related measures at other mechanisms that CCAMLR might employ to
strengthen the tools available for combating IUU fishing, including through existing
measures.
236. Some Members, in supporting the EU proposal, were of the view that the proposal
does not conflict with WTO and UNGA measures and that they looked forward to
participating in intersessional discussions on the proposal.
237.

The USA made the following statement:
‘The U.S. welcomes the paper from the EU and appreciates its efforts to continue
discussion on the adoption of a conservation measure on trade-related measures. As
we have expressed over the years, we think that trade-related measures are an
important tool that would enhance the ability of CCAMLR to address IUU fishing and
promote compliance.
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The United States continues to support strongly the approach reflected in the most
recent EU proposal that ensures due process prior to a determination that a Party is not
fulfilling its obligations or a non-Party is undermining CCAMLR conservation
measures; provides opportunities for identified Parties and non-Parties to respond to
identifications and to rectify their actions; and it is designed to provide the
Commission and its members with the necessary flexibility to tailor implementation of
the measure on a case-by-case basis in order to take into account relevant international
trade obligations.
We note that this paper also looks beyond trade-related measures at other mechanisms
that CCAMLR might employ to strengthen the tools available for combating IUU
fishing, including through existing measures. We note that, in our view, this is not an
either/or proposition and we hope that CCAMLR can consider the adoption of traderelated measures while, at the same time, consider additional approaches, including the
strengthening of existing measures. We look forward to this discussion during the
intersessional period.’
238. Uruguay, while supporting the comments of Argentina and Brazil, stated that it was
willing to participate in intersessional discussions relating to efforts to combat IUU fishing as
long as those discussions did not include discussion on trade-related measures.
239. Namibia supported Brazil and Argentina and had no objections to discussion on the
matter of trade-related measures but noted that its representatives at this meeting were not
responsible for trade-related issues in Namibia.
240. ASOC presented a document on improving the governance and control of fishing
vessels operating in the Southern Ocean (CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/22 Rev. 1). ASOC made the
following statement:
‘In CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/22, ASOC highlights several suggested ways for
CCAMLR to improve the governance and control of fishing vessels in the Convention
Area. We particularly encourage CCAMLR to consider requiring a minimum
mandatory ice classification standard for all fishing vessels. Additionally, we
encourage CCAMLR to require specialized training for masters and crews on fishing
vessels to prepare them for the unique challenges of operating in polar waters. Both of
these actions will increase safety and enhance environmental protection.
Furthermore, the IMO plans to work on a second phase of the Polar Code that would
include fishing vessels. CCAMLR Members should adopt a Resolution setting out
their commitment to engage in the development of appropriate provisions for this
second phase, and undertaking to inform the IMO of recent fishing vessel incidents in
the Southern Ocean as well as existing CCAMLR measures that contribute to fishing
vessel safety and the safety of crews in the Southern Ocean.’
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Current level of IUU fishing
Progress reports
241. SCIC noted the report from France on recent observations related to IUU fishing in
Subarea 58.6 and Divisions 58.5.1 and 58.5.2 including the French and Australian EEZs, as
well as in high-seas areas in Divisions 58.4.3 and 58.4.4 (CCAMLR-XXXIII/19).
Surveillance operates throughout the year in the French EEZs, and no IUU fishing activity
was observed from August 2013 to August 2014; however fishing gear was found on a
number of occasions during this period. This fishing gear did not belong to licensed vessels.
Since 2004, satellite radar surveillance and maritime patrols have proved effective in
detecting IUU fishing activities and, with the exception of one year, vessels on CCAMLR’s
IUU list have been observed annually over the past ten years within the surveillance area. The
interception of an IUU fishing vessel in 2013 and recent and regular recovery of illegal
fishing gear provides further evidence of ongoing IUU fishing activities in the French EEZs.
242. SCIC noted the report from Australia on the estimation of IUU catch taken from the
Australian EEZ in Division 58.5.2 and efforts to combat IUU fishing (CCAMLRXXXIII/BG/19). The IUU catch of toothfish was estimated between 0 and 50 tonnes
in 2013/14, and this estimate was derived from the findings of Australia’s Southern Ocean
surveillance and enforcement program, including daily surveillance coverage by
commercially operated satellites, cooperative surveillance and enforcement operations with
France, licensed fishing vessels and other sources. Australia also reported on strategies it
applied to combat IUU fishing in the Convention Area, including on the water surveillance
and enforcement operations, including cooperative operations with France; targeting
CCAMLR NCP-IUU vessels at ports through the Regional Plan of Action to Promote
Responsible Fishing Practices Including Combating IUU Fishing in South East Asia
(RPOA-IUU); seeking cooperation from those States whose flagged vessels or nationals have
been implicated in IUU fishing and provision of in-country education and capacity building.
243. SCIC noted that sightings of CCAMLR NCP-IUU fishing vessels in 2013/14 indicated
that these vessels were heading north and away from the Convention Area, and there have
been no sightings of vessels returning to the Convention Area. This is a significant
development and indicated that the regional cooperation that has occurred through the
RPOA-IUU might be disrupting the operations of these IUU fishing vessels.
244. SCIC noted that Parties cooperating under the RPOA-IUU have undertaken to deny
port access to any vessel on IUU vessel lists agreed to by regional fisheries bodies, other than
for emergency purposes. The Parties have also agreed to port inspections of vessels that are
admitted to port and exchange of information on the activities of IUU fishing vessels.
245. Noting the commitment by Members to combat IUU fishing demonstrated at this
meeting, Australia encouraged Members to consider the wide range of strategies that can be
implemented and encouraged Members to consider signing and ratifying the Port State
Measures Agreement to Prevent, Deter and Eliminate IUU Fishing.
246. Australia urged Members to consider further work that could be undertaken to better
understand the problem of IUU fishing, including the formulation of more reliable catch
estimates, and said that it hoped that this is a discussion that can be taken forward.
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247. New Zealand congratulated Australia, France and Spain on their efforts on combating
IUU fishing and also agreed with other Members that Port State measures are very effective in
depriving IUU fishing syndicates of lucrative profits from illegal fishing operations.
248. Spain also indicated that such actions are effective in depriving IUU fishing syndicates
of lucrative profits from illegal fishing operations.
249. China appreciated Australia’s efforts in fighting IUU fishing and requested additional
information regarding the probable sighting of the vessel Tiantai (CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/19).
Australia advised that it had responded to an emergency signal from the vessel. Aerial
surveillance found vessel debris in the vicinity of the signal in Division 58.4.1 and it was
believed that the vessel had sunk and that its crew had likely been rescued by the Chang Bai
(COMM CIRC 14/57, May 2014).
250. SCIC noted the report from Spain on measures taken to combat IUU fishing in the
Convention Area in 2014 (CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/34). Spain highlighted the importance of
the Commission’s control and inspection mechanisms in providing irrefutable evidence and
documentation that supports the initiation of proper investigations. These actions required an
agreed action plan to facilitate collaboration, such as joint inspections in the Convention Area.
Spain also reported on recent actions taken to fulfil obligations with respect to sanctioning
proven illegal actions of Spanish nationals, including a number of ongoing investigations into
links between vessel owners and beneficiaries. Spain reported about the process of amending
its fisheries law, which will be a very important tool in the fight against IUU activity.
251. SCIC noted the advice from Chile regarding the legal action taken against the Chilean
national who was captain of the Thunder. This is the first prosecution case under the
revised 2011 fisheries legislation and Chilean authorities initiated the action based on
evidence provided by Australia. The outcomes of this case will be reported to the
Commission.
252. Australia thanked Spain and Chile for the actions they had taken and expressed its
appreciation of the ongoing commitment of France to the cooperative surveillance operations.
253. SCIC noted the Secretariat’s progress on analysing trends in IUU fishing activity in
the Convention Area (CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/28 Rev. 1). This analysis was guided by the
advice of the Scientific Committee (SC-CAMLR-XXXII, paragraphs 6.2 and 6.3) and
included the development of approaches to estimate IUU removals where surveillance-based
estimates cannot be effort-corrected. The analysis used operational market-related information
and newly acquired information including from satellite-based AIS.
254. SCIC noted the distribution of IUU fishing activity based on reports by Members of
sightings of IUU fishing vessels and gear, information from observer logbooks, cruise reports
and AIS data for 2014 (CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/28 Rev. 1, Figure 1). It was noted that this
was the first time that an IUU fishing vessel had been sighted in Subarea 48.6, however there
had been indirect evidence of IUU fishing activity in that subarea since 2005. The sighted
vessel was the IUU-listed Viking. In addition, AIS data indicated that an unidentified vessel
may have been present in Subarea 48.6 between July and September 2014.
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255. SCIC noted that data from the recently developed satellite-based AIS contain
erroneous reports of vessel positions and that these apparent inconsistencies in vessel
positions and movements have not been experienced in association with position data from
authorised vessels.
256. New Zealand noted that the unmarked fishing gear sighted in Subarea 88.1 in 2014
was longline fishing gear. New Zealand advised that this gear was likely to have been from
authorised fishing vessels and that the marking may have been removed through the abrasive
action of sea-ice.
257. Korea informed SCIC that it had implemented mandatory VMS on all distant-water
fishing vessels, and this action formed part of Korea’s contribution to the international effort
to prevent IUU fishing.
258. SCIC thanked Members for the collaborative efforts in surveillance and new initiatives
to combat IUU fishing, including the identification links between IUU fishing vessel owners
and beneficiaries, and the prosecution of nationals engaged in IUU fishing.

Pilot initiative
259. SCIC discussed the joint proposal by France and the Secretariat of a pilot initiative to
use satellite-derived imagery to improve estimates of IUU fishing vessel presence in selected,
high-seas areas of the Convention Area (CCAMLR-XXXIII/07). The initiative aims to
develop new methods to:
(i)

assess IUU fishing vessel presence

(ii)

interpret IUU fishing vessel presence reported by licensed fishing vessels and
national surveillance efforts, and develop an index of IUU fishing vessel
presence

(iii) appraise the use of satellite imagery to provide operational data on IUU fishing
vessels
(iv) liaise with relevant national authorities, where appropriate, regarding
complementary surveillance activities, and with licensed fishing vessels
regarding vessel sightings reports.
260. The pilot initiative will receive in-kind contributions by France and the Secretariat and
seeks additional funds (€375 000) to purchase satellite services. CCAMLR Members were
invited to contribute to this initiative, including through in-kind contributions.
261. France declared that it was very pleased to contribute to this pilot project in
partnership with the CCAMLR Secretariat for a six-month trial period of the radar
surveillance scheme. France’s in-kind contribution amounts to €158 000 and includes the use
of its satellite reception station in Kerguelen Island, the processing and analysis of the radar
scenes by technicians of the MRCC based in Réunion Island (CROSS Réunion) and
contribution to the program of work.
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262.

In further discussion of this pilot initiative, SCIC noted that:
(i)

the new methodology may provide information on vessel activity and fishing
effort; however, it would not be possible to obtain information on catches and
species composition

(ii)

the selection of high-seas areas and the timing of acquisition of satellite images
would be determined using historic information on IUU fishing activities

(iii) consideration will be given to the interpretation of unidentified objects, such as
icebergs, and the bias which may be introduced to the analysis if such records
were incorrectly attributed to fishing vessels (i.e. ‘false positives’)
(iv) the pilot initiative would provide a proof-of-concept study, and ongoing
application of this work will be subject to project findings and availability of
funds
(v)

the Secretariat’s contribution to the project would focus on the results of the
image analysis and their interpretation using available data, including VMS data.

263. Members expressed their support for the pilot initiative. The EU expressed its
intention to commit €375 000, subject to confirmation of funds availability. Australia and the
USA expressed their interest in collaborating in the work.
264. SCIC advised that the liaison with licensed fishing vessels regarding vessel sightings
reports would be appropriately conducted by the Flag States.
265. SCIC endorsed the joint proposal by France and the Secretariat and invited Members
to consider contributing to this effort, including in-kind contributions and alignment with
other complementary initiatives.

Collaborative work of ASOC and COLTO
266. SCIC noted the collaborative work of ASOC and COLTO and their joint document to
further develop enforcement actions to end illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing in the
Southern Ocean (CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/23). The document outlined steps to:
(i)

review and strengthen the VMS system by enhancing data provision
requirements

(ii)

intensify action on nationals of CCAMLR Members potentially involved in IUU
fishing

(iii) enhance the effectiveness of IUU vessel lists by developing a mechanism for
listing vessels in the intersessional period
(iv) intensify efforts to identify IUU fishing activity by supporting the joint proposal
by France and the Secretariat (CCAMLR-XXXIII/07).
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267.

ASOC made the following statement:
‘ASOC is pleased to introduce CCAMLR-XXXIII/BG/23, prepared by ASOC and
COLTO describing our joint work over the past year, and offering some
recommendations for CCAMLR. As highlighted in submissions by Australia, France,
New Zealand, and by the Secretariat, IUU fishing, though reduced, is still occurring in
the Convention Area and continued action is necessary to effectively combat it.
We congratulate recent enforcement actions taken by Spain and Uruguay. We also
very much appreciate the enforcement actions taken by the Republic of Korea and
look forward to the follow-up information that they are planning to provide.
We welcome as well the initiatives undertaken by CCAMLR to review its Catch
Documentation Scheme. While generally supporting the recommendations from these
groups, we wish to especially highlight the need to increase the transparency and
oversight of transhipments.
Also in our paper, we provide some additional suggestions for actions CCAMLR
could take to reduce IUU fishing. These include intensifying action on nationals
involved in IUU fishing, and rendering the IUU vessel lists more effective by
authorizing the provisional listing and delisting of vessels intersessionally, not only
once a year (after an IUU vessel may have been operating unhindered for several
months).
COLTO and ASOC are committed to working together to end IUU fishing in the
Convention Area. We are ready to assist CCAMLR in any way that Members would
find useful, and at this time would like to offer to assist the Secretariat in expanding
their global toothfish trade analysis over the intersessional period.’

268. France thanked ASOC and COLTO and supported the proposals suggesting the actions
that are specified in the document.
269. SCIC thanked ASOC and COLTO for the collaborative work and proposal. SCIC
noted that the development of a mechanism for listing IUU fishing vessels intersessionally
may be both beneficial and challenging and agreed to give this proposal further consideration.

IUU Vessel Lists
270. SCIC considered CCAMLR-XXXIII/15 Rev. 3, presented by the Secretariat,
summarising information submitted by Members in relation to IUU fishing activity
in 2013/14 and the subsequent NCP correspondence. The Secretariat provided Draft and
Provisional CP- and NCP-IUU Vessel Lists for 2014/15 for consideration by the Commission.
271. SCIC noted that three vessels included on the NCP-IUU Vessel List were sighted by
Members on three occasions inside the Convention Area in 2013/14 and that nine vessels
included on the NCP-IUU Vessel List were sighted by Members on 14 occasions outside the
Convention Area.
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272. SCIC noted that two sighting reports of vessels were submitted in accordance with
CM 10-02 (Annex 10-02/A). These were provided by the Spanish-flagged vessel Tronio in
respect of the Nihewan and by the Japanese-flagged vessel Shinsei Maru No. 3 in respect of
the Octopus I.
273. SCIC noted that the Secretariat had written to NCPs (in accordance with CM 10-07
and the Policy to Enhance Cooperation between CCAMLR and non-Contracting Parties) as
well as to the Flag States or entities of vessels included on the NCP-IUU Vessel List and
sighted during 2013/14 and that one response, from Tanzania, had been received.
274. SCIC noted that responses to correspondence from the Secretariat remain limited and
Members agreed to undertake bilateral and multilateral liaison with NCPs including Nigeria
and Sierra Leone. The EU offered to contact Nigeria bilaterally and report back to SCIC in
2015.
275. SCIC noted that no new vessels had been proposed for inclusion in the CP-IUU Vessel
List or the NCP-IUU Vessel List.
276. SCIC noted that the IUU-listed vessel Tiantai was reported by Australia to be in
Division 58.4.1 on 29 March 2014 when its distress beacon was activated
(COMM CIRC 14/57). SCIC also considered AIS data that identified the Tiantai in the
Convention Area prior to its sinking. SCIC noted the advice from Australia that it was
satisfied that the vessel had sunk.
277. SCIC recommends that in accordance with CM 10-07, paragraph 18, the Tiantai be
removed from the NCP-IUU Vessel List.
278. SCIC noted that no other information has been received in accordance with CM 10-07,
paragraph 16(ii), for SCIC’s consideration to remove a vessel from the NCP-IUU Vessel List.
279. Accordingly, SCIC adopted a Proposed NCP-IUU Vessel List to be approved by the
Commission (Appendix IV).
280. SCIC noted that Spain had requested additional information in relation to the vessel
Jin Li Chien, identified by AIS to be in Division 58.4.1. The USA noted that the vessel is
included in the Western Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC) Vessel Registry and
that WCPFC may be able to provide additional information.
281. SCIC noted that information provided under Annex 10-02/A could support the work of
the Scientific Committee to develop a vessel detection model for use in estimating IUU
fishing activities and acknowledged the request had been made again at this meeting. SCIC
noted that while this may be a useful task, it potentially imposed a significant administrative
burden on Flag States and the Secretariat. It was suggested that a project be developed to
collect vessel sighting data for a discrete area and time period only potentially in conjunction
with VMS and weather and sea-state conditions and that this could be used as a trial to see if
the information proves useful in supporting the work of the Scientific Committee.
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Other business
282. Uruguay noted the importance of engaging positively with NCPs interested in
cooperating with CCAMLR and highlighted the need for clear advice. Uruguay drew SCIC’s
attention to the recent correspondence between Bolivia and the Secretariat in this regard.
Uruguay made the following statement:
‘In accordance with CM 10-07 (2009), CCAMLR is committed to a policy of
enhancement of the cooperation between the organization and non-Contracting Parties
(NCP).
Recently, a note sent by authorities from Bolivia, and the Secretariat’s response, were
circulated. The note sent by Bolivia states that it intends to fish in the Convention
Area, which is not acceptable in the context of CCAMLR conservation measures, and
the response sent by the Secretariat correctly refers to the consequences for Bolivia in
notifying its intention.
Nevertheless, we think that in the same spirit as CM 10-07 (2009), the
above-mentioned letter does not convey in fullness the commitment to foster
cooperation between the organization and NCP.
We believe that it is positive that a NCP unilaterally declares the will to approach
CCAMLR, even when it is with an erroneous purpose and one that could contravene
the requirements set in conservation measures.
Normally, the Secretariat writes to a NCP when vessels registered under its flag are
detected operating in the Convention Area without notification or authorization. The
Secretariat communicates that these vessels are included in the List of IUU vessels of
NCP and urges the State in question to cooperate with CCAMLR. The great majority
of these States do not even answer these letters.
Our commitment is to seek cooperation from and offer cooperation to NCP, and hence
the objective must be to come together and not to alienate.
Maybe, in this case and others similar cases, what is appropriate would be to give
them explicit instructions on how to proceed in accordance with conservation
measures, to offer answers to questions or clarify doubts on how to proceed, and
everything that would be interpreted by the NCP in question as a show of goodwill
from CCAMLR.’
283. Brazil supported Uruguay stating that the convention needs to engage cooperatively
with NCPs in order to avoid imposing excessive sanctions.
284. Argentina noted its full support for the statement from Uruguay and emphasised the
importance of cooperation with NCPs in CCAMLR.
285. Australia noted that as the depository of the Convention, it had provided relevant
information to the Secretariat in relation to this issue, which in turn had provided it to Bolivia.
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286. The UK noted that its Ambassador in La Paz had raised the issue with Bolivia’s
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which did not have any information available at that time, but
had agreed to report back.
287. New Zealand noted that the Bolivian-flagged vessel, the Cape Flower, proposed by
Bolivia to undertake fishing activities in the Convention Area, had been detained in previous
years. It was also noted that this information was derived from a media report and that further
investigation is required to confirm this.
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Appendix I
CCAMLR Compliance Report
Australia
Conservation
Measure
10-03

Vessel
Southern
Champion

Recorded date

Implementation summary – Secretariat

22 May 2014

The vessel arrived in Albany on 12 April
2014 and was inspected by Australia
on 15 April 2014.
Paragraph 5 requires an inspection to be
conducted within 48 hours of port entry.

Response – Member

Response date

The vessel was originally scheduled to
arrive earlier that week, however no berths
were available until Saturday 12 April. The
Australian Fisheries Management Authority
(AFMA) had scheduled its Fisheries
Officers to inspect the vessel within
48 hours of its original date of arrival. The
vessel’s delayed arrival, in combination
with complications in altering the travel
arrangements for one of the officers who
was travelling from Darwin to Albany (port
where the Southern Champion berthed),
meant the officer was unable to arrive until
the night of Monday 14 April 2014. As the
delayed officer was carrying the inspection
authorisation, an inspection of the vessel
was unable to be conducted until the
delayed officer arrived.

02 Sep 2014

Further, for occupational health and safety
reasons, AFMA has a policy that all
inspections are only to be conducted when
there are two Fisheries Officers present.
Despite the delay, the two officers were
present for the entirety of the unload where
all catch was weighed and verified.
Australia has examined the matter and as
outlined above the delayed inspection was
as a result of a combination of logistical
factors and the need to adhere to
occupational health and safety
requirements.

SCIC response
No action required
(paragraphs 6 to 8)

Status
Partially
compliant

Chile
Conservation
Measure

Vessel

Recorded date

Implementation summary – Secretariat

Response – Member

Response date

SCIC response

Status

10-02

Cabo de
Hornos

11 Feb 2014

The vessel’s licence was issued by Chile
on 17 January 2014. The licence
notification was submitted to the Secretariat
on 11 February 2014. Paragraph 3 requires
licence notifications to be submitted to the
Secretariat within seven days of licence
issuance.

The current procedures for the submission
of licence notifications to the Secretariat
have been reviewed and have been
modified to comply with deadlines
established in CM 10-02.

06 Sep 2014

No action required
(paragraphs 9 to 12)

Partially
compliant

10-02

Diego Ramirez

11 Feb 2014

The vessel’s licence was issued by Chile
on 17 January 2014. The licence
notification was submitted to the Secretariat
on 11 February 2014. Paragraph 3 requires
licence notifications to be submitted to the
Secretariat within seven days of licence
issuance.

The current procedures for the submission
of licence notifications to the Secretariat
have been reviewed and have been
modified to comply with deadlines
established in CM 10-02.

06 Sep 2014

No action required
(paragraphs 9 to 12)

Partially
compliant

05 Aug 2014

Three vessels were reported through the
Catch Documentation Scheme (CDS) to
have landed Dissostichus spp. on four
occasions at ports in Chile. No inspection
reports were received by the Secretariat in
respect of these landings as required by
paragraph 1.

Sent to the Secretariat on August 21st 2014

06 Sep 2014

No action required
(paragraphs 10 to 12)

Partially
compliant

10-03

Vessel
Antarctic
Bay
Globalpesca II
Globalpesca III
Globalpesca III

Flag

Area(s)
fished

Chile 48.3
Chile 41.3.2
Chile 41.3.2
Chile 41.3.2

Port
Punta
Arenas
Punta
Arenas
Punta
Arenas
Punta
Arenas

Sent to the Secretariat on August 21st 2014
Sent to the Secretariat on August 21st 2014
Sent to the Secretariat on August 21st 2014

Landing
date
3 Apr
2014
4 Jun
2014
10 Sep
2013
7 Jun
2014

(continued)

Chile (continued)
Conservation
Measure
10-03

Vessel
Poseydon I

Recorded date

Implementation summary – Secretariat

20 Mar 2014

The vessel arrived in Punta Arenas
on 13 February 2014 and was inspected by
Chile on 22 February 2014. Paragraph 5
requires an inspection to be conducted
within 48 hours of port entry.

Response – Member
The vessel arrived in Punta Arenas
on 13 February 2014.

Response date

SCIC response

Status

06 Sep 2014

No action required
(paragraphs 11 to 12)

Partially
compliant

06 Sep 2014

No action required
(paragraphs 11 to 12)

Partially
compliant

Although the vessel was initially authorized
to enter the port, it remained off port due to
a labour strike on board. The captain
informed this situation to the Maritime
Authority, which then requested the vessel
not to enter port.
Due to this situation, as well as for security
reasons, it was not possible to make the
inspection within the required 48 hours. It
was decided to wait for the strike to end.
Only on 24 February 2014 the crew
permitted the inspection of the ship, which
was performed without incidents while the
ship was off the port.
The vessel is currently in Punta Arenas and
the crew remains on strike.
All these facts are properly registered on
the report sent to the CCAMLR.

10-03

Simeiz

13 Mar 2014

The vessel arrived in Punta Arenas on
6 February 2014 and was inspected by
Chile on 11 February 2014. Paragraph 5
requires an inspection to be conducted
within 48 hours of port entry.

The vessel arrived in Punta Arenas on
6 February 2014. It was initially authorized
to enter the harbor, but it remained off port
because the company representative did not
provide the required documents established
in national legislation.
The representative of the company provided
the necessary documents on 9 February
2014.
The vessel was inspected on 11 February at
16:50 hrs.
All these facts are properly registered on
the report sent to the CCAMLR.

(continued)

Chile (continued)
Conservation
Measure
25-02

Vessel
Antarctic Bay

Recorded date
31 Jul 2014

Implementation summary – Secretariat

Response – Member

Response date

Observer data was received for one cruise
under the Scheme of International Scientific
Observation for longline fishing in
Subarea 48.3 between 18 April 2013 and
23 August 2013.

SCIC response

Status

Further action
required
(paragraphs 15 to 16)

Noncompliant

The observer reported on 14 August 2013
that the streamer line was not deployed for
one set due to streamer entanglement.
Paragraph 8 requires streamer lines to be
deployed during longline setting.
25-02

Antarctic Bay

04 Aug 2014

The vessel set a line starting at 05:35 UTC
and ending at 06:10 UTC on 13 April 2014
while fishing in Subarea 48.3. Morning
twilight at the reported position of setting
began at 06:03 UTC, with sunrise at
07:19 UTC.

Servicio Nacional de Pesca
(SERNAPESCA) has initiated a formal
inquiry that is still ongoing.

06 Sep 2014

Further action
required
(paragraphs 13 to 16)

Noncompliant

As above

28 Aug 2014

No action required
(paragraphs 17 to 21)

Partially
compliant

Paragraph 5 requires vessels to set longlines
at night only (between the times of nautical
twilight).
The incidental mortality reported from this
line when hauled on 15 April 2014
was 74 dead white-chinned petrels.
China
10-04

Fu Rong Hai

01 Aug 2014

The vessel entered Subarea 48.1
on 18 December 2013 and exited on
21 January 2014. VMS data for this trip
was provided to the Secretariat
on 13 February 2014. Paragraph 10(ii)
requires VMS data to be provided to the
Secretariat within 10 working days
following departure from the Convention
Area.

(continued)

China (continued)
Conservation
Measure

Vessel

Recorded date

Implementation summary – Secretariat

Response – Member

Response date

SCIC response

Status

10-04

Fu Rong Hai

22 Jan 2014

The vessel entered Subarea 48.1
on 3 January 2013 and exited on
1 February 2013. The vessel returned to
Subarea 48.1 on 7 February 2013 and
exited on 31 March 2013. VMS data for
these two trips was provided to the
Secretariat on 10 October 2013.
Paragraph 10(ii) requires VMS data to be
provided to the Secretariat within
10 working days following departure from
the Convention Area.

By our understanding, the word ‘departure’
in CM 10-04, we tend to think it means a
fishing vessel exits from the convention
area for no more intention of fishing
operation or suspending for a considerable
long period in the season. Considering the
vessel Fu Rong Hai’s temporary departure
(less than 10 days), we are not quite sure
whether to report the VMS data for the
section of the fishing cruise individually, or
for the integrated sections of the whole
fishing season.

28 Aug 2014

No action required
(paragraphs 17 to 21)

Partially
compliant

10-09

Kai Li

31 Mar 2014

The vessel transhipped krill and krill meal
to the Iris in Subarea 48.1 on
29 March 2014. The transhipment
notification was submitted to the Secretariat
on 28 March 2014. Paragraph 2 requires
transhipment notifications to be submitted
to the Secretariat 72 hours in advance of
transhipment.

The late notification of transhipment is the
result of unexpected factors at sea, such as
weather condition, the availability of
transportation vessels, which made the
company cannot make sure the date for the
transhipment required by CM 10-09. China
has required the company to carry out
transhipment in accordance with CM 10-09
and CCAMLR’s other relevant
requirements.

28 Aug 2014

No action required
(paragraphs 22 to 24)

Partially
compliant

10-09

Kai Yu

07 Apr 2014

The vessel transhipped krill and krill meal
to the Frio Shinano in Subarea 48.1
on 6 April 2014. The transhipment
notification was submitted to the Secretariat
on 6 April 2014. Paragraph 2 requires
transhipment notifications to be submitted
to the Secretariat 72 hours in advance of
transhipment.

As above

28 Aug 2014

No action required
(paragraphs 22 to 24)

Partially
compliant

(continued)

China (continued)
Conservation
Measure
10-09

Vessel
Kai Li

Recorded date
09 May 2014

Implementation summary – Secretariat
The vessel transhipped krill to the Iris in
Subarea 48.1 on 10 May 2014. The
transhipment notification was submitted to
the Secretariat on 09 May 2014.

Response – Member

Response date

SCIC response

Status

As above

28 Aug 2014

No action required
(paragraphs 22 to 24)

Partially
compliant

France regrets the lateness, due to an
administrative error, of this notification to
the Secretariat of a fishing licence being
issued to the Saint André. The date of issue
had to be brought forward to 24 March
2014 as a way of dealing with potential
administrative uncertainties, thereby
allowing the captain to depart for his
fishing trip with an original document,
since the trip was organised to take place
in 2 phases, the first in the Kerguelen EEZ
(April to early May), and the second in
Division 58.4.3a, known as ‘Elan Bank’.
However, only the latter area, being
international, is subject to CM 10-02 (given
that the Chairman’s Statement applies to
the Kerguelen EEZ), and it should be noted
that the authorisation to undertake
exploratory fishing on ‘Elan Bank’ actually
states (paragraph 2) that it is valid
from 1 May to 31 August 2014.

04 Sep 2014

No action required
(paragraphs 25 to 26)

Partially
compliant

Paragraph 2 requires transhipment
notifications to be submitted to the
Secretariat 72 hours in advance of
transhipment.
France
10-02

Saint André

26 May 2014

The vessel’s licence was issued by France
on 24 March 2014.
The licence notification was submitted to
the Secretariat on 7 May 2014. Paragraph 3
requires licence notifications to be
submitted to the Secretariat within seven
days of licence issuance.

In fact, France did notify the Secretariat,
on 7 May, that the licence had been issued
to the Saint André, before it actually
entered the ‘Elan Bank’ area (on 13 May).
(continued)

France (continued)
Conservation
Measure
10-02
(continued)

Vessel

Recorded date

Implementation summary – Secretariat

Saint André
(continued)

Response – Member

Response date

SCIC response

26 Aug 2014

No action required
(paragraphs 27 to 28)

Status

France undertakes to ensure that this type of
administrative error will not be repeated
and that it will inform the Secretariat,
within the regulatory time-frame of 7 days,
of any fishing licences issued to its vessels
entering the CAMLR Convention Area.

Korea, Republic of
10-09

Sejong

12 May 2014

The vessel transhipped fuel from the Iris in
Subarea 48.1 on 10 May 2014. The
transhipment notification was submitted to
the Secretariat on 10 May 2014.
Paragraph 2 requires transhipment
notifications to be submitted to the
Secretariat 72 hours in advance of
transhipment.

ㅇ As it was notified of sudden schedule
change of the fuel carrier, the vessel
could not comply with prior
notification provision.
-

At first, Sejong was supposed to
tranship fuel from the Iris on 15 May
2014. However, Iris notified Sejong via
VHF communications that it would
withdraw from the fishing ground
ahead of schedule.

-

Sejong had no choice but to tranship
fuel from Iris according to the changed
schedule because it was impossible for
the vessel to wait with the fuel it had
then until the next fuel supply date.

-

Sejong notified transhipment of fuel to
the Secretariat (9 a.m. 10 May 2014)
right after it was informed of schedule
change from Iris.

*

Attachments (E-mail)

-

(#5) transhipment notification
(Sejong→Secretariat)

Partially
compliant

(continued)

Korea, Republic of (continued)
Conservation
Measure
10-09
(continued)

23-06

Vessel

Recorded date

Implementation summary – Secretariat

Sejong
(continued)

Kwang Ja Ho

01 Aug 2014

The vessel fished 1 to 8 May 2014 and
submitted its C1 haul-by-haul data to the
Secretariat on 7 July 2014. Paragraph 2
requires C1 haul-by-haul data to be
submitted to the Secretariat by the end of
the month following the catch month
(linked to CM 23-03, paragraph 2).

Response – Member
-

(#6) transhipment notification
(Operator→Secretariat)

-

(#7) Notification on completion of
transhipment (Sejong→Secretariat)

ㅇ The vessel had to submit its May catch
data (fishing period: 1–8 May 2014) to
the Secretariat by the end of June.
However, because of administrative
errors, it belatedly reported to the
Secretariat on 7 July 2014.
-

However, the vessel timely submitted
5-day report on 7 May (fishing period:
1–5 May) and 13 May (6–10 May).

*

Attachments (E-mail)

-

(#8) 5-day report dated 7 May
(#9) 5-day report dated 13 May
(#10) C1 data report

Response date

SCIC response

Status

26 Aug 2014

No action required
(paragraphs 29 to 30)

Partially
compliant

05 Sep 2014

No action required
(paragraphs 33 to 34)

Noncompliant

Norway
10-04

Seljevaer

17 Jan 2014

The vessel was inspected by New Zealand
on 9 December 2013 in Subarea 88.1. It
was reported by New Zealand that the VMS
unit had its seal broken.
The unit was re-sealed by an embarked
observer.
Paragraph 2(ii) requires that the Flag State
ensures the VMS unit is protected by
official seals (or mechanisms).

Based on the information in the inspection
report the Directorate of Fisheries has been
in contact with the vessel/vessel owner. The
vessel has reported that the master had not
been aware that the seal had been broken
during the inspection in Montevideo.
Based on the incident, the Directorate of
Fisheries has issued a warning to the vessel.
The vessel owner has assured the
Directorate of Fisheries that the vessel will
not leave port without checking the VMS
unit. Norwegian authorities expect full
compliance with this conservation measure
in the future.

(continued)

Norway (continued)
Conservation
Measure
10-04

Vessel
Juvel

Recorded date

Implementation summary – Secretariat

Response – Member

Response date

SCIC response

Status

02 Apr 2014

The vessel was inspected by Chile
on 13 March 2014 in Punta Arenas. It was
reported that the vessel’s VMS unit was not
sealed with an official seal as required by
paragraph 2(ii).

Based on the information in the inspection
report the Directorate of Fisheries contacted
the vessel/vessel owner. The vessel has
reported that in accordance with the
installation certificate from 2008, the seal is
placed on the VMS unit mounted on the
bridge, and that there has never been a seal
on the antenna itself. The original seal
from 2008 is still intact. The vessel has also
informed us that the antenna shown on the
pictures in the report is a VHF antenna,
which has nothing to do with the VMS. To
be on the safe side, a new and additional
seal is now placed on the VMS unit on the
bridge. A seal is also placed on the (right)
antenna.

04 Sep 2014

Further action
required
(paragraphs 35 to 36)

Additional
information
required

27 Feb 2014

The vessel was inspected by New Zealand
on 10 January 2014 in Subarea 88.1. It was
reported that the international radio call
sign on both sides of the hull were
0.22 metre in height and not 1.0 metre.

Conservation Measure 10-01 specifies that
the markings on fishing vessels licensed to
conduct fishing in the Convention Area in
accordance with Conservation
Measure 10-02 allow for rapid
identification in line with internationally
recognised standards such as the FAO
Standard Specifications for the Marking
and Identification of Fishing Vessels.
Although Conservation Measure 10-01
does not directly state that the FAO
standards are the only international
standards applicable to determining the
criteria for marking vessels, the vessel
owner has been sent an order to remove the
relevant remark taking into account
requirements about proportion in the
application of hull numbers and IRCS.

04 Sep 2014

Further action
required
(paragraphs 44 to 46)

Partially
compliant

Russian Federation
10-01

Sparta

Paragraph 1 requires vessels to be marked
in such a way that they can be readily
identified in accordance with international
standards.

(continued)

Russian Federation (continued)
Conservation
Measure
10-04

Vessel
Ugulan

Recorded date

Implementation summary – Secretariat

Response – Member

Response date

SCIC response

Status

11 Feb 2014

The vessel was inspected by New Zealand
on 11 February 2014 in Lyttleton. It was
reported that the vessel’s VMS unit was not
sealed with an official seal as required by
paragraph 2(ii).

In line with requirements only the antenna
(dome-shaped) unit needs to be sealed. The
antenna (dome-shaped) unit receives and
transmits data; it houses a GPS receiver
board, electronic transmitter board, antenna,
built-in batteries, etc., i.e, items of
equipment to which crew members do not
have access. The antenna (dome-shaped)
unit on the vessel Ugulan was sealed in the
appropriate manner by the service company
and tested by the Murmansk branch of
Monitoring and Communications Centre.

03 Sep 2014

(paragraphs 48 to 50)

Additional
information
required

06 Sep 2014

No action required
(paragraphs 51 to 52)

Partially
compliant

The report of inspection of the Ugulan
provides as proof of the lack of seals a
photograph of the junction box that is part of
the radio beacon. According to the
installation and operation manual for the
radio beacon, the junction box contains a
mounting block, buzzer switch, fuse circuit
breaker, transducer and power regulator, i.e.
items of equipment that need to be
accessible for installation and during
operation of the device. Therefore, the
junction box does not need to be sealed.
10-09

Yantar 31

24 Jan 2014

The vessel transhipped fuel to the Yantar 35
in Subarea 88.2 on 23 January 2014. The
transhipment notification was submitted to
the Secretariat on 24 January 2013.
Paragraph 2 requires transhipment
notifications to be submitted to the
Secretariat 72 hours in advance of
transhipment.

In accordance with Conservation
Measure 10-09, a transhipment notification
should have been made by the vessel
owner. However, the vessel owner
duplicated the transhipment notification to
the relevant Russian authority and did not
notify the CCAMLR Secretariat.

(continued)

Russian Federation (continued)
Conservation
Measure
10-09
(continued)

Vessel

Recorded date

Implementation summary – Secretariat

Yantar 31
(continued)

Response – Member

Response date

SCIC response

04 Sep 2014

Further action
required
(paragraphs 56 to 59)

Status

Russia carried out an investigation to
determine the reasons for this with the
participation of the vessel owner. Given
that the vessel owner did not implement the
procedures set forth in Conservation
Measure 10-09 in the proper manner,
appropriate measures have been taken
against him.

South Africa
10-03

05 Aug 2014

One vessel was reported through the Catch
Documentation Scheme to have landed
Dissostichus spp. on one occasion in port in
South Africa. No inspection report was
received by the Secretariat in respect of this
landing as required by paragraph 1.
Vessel

Flag

Shinsei
Maru
No. 3

Japan

Area(s)
fished
48.6
and
47.4

Port

Landing
date

Cape
Town

10 Jan
2014

South Africa has a contract with an
independent company to conduct the
monitoring of vessels that report to South
African ports. The contract for monitoring
was terminated due to unforeseen
circumstances and this has put a huge
burden on the inspectors who have to
inspect the local fishery and foreign vessels
that report to our ports.

Noncompliant

Due to capacity of inspectors it has been
difficult to continue the level of monitoring
and inspections. Therefore, the landing of
the Shinsei Maru No. 3 on 10 January 2014
was not inspected. The terms of reference
for the new contract have been drafted and
a service provider will be appointed soon.
The Fisheries Branch is committed to
maintain the high level of monitoring and
inspections of vessels entering South
African ports.
(continued)

South Africa (continued)
Conservation
Measure
10-03

Vessel
Koryo Maru
No. 11

Recorded date
04 Jul 2014

Implementation summary – Secretariat

Response – Member

Response date

SCIC response

Status

The vessel arrived in Cape Town
on 10 May 2014 and was inspected by
South Africa on 16 May 2014. Paragraph 5
requires an inspection to be conducted
within 48 hours of port entry.

We agree and confirm that the inspection
was conducted on the 16 May 2014 and are
mindful that the inspection should have
been conducted within 48 hours of port
entry. The inspection could not be
conducted within 48 hours due to the
unavailability of inspectors at the time,
because they were conducting joint
operations with other stakeholders. We can
confirm that the discharge of product was
monitored.

04 Sep 2014

Further action
required
(paragraphs 53 to 55)

Partially
compliant

04 Sep 2014

No action required
(paragraphs 60 to 61)

Noncompliant

South Africa has a contract with an
independent company to conduct the
monitoring of vessels that report to South
African ports. The contract for monitoring
was terminated due to unforeseen
circumstances and this has put a huge
burden on the inspectors whom have to
inspect the local fishery and foreign vessels
that report to our ports. Due to capacity of
inspectors it has been difficult to continue
the level of monitoring, inspections and
joint operations.
26-01

El Shaddai

31 Jul 2014

Observer data was received for one cruise
under the Scheme of International Scientific
Observation for longline fishing in
Subareas 58.6 and 58.7 between 13 July
2013 and 23 September 2013.
The observer reported that the vessel used
plastic packaging bands to secure bait
boxes. Paragraph 1 prohibits the use of
plastic packaging bands to secure bait
boxes.

All relevant CCAMLR requirements are
made legally binding for South African
vessels through national laws and
regulations and annual permits for each
vessel participating in the CCAMLR
region.
Based on the information in the observer
report, the plastic packaging was removed
whilst in the freezer hold and cut into short
sections and retained on board for disposal
ashore. The Fisheries Branch has issued a
warning to the vessel.

(continued)

South Africa (continued)
Conservation
Measure
26-01
(continued)

Vessel

Recorded date

Implementation summary – Secretariat

El Shaddai
(continued)

Response – Member

Response date

SCIC response

03 Feb 2014

No action required
(paragraphs 62 to 63)

Status

The owner of the vessel has assured the
Fisheries Branch that the vessel will not
leave port with such plastic packaging
bands on board, and the South African
authorities expect full compliance with this
CM in the future.

Ukraine
10-01

Simeiz

17 Jan 2014

The vessel was inspected by New Zealand
on 12 December 2013 in Subarea 88.1. It
was reported that the international radio call
sign on both sides of the hull were
0.4 metre in height and not 1.0 metre.
Paragraph 1 requires vessels to be marked
in such a way that they can be readily
identified in accordance with international
standards.

We have carefully reviewed the documents
resulting from an inspection of a Ukrainianflagged vessel (Boarding and Inspection
Report, Inspection Report) carried out by
authorised CCAMLR inspectors (New
Zealand nationals), and would like to make
the following comments.

Partially
compliant

The inspection was carried out properly and
was fully understood by the vessel’s senior
officers and crew.
According to the attached Inspection
Report, the inspectors noted noncompliance with the requirements of
conservation measures covering external
vessel markings (CM 10-01). This is not
questioned and this oversight will be
rectified once the vessel leaves highlatitude waters and arrives at a place where
suitable painting can be done. Evidence of
proper markings will be documented and
sent to New Zealand and the Secretariat.
(continued)

Ukraine (continued)
Conservation
Measure
10-01
(continued)

Vessel

Recorded date

Implementation summary – Secretariat

Simeiz
(continued)

Response – Member

Response date

SCIC response

Status

As we reported, the oversight on the part of
the vessel’s crew in relation to the size of
lettering for the external markings of the
Simeiz was corrected as soon as the vessel
reached relatively low latitudes, i.e. as can
be seen in the photo provided to the
Secretariat taken on 4 February 2014 (the
vessel entered the port of Punta Arenas,
Republic of Chile, on 07/02/2014). The size
of the lettering meets the requirements of
CCAMLR Conservation Measure 10-01
and FAO Standards governing the markings
of fishing vessels; lettering height is
1 000 mm.
This information has been entered by the
Secretariat on behalf of Ukraine
on 23 September 2014 to reflect
information that was provided by Ukraine
to the Secretariat on 03 February 2014.

10-04

Poseydon I

04 Mar 2014

The vessel was inspected by Chile
on 24 February 2014 in Punta Arenas. It
was reported that the vessel’s VMS unit
was not sealed with an official seal as
required by paragraph 2(ii).

Nil response.

Further action
required
(paragraphs 64 to 66)

Noncompliant

Uruguay
Conservation
Measure
10-03

Vessel
Juvel

10-03

Recorded date
24 Jul 2014

05 Aug 2014

Implementation summary – Secretariat
The vessel arrived in Montevideo
on 23 June 2014 and was inspected by
Uruguay on 10 July 2014. Paragraph 5
requires an inspection to be conducted
within 48 hours of port entry.

Vessel
Hong
Jin

10-03

Aquamarine

02 Jul 2014

Flag

Area(s)
fished

41.3.1
Korea,
Republic
of

Port

Landing
date

Monte- 17 Oct
video
2013

The vessel arrived in Montevideo on 2 June
2014 and was inspected by Uruguay on
13 June 2014. Paragraph 5 requires an
inspection to be conducted within 48 hours
of port entry.

Response – Member

Response date

SCIC response

Status

Juvel (NOR) inspections are carried out in a
coordinated manner with companies, once
they provide all the documents required. As
well, it is important to have access to the
vessel, from an operational perspective, and
this does not depend on the body in charge
of the inspection. Inspections were carried
out with ease when conditions were
favourable and the companies were not
adversely affected by the period of time
elapsed.

28 Aug 2014

No action required
(paragraphs 67 to 71)

Compliant

Hing Jun No. 701 (KOR). It was not carried
out due to operational problems, which are
currently under investigation by the
relevant administrative authorities. The
information submitted by the company
prior to the entry of the vessel to port in
Montevideo is enclosed for the Secretariat
of CCAMLR.

05 Sep 2014

Further action
required
(paragraphs 72 to 73)

Noncompliant

Aquamarine (Moldova) inspections are
carried out in a coordinated manner with
companies, once they provide all the
documents required. As well, it is important
to have access to the vessel, from an
operational perspective, and this does not
depend on the body in charge of the
inspection.

28 Aug 2014

No action required
(paragraphs 67 to 71)

Compliant

Inspections were carried out with ease
when conditions were favourable and the
companies were not adversely affected by
the period of time elapsed. On the other
hand, one must take into account that when
a shipment arrives in a transport vessel,
accessibility is a complex issue.

Appendix II
Terms of reference for the implementation
of the CDS Review Panel’s recommendations
1.
To further consider and implement the recommendations of the CDS Review Panel
(CCAMLR-XXXIII/09 Rev. 1) that undertook an independent review of CCAMLR’s CDS,
the terms of reference for the CDS Implementation Panel 1 are:
(i)

develop and implement a scope of work for the upgrade of the current e-CDS to a
more modern platform

(ii)

implement the recommendations of the CDS Review Panel agreed to by SCIC
(Attachment A)

(iii) further consider, including through consultation with the CDS Technical Working
Group, the CDS Review Panel recommendations identified by SCIC as requiring
additional work, inter alia, possible revisions to CM 10-05 and the e-CDS User
Manual (Attachment A)
(iv) implement the CDS Review Panel recommendations to improve NCP
participation in the CDS (CCAMLR-XXXIII, Annex 6, paragraph 162)
(v)

1
2

the CDS Implementation Panel will undertake the work identified in
paragraphs 1(i) to 1(iv) utilising the budget recommended by SCIC of A$55 000 2.

To include the CDS Review Panel established in 2014 and the Secretariat.
A$15 000 funded from the General Fund and A$40 000 funded from the CDS Fund.
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Attachment A
Weakness

Context/explanation

Recommendation

Benefit of implementation

Implementation steps

CM 10-05
Obsolete requirement for a
seal or stamp

Legacy from the paper
scheme.
Some Parties may still have a
domestic requirement for the
stamp, so this
recommendation may need a
national-level review and
confirmation.

Remove.
Use the space to accommodate
Issuing Authority details.

Replaces obsolete information
with information of value.

CM revision 2014

No issuing authority/agency
information provided in
Section 13 – Export
Government Authority
Validation

Export and Re-Export
Documents do not currently
require authority/agency
information in Section 13
other than an individual’s
name.

Require the issuing
authority/agency and job
description information to be
included in Section 13 of Export
and Re-Export Documents.

Improved clarity in respect of the
Export Government Authority
Validation.

CM revision 2014

Incomplete VMS record
relative to a Dissostichus
Catch Document (DCD) date
range

A DCD only requires the start
and end date of fishing, not
port-to-port dates. This can
make it difficult to reconcile
VMS data when requested for
port-to-port, e.g. to meet US
import requirements.

Mandatory port-to-port VMS
reporting.

Increased accountability.

Further consideration by Panel
2015

Change the DCD date range to
port-to-port.

Improved reconciliation of VMS
data with CDS documents.

Recommendation to SCIC 2015

Implementation and Operation
Inadequate and out-of-date
user documentation

The e-CDS User Manual
requires revision and
improvement.

Update and revise e-CDS User
Manual, adding flow diagrams
and screen shots.

The e-CDS User Manual is
only produced in the four
official CCAMLR languages.

Prepare and distribute
specifically tailored User
Guides for different users, such
as vessel masters and authorised
representatives.

Will result in a more userfriendly e-CDS and training will
be better facilitated by a
comprehensive, up-to-date
manual.
Improved clarity regarding data
requirements.

Implementation by Panel in 2015

Weakness

Context/explanation

Recommendation
Translate the e-CDS User
Manual to most commonly used
non-CCAMLR languages.

Benefit of implementation

Implementation steps

Reduction in the number of
amendment requests.

Develop the facility to provide
context-sensitive online help for
the e-CDS.
Implement a system to
communicate CDS
developments, refinements and
upgrades directly to all
stakeholders.
Inefficient data amendment
process

The current amendment
process can be timeconsuming and resourcedemanding on CDS Contact
Officers and the Secretariat.
The Secretariat is required to
be informed and make all
changes, including minor
edits.

Insufficient delegation and
inefficient processing for
vessel-related data entry

Flag States are required to
generate e-CDS documents
and provide a copy of the
document to vessel masters or
authorised representatives to
complete. Data are then
entered into the e-CDS by the
Flag State.

CDS Contact Officers be
permitted to make certain
amendments to CDS
documents.
A list of amendment types be
approved by the Commission.

Provide a vessel master or
authorised representative with
optional and limited access to
the e-CDS for the purpose of
completing Sections 4, 5 and 6
on a DCD.
Vessel master or authorised
representative-entered data to be
verified and approved by the
Flag State.

Reduced overheads associated
with minor amendment requests
and reduced delays in exports
and re-exports due to amendment
requirements.

Further consideration by Panel
2015

Reduced overheads associated
with data entry and the use of
paper document copies between
the vessel and Flag State.

Further consideration by Panel
2015

Improved timeliness and
accuracy of data inclusion in the
e-CDS.

Recommendation to SCIC 2015

Recommendation to SCIC 2015

Weakness

Context/explanation

Recommendation

Incomplete external
documentation associated
with a DCD

Where supporting
documentation exists, such as
a bill of lading, customs
certificate or health inspection
certificate, there is no facility
to support their transmission
via the e-CDS.

Provide a mechanism to allow
optional supplementary
documentation to be attached to
CDS documents after they are
issued.

Improved scope of information
associated with a DCD.

Lack of information during
e-CDS data entry on the
amount of catch available for
export

Only way to view balance
available for export/re-export
is to run a separate report.

The e-CDS system be modified
to display the catch balance
remaining for export/re-export.

The catch balance for export/reexport will be readily visible to
exporting authorities.

Implementation by Panel in 2015

The Secretariat is not routinely
validating information
contained in the e-CDS with
information from catch and
effort reports (C-data) from
vessels fishing inside the
Convention Area.

The Secretariat to undertake an
annual reconciliation of catch
and effort data reported from
inside the Convention Area with
CDS data on a vessel-by-vessel
basis and make the results
available to the Commission.

Improved reporting associated
with the CDS.

Implementation by Panel in 2015

The Secretariat does not
undertake routine validation or
reconciliation of e-CDS data
with Dissostichus traderelated information maintained
by other organisations.

The Secretariat to undertake an
annual comparison of CDS
trade information with
alternative trade databases.

Statistical Bulletin CDS data
provides a consolidated
summary for Dissostichus spp.

Statistical Bulletin CDS
information to be presented
separating CDS data for
Dissostichus eleginoides and
D. mawsoni.

No standard procedure in
place to reconcile and/or
validate catch/export data
from all available information
sources

Limited resolution for CDS
data summaries presented in
the Statistical Bulletin

Benefit of implementation

Implementation steps
Implementation by Panel in 2015

Improved workflow captures
additional CDS-related
documentation.

At the time of the creation of
an Export/Re-Export
Document, it would benefit
users to see how much catch is
available (yet to be recorded)
for export/re-export.

Provide extra assurance
regarding CDS data quality by
expanded verification of catch
data from various data sources.

Improved transparency, and
additional resolution, of CDS
information associated with
Dissostichus spp.

Implementation by Panel in 2015

Weakness
Manual processes associated
with validation of CDS data
with VMS data upon request
from Contracting Parties

Context/explanation
The Secretariat is required to
manually check available
VMS data against DCD
information.
There is no facility for a Flag
State to monitor the status of
VMS data reporting for its
vessels to the Secretariat.

Incomplete assimilation of
relevant data from other
CCAMLR CMs

Poor traceability associated
with transhipment

1

Recommendation
Develop and implement an
automated process for vessels
and/or Flag State authorities to
verify VMS reporting with
respect to a DCD.
Provide a mechanism for Flag
States to check the VMS
reporting status of their vessels
to the Secretariat at any time.

The relationship between a
DCD and a port inspection is
not linked and is only
manually auditable.

Integrate the relevant provisions
of CM 10-03 with CM 10-05 by
providing the facility to link a
DCD to a port inspection report.

The relationship between a
DCD and a transhipment
notification is not linked and
is only manually auditable.

Integrate the relevant provisions
of CM 10-09 (paragraphs 4, 5
and 7) with CM 10-05 by
providing the facility to link a
DCD to a transhipment
notification.

The current CDS does not
provide an appropriate level of
traceability if transhipment
occurs at sea and it does not
accommodate multiple
transhipments or partial
transhipments 1.

Transhipment documentation
needs to reflect operational
reality by:
•

Benefit of implementation
Improved range of tools available
for Flag States to monitor the
reporting status of their vessels to
the Commission’s VMS.

Implementation steps
Implementation by Panel in 2015

Reduced requirements for
manual reconciliation of VMS
data against DCD claims.

Provide extra assurance
regarding CDS data quality by
expanded verification of catch
data from various data sources.

Further consideration by Panel
2015

Improved traceability.

Further consideration by Panel
2015

Recommendation to SCIC 2015

Recommendation to SCIC 2015

associating each
transhipment with the
original DCD that records
the total amount of catch by
the vessel to which the DCD
relates before transhipment
occurs

The Review Panel considered that CM 10-05 provides for in-port and at-sea transhipment and that the DCD does accommodate an in-port transhipment well. However, it
does not provide an appropriate level of traceability if transhipment occurs at sea. Furthermore, it does not accommodate multiple transhipments or partial transhipments.
Nevertheless, CDS data suggests that the vast majority of transhipments occur in port in one event for all the catch on board and it is not recommended that the CDS be
amended to accommodate the few exceptions.

Weakness

Context/explanation

Recommendation
•

Benefit of implementation

Implementation steps

upon each transhipment, a
secondary DCD to be
generated listing the amount
of catch transhipped and
linked to the original
(primary DCD).

Incomplete information
associated with where a
shipment is actually departing
with regard to exports/reexports

The Export/Re-Export
Document is currently limited
to ‘Place of Issue’ in Section
11a, which may be different to
the ‘Port of Departure’ for an
export/re-export.

Include ‘Port of Departure’ in
Export and Re-Export
Documents.

Improved scope and accuracy of
information associated with
exports/re-exports.

CM revision 2014

Limited information
concerning size distributions
of Dissostichus in the CDS

Dissostichus spp. landings and
exports/re-exports are
typically grouped by size
category. In addition, industry
maintains a record of the size
categories of toothfish.

Agree on standard size
categories for use in Export and
Re-Export Documents.

Additional information available
for Dissostichus trade analysis.

Further consideration by Panel
2015

Additional information available
to the Scientific Committee for
preparation of advice in relation
to precautionary management.

Recommendation to SCIC 2015

Inflexibility relating to
portioning of catch and/or
exports

Toothfish landings may be
split between a number of
recipients. Section 7 needs to
be revised to accommodate
multiple recipients.

Provide for multiple recipients
in Section 7 on a DCD.

Improved operational
functionality.

Implementation by Panel in 2015

Shared e-CDS user access:
Some e-CDS user
administrators are allowing
multiple e-CDS users to
access the e-CDS using a
single log-in.

A new e-CDS platform, which
would include an audit trail, is
recommended to address these
issues.

A secure and auditable e-CDS
which consequently provides
increased confidence in the
integrity of the CDS.

Implementation by Panel in 2015

User Interface and Technical
Poor e-CDS security

An audit trail also reduces risks
associated with another
recommendation concerning data
amendment processes.

Weakness

Context/explanation

Recommendation

Benefit of implementation

Implementation steps

Inability to identify and
authenticate individual e-CDS
users: e-CDS user profiles do
not require a sufficient level of
detail.
No ability to audit e-CDS user
access.
No ability to keep a record of
amendments to e-CDS data
over time.
The e-CDS user interface is
outdated and is difficult to use

Limited business rules
resulting in data-quality issues

The architecture of the e-CDS
application was built using
very early Internet standards.
Recent developments in
standards, such as HTML5,
provide significant scope for
interacting with e-CDS data in
a more user-friendly manner.

Some business rules
constraining valid data have
been incorporated in the
e-CDS, however, there is
scope for better validation and
the use of both error and
warning messages to constrain
erroneous data from being
entered.

Streamline user interface using
updated web technologies, e.g.:
•

back button function

•

auto-fill function

•

streamline the creation of
Export and Re-Export
Documents

•

display all Export and
Re-Export Documents
associated with a DCD.

Improve the implementation of
business rules, e.g.:
•

checking authorisation of
vessels

•

add a drop-down menu for
fields where appropriate

•

make it impossible to export
more than what is captured.
For example, heads cannot
be exported if the catch was
declared as tails.

Improved data entry processes.

Implementation by Panel in 2015

Reduced training needs for new
users.
Improved data quality and fewer
amendments.

Improved data quality and
accuracy of the e-CDS data.
Reduce the scope for fraud and
unauthorised activities.

Implementation by Panel in 2015

Weakness

Context/explanation

Recommendation

Reactive management of
reference information

Flag States cannot manage
reference information without
going through a process of
creating a DCD to view
possible options. A separate
administrative set of lists to
view reference data, such as
vessels, importers and
exporters, would be easy to
browse and update while still
providing an option for an
approval/verification process.

Provide Flag States with an
ability to manage lists of
authorised vessels 2, importer
and exporter details, vessel
Masters and government
authorities and agencies.

Statistical information

The system should allow
contact officers/master user to
extract statistical information
with the use of an Excel file
for analysis purposes.
Extracting statistical
information manually is not
practical, considering the
number of documents issued
in some countries.

Provide Flag States with the
option of extracting statistical
information for analysis
purposes.

The e-CDS only records
UTC/GMT not local time

The e-CDS does not currently
display local time when
generating CDS
documentation and requires
amendment for e-CDS users.

Allow local time for display but
data to be stored in UTC/GMT.

2

Benefit of implementation

Implementation steps

Improved data management
efficiencies for Flag States.

Implementation by Panel in 2015

Improved efficiency for e-CDS
users.

Implementation by Panel in 2015

It was agreed that this could use the web-based system already developed by the Secretariat and that the e-CDS would draw on this for vessel details.

Appendix III
Arrangement for the access and use of CCAMLR vessel monitoring system data for
maritime search and rescue between CCAMLR Secretariat and [name of agency in
Argentina] [name of agency in Australia] [name of agency in Chile] [name of agency in
New Zealand] [name of agency in South Africa]
Version 1.7
Summary of the arrangement
(A) This Arrangement between the competent Marine Rescue Coordination Centre
(MRCC 1), [Agencia Nacional SAR Argentina, Argentina], [the Australian Maritime
Safety Authority, Australia] [Directorate General of the Maritime Territory And
Merchant Marine, Chile] [[Rescue Coordination Centre New Zealand (RCCNZ)]
[[Maritime SAR Operations, South Africa]] and the Secretariat for the Commission for
the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR) (“the
Participants”) sets out each Participant’s understanding regarding the procedures that
will be followed, and the safeguards to be put in place, to ensure that data provided by
the CCAMLR Secretariat to support search and rescue (SAR) efforts in the CAMLR
Convention Area comply with the data security requirements described in CCAMLR’s
Conservation Measure 10-04 on automated satellite-linked vessel monitoring systems
(VMS) (Appendix I).
(B)

This Arrangement describes the procedures that both Participants, and their agents, have
mutually decided to implement in order to ensure that the VMS data shared pursuant to
this Arrangement:
•
•
•

are kept secure to maintain their confidentiality;
are used only for search and rescue purposes;
are not released into the public domain or published except in accordance with the
processes described below.

(C)

This Arrangement may be reviewed every two years, or earlier where substantial
revisions are required, or in the event of a Participant acting in a manner inconsistent
with the terms of this Arrangement. The first scheduled review will be in January 2017.

1.

Maritime search and rescue incident

1.1

A ‘SAR incident’ for the purpose of this Arrangement is defined as an event that
involves a potential or actual threat to the safety of human life at sea that is likely to
require a response from the MRCC responsible for that area in the form of SAR
operations.

1

In this draft Arrangement, the relevant government authority for search and rescue is referred to collectively
as the Marine Rescue Coordination Centre (MRCC). In the final Arrangement [the MRCC] will be replaced
with the name of the agency responsible for SAR in that country.
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2.

Access and use of CCAMLR VMS data

2.1

Pursuant to this Arrangement, [[the MRCC]] may request the CCAMLR Secretariat to
provide VMS data from all vessels reporting to CCAMLR’s VMS which were within a
500 nautical mile radius of the location of a SAR incident falling within the
responsibility of the [[MRCC]] (‘the requested area’) or being coordinated by an
MRCC. Data will be provided for all vessels recorded to have been in the requested area
within the 24 hours preceding [[the MRCC’s]] request. The CCAMLR Secretariat will
endeavour to provide the data in an accessible format. The VMS data provided to [[the
MRCC]] will include vessel identification details, date, time (UTC), latitude and
longitude. In addition to VMS data, [[the MRCC]] will also be provided with
communication types and contact details relating to all vessels reporting to the
CCAMLR Secretariat in the requested area.

2.2

The CCAMLR Secretariat will notify the Flag States of those vessels that have had their
data released in accordance with Clause 2.1 of this Arrangement.

3.

Terms of data access and use

3.1

To request CCAMLR VMS data, an authorised staff member of [[the MRCC]] will
complete a CCAMLR VMS Data Release Form (Appendix II) which details the
reported location and time of the SAR incident and submit it directly to the CCAMLR
Secretariat.

3.2

On receipt of a completed and duly authorised CCAMLR VMS Data Release Form, the
CCAMLR Secretariat will provide the CCAMLR VMS data referred to in Clause 2.1 of
this Arrangement directly to [[the MRCC]]. Best endeavours will be made to make the
data available in a timely manner. The data will be transferred securely via electronic
means. A copy of the completed CCAMLR VMS Data Release Form will accompany
the VMS data provided.

3.3

[[The MRCC]] will assume responsibility for the security of CCAMLR VMS data once
it has been received from the CCAMLR Secretariat.

3.4

[[The MRCC]] will implement the following procedures to safeguard the CCAMLR
VMS data once received:
(i)

All data will be securely stored in [[the MRCC]] or an MRCC-approved storage
area or facility in a manner that maintains the confidentiality of all of the data.

(ii)

Access to the CCAMLR VMS data will be restricted to authorised staff in [[the
MRCC]].

(iii) [[The MRCC]] will ensure that the authorised staff know, understand and provide
appropriate assurances in regard to the confidentiality and disclosure requirements
associated with CCAMLR VMS data outlined in this Arrangement.
3.5
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[[The MRCC]] will take all necessary measures to keep the CCAMLR VMS data
confidential and will use or disclose that data only for search and rescue purposes set
out under this Arrangement. CCAMLR VMS data released to [[the MRCC]] under the

terms of this Arrangement will not be released or published in the public domain,
except as required by domestic law. In such a case, the CCAMLR VMS data should not
be released or published without consultation with the CCAMLR Secretariat and
consultation with and the prior consent of the Flag State, or Flag States, concerned.
Such consultation should cover the method and format of the proposed release or
publication, as well as the identity of the recipient(s) so as to ensure that the commercial
sensitivity of the VMS data is appropriately taken account of.
4.

Representatives

4.1

The CCAMLR Secretariat and [[the MRCC]] will each appoint a Representative to be
the primary point of contact in all matters relating to this Arrangement:
For [[the MRCC]]:
The Representative will be ..............................................................................
For the CCAMLR Secretariat the Representative will be the Manager, Fishery
Monitoring and Compliance (email: vms@ccamlr.org, phone: +61 3 6210 1102).

4.2

Any change in contact details for either Representative will be immediately notified to
the other Participant, which will acknowledge receipt of such notification.

5.

Loss and unauthorised release

5.1

[[The MRCC]] will report to the CCAMLR Secretariat any loss or unauthorised release
of the CCAMLR VMS data as soon as possible, but no later than 24 hours after the loss
or unauthorised release is detected. The CCAMLR Secretariat will notify all Members
of the loss or release of data in accordance with instructions from the Commission.

5.2

Any loss or unauthorised release of the CCAMLR VMS data will be investigated by
[[the MRCC]] in consultation with the CCAMLR Secretariat. The CCAMLR
Secretariat will provide a report of the investigation to CCAMLR.

6.

Liability

6.1

Neither CCAMLR, nor the CCAMLR Secretariat, will be liable in relation to any
aspects of a SAR incident that may be associated with the release of CCAMLR VMS
data.

6.2

While the MRCC will take all necessary measures to adhere to the terms of this
Arrangement, where operational or legal requirements of the MRCC prevent full
compliance, the MRCC will not be liable in relation to the treatment or use of
CCAMLR VMS data, including its release.

6.3

While the CCAMLR Secretariat will take all necessary measures to adhere to the terms
of this Arrangement, where operational or legal requirements of the CCAMLR
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Secretariat prevent full compliance, neither CCAMLR nor the CCAMLR Secretariat
will be liable in relation to the treatment or use of CCAMLR VMS data, including its
release.
7.

Entry into effect, dispute resolution and termination

7.1

Any dispute arising from the terms of this Arrangement will, in the first instance, be
discussed promptly between the respective Representatives, or their delegates.

7.2

Termination of the Arrangement will be considered by the Participants as a last resort,
and will require the relevant Participant to give one (1) month’s written notice of their
intention to terminate.

7.3

This Arrangement will come into effect upon signing and dating by both Participants.
Signed for and on behalf of
[[THE MRCC]]
............................................................
Signature
............................................................
Name
Position: ..............................................
Date: ....................................................

Signed for and on behalf of
The Secretariat of the Commission for the Conservation
of Antarctic Marine Living Resources
............................................................
Andrew Wright
Executive Secretary
Date: ....................................................
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Appendix I
CCAMLR Conservation Measure 10-04: automated satellite-linked vessel monitoring
systems (VMS) [to be provided and available from the CCAMLR website]
Appendix II

To be established on the CCAMLR website as a secure
web form for access by authorised users
CCAMLR VMS data release form: search and rescue incident
To be completed by the MRCC Representative:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Requesting MRCC: ........................................................................................................
Date incident reported to the MRCC: ............................................................................
Time incident reported to the MRCC (UTC): ...............................................................
Name of the craft that is the subject of the SAR operation: ..........................................
Flag of the craft that is the subject of the SAR operation: .............................................
Geographical coordinates provided in relation to the incident: .....................................
Date request dispatched to the CCAMLR Secretariat: ..................................................
Time request dispatched to the CCAMLR Secretariat (UTC): ......................................

MRCC Representative (print name)
......................................................................
To be completed by the CCAMLR Representative:
1.

Date request received from the MRCC: ........................................................................

2.

Time request received from the (UTC): ........................................................................

3.

CCAMLR VMS data release summary: ........................................................................

Craft
name

Vessel Position time Latitude Longitude Course Speed Communication Communication
flag
(UTC)
type
number(s)

......................................................................
CCAMLR Representative (print name)
Date: ..............................................
Time (UTC): ..................................
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Appendix IV
Non-Contracting Party IUU Vessel List
Vessel name

Flag

IMO
Number

Callsign

Nature and date of activity(ies)

Year
listed

Aldabra

7424891

5VAA2

• Fishing 58.4.4b (10 Nov 2006)

2007

Amorinn

7036345

5VAN9

6622642

HO5381

Sighted 58.5.1 (11 Oct 2003)
Sighted 58.4.2 (23 Jan 2004)
Sighted 58.4.3b (14 Feb 2006)
Sighted 58.4.3b (22 May 2006)
Sighted 58.4.3b (10 Dec 2006)
Sighted 58.4.3b (08 Feb 2008)

2003

Challenge

•
•
•
•
•
•

Chang Bai

7322897

5IM877

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Sighted 58.5.2 (31 Jan 2004)
Sighted 58.5.1 (10 May 2006)
Sighted 58.4.1 (21 Jan 2010)
Sighted 58.4.1 (13 Feb 2011)
Towing Baiyangdian 57 (01 Apr 2012)
Sighted 58.6 (01 Jul 2012)
Sighted 58.4.2 (28 Jan 2013)
Sighted 57 (10 Mar 2013)
Fishing 58.5.1 (13 May 2013)
Sighted 57 (07 Sep 2013)
Sighted 58.4.1 (30 Mar 2014)
Sighted 57 (14 Apr 2014)

2003

2006

Ownership history
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Cecibell Securities
Farway Shipping
Infitco Ltd (Ocean Star Maritime Co.)
Seric Business S.A.
Prion Ltd
Vidal Armadores S.A.
Mar de Neptuno S.A.
Advantage Company S.A.
Argibay Perez J.A.
Navalmar S.A.
Vidal Armadores S.A.
Meteora Development Inc
Rajan Corporation
Rep Line Ventures S.A.
Stanley Management Inc

(continued)

(continued)
Vessel name

Flag

IMO
Number

Callsign

9042001

5IM403

7020126

5NMU

Heavy Sea

7322926

3ENF8

• Sighted 58.5.1 (03 Feb 2004)
• Fishing 57 (29 Jul 2005)

2004

Itziar II

6803961

5NTV3

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

2003

Chengdu

Good Hope

Nigeria

Nature and date of activity(ies)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Undocumented landing Malaysia (01 Aug 2004)
Fishing 58.4.3a (22 Feb 2005)
Fishing 58.4.3a (28 Apr 2005)
Fishing 58.4.3b (16 Dec 2005)
Fishing 58.4.3b (01 Jul 2009)
Fishing 58.4.2 (27 Jan 2010)
Fishing 58.4.3b (04 Apr 2010)
Fishing 58.4.1 (13 Feb 2011)
Sighted 57 (16 May 2012)
Sighted 57 (20 Oct 2012)
Sighted 57 (28 May 2013)
Sighted 57 (01 Jul 2013)
Sighted 57 (13 May 2014)
Resupplying IUU vessels 51 (09 Feb 2007)

Undocumented landing Singapore (24 Sep 2002)
Fishing 58.4.3b (22 Apr 2004)
Sighted 58.4.3b (02 Jul 2006)
Sighted 58.4.3b (24 Nov 2006)
Sighted 58.4.3b (25 Jan 2007)
Sighted 58.4.3b (07 Jan 2008)
Fishing 58.5.1 (28 Feb 2008)
Sighted 58.5.1 (01 Apr 2008)
Sighted 88.2 (16 Dec 2009)

Year
listed

Ownership history

2004

•
•
•
•

Viarsa Fishing Company/Navalmar S.A.
Global Intercontinental Services
Rajan Corporation
Redlines Ventures SA

2007

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Sharks Investments AVV
Port Plus Ltd
C & S Fisheries S.A.
Muner S.A.
Meteroros Shipping
Meteora Shipping Inc.
Barroso Fish S.A.
Monteco Shipping
Transglobe Investments Ltd
Capensis

(continued)

(continued)
Vessel name
Koosha 4
Lana

Flag
Iran, Islamic
Republic of
Nigeria

IMO
Number

Callsign

7905443

9BQK

9037537

5NVA

Limpopo

7388267

Nihewan

9319856

5IM284

Nature and date of activity(ies)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Sighted 58.4.1 (20 Jan 2011)
Sighted 58.4.1 (15 Feb 2011)
Fishing 58.4.1 (19 Mar 2007)
Sighted 88.1 (15 Jan 2008)
Sighted 57 (19 Dec 2010)
Sighted 57 (05 Oct 2012)
Sighted 57 (24 Mar 2013)
Sighted 57 (03 Sep 2013)
Sighted 57 (19 Nov 2013)
Sighted 57 (14 Feb 2014)
Fishing 58.5.2 (21 Sep 2003)
Sighted 58.5.1 (03 Dec 2003)
Fishing 58.4.3b (23 Feb 2005)
Fishing 58.4.3b (14 Dec 2005)
Sighted 58.4.3b (25 Jan 2007)
Supporting activities of IUU vessels 51 (16 May 2008)
Sighted 58.4.3b (22 Apr 2009)
Sighted 57 (07 Dec 2009)
Fishing 58.4.1 (07 Apr 2010)
Sighted 58.4.1 (29 Jan 2012)
Sighted 58.4.1 (30 Jan 2012)
Sighted 58.4.1 (31 Jan 2012)
Sighted 57 (24 Apr 2012)
Fishing 58.6 (03 Jul 2012)
Sighted 57 (28 May 2013)
Sighted 57 (04 Jul 2013)
Sighted 58.4.1 (20 Jan 2014)
Sighted 57 (13 May 2014)

Year
listed

Ownership history

2011

• Pars Paya Seyd Industrial Fish

2007

• Punta Brava Fishing SA
• Vero Shipping Corporation

2003

• Grupo Oya Perez (Kang Brothers)
• Lena Enterprises Ltd
• Alos Company Ghana Ltd

2008

•
•
•
•

Mabenal S.A.
Gongola Fishing JV (Pty) Ltd
Omunkete Fishing Pty Ltd
Eastern Holdings

(continued)

(continued)
Vessel name

IMO
Number

Callsign

5062479

5NTV21

Ray

6607666

V3RB2

Tchaw

6818930

Perlon

Flag
Nigeria

Nature and date of activity(ies)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Sighted 58.5.1 (03 Dec 2002)
Sighted 58.5.1 (04 Jun 2003)
Sighted 58.4.2 (22 Jan 2004)
Sighted 58.4.3b (11 Dec 2005)
Fishing 58.4.1 (26 Jan 2006)
Sighted 58.4.3b (07 Dec 2006)
Sighted 58.4.1 (30 Dec 2006)
Sighted 58.4.1 (16 Dec 2008)
Gear sighted (10 Feb 2009)
Fishing 58.5.1 (08 Jun 2010)
Sighted 51 (10 Feb 2012)
Sighted 57 (20 Jul 2014)
Fishing 58.4.3b (23 May 2006)
Fishing 58.4.2 (18 Feb 2007)
Fishing 58.4.3b (24 Mar 2007)
Fishing 58.4.3b (12 Jan 2008)
Fishing 58.4.3b (09 Jan 2009)
Fishing 58.4.3b (20 Jan 2009)
Fishing 58.4.3b (25 Feb 2005)
Fishing 58.4.4a (02 Aug 2005)
Sighted 58.4.3b (11 Dec 2005)
Fishing 58.4.2 (01 Feb 2006)
Fishing 58.4.3b (14 Mar 2007)

Year
listed

Ownership history

2003

• Vakin S.A.
• Jose Lorenzo SL
• Americagalaica S.A.

2006

•
•
•
•
•

Arniston Fish Processors Pty Ltd
Vidal Armadores S.A.
Nalanza S.A.
Argibay Perez J.A.
Belfast Global S.A.

2005

•
•
•
•
•

Arcosmar Fisheries Corporation
JMS Lopez
Premier Business
His-To Company Ltd
Jose Manuel Salgueiro
(continued)

(continued)
Vessel name

Flag

IMO
Number

Callsign
5NTV

Thunder

Nigeria

6905408

Viking

Nigeria

8713392

Nature and date of activity(ies)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Fishing 58.4.2 (05 Feb 2006)
Sighted 58.4.3b (08 Dec 2006)
Sighted 58.4.2 (29 Dec 2006)
Fishing 58.5.1 (29 Apr 2007)
Fishing 58.4.2 (04 Oct 2008)
Sighted 58.4.3b (03 May 2009)
Sighted 58.4.3b (04 Dec 2009)
Fishing 58.4.2 (25 Jan 2010)
Fishing 58.4.2 (19 Feb 2010)
Sighted 58.4.1 (16 Dec 2010)
Sighted 57 (17 Aug 2012)
Sighted 58.4.3b (13 Feb 2013)
Sighted 57 (15 Apr 2013)
Port Inspection (20 Apr 2013)
Fishing 58.6 (23 Aug 2013)
Sighted 57 (18 Sep 2013)
Sighted 57 (14 Apr 2014)
Supporting IUU activities of Thule 51 (05 Apr 2004)
Fishing 58.4.3b (23 May 2006)
Sighted 58.4.3b (02 Jul 2006)
Sighted 58.4.3b (16 Mar 2007)
Sighted 58.5.1 (19 Jul 2007)
Sighted 58.5.1 (04 Apr 2008)
Sighted 58.4.4 (04 Apr 2011)
Sighted 57 (27 Jan 2012)
Sighted 51 (20 Apr 2012)
Sighted 57 (31 May 2013)
Sighted 57 (24 Oct 2013)
Sighted 57 (04 Dec 2013)
Fishing 48.6 (24 Jan 2014)
Sighted 57 (16 Mar 2014)
Sighted 57 (21 Mar 2014)

Year
listed

Ownership history

2006

•
•
•
•
•
•

Southern Shipping Ltd
Estellares S.A.
Felicite Shipping Corporation
Trancoeiro Fishing S.A.
Canela Shipping Limited
Royal Marine and Spare Nig. Limited

2004

•
•
•
•
•

Manuel Martinez
Cazenove International S.A.
Canela Shipping Ltd
Canela Shipping Limited
Trancoeiro Fishing S.A.
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Report of the Standing Committee on
Administration and Finance (SCAF)

Finance and administration
1.
The Chair of the Standing Committee on Administration and Finance (SCAF),
Mr Z.H. Rhee (Republic of Korea), opened discussions on Item 4 of the Commission’s
agenda.

Examination of Audited Financial Statements for 2013
2.
Noting that a full audit had been carried out on the 2013 Financial Statements and that
the Auditor’s report had identified no incidents of non-compliance with Financial Regulations
or International Accounting Standards, SCAF accepted the Financial Statements as presented
in CCAMLR-XXXIII/03.

Secretariat matters
Executive Secretary’s Report
3.
The Executive Secretary introduced
XXXIII/BG/03, noting the report included:

CCAMLR-XXXIII/06

and

CCAMLR-

(i)

third-year implementation report for the Secretariat’s Strategic Plan (2012–
2014)

(ii)

third-year implementation report on the Secretariat’s Staffing and Salary
Strategy

(iii) a basis for the assessment of the Executive Secretary (CCAMLR-XXI,
paragraph 3.13)
(iv) the requirement to report on data-related activities and measures taken to
maintain the integrity of CCAMLR data (SC-CAMLR-XVI, paragraph 10.14).
4.
The Executive Secretary also advised SCAF that the action to attempt to recover
losses incurred as a result of failed investments in CDOs in 2009 and 2010 remains
unresolved. The action is being led by legal firm Piper Alderman and the matter is currently
in a mediation process with the bank concerned. The Secretariat noted that it would inform
Members of outcomes regarding the issue via a COMM CIRC.
5.
SCAF accepted the report, noting the broad scope of activities supported by the
Secretariat during the last 12 months, particularly the web-based services and the greener
office policy, and acknowledging the ongoing efforts to improve efficiencies and control
costs. SCAF expressed appreciation to the Secretariat for maintaining the information from
previous years within the implementation report matrix to allow between-year comparisons to
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be undertaken as requested by SCAF last year. SCAF noted the high quality,
comprehensiveness and transparency of documentation that is prepared by the Secretariat to
support the work of the Commission and the Scientific Committee intersessionally and during
meetings.

Secretariat’s Strategic Plan (2015–2018)
6.
The Executive Secretary provided SCAF with an overview of the process conducted
by the Secretariat during 2014 to revise the current Strategic Plan to serve the period 2015
to 2018 as endorsed by SCAF at CCAMLR-XXXII (Annex 7, paragraph 6). He noted that the
new Strategic Plan built on the experience of the Secretariat during 2012–2014 and that it
provided a means for the Commission to monitor the Secretariat’s performance against tasks
assigned in the plan.
7.
Noting the difficult domestic financial climate that has been experienced among many
CCAMLR Members for several years, resulting in significant austerity and budget reductions,
some Members of SCAF expressed concerns at the level of salary increases payable to
Secretariat staff forecast over the life of the Strategic Plan. Some SCAF Members noted that
salary increases to reflect increases in inflation were no longer applicable in their
governments, nor was an automatic annual salary paypoint increment. It was noted that the
payments referred to are provided for in the CCAMLR Staff Regulations, revised in 2012,
and that there are contractual obligations associated with these provisions. It was also noted
that CCAMLR budget policy had required the Secretariat to operate within a zero-growth
budget in real terms since 1998 and that, in that time, financial obligations to staff had been
accommodated within the approved budget. This situation was not forecast to change during
the period of the new Strategic Plan.
8.
Noting that the current Strategic Plan and associated Staffing and Salary Strategy will
theoretically conclude in 2014, and that the Commission would be provided with an
opportunity to revise it as considered necessary at each annual Meeting, SCAF recommended
the Draft 2015–2018 Strategic Plan, as amended by SCAF, be endorsed by the Commission
(Appendix I). It drew attention to the focus on data governance systems, data integration and
quality assurance as areas that will receive particular attention during the next Strategic Plan.

Intersessional Correspondence Group on Sustainable Financing (ICG-SF)
9.
The Executive Secretary noted that CCAMLR-XXXII requested the Intersessional
Correspondence Group on Sustainable Financing (ICG-SF) to undertake additional work
during 2014, including:
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(i)

a review of the Secretariat’s Translation Services (CCAMLR-XXXII, Annex 7,
paragraph 9iv)

(ii)

the development of Guiding Principles to assist with establishing a sound
financial position for the organisation (CCAMLR-XXXII, Annex 7,
paragraph 10i).

10.
Working intersessionally, using the e-group facility on the CCAMLR website, the
ICG-SF had completed both tasks to a point requiring formal review by SCAF.

Guiding Principles
11.
SCAF considered the draft Guiding Principles prepared by the ICG-SF (CCAMLRXXXIII/12 Rev. 2). It was not possible to reach consensus on the adoption of the draft
Guiding Principles and the draft was referred to the ICG-SF for further consideration during
the intersessional period, to be brought back to SCAF in 2015.

Translation services
12.
SCAF considered the report of the ICG-SF relating to the review of the Secretariat’s
translation services (CCAMLR-XXXIII/05 and XXXIII/BG/06). SCAF complimented the
ICG-SF on the process used to engage as many stakeholders as possible during its review, for
the thoroughness of the research and supporting information provided and for the range of
options that had been considered by the ICG-SF. SCAF also emphasised the importance of
professional support to the four official languages of the Commission as being critical to the
effective functioning of the organisation and emphasised the high regard that the Secretariat’s
current translation services are held in.
13.
SCAF noted that the Secretariat had implemented several of the options considered by
the ICG-SF as part of its ongoing processes to reduce overheads without compromising the
quality of Secretariat services. One of the options implemented was a trial of partial
outsourcing of translation services for one language. The Secretariat was requested to report
to SCAF in 2015 on the results of that trial with a focus on costs and any issues arising in
relation to the quality of service.

Future work
14.
Noting that the work of the ICG-SF had generated considerable benefits to the
Commission, generating some A$269 000 in savings in the two years that the ICG-SF has
been functioning, SCAF considered options for additional work to be undertaken during the
next intersessional period. SCAF recommended that the ICG-SF continue its work to evaluate
possible income-generating and cost-saving options, including, but not limited to:
(i)

reviewing all components of the new and exploratory and krill fisheries
notification fees

(ii)

further reviewing Secretariat costs

(iii) holding alternate Working Group meetings in Hobart
(iv) thoroughly examining the Special Funds, including giving consideration to
consolidation with the General Fund where appropriate
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(v)

levying a fee for Observers who participate in CCAMLR meetings

(vi) researching options for full cost recovery of Secretariat services such as VMS
and CDS
(vii) introducing a contribution levy for Acceding States
(viii) considering the implications of zero real growth and zero nominal growth in
Member contributions
(ix) reviewing the formula for assessed contributions
(x)

further developing the Guiding Principles supporting sound management of
CCAMLR finances, as amended by SCAF at CCAMLR-XXXIII.

SCAF agreed that the ICG-SF should determine its own priorities in considering these items
based on any advice that may be forthcoming from the Commission.
15.
SCAF noted that while the Secretariat would again lead the ICG-SF, the identification
of income-generation and expenditure-reduction options will require the active input and
consideration of Members in the upcoming intersessional period.
16.
SCAF advised the Commission that, in the absence of successful efforts to further
reduce costs, increase revenue and eliminate deficits over the next two years, the Commission
may be required to undertake a comprehensive review of existing and planned services
provided by the Secretariat. Such a review may be achieved through a comprehensive review
of the Secretariat’s Strategic Plan and the associated Staffing and Salary Strategy.

Budgets for 2014, 2015 and 2016
17.
The Commission approved the budget for 2014, which included a projected deficit of
A$185 000 to be carried forward in the General Fund, as presented in Appendix II.
18.
SCAF received advice from the Scientific Committee that it requested the funds
approved for expenditure in 2014 relating to the Ross Sea assessment be transferred to the
Scientific Multi-year Special Fund for expenditure in 2015.
19.
SCIC advised SCAF that it had approved funding of A$40 000 from the CDS Special
Fund for a A$55 000 upgrade of the e-CDS platform and to implement the recommendations
of the CDS Review Panel agreed to by SCIC. In response to a request for justification of a
contribution of A$15 000 from the General Fund to this activity, the Secretariat responded
that it was its understanding that SCIC had recommended that, as part of the project involved
work on the Secretariat’s corporate systems, it was appropriate for the General Fund to
contribute to the activity.
20.
In considering the draft budget for 2015, some Members maintained that Members’
contributions should be maintained at zero nominal growth, i.e. no increase in Member
Contributions to accommodate a consumer price index (CPI) increase due to inflation. The
current Commission policy, adopted in 1998, limits increases to Member contributions to
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CPI. SCAF was also concerned that forecast expenditure continued to exceed forecast
income, which it considered cannot be sustained in the longer term. This concern supported
the requirement for the ICG-SF to consider additional income streams and cost-saving
measures.
21.
SCAF noted that, in recommending the budget for adoption, with some Members
registering a preference for a zero nominal growth budget, the ICG-SF will be undertaking
additional work in 2014/15 to continue its efforts to identify cost savings and research
opportunities to diversify income sources. It complimented the ICG-SF on the valuable work
undertaken in the last two years, particularly in relation to cost reductions in the Secretariat.
SCAF advised the Commission that there remained items that warrant further detailed
examination in working towards a sustainable funding environment for the organisation over
the longer term.
22.
SCAF approved a General Fund budget for 2015 comprising total forecast expenditure
of A$4 654 000 against forecast total income of A$4 415 000, resulting in a deficit of
A$239 000. This is to be funded from reserves accumulated in the General Fund over
previous years. SCAF recognised that, as CCAMLR does not have Working Capital,
diminution of the General Fund balance through annual deficits will have an adverse impact
on future interest income streams. The budget for 2015 is presented in Appendix III.
23.
The aggregate Member contributions for 2015 have been maintained at the 2014 level.
Some Members considered that this was in line with the Financial Regulations which provide
that any surplus be returned to Members (Financial Regulations 6.1c). SCAF resolved that
this should not be taken as a decision to implement a zero nominal growth policy. This issue
will be considered by the ICG-SF intersessionally.
24.
SCAF also approved expenditure from Special Funds relating to the e-CDS upgrade
(A$40 000), Ross Sea assessment (A$50 000) and CCAMLR scholarships (A$45 000)
(Appendix III).
25.
SCAF noted the forecast budget for 2016 as presented in Appendix IV. The 2016
budget is indicative only. Care should be taken when it is used as a basis for budgeting by
individual Members (Appendix V).

Other business
Election of Vice-Chair
26.
Mr S. Davidson (UK) was elected as Vice-Chair for a period of two years
commencing at the conclusion of CCAMLR-XXXIII and ending at the conclusion of
CCAMLR-XXXV.
27.
SCAF, on behalf of the Commission, expressed appreciation to Mr Rhee for his
excellent chairmanship during a difficult meeting for SCAF.
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Appendix I
CCAMLR Secretariat Strategic Plan 2015–2018

Introduction
The CAMLR Convention entered into force on 7 April 1982. It establishes the Commission
for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR), comprising the
original signatories and acceding parties. CCAMLR, which currently has 25 Members,
maintains a Secretariat in Hobart, Tasmania, Australia (www.ccamlr.org). Arrangements
supporting the operations of the CCAMLR Secretariat in Australia are the subject of a
Headquarters Agreement signed with the Australian Government on 8 September 1986.
The purpose of this Strategic Plan is to describe the core services provided to Members and
other stakeholders by the CCAMLR Secretariat for the period 2015 to 2018 in its endeavour
to support the functions of the Commission, as described in the CAMLR Convention. In
addition, the Plan describes the structure of the Secretariat and provides a means for Members
to periodically assess the Secretariat’s performance. This Strategic Plan draws on the
Secretariat’s experience with previous Strategic Plans which served the period 2002–2011
and then 2012–2014.

Vision
Globally recognised as a best-practice model for the provision of technical, administrative,
scientific and logistical support to an intergovernmental marine conservation and management
organisation.

Mission
To provide support to the Commission in achieving the Convention’s objective of conserving
Antarctic marine living resources where conservation includes rational use.

Goals, Objectives and Tasks
The Secretariat’s Strategic Plan describes two overarching Goals which underpin all services
provided by the Secretariat to assist the work of the Commission and the Scientific
Committee. The two Goals are supported by nine related Objectives.
Each Objective is supported by a suite of specific, mostly measureable, achievable Tasks.
Tasks are delivered through seven independent and interdependent core functions: Executive
Services, Finance and Administration Services, Fisheries Monitoring and Compliance
Services, Scientific Services, Data Services, Information Communication Technology
Services (ICT) and Communication Services (Attachment 2, Figure 1).

222

Tasks are supported by annual work programs. Annual work programs serve the basis of
internal processes to report on the performance of the Secretariat.
Tasks will be periodically revised to take into account the decisions of the Commission and
the performance of the Secretariat.

Stakeholders
The CCAMLR Secretariat communicates with stakeholders from varying backgrounds from
around the world in the four official languages of the Antarctic Treaty System (English,
French, Russian and Spanish).
CCAMLR’s 25 Members, Acceding States, Fishers/Industry and Secretariat staff are the
Secretariat’s primary stakeholders. Scientists, resource managers and policymakers associated
with each CCAMLR Member require timely and accurate information from the Secretariat in
the form of circulars, reports, meeting documents and other related information.

Primary stakeholders
•
•
•
•

Members
Acceding States
fishers/industry
CCAMLR staff.

Other stakeholders include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

other multilateral organisations
other elements of the Antarctic Treaty
academia, researchers and students
non-government organisations (NGOs)
non-Contracting Parties
media
general public.
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Goal 1:
To deliver best-practice administrative,
technical, logistical and scientific support to
the Commission and the Scientific
Committee
Objectives

Goal 2:
To facilitate communication and
collaboration among stakeholders through
effective dissemination of information,
education, outreach and capacity building.
Objectives

To maintain Secretariat services to Members at
internationally recognised standards through
internal coordination and monitoring of bestpractice administrative and operational
policies, and supporting procedures and
engagement
with
relevant
external
stakeholders.

To provide professional communication and
outreach services to support the exchange of
information among CCAMLR Members and
effectively raise awareness of CCAMLR’s
initiatives to conserve Antarctic marine
living resources.

To provide expert translation services in the
To support an open and inclusive workplace four official languages of the Convention to
culture and identity consistent with the support broad participation in the work of
Commission’s international nature.
the Commission.
To provide efficient and effective delivery of
Secretariat services within approved budgets,
through quality administration and finance
systems, based on accepted host-country
standards.
To provide value-added support for
Members, the Scientific Committee, its
subsidiary bodies and the Commission
through analytical and science services.
To provide professional support to the
Commission utilising best-practice fishery
monitoring and compliance expertise, advice
and tools.
To support Members, the Scientific
Committee and subsidiary bodies and the
Commission through secure and timely
access to comprehensive and high-quality
CCAMLR data.
To deliver stakeholder-focused ICT 1 products
and services that are effective, robust and
scalable.

1

The term ICT (Information and Communication Technology) is interchangeable with the term IT
(Information Technology).

224

Provide
quality
services to
Members
Develop and
utilise
effective IT
systems

Build positive
workplace
culture

Goal 1
Provide
secure and
timely access
to data

Deliver bestpractice support to
the Commission
and Scientific
Committee

Implement
best-practice
compliance
initiatives

Provide valueadded
analytical and
scientific
services

Goal 2
Maintain
quality admin
and finance
systems

Facilitate
communication and
collaboration among
stakeholders
Outreach and
information
exchange to raise
awareness of
CCAMLR's
initiatives

Provide expert
translation
services in the
languages of the
Convention
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Goal 1: To deliver leading-practice administrative, technical, logistical and scientific
support to the Commission and the Scientific Committee.
1.1

Executive Services

The function of Executive Services is to coordinate the implementation of the Secretariat’s
annual program of work agreed by the Commission and the Scientific Committee. Executive
Services manages and coordinates the development, implementation and monitoring of
internal policies and procedures, financial accountability, work program development,
implementation and monitoring and serves as an ambassador for the Commission including
through the promotion of mutually beneficial networks and relationships.

1.1.1 Objective: To maintain Secretariat Services to Members at internationally
recognised standards through internal coordination and monitoring of leading-practice
administrative and operational policies, and supporting procedures, and engagement
with relevant external stakeholders.
Tasks:

2

1.1.1.1

Develop and implement internal administrative and operational policies and
procedures 2 that aspire to support the delivery of value-for-money Secretariat
services in a coordinated and transparent manner.

1.1.1.2

Review and periodically revise, as necessary, a Strategic Plan for the
Secretariat for endorsement by the Commission.

1.1.1.3

Review and revise intersessional work plans within three months of the
conclusion of the annual session of the Commission.

1.1.1.4

Implement the Commission’s stated policies for the Secretariat’s cooperation
with external stakeholders and report outcomes to the Commission as required.

1.1.1.5

Support cooperation and information exchange mechanisms with international
organisations sharing common interests with CCAMLR for mutual benefit.

1.1.1.6

Promote the work of CCAMLR internationally.

1.1.1.7

Coordinate professional, technical, logistical and administrative Secretariat
support to meetings of the Commission, the Scientific Committee and
subsidiary bodies.

1.1.1.8

Maintain Secretariat standards and skills necessary to service the requirements
of the Commission through periodic performance monitoring and structured
training opportunities.

The most widely applied international voluntary standards for business and organisation management include
ISO 9000, ISO 14000, ISO 26000 and ISO 31000, for example.
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1.1.1.9

Collaborate and cooperate with other relevant institutions to develop and
maintain Secretariat expertise, standards and skills at an internationally
acceptable level.

1.1.2 Objective: To support an open and inclusive workplace culture and identity
consistent with the Commission’s international nature.
Tasks:
1.1.2.1

Agree to and apply values and guiding principles that provide guidelines and
standards for cultural acceptance, mutual respect, transparency, nondiscriminatory and fair treatment, consultation, tolerance and acceptable
behaviour in the workplace and in relation to the professional engagement of
staff with other CCAMLR stakeholders.

1.1.2.2

Review and revise where necessary workplace standards relative to an
appropriate benchmark within the public service of the host country.

1.1.2.3

Provide opportunities for staff discussion of workplace-related issues.

1.2

Finance and Administration Services

Finance and Administration provides critical support to the Secretariat’s executive, technical
and support services by maintaining leading-practice standards for the administration of the
Secretariat’s financial resources, personnel management, including workplace policies and
procedures, and the maintenance of the Secretariat’s physical assets. It also provides
administrative and professional support to the Commission through the Standing Committee
on Administration and Finance (SCAF).

1.2.1 Objective: Quality administration and finance systems, based on accepted hostcountry standards, supporting efficient and effective delivery of Secretariat Services
within approved budgets.
Tasks:
Personnel
1.2.1.1

Establish and effectively administer policies and procedures to support the
administration of Secretariat personnel and short-term service providers
consistent with ICSC and Australian workplace legislation, practices and
taxation requirements, where appropriate.

1.2.1.2

Coordinate Secretariat training and capacity-building initiatives within
available resources.

227

1.2.1.3 Monitor and review workplace health and safety standards in compliance with
Australian workplace practice.

Finance and administration
1.2.1.4

Administer CCAMLR’s finances consistent with the Commission’s Financial
Regulations, Investment Principles and Headquarters Agreement, including
production and distribution of annual and quarterly financial statements.

1.2.1.5

Provide financial, costing and budget advice for CCAMLR-related services and
activities to staff as required.

1.2.1.6

Document and administer systems and procedures for maintaining finance and
administration records.

1.2.1.7

Periodically revise, as necessary, procedures supporting CCAMLR-sponsored
travel.

1.2.1.8

Support effective working relations with the organisation’s business affiliates
such as banks, financial institutions, insurance brokers, landlord and
Commonwealth and State governments through regular communication.

1.2.1.9

Effectively administer the Commission’s premises and assets.

1.2.1.10 Provide effective front office services.
1.2.1.11 Review and effectively implement the Secretariat’s Greener Office Policy.
1.2.1.12 Provide documentation and expert support to the Executive Secretary and to
the SCAF Chair at the annual session of SCAF and to the Commission Chair
on Commission matters including in relation to sustainable financing.

1.3

Science Services

The primary purpose of Science Services is to provide technical and administrative support to
the work of the Scientific Committee and its subsidiary bodies. This requires close
consultative arrangements with the Chair of the Scientific Committee and the conveners of
working groups. Science Services undertakes analysis of scientific and fishery data for
subsequent consideration by the Scientific Committee and provides administrative support to
technical programs including CCAMLR’s Scheme of International Scientific Observation,
CCAMLR’s Ecosystem Monitoring Program, tagging initiatives and marine debris
monitoring.
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1.3.1 Objective: To provide value-added support for Members, the Scientific
Committee, its subsidiary bodies and the Commission through analytical and scientific
services.
Tasks:
Science administration and logistical support
1.3.1.1

Provide technical and administrative support to the Chair of the Scientific
Committee and Convenors of Scientific Committee working groups.

1.3.1.2

Coordinate logistical and technical support to meetings of the Scientific
Committee, working groups and subsidiary bodies.

1.3.1.3

Support the Secretariat’s scientific engagement with relevant external
stakeholders, including other organisations, networks and associations.

1.3.1.4

Provide editorial services for the scientific content of CCAMLR Science and
coordinate the science input to Secretariat publications and the website.

1.3.1.5

Coordinate work experience opportunities, internships or other capacitybuilding initiatives for early career CCAMLR scientists including through the
CCAMLR Science Scholarship Scheme.

1.3.1.6

The Secretariat’s science-related personnel efficiently managed.

Synthesis and analysis of scientific data and information
1.3.1.7

Coordinate the Secretariat’s technical and logistical advice and support in
respect of scientific initiatives and associated programs implemented by
Members including, inter alia:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

the CCAMLR Scheme of International Scientific Observation
the CCAMLR Ecosystem Monitoring Program
tagging
marine debris
status and trend assessments for target and by-catch species
by-catch monitoring and mitigation
fishery interactions including with vulnerable marine ecosystems
fishery management options
climate change.

1.3.1.8

Collaborate with Members to facilitate data collection and analyses
contributing to CCAMLR’s scientific objectives.

1.3.1.9

Provide technical tools and analytical services to facilitate the efficient use of
CCAMLR data by the Commission, the Scientific Committee and subsidiary
bodies.
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1.3.1.10 Produce routine synthesis and analyses to the Scientific Committee (and
working groups) on data submitted through CCAMLR scientific initiatives and
associated programs.
1.3.1.11 Provide expert analysis and synthesis of CCAMLR data and related
information to support identified priority intersessional tasks of the Scientific
Committee.
1.3.1.12 Provide feedback on science aspects of all Secretariat papers/publications.

1.4

Fishery Monitoring and Compliance Services

The Fishery Monitoring and Compliance (FMC) Services provides expert professional,
technical, logistical and administrative support to the Commission, primarily through the
Standing Committee on Implementation and Compliance (SCIC).
As the focal point for the Secretariat’s work associated with the implementation of, and
compliance with, conservation measures and other decisions of the Commission, FMC
Services is a key provider and user of CCAMLR data.

1.4.1 Objective: To provide professional support to the Commission utilising leadingpractice fishery monitoring and compliance expertise, advice and tools.
Tasks:
Compliance administration and logistical support
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1.4.1.1

Develop, implement and monitor the annual work plan for the FMC Section.

1.4.1.2

Coordinate Secretariat support and advice to SCIC and the Commission.

1.4.1.3

Coordinate Secretariat support and advice to the Chair of SCIC.

1.4.1.4

Coordinate the provision of FMC-related advice, as required, to the Scientific
Committee and its Working Groups.

1.4.1.5

Coordinate the FMC input to Secretariat publications.

1.4.1.6

Provide advice for the management of FMC-related content and structure,
including news items, social media content, databases and FMC-related
processes on the CCAMLR website.

1.4.1.7

Manage FMC-related work experience opportunities, internships or other
capacity-building initiatives for students and early career professionals at the
CCAMLR Secretariat.

Compliance monitoring and technical services
1.4.1.8

Manage the Secretariat’s support and advice in respect of Contracting Parties’
implementation and operation of:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

1.4.1.9

fishery notifications
compliance notifications
vessel database
Vessel Monitoring System
Catch Documentation Scheme
System of Inspection
Compliance Evaluation Procedure
Schemes to Promote Compliance
programs to combat illegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing.

Contribute to the Secretariat’s engagement with, and advice to, Members,
Acceding States, cooperating non-Contracting Parties, non-Contracting Parties
not cooperating with CCAMLR, other IGOs, NGOs, networks and
associations.

1.4.1.10 Coordinate expert advice and support for the integration and improved
implementation of Secretariat responsibilities associated with:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

fishery notifications
compliance notifications
vessel database
Vessel Monitoring System
Catch Documentation Scheme
System of Inspection
Compliance Evaluation Procedure
illegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing
conservation measures.

1.4.1.11 Develop and implement projects for the improved understanding of fishery
operations, conservation measure implementation and trends and capacity in
IUU fishing and in respect of intersessional tasks agreed by the Scientific
Committee and/or the Commission.

1.5

Data Centre

The Data Centre is the custodian of CCAMLR data 3 and provides data-related services to
support decision-making by the Commission, the Scientific Committee and their subsidiary
bodies, and to support Secretariat services. Responsibility for the management of CCAMLR
data and the data-related activities of the Secretariat, including data processing, quality
assurance, risk management, access and use, storage and data-related online information
services resides with the Data Centre. The Secretariat’s governance of CCAMLR data is
3

Data submitted to the Secretariat to support the policy, technical and administrative work of the Commission
and Scientific Committee and to give effect to Article XX of the Convention.
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guided by the ‘CCAMLR Secretariat Information Management Framework’ which aspires to
best practice and international standards to improve the quality and availability of data and
information, ensure the confidentiality and integrity of data and information, promote the
integration of data and information, support effective business processes and informed
decision making through accurate data, and reduce Secretariat costs through efficient
management of data and information. This framework supports the Secretariat’s data and
information and communication strategies, including the Data Management Strategy which
promotes:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

compliance with relevant international standards
data storage and security
efficient, error-free data processing and administration
comprehensive data quality assurance
improved data models and architecture
integration of data and business processes
timely and efficient access to data, derived data and outputs
feedback for data and process improvements.

1.5.1 Objective: To support Members, the Scientific Committee and subsidiary bodies
and the Commission through secure and timely access to comprehensive and highquality CCAMLR data.
Tasks:
Logistical and administrative support to data processes
1.5.1.1

Manage personnel and budget resources to support the Data Centre’s operation.

1.5.1.2

Technical and logistic support at meetings of the Commission, the Scientific
Committee and subsidiary bodies.

1.5.1.3

Technical and logistic support to the annual review, development and
implementation of CCAMLR conservation measures and resolutions.

Data systems
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1.5.1.4

Develop and implement the CCAMLR Data Management Strategy

1.5.1.5

Manage CCAMLR data including, inter alia, fishery and scientific observer
data, research data, GIS data and fishing vessel compliance data. Tasks include
data processing, archiving and documentation, and the oversight of data access
and use.

1.5.1.6

Promote the integration of data and information across Secretariat services.

1.5.1.7

Implement fully documented data integrity and quality assurance procedures.

Data access and use
1.5.1.8

In-season monitoring and reporting for CCAMLR fisheries

1.5.1.9

Online information services and publications, including CCAMLR’s Statistical
Bulletin, GIS, metadata and data forms.

1.5.1.10 Advise and support data users, including international collaborators and
partners, with data access and use, data analysis and reporting, and information
on data standards and documentation.

1.6

ICT Services

Information Communications Technology (ICT) Services are responsible for the acquisition
and maintenance of reliable, cost-effective and secure information and communications
technology infrastructure supporting the business requirements of the Secretariat. ICT
Services include the management of computing and communications infrastructure,
administration and technical support for applications and helpdesk services, including
computing-related training needs within the Secretariat.

1.6.1 Objective: To deliver stakeholder focussed ICT 4 products and services that are
effective, robust and scalable.
Tasks:
Business systems and applications

4

1.6.1.1

Implement and maintain encompassing ICT systems that provide required
services to all stakeholders.

1.6.1.2

Ensure effective and efficient use of ICT systems through defined ICT
development training.

1.6.1.3

Integrate ICT Systems to support optimisation of business processes.

1.6.1.4

Improve online services for staff and external service consumers utilising
contemporary systems.

1.6.1.5

Automate input processes and relevant notifications to improve efficiency and
end-user services.

The term ICT (Information and Communication Technology) is interchangeable with the term IT
(Information Technology). The use of the term ICT, which is more current, is due to the merging of
traditional telephone communication with general computing and network technologies
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Information management
1.6.1.6

Maintain standards, procedures and systems for the Secretariat’s information
stores.

1.6.1.7

Strengthen knowledge management across the Secretariat through defined
policies and practices for usage of systems.

1.6.1.8

Adopt leading-practice processes and standards to secure Secretariat
information resources.

1.6.1.9

Manage and classify information in line with its value and regulatory
requirements.

Emerging trends and technologies
1.6.1.10 Implement technologies that ensure efficient and effective access to ICT
systems and services by staff.
1.6.1.11 Manage all ICT hardware and software through agreed policies which include
a defined and documented lifecycle in line with an Asset Management Plan.
1.6.1.12 Research and apply robust, scalable, secure voice and data services.
1.6.1.13 Employ environmentally appropriate technology procurement and associated
operational practices.

Governance
1.6.1.14 Continual alignment of ICT systems, services, and budget with the
Secretariat’s strategic and operational directions.
1.6.1.15 Refine the ICT Governance model to incorporate business rules and procedures
which validate activities with parameters and performance measures.

Infrastructure and technology
1.6.1.16 Manage ICT infrastructure and technology service providers.
1.6.1.17 Transparent monitoring and reporting applied to ensure accountability of ICT
resources. Implement and monitor leading practice ICT Service Management
processes to ensure required service levels can be met.
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Goal 2: To facilitate communication and collaboration among Members and other
stakeholders through effective dissemination of information, education, outreach and
capacity building.
2.1

Communication Services

The key role of Communication Services is to provide logistical and technical support for the
operation of the Commission in its four official languages. In this role, Communications
provides professional translation and interpretation support to the annual meetings of the
Commission, including the translation of relevant reports and supporting documents of the
Commission, Scientific Committee and their subsidiary bodies. Communications is
responsible for developing and implementing the Secretariat’s Communications strategy to
raise the profile of CCAMLR locally and internationally, coordinating the management of
information internally in the Secretariat and managing publications and other information
resources.

2.1.1 Objective: To provide professional communication and outreach services to
support the exchange of information among CCAMLR Members and effectively raise
awareness of CCAMLR’s initiatives to conserve Antarctic marine living resources.
Tasks:
Communications administration and logistical support
2.1.1.1

The Secretariat’s communication-related personnel, budgets, equipment and
other resourcing needs efficiently managed and monitored.

2.1.1.2

Effective logistical and administrative support to the Commission, the
Scientific Committee and subsidiary bodies, including meeting preparation and
arrangements, provided.

2.1.1.3

Implementation of the Secretariat’s Enterprise Content Management Strategy
(= Intranet) supported.

2.1.1.4

In collaboration with IT, in-house training to build capacity among staff to
contribute content to the CCAMLR website provided.

Public relations, outreach and capacity building
2.1.1.5

Liaise as appropriate with Members to ensure alignment of communications
and outreach products with CCAMLR’s role.

2.1.1.6

A strategy for communicating with external stakeholders, including public
relations, awareness-raising and outreach components implemented and
monitored.

235

2.1.1.7

CCAMLR website content as a best-practice information portal for Members
and the public maintained and administered.

2.1.1.8

A current media contacts list maintained.

2.1.1.9

A media plan for the annual meetings is developed.

2.1.1.10 Periodic sanctioned media releases to promote the achievements of CCAMLR
prepared and disseminated.
2.1.1.11 Information releases profiling CCAMLR activities and related Antarctic issues
and Southern Ocean fisheries prepared and uploaded.
2.1.1.12 Information relating to opportunities for early career professionals from
CCAMLR Members to undertake additional studies or gain work experience in
CCAMLR-related fields disseminated.

Library services
2.1.1.13 Develop and implement a strategy for the management of hard copy
publications currently held by the Secretariat.

Publications
2.1.1.14 CCAMLR editorial services to support timely and professional production of
CCAMLR publications provided.
2.1.1.15 Publications-related styles, formats and guidelines maintained and updated as
necessary.
2.1.1.16 Annual publication schedule prepared.
2.1.1.17 CCAMLR publication discoverability assessed.
2.1.1.18 Edited and professionally formatted publications, electronically or in hard
copy, distributed and archived.
2.1.1.19 Circulars, Commission, Scientific Committee and subsidiary body meeting
documents, processed, distributed and archived in accordance with adopted
procedures.
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2.1.2 Objective: To provide expert translation services in the four official languages of
the Convention to support broad participation in the work of the Commission.
Tasks:
2.1.2.1

Provide expert translation services in the four official languages of the
Commission for designated Commission and Scientific Committee
communications, documents and publications in an accurate, cost-effective and
timely manner.

2.1.2.2

Support inclusive discussions and informed decision-making by the
Commission and the Scientific Committee by promoting multilingual
information exchange and communication.

2.1.2.3

Maintain best-practice translation standards in line with those of UN agencies,
other international organisations and national accreditation bodies.

2.1.2.4

Support transparency of CCAMLR and promote its work in a global context.

2.1.2.5

Support the language requirements of all other functions of the Secretariat, as
appropriate.

2.1.2.6

Provide high-quality interpretation services to the annual meetings of the
Commission.

2.1.2.7

Implement and periodically review Translation Guidelines as an integral
component of the Secretariat’s Communication Strategy.

Internal collaborative framework
The CCAMLR Secretariat is a multidisciplinary team supporting a range of specialist
knowledge, skills and responsibilities that are applied in a collective effort for a common
endeavour. No part of the Secretariat works in isolation – information and knowledge is
pooled, activities coordinated and lessons jointly reviewed so that the Secretariat’s capacity to
service the priorities of Members continually improves.

Monitoring and evaluation
Monitoring the delivery of intersessional tasks assigned to the Secretariat throughout the year
offers one opportunity to regularly assess the Secretariat’s performance. The main opportunity
for Members to assess the performance of the Secretariat is at its regular annual session. To
facilitate this, the Secretariat will present a summary matrix of outcomes and achievements
associated with the Strategies described in this Strategic Plan to each session of the
Commission, Scientific Committee and relevant subsidiary bodies. On the basis of responses
received, and agreement regarding new issues for the Secretariat to address, the Strategic Plan
may be periodically revised.
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A revised Strategic Plan, to serve the period beyond 2018 will be prepared for consideration
by Members at the 2018 annual meeting of the Commission. The revision may simply be a
refinement of this Strategic Plan.
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•
•
•
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Attachment 1
CCAMLR Staffing and Salary Strategy (2015–2018)

Introduction
In 2013, the Commission endorsed a proposal to review of the 2012–2014 Strategic Plan
(CCAMLR-XXXII, Annex 7, paragraph 6). The review provides an opportunity to also
review the Staffing and Salary Strategy which was associated with the 2012–2014 Strategic
Plan and align it with the new strategic plan period 2015–2018.

CCAMLR Staffing and Salary Strategy (2015–2018)
Objective: CCAMLR Secretariat staffing arrangements that deliver leading-practice services,
as described in its Strategic Plan, within a maximum zero real-growth budget for the
Commission for the period 2015–2018.
Scope: This Strategy applies to all personnel employed by the CCAMLR Secretariat.
Alignment with national law: The Headquarters Agreement between CCAMLR and the
Government of Australia provides the Commission, its staff and property immunity from
legal processes in the scope of its official activities with some exceptions (Articles 5(2)
and 5(3), 8, 9, 10, 16, 17). Apart from these exceptions the activities of the Commission are
governed by the laws of Australia (Article 5(1)). Consequently, CCAMLR is not exempt from
Australian workplace law. Periodic reviews will be undertaken to ensure compliance and
consistency between the CCAMLR Secretariat and appropriate Australian workplace policies
and practices.
Administration: The Staff Establishment for the CCAMLR Secretariat is authorised by the
Commission (Article XVII). The Executive Secretary administers staff, on behalf of the
Commission, according to CCAMLR’s Staff Regulations and decisions of the Commission.
The Staff Regulations, together with the individual Deeds of Employment (DoE), establish
the fundamental principles of employment, regulate the working relationships and establish
the rights and responsibilities of all employees of the Secretariat. This Staffing and Salary
Strategy is to be read in conjunction with the Staff Regulations, DoEs and the relevant
provisions of the Headquarters Agreement.
The implementation of, and reporting on, the Staffing and Salary Strategy is the responsibility
of the Executive Secretary. The Commission, through the Standing Committee on
Administration and Finance (SCAF), is responsible for the periodic review of the Strategy.
Staff Establishment: The Staff Establishment to support the implementation of the Strategic
Plan for 2015–2018, as approved by the Commission, is presented at Attachment 2, Figure 1.
Staff Classification: The Commission supports three categories of staff (i) International
Professional, (ii) General Services, and (iii) Temporary (Staff Regulations 4 and 11). The
grading systems for International Professional and General Service staff are described in a Job
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Classification System (JCS) administered by the Secretariat. The JCS reflects the two
arrangements that apply to staffing arrangements at the CCAMLR Secretariat. For
International Professional staff, these are based on those applying in the International Civil
Service Commission (ICSC) of the United Nations. General Services staff classification is
based on the work-level standards and classifications that apply in the Australian Public
Service (APS).
Staff recruitment: The Executive Secretary will advertise all vacancies that arise at the
Secretariat. A selection panel, which may involve appropriately qualified and knowledgeable
personnel external to the Secretariat, will be appointed by the Executive Secretary to advise
on staff selection. Suitability for recruitment will be assessed in a transparent manner that
takes account of (i) the international character of the Commission, (ii) the requirements of the
position as described in its Duty Statement, (iii) the qualifications, experience, qualities and
capabilities of applicants, (iv) testimonials from the applicant’s referees, and (v) other sources
of information regarding the applicant’s suitability.
Personal Qualities and Capabilities: The CCAMLR Secretariat seeks to attract and retain
staff who demonstrate a broad cross-section of the following qualities and capabilities:
Achieve results:
•
•
•
•
•

contributes to organisational capability and responsiveness
supports coordination and networking
adapts to change and deals with uncertainty
commits to closure and delivery on intended results
applies and builds appropriate professional, technical and administrative
expertise.

Cultivate productive working relationships:
•

values differences and diversity

•

develops and maintains effective internal and external relationships,
partnerships and networks

•

listens, understands and recognises others

•

promotes and shares learning and supports and guides others.

Communicate effectively:
•
•
•
•
•

listens, understands and adapts to an audience
negotiates persuasively
communicates clearly and concisely
keeps self and others informed
contributes to processes to reconcile diverse views.

Demonstrate personal drive and integrity:
•
•

demonstrates self-awareness and a commitment to personal development
behaves ethically and accepts responsibility for own actions
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•
•

promotes and adopts a positive and balanced approach to work
shows initiative and resilience in managing work outcomes, opportunities
and challenges.

Contribute to strategic thinking:
•
•
•
•

focuses strategically
harnesses information and opportunities
shows judgement, intelligence and common sense
supports shared purpose and direction.

Appointment term: General Service staff are initially appointed for a three-year term.
Subject to satisfactory performance, and to the needs of the Commission, General Service
staff may be re-appointed on an ongoing/permanent basis.
International Professional staff, other than the Executive Secretary (see below), are appointed
for an initial four-year term. Subject to satisfactory performance, and to the needs of the
Commission, International Professional staff may be re-appointed for a further term of four
years 1. At the conclusion of two terms the post must be advertised. The incumbent is eligible
to apply.
The Executive Secretary’s term of office is initially four years. He/she is eligible for
reappointment for one additional term.
Temporary personnel are contracted for a specific task which is normally short term.
Annual salary increment: Staff members shall receive annual salary pay point increments.
Increments shall cease once the staff member concerned has reached the highest pay point in
the Grading Band in which he/she is serving.
Promotion: The promotion of Professional staff from one salary grade to another requires the
prior approval of the Commission. Subject to budgetary restrictions, the Executive Secretary
has the authority to revise the gradings of individual General Service staff 2.
Performance monitoring: Staff performance is reviewed at 6-monthly intervals using
CCAMLR’s Performance Management Appraisal System (PMAS). Ongoing two-way
feedback on achievement of key performance criteria, adding and changing key performance
criteria and general performance discussions are encouraged throughout the annual cycle
between staff and their manager. PMAS uses (i) the Duty Statement for the staff post being
appraised and (ii) key performance criteria which include the status of agreed individual work
programs and qualities and capabilities demonstrated.
Broad banding: The CCAMLR Secretariat supports a broad-band pay structure for General
Service grades 3/4 (7 pay points), 4/5 (8 pay points), 5/6 (8 pay points) and 7/8 (6 pay points).
Pay point progression ceases once a staff member has reached the highest step in the grade
band in which they are serving. Increments for International Professional posts are confined to
the grade of appointment, subject to Staff Regulation 1.5.2.
1

2

Incumbents serve on an ongoing basis. The 4-year provision will apply to their replacements (see CCAMLRXXXI, Annex 7, paragraph 5).
CCAMLR-XXI, paragraph 3.16.
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Professional Development: The CCAMLR Secretariat supports personnel development and
training opportunities for all staff within an agreed, costed and budgeted annual training
program.
Review
Implementation of this Staffing and Salary Strategy will be reported on and reviewed
annually by SCAF.

243

Attachment 2
Staff structure and associated costs for the CCAMLR Secretariat (2015–2018)

Introduction
Personnel costs are determined by:
• the staffing structure (the number of funded posts)
• individual post gradings
• the pay points and allowances associated with each post grading.
This appendix to the Staffing and Salary Strategy summarises the employment terms and
conditions at the CCAMLR Secretariat, the staff structure and personnel costs supported
under the 2012–14 Strategic Plan and the staff structure and cost estimates for the 2015–2018
period.

Grading and pay scales
Provisions of CCAMLR Staff Regulations and staff Deeds of Employment
Two staff categories are provided for within the Secretariat under Staff Regulation 1.4 1. They
are International Professional staff and General Services staff. In addition, Section 5 provides
for the employment of temporary personnel under contract. The Regulations describe salaries
and other remuneration offered to CCAMLR Secretariat staff. The terms and conditions of
employment are described in a Deed of Employment which are consistent with the Staff
Regulations 2.
International Professional staff posts are graded according to the United Nations
Classification System administered by the ICSC. As an accredited agency, the CCAMLR
Secretariat has access to a secure website which supports the ICSC Job Evaluation System
(http://icsc.un.org/). That system is used for the purposes of classifying Professional Staff
posts in the Secretariat.

1

2

CCAMLR’s Staff Regulations were formally adopted at the First Meeting of the Commission in 1982.
Regulation 1.4 provides two classifications of staff: International Professional and General Services. The four
currently designated International Professional posts within the Secretariat mandate international recruitment
from among CCAMLR Members. General Services staff are recruited in Australia from among citizens of
Members of the Commission. The Regulations describe the basis of salaries and other remuneration that
apply to Secretariat staff. The CCAMLR Secretariat Staff Deed of Employment defines salary rate applicable
to mean, in relation to the General Services employee, the Australian Public Service Pay Rate applicable to
the classification and pay step in force at 30 June 1998 and increased annually thereafter by the consumer
price index announced by the Australian Bureau of Statistics. In the case of the Professional employee, the
salary rate applicable means that which applies to officials of the United Nations Secretariat employed in
Australia, or any other salary rate as agreed by the Commission from time to time.
See CCAMLR-XXIII/37 and CCAMLR-XXIII, Annex 4, paragraph 5.
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General Services staff positions in the CCAMLR Secretariat were graded in 1998 using the
Australian Public Service (APS) classification system. This is periodically reviewed by the
Commission 3.
Over the last decade, Australian government agencies have moved away from a centrally
administered staff arrangement that applied in the 1990s to periodically negotiated agencyspecific enterprise agreements. While still broadly based on the APS, arrangements at the
CCAMLR Secretariat have not maintained complete harmony with arrangements applying
generally in the APS or in specific agencies, such as the Hobart-based Australian Antarctic
Division (AAD), which was identified as a suitable local comparator agency for CCAMLR in
2003/04 4.
The extent to which CCAMLR maintains harmony with a local comparator agency is
influenced by a number of factors which include the fact that CCAMLR administers a hybrid
staffing system (ICSC and APS), which includes international staff, and that CCAMLR staff
are subject to various treatments under Australian tax law.
CCAMLR Staff Regulation 2.1 provides that the scale of salaries for staff members in the
International Professional category is established in US dollars according to corresponding
scales of salaries which apply to officials of the United Nations Secretariat employed in
Australia. Regulation 2.1 also describes the types of allowances available to staff members in
the professional category as being, in principle, those allowances in force in the UN according
to corresponding scales of allowances which apply to non-Australian officials of the UN
Secretariat in Australia. As such, only International Professional category staff salaries are
exposed to exchange rate fluctuations.
CCAMLR Staff Regulation 1.5.1 provides that staff members in the General Services
category shall, in principle, be paid at rates equivalent to those paid in Hobart for staff of
equivalent qualifications and experience.
CCAMLR Staff Regulation 1.5.3 provides that staff members shall receive annual increments.
Increments shall cease once the staff member has reached the highest step in the grade in
which he/she is serving.
The Executive Secretary may complete two contract terms of 4 years duration; contracts for
other staff may be either ongoing or for a fixed term 5.

Staffing structure
The staff establishment to support implementation of the Strategic Plan in 2015–2018
provides for a staff complement of 25 staff (Figure 1).
The duty statements for each post associated with the new staff structure are available from
the Secretariat on request.
3

4
5

Most recently in 2006; see CCAMLR Staff Regulations (www.ccamlr.org/node/75270).
CCAMLR-XXII/46.
Subject to the provisions of Staff Regulation 5.9, and an annual performance appraisal, staff are employed on
a continuing/ongoing or temporary contract arrangement.
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Job classification
CCAMLR’s revised Job Classification System (JCS) was adopted in 2012 6. The JSC will
serve the period 2015–2018.
The base grade for each established post at the CCAMLR Secretariat, and the distribution of
staff across salary grades, as of September 2014, is provided at Table 1(a).
The base grade for each post in the staff structure associated with the Strategic Plan in
2015–2018 is based on the revised Job Classification System presented at Table 1(b).
Table 1(a): CCAMLR staff structure as provided for in
the 2012–14 Strategic Plan (September 2014).

Grade
GS
1-2
3
4
5
6
EL1
EL2
Subtotal
ICSC
P3
P4
P5
D1
Subtotal
Total

Base

# staff
Current

0
3
5
5
6
3
0
22

0
2
4
5
6
2
1
20

1
2
0
1
4
26

1
1
1
1
4
24

Table 1(b): Staff establishment grade distribution
Strategic Plan (2015–2018).

Grade
GS
1-2
3
4
5
6
EL1
EL2
Subtotal
ICSC
P3
P4
P5
D1
Subtotal
Total

Base

# staff
Current

0
2
6
4
6
3
0
21

0
2
6
4
6
1
2
21

1
2
0
1
4
25

1
1
1
1
4
25

Broad banding
Broad banding was adopted in the 2012 SSS for CCAMLR General Service grades 3/4 (7 pay
points), 4/5 (8 pay points), 5/6 (8 pay points) and 7/8 (6 pay points). Pay point progression
ceases once a staff member reaches the highest step in the grade band in which they serve.
Increments for Professional posts are confined to the grade of appointment, subject to Staff
Regulation 5.5.

6

CCAMLR-XXII/46 refers to both a Work Level Standard for the CCAMLR Secretariat and a Post Grading
and Salary Structure. The WLS applies to General Services staff posts only. With the assistance of an expert
at AAD, a revision of the WLS in place at the AAD was undertaken in 2011. This was used to prepare a
CCAMLR Job Classification System (JCS) which is available, in English only, as an administrative
document from the Secretariat. The Executive Secretary has authority to revise gradings of individual GS
staff (CCAMLR-XXI, paragraph 3.16).
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Other personnel costing considerations
Annual adjustment
The CCAMLR Staff Contract provides for an annual Consumer Price Index (CPI) adjustment
to General Services Staff in addition to an annual single pay step increment.
The CPI for Australia, published by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (www.abs.gov.au), has
ranged between 2.0% and 3.6% each year (average 2.47%) for the last 7 years 7.

Salary increment
CCAMLR’s Staff Regulations provide for an annual single pay point (pay step) increment
(Regulation 1.5.3b):
‘the employee will advance by one pay step at each anniversary of their
commencement date up to a maximum of the top pay step of the applicable
classification in accordance with CCAMLR’s Staffing and Salary Strategy.’
The increment between pay points in the current CCAMLR salary structure is approximately
3% for General Services staff and 2% for International Professional staff. This regulation is
implemented in the Staff Deed of Employment.

External services
It has been CCAMLR practice to include the costs of periodically contracted external services
in the personnel cost item of the budget. The majority of such costs are associated with
additional translation support during meetings.

Training and capacity building
Capacity building and training has been a regular item, separate to personnel costs, in the
Commission’s budget for many years.

Cost estimates
The cost estimates used to support the Staffing and Salary Strategy for 2015–2018 are based
on:
• the salary scales applying in the APS and ICSC for the salary grades supported in
the CCAMLR Secretariat are applied to CCAMLR posts
7

2004: 2.3%; 2005:2.5%; 2006: 3.6%; 2007: 2.2%; 2008: 2.4%; 2009: 2.3%, 2010: 2%, 2011: 3%, 2012: 2.2%
and 2013: 2.7%.
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• applicable annual salary increments within Grade bands 8
• an annual adjustment for all General Service staff based on the annual CPI
published by the Australian Bureau of Statistics
• limited annual staff training and capacity building
• overtime for General Service staff and periodically contracted external services
follow similar trends as in previous years 9.
Relative to the costs associated with maintaining the staffing arrangements that have been
supported for the period 2012–2014, the proposed arrangement associated with the
Secretariat’s Strategic Plan for the period 2015–2018 would represent a potential cost increase
of 12.6% over the 4-year projection relative to the cost estimate for 2014 (3.2% increase for
2015, 3.2% in 2016, 3.2% in 2017 and a 3.0% increase in 2018).
Subject to externalities beyond the control of the Secretariat, such as CPI10 and abnormal
exchange rate fluctuations, the Secretariat will continue to explore opportunities to increase
efficiency and reduce costs as these arrangements are implemented.

8

9

10

For budgetary purposes, costs provide for an increment for all staff who have not reached the top step in the
grade above their initial appointment. Increments are not available above Grade EL1, Pay Point 30.
This is based on CCAMLR-XXXIII adopting the recommendations of the Translation Services Review (see
CCAMLR-XXXIII/05).
CPI adjustments have implications for the Staff Termination Fund and Superannuation contributions.
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Figure 1:
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Publications
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GS4
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GS4

Staff structure associated with the Strategic Plan (2015–2018).

Compliance
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GS4

Translator (4)
GS5

Attachment 3
General Service category salary scale (as of September 2014)
Grade

Paypoint

1

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

2

3

4

5

6

7

8
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$40 746
$41 967
$43 227
$44 524
$45 860
$47 235
$48 651
$50 111
$51 613
$53 162
$54 757
$56 397
$58 091
$59 835
$61 630
$63 478
$65 384
$67 342
$69 362
$71 444
$73 589
$75 796
$78 069
$80 410
$82 822
$85 305
$87 867
$90 505
$93 218
$96 017

ICSC salary scale
The salary scales for the Professional and higher categories in the United Nations are based
on five Professional grades (P-1 to P-5), two Director levels (D-1 and D-2) as well as the
levels of Assistant Secretary-General and Under Secretary-General in some organisations and
Assistant Director-General and Deputy Director-General in others. The scales are expressed
as gross and net base salaries and applied uniformly, worldwide, by all organisations in the
United Nations common system. Net base salary is obtained by deducting staff assessment
from gross base salary.
A Post Adjustment (August 2014: 62.2% for Australia) is added to the net salary to calculate
the remuneration paid to the International Professional Officers.
The salary scales applying from 1 January 2014 are available at: http://www.un.org/Depts/
OHRM/salaries_allowances/salary.htm.
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Appendix II
Revised Budget for the year ended 31 December 2014

Income
Members’ General Fund
Contributions
Members’ Special
Contributions
Interest
Staff Assessment Levy
Fund transfers – incl. SC Fund
Sales (Tagging)
Miscellaneous Income
Total Income
Expenditure
Salaries and Allowances
Equipment
Insurance and Maintenance
Training
Meeting Facilities
Travel
Printing and Copying
Communications
Sundry
Rent/COGS
Total Expenditure
Surplus/(Deficit)

General
Fund
adopted
2013

General
Fund
revised

A$

A$

Equity Funds
Asset Fisheries
Staff
Replace- Notifica- Replacement
tions
ment
Reserve
Fund
Fund
A$

3 272 000 3 272 000

Special Funds

A$

A$

Contingency

Observer

VMS

CDS

A$

A$

A$

A$

Compli- MPA
ance

A$

A$

Total
Scientific Enforce- Gen SC
ment capacity

A$

A$

A$

CEMP

A$

A$

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0 3 272 000

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

160 000 150 000
465 000 475 000
150 000
90 000
30 000
30 000
378 000 376 000
4 455 000 4 393 000

0
0
0
0
25 000
25 000

0
0
0
0
172 800
172 800

0
0
0
0
0
0

5 000
0
0
0
0
5 000

620
0
0
0
0
620

8 000
0
0
0
0
8 000

1 100
0
0
0
0
1 100

2 500
0
0
0
0
2 500

0
0
50 000
0
0
50 000

500
0
0
0
0
500

0
0
0
0
0
0

4 300
172 020
0
475 000
0
50 000
0
30 000
0
673 800
4 300 4 672 820

3 104 000 3 104 000
200 000 170 000
210 000 210 000
15 000
15 000
320 000 330 000
150 000 150 000
21 000
21 000
38 000
38 000
140 000 140 000
403 000 400 000
4 601 000 4 578 000

0
0
0
0
5 444
0
0
0
0
0
5 444

172 800
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
172 800

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
5 000
0
5 000

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
16 000
0
16 000

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
30 000
0
0
0
0
30 000

0 3 276 800
0
170 000
0
210 000
0
15 000
0
335 444
0
180 000
0
21 000
0
38 000
0
161 000
400 000
0 4 807 244

19 556

0

0

5 000

5 000

620

1 100

2 500

50 000

500

0

(146 000) (185 000)

0
0
(90 000)
0
100 000
10 000

(8 000)

(30 000)

4 300

0

(134 424)

Balance at 1 January 2014

622 235

941 283 237 455

363 920

135 846

205 000

124 955

15 679 200 643 29 107

63 770

0

13 277

235 157 108 187 2 674 279

Balance at 31 December 2014

476 235

756 283 257 011

363 920

135 846

210 000

129 955

16 299 192 643 30 207

66 270

50 000

13 777

205 157 112 487 2 539 855

Appendix III
Draft Budget for the year ended 31 December 2015
General
Fund

A$
Income
Members’ General Fund
Contributions
Members’ Special
Contributions
Interest
Staff Assessment Levy
Fund transfers
Sales (Tagging)
Miscellaneous Income

Equity Funds

Special Funds

Total

Asset
Replacement
Reserve

Fisheries
Notifications
Fund

Staff
Replacement
Fund

Contingency

Observer

VMS

CDS

Compliance

MPA

A$

A$

A$

A$

A$

A$

A$

A$

A$

Scientific Enforcement

A$

A$

Gen SC
capacity

CEMP

A$

A$

A$

3 272 000

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

3 272 000

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

157 000
480 000
90 000
30 000
386 000

0
0
0
0
30 000

0
0
0
0
252 000

0
0
0
0
0

3 300
0
0
0
0

400
0
0
0
0

4 200
0
0
0
0

800
0
0
0
0

400
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

400
0
0
0
0

2 000
0
0
0
0

3 000
0
0
0
0

171 500
480 000
0
30 000
758 000

4 415 000

30 000

252 000

0

0

3 300

400

4 200

800

400

0

400

2 000

3 000

4 711 500

3 130 000

0

252 000

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

3 382 000

200 000
220 000
15 000
330 000
195 000
21 000
42 000
90 000
411 000
4 654 000

0
0
0
4 444
0
0
0
0
0
4 444

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
252 000

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
40 000
0
40 000

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
50 000
0
50 000

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
45 000
0
0
0
0
45 000

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

200 000
220 000
15 000
334 444
240 000
21 000
42 000
180 000
411 000
5 045 444

(239 000)

25 556

0

0

0

3 300

400

800

400

Balance at 1 January 2015

756 283

257 011

363 920

135 846

210 000

129 955 16 299

192 643

30 207

66 270

50 000

13 777

205 157

112 487

2 539 855

Balance at 31 December 2015

517 283

282 567

363 920

135 846 210 000

133 255 16 699

156 843

31 007

66 670

0

14 177

162 157

115 487

2 205 911

Total Income
Expenditure
Salaries and Allowances –
Revised
Equipment
Insurance and Maintenance
Training
Meeting Facilities
Travel
Printing and Copying
Communications
Sundry
Rent/COGS
Total Expenditure
Surplus/(Deficit)

0
0
(90 000)
0
90 000

(35 800)

(50 000)

400

(43 000)

3 000

(333 944)

Appendix IV
Forward Estimate for the year ended 31 December 2016
General
Fund

A$
Income
Members’ General Fund
Contributions
Members’ Special Contributions
Interest
Staff Assessment Levy
Fund transfers
Sales (Tagging)
Miscellaneous Income

Special Funds

Equity Funds

Total

Asset
Replacement
Reserve

Fisheries
Notifications
Fund

Staff
Replacement
Fund

Contingency

Observer

VMS

CDS

Compliance

MPA

A$

A$

A$

A$

A$

A$

A$

A$

A$

3 448 000

0

0

0

0
160 000
497 000
90 000
30 000
397 000

0
0
0
0
0
30 000

0
0
0
0
0
252 000

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
(90 000)
0
90 000

Enforce- Gen SC
ment
capacity

A$

A$

CEMP

A$

A$

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

3 448 000

0
3 300
0
0
0
0

0
400
0
0
0
0

0
4200
0
0
0
0

0
800
0
0
0
0

0
400
0
0
0
0

0
400
0
0
0
0

0
2 000
0
0
0
0

0
3 000
0
0
0
0

0
175 500
497 000
0
30 000
769 000

Total Income
Expenditure
Salaries and Allowances – Revised
Equipment
Insurance and Maintenance
Training
Meeting Facilities
Travel
Printing and Copying
Communications
Sundry
Rent/COGS

4 622 000

30 000

252 000

0

0

3 300

400

4 200

800

400

400

2 000

3 000

4 919 500

3 270 000
200 000
228 000
15 000
336 000
180 000
21 000
43 000
90 000
422 000

0
0
0
0
4 444
0
0
0
0
0

252 000
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
45 000
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

3 522 000
200 000
228 000
15 000
340 444
225 000
21 000
43 000
90 000
422 000

Total Expenditure

4 805 000

4 444

252 000

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

45 000

0

5 106 444

(183 000)

25 556

0

0

0

3 300

400

4 200

800

400

400

Balance at 1 January 2016

517 283

282 567

363 920

135 846

210 000

133 255

16 699

156 843

31 007

66 670

14 177

162 157

115 487

2 205 911

Balance at 31 December 2016

334 283

308 123

363 920

135 846

210 000

136 555

17 099

161 043

31 807

67 070

14 577

119 157

119 487

2 018 967

Surplus/(Deficit)

(43 000)

3 000

(186 944)

Appendix V
Members’ Contributions 2014/2015/2016
General Fund contributions – payable by 31 May
(all amounts in Australian dollars)
Member

Argentina
Australia
Belgium
Brazil
Chile
China, People’s Republic of
European Union
France
Germany
India
Italy
Japan
Korea, Republic of
Namibia
New Zealand
Norway
Poland
Russia
South Africa
Spain
Sweden
Ukraine
UK
USA
Uruguay
Total

Date paid
2014
5 August 2014 (part)
5 December 2013
8 May 2014
16 December 2013
22 May 2014
29 January 2014
21 January 2014
24 April 2014
26 May 2014
23 January 2014
10 February 2014
14 January 2014
23 April 2014
14 March 2014
14 February 2014
6 March 2014
23 December 2013
9 April 2014
26 March 2014
18 December 2013
26 February 2014
Cr. bal. from 2013 (part)

Contributions
2014

Draft
contributions
2015

Forecast
contributions
2016

126 083
136 239
125 083
125 083
128 169
128 235
125 083
150 979
125 083
125 083
125 083
136 418
145 014
125 083
131 666
171 391
126 506
127 596
126 342
128 316
125 083
125 083
132 133
125 083
126 083
3 272 000

125 022
136 625
125 022
125 022
129 157
132 427
125 022
151 324
125 022
125 022
125 022
131 984
144 402
125 022
131 362
173 126
126 022
126 865
126 215
127 423
125 022
126 022
132 804
125 022
126 022
3 272 000

131 550
144 168
131 550
131 550
136 762
141 734
131 550
159 555
131 550
131 550
131 550
134 961
153 970
131 550
138 203
186 667
131 550
133 348
132 995
133 957
131 550
133 139
139 941
131 550
131 550
3 448 000

255

