ANNEX 122

Independent Facilitator’s collation of responses

COLLATION OF RESPONSES

Rosemary Stevenson, Consultation Facilitator

WHETHER TO ESTABLISH A MARINE PROTECTED AREA IN THE BRITISH INDIAN OCEJl,N TERRITORY
The following table provides a summary of the main points made in all submissions received before the consultation deadline of 5 March. It is grouped by
type of response: written responses with comments; written responses without comments; outcomes from meetings; and petitions. Within the section
'written responses with comments', further disaggregation is done by: private individuals; academic and scientific institutions; environmental organisations
and networks; Chagossian gmups; fishing interests; yachts; British peers, MPs and Councillors; and representatives of other governments. There is scope for
some debate about which entries should be placed in each of these groups. For example, there is a question over whether every entry with an academic email address should be included in the academic and scientific group. I have taken the view that where the respondent is clearly giving an institutional view,
or where s/he is a professor or head of department who could be representing an institutional view they should be included in that section. Where the
person is a graduate student or one of a number of responses from the same department I have treated them as giving a private view. In a number of other
cases a judgment has had to be taken about whether an individual using a business address writes personally or for the institution. It does not appear that
decisions on that matter will materially affect the overall picture or outcome. Finally, full contact details are included for all respondents (as provided by
them), on the assumption that this document will be for internal use. The consultation document will include an annex with names only, which will be more
suitable for wider circulation or making public.

Respondent

Create MPA? Which
of the options? Or
others?

Benefits (p11)? How important?

1. Caitlin McCormack (cmlv07@soton.ac.uk)

Option 1

2. Hannah Spencer

Option 1

-Given threats to the marine environment,
protecting relatively unspoilt areas vital,
especially reef habitats.
-Richest marine ecosystem under UK jurisdiction,

A. WRITTEN RESPONSES with comments

Private Individuals

Any other measures to
protect environment?

opportunity to establish different future.
-Significant long term benefits for coastal
communities and helps sustainability of ocean.
-Invaluable reference site for global science to
look at effects of pollution, global warming, state
of coral etc.

(Hannah .spencer@ geotex.co. u k)

-Option 1 covers larger area, covers more

3. Michael Kavanagh, PO Box 5272, Hove, BN52
9QF (mepkav@btinternet.com)
Member of the Baltic Exchange, ex Marine

'some degree of
support' to protection
or reefs and waters

Engineer, interests in ocean mining and gas

hydrate extraction.

4. Mary Lidgate (Mary@Theatre4business.com)

Option 1

5. Christine Randall
(m rschristinera nda II @ya hoo.co. uk)
6. Anthony and Christine Elliot
(acrece@eclipse.co.uk)

Option 1

7. Jay Luciani (dg21env@cwnetdg.io)

Option 1

8. Jenny Habib, 13 Doctors Common Road, HP4
3DW U.habib@ntlworld.com)

Option 1

Option 1

species and reduces effect of external factors.
-Tuna fishing should be banned- decline of
stocks, and by-catch.
-Think of long term opportunity rather than short
term costs.
- Running out of what sustains us- metals,
minerals and fuel. Use what we find, where we
find it. Much in the ocean beds.
-Those involved in ocean mining and gas
extraction are doing their utmost to restrict
disturbance. There are clean methods of working
in the oceans.
-Vital to do whatever possible to protect coral
reefs and marine diversity: golden opportunity to
save some of the richest and most diverse marine
life
-Many benefits to protecting this environment
-Potential benefit to environment, and so to
humans, immeasurable and probably incapable
of being replicated elsewhere.
-Important step to preservation of global marine
environments
-Wonderful opportunity; it must not be lost, or
pure sample will become polluted and damaged
and most of these very special species may

become extinct.
9. Jenny Maxwell, Court Cottage, Walford, Leint
Wardine, Craven Arms, Shropshire SY7 SJT

None, without views

of Chagos Islanders.
Oppose.

10. Kate Cooper
(Katie. cooper@ exte II ige nee .o rg)

Option 1

11. Fran Buckel (Fran.Buckel@btinternet.com)

Option 1

12. Peter Drummond, Commander RN (retired),
Fernbrook, Melcombe Bingham, Dorchester,
Dorset DT2 7PF- Writing as individual, but is a
member of Chagos Conservation Trust.
(pand k.d rummond @ca re4free.net)

Option 1

- Chagos islanders, shamefully removed, should
be central part of consultation.
-Nothing, such as total ban on llshing, should be
done which might prevent their return, or
without their consent.
-Extraordinary opportunity to make this the
largest marine protected area in the world.
-Proposal put forward by Chagos Environment
Society at the Royal Society and strongly
supported by the National Oceanography Centre,
Southampton, where many leading UK marine
scientists participated.
-Fantastic opportunity for UK to show
commitment to protecting a pristine
environment.
-British Overseas Territories should not just be
swept under the carpet; proper environmental
protection is their right.
-Lived in Diego Garcia 20 years ago and has seen
unspoilt beauty of outer islands .. wildlife and
reefs.
-Pristine example of coral atolls. Worth saving
for itself.
-Vital reservoir for reseeding da1maged areas
around Indian Ocean with fish and corals.
-Important comparator against which the state
of atolls and reefs around the world can be
judged.
-Full no take marine reserve has best chance of
maintaining and improving its current state.
-Opportunity to do a great deal of good at
modest cost.

13. Ursula Braybrooke
(latinamericatours@hotmail.com)

Option 1

14. Catherine Watts, 32. Church End, Everton,
Sandy, Bedfordshire SG19 2.JZ
(Cath eywatts @tisca Ii. co. u k)
15. David Watts (address above, no.43)
(davidwatts2. @tisca li .co. u k)
16. Kate Tanner (pushka 2.1@hotmail.com)

Option 1

- Magnificent legacy for British Government.
-Makes no sense to do it with options 2. or 3,
which allow continuation of existing international
industrial fishing with large commercial catches,
destructive and wasteful by-catches and wider
damage and disturbance to the ecosystems.
-Unique opportunity to create a conservation
area of lasting worldwide significance.

Option 1

-Text identical to 43 above

Option 1·

-Unique opportunity to increase protection of
marine environment.

17. Dr RL Coe, 43 Collingwood Place, Walton on
Thames, Surrey, KT12. 1LU

Option 1

18. Dr Nik Cole (nikccole@hotmail.com)
(Conservation biologist focusing on tropical and
subtropical islands; has spent time in Chagos
Archipelago)

Option 1

Vital that it is properly
enforced, all the more
necessary if there is to
be cessation of all
fishing activity, so it
will not be possible
even to use informal
policing by legitimate
fishermen.

-Benefits on p11 all seem fantastically important:
near pristine environment; legacy for posterity;
could increase knowledge base for elsewhere;
MPA a reference area;
-'Development benefits' category odd- benefits
described more conservation/scientific.
-Attach great importance to all the benefits
listed, especially as this would be a step towards
protection of coral reefs.
-Marine life suffering massive losses, MPA would
provide opportunity for a different future.
-Larger the area, more habitat types it covers,
bigger population protected, smaller effect of
external factors such as fishing.
-Opportunity to do something of great
importance and value.
- Chagos Archipelago truly unique, largest and
Potential for
most unspoilt.
restoration of some
-Far reaching benefits: fish stocks, coral reef,
islands to enhance
seabird and marine turtle nesting grounds,
abundance of native

coconut crabs; in decline or locally extinct.

species. Protection of
marine ecosystem

could also lead to
preservation of
terrestrial ecosystem.
19. Toby Clarke (tobyxxxx@googlemail.com)

Option 1

20. Jonathan Hall, 16 Lonsdale Road, Chiswick,
W41ND (jonnyghall@aol.com)

Option 1

21. Bob Clarke (bobclarke31CI@btinternet.com)

Option 1

22. Dominic Rannie (dive instructor and marine
photographer) (dom@vividblu.com)
23. Roger Brown (roger.brown@dsl.pipex.com)

Option 1

24. Grace Leung (graceml@hotmail.com)
(biology graduate from Hong Kong)

Option 1

25. Daniel Pullan
(Daniel@pullanisimo.plus.com)

Option 1

·Should be saving this amazing area and do so
now before it is too late.
Need sufficient funds
to make sure it is well
managed and
protected
·With so much of the planet under attack from
commercial enterprises and global warming we
should do what we can to preserve what is left of
real value.
· Need to protect as much as possible of depleted
seas and Chagos MPA a great example.
·Vital to preserve ecosystems, biodiversity. Oasis
in overexploited waters.
·Globally important benchmark for monitoring
elsewhere.
·Help conserve coral reefs and endangered
marine lives.

Option 1

-Should work together to protect nature before it
is too late.
·All benefits listed are important, and un·
counterable when taken together.
-Partial protection would invalidate the MPA's
ability to act as a reference or control site and
would remove its benefit as a refuge and likely
change species relationships and ecosystems.
·Area needs to be big enough to reduce influence
offishing etc on the control area.

Should also address
anthropogenic
pressures on terrestrial
habitats.

26. Dr Gary Allport (garyallport@hotmail.com)

Option 1

27. Dr Anthony D lindale
(tonytindale@ntlworld.com)

Option 1

28. Edward Pollard (ehbpollard@gmail.com)

Option·1

29. Sophie Allebone-Webb
(allebonewebb@yahoo.co.uk)

Option 1,

30. Henry Brown, Zoological Society of London
(Henry. Brown @zsl.org)

Option 1

31. Sarah Foster, Project seahorse
(s. foste r@fish erie s. u be. ca)

Option 1

-Last two generations have exploited the oceans,
causing reductions in sea mammals, large
predatory fish and less high profile species. Need
strict protection to maintain viable stocks.
- Chagos a special and rare place; opportunity for
UK to show leadership and save coral reefs that
can be protected and monitored.
-Anything less would be extremely disappointing
and result in continued over-exploitation of fishstocks, which is unsustainable.
-Must be preserved for future generations.
-In recognition of global importance for
biodiversity.
-Losses from over-exploitation: can create
different future.
- Significant long term benefits to coastal
communities around Indian Ocean, and
sustainability of ocean.
-Reference site for global science.
- Larger the area more habitat types covered
smaller effect from external factors.
-Costs- have to look at long term/legacy.
-Tuna fishing should be banned: tuna stocks
declining, and massive bycatch contributing to
decline in other stocks: no benefit beyond small
financial income for fisheries.
-Marine life suffering over-exploitation.
-Larger area, more habitats protected.
-Lasting benefits, importance and value to the
world.
-Marine life suffering over-exploitation.
-Larger area, more habitats protected.
-Lasting benefits, importance and value to the

32. Stephen Price (lizardburns@yahoo.com)

Option 1

33. Peter Smith, 141 Stoneleigh Avenue,
Enfield, EN14HH (Peter.Smith@zsl.org)

Option 1

34. Douglas Parkes
(douglas.parkes@which.net)

Option 1

35. Richard Beales, 8 Ham lash Cottages,
Ham lash Lane, Frensham, Farnham, Surrey
GUlO 3AT (Richard.beales8@btinternet.com
Retired DFID fisheries adviser

Option 1

36. Athol I Anderson
(atholl_anderson@anu.edu.au) leader of AUS,
NZ,UK scientific expedition just back from
Diego Garcia
37. David Bailin (bailin.david@googlemail.com)

Option 1

world.
-Marine life is under strain as a result of
overfishing, bycatch and pollution.
- Chagos islands have impressive biodiversity, and
are relatively unpolluted.
-Option 1 would send a clear message of caring
for the environment, and would provide
scientists with a reference site.
-The coastal communities ofthe Indian Ocean
would get a better environment, fishing and ecotourism.
-The surrounding waters would have better fish
stocks, thanks to dispersal from pmtected areas.
-The biggest possible area conserves a larger
gene pool and more species are covered.
-Marine life suffering over-exploitation.
-Larger area, more habitats protected.
-Lasting benefits, importance and value to the
world.
-Value of ongoing scientific investigation of long
term effects of climate change on fragile
ecosystems.
-As well as intrinsic global benefits, would reflect
well on UK
-Might create opportunities for employment for
some Chagossians in management and in
supporting increased level of scientific research
in the Chagos archipelago.
-Extraordinarily high scientific vaiiUe

Option 1

-Appalled by House of Lords ruling and trusts

European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) will
rectify situation.
-Meanwhile, important that area is fully
protected as valuable environmental and
scientific resource.

38. Richard JR Martin
(rj rma rti n @googlemail.com)

Option 1

39. Dr WPP Bourne, Ardgarth, Station Road,
Dufftown, ABSS 4AX (writer about Chagos
birds)

Option 1

-Unmissable opportunity; goodwill of other
Indian Ocean littoral states; real and lasting
benefit to all forms of migratory fish breeding in
Indian Ocean and nations that depend on them.
-Complete no take zone more effective than one
where fisheries allowed but with restrictions.
-In his view it would have the support of most of
the Chagossian community.
-Option 3 least desirable and option 2 would
need fishing expertise to comment.
-

40. Gareth Long (lewishampc@hotmail.com)

Option 1

41. Peter H Sand (peterhsand@t-online.de)

Oppose

-Vast unspoilt ecosystem of significant
importance. Deserves highest protection.
-Can be achieved with little or no detriment to
existing entities and relatively insignificant cost.
-Not a bona fide consultation. Goes beyond
BlOT's territorial waters. No basis in the laws of
the sea. Only legitimate way to establish and
enforce would be intergovernmental agreement
and multilateral designation.

Should be a step
towards protection of
land species as well.

Supervision will be a
future problem- any
chance of international
money?
Benefits should include
breeding places for
birds, and turtles and
perhaps fish. Need to
pay attention to
terrestrial protection
too.

~A

challenge to Mauritius' territorial sovereignty:
colonial arrogance; provocative.
~Unilateral prohibition offisheries hard to
reconcile with Southern Indian Ocean Fisheries
Agreement.
42. Sarah Outen, 25 Buckingham Road,
Oakham, Rutland, LE15 6RX
(sarahdouten@googlemail.com)
Rowing interests.

Option 1

43. Clara Perez Stevens
(marysol@hotmail.co.uk)

Option 1

~Less

than full protection shows no real
commitment, does not safeguard already
depleted fish stocks.
~If there are robust enough stocks could be
possible to allow artisanal fishing, if it provides
social and economic benefit to communities.
~ Over~fished species like tuna should be allowed
to recover, and all large scale fishing banned.
~Benefits on pll are all important and should
not be overlooked in favour of commercial
options.
~Benefits wide~ranging and linked.
~If it is about marine protection it is not
compatible to consider continuing existing large
scale commercial fishing (as option 2). Wasteful
by~catch

44. Steve Swayne, PO Box 1088, Malery QLD
4552, Australia (steve@serendigity.net)
In 1982 based at Diego Garcia in Royal
Australian Navy

Option 1

45. Paul Heaton (psheaton@onetel.com)

Oppose in current

~Surrounding

countries developing, with
increasing populations to feed.
~Large scale fishing companies seeking out new
grounds.
~Marine ecosystem under greater stress.
~ Use of satellite based surveillance technology to
mitigate future cost of enforcing-- cost in any
case small.
~Support all the benefits on p11.
~In due course no military presence- could
become maritime research station.
~Must fully involve Chagossian population and

Needs to be
supported, patrolled,
monitored. 'Paper
Park' is pointless.
More research, to
highlight and
understand,
important.

Founder member of Chagos Support
Association

form

46. Graeme Pagan (neaveton@tiscali.co.uk)

Oppose in current
form

47. Peter Harris (peter@peterharris.com)
member of Chagos Support Association.

Oppose

include limited resettlement at sustainable levels
on northern atolls previously inhabited.
-They could be employed within the plan. Would
allow small-scale selective eco-tourism, to
develop and bring income to support
environmental activities.
-This would be in line with All Party Group
thinking.
- Best way to protect Chagos environment is to
let Chagossians return. They would be there to
care for their homeland and its environment as
they used to.
-Disapproves of this consultation. Excludes
Chagossians and makes clear that resettlement is
not an option: narrows discussion.

48. Sir Thomas Harris (Commissioner 1992-94.
Member Chagos Conservation Trust)
(Thomas.Harris@sc.com)

Option 2

- Future would be best served by population
being allowed to return to be stewards of the
islands.
-Wrong starting point- should have fundamental
rethink.
-Could not understand what difference it would
make- already heavily protected.
-Waters pristine. Only serious threat comes from
poaching and vessels avoiding licensing
requirements. MPA does not change that risk.
-But, to encourage others, would not object.
-But not option 1- sounds good but costs money
and there is no budget for effective enforcement.
-Allow fishing as now, option 2.
-Nothing to be done-to allow community to be
re-established: human activity spoils the
environmentally sensitive habitats.
- Not option 3; does not do enough to discourage

Not an urgent needshould wait till ECtHR
ruling and public
spending outcome.
Should consult further
once have decided
what to do.

population.
-Finest marine habitats in Indo-Pacific region.
-Immense importance to bird life.
-Amazing recovery after effects of El Nino in
1998: duty to preserve.
-If MPA allows some activity it will I make it hard
to police, and unlikely to bring benefit.
-Questions of sovereignty.
- Obstruction to future resettlement?
-A population elsewhere on the archipelago
could be helpful? MPA can accommodate human
settlement and sustainable (not commercial).
fishing.
-Should take account of present and future
populations.
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Costs small compared to benefits
-Real and lasting benefit
-Support an MPA which allows controlled,
licensed fishing, without over-fishiing or
destroying the reef.
- Cost an issue, but should not stop protection.

49. Dr Ted Hinton Clifton, West Layton Manor,
Richmond, DL11 7PP (HintonCiifton@aol.com)

Option 1

50. James Lewis (datum@gn.apc.org)

Oppose in current
form

51. Geoffrey Emmett, 16 Han1ey Close, Croxley
Green, Rickmansworth WD3 6BW

Option 1

52. Kenneth Armitage
(intrepid001@hotmail.com)

Option 2

53. Margaret Godwin
(Margaret@ pixeljunkie .net)
54. Capt. GP Brocklebank RN, 26 Gatwick Road,
SW18 5UF

Option 1

-Everything possible should be done to protect

Option 1

-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and

UN or other
international bodies
could pay?
Impose heavy
penalties on those
polluting the seas.

55. Emma Kennedy, Marine Spatial Ecology
Lab, Hatherly Laboratories, University of
Exeter, Prince of Wales Road, Devon, EX4 4PS
(e. ken nedy@exete r.ac.uk)

Option 1

56. Richard Potez, Brookby Ridge Vineyard, 129
Brookby Road, Omaha, R.D.2, Blenheim 7272
(Potez@brookbyridge.co.nz)

Option 1

57. TG Evans, Botanical Society of the British
Isles (BSBI) recorder vc35mons
(tg8eva ns@ta lkta lk.net)
58. Tom Fremantle, Wayside Cottage, High
Street, East Markham, Newark, Notts NG22
ORE (tfremantle@executalk.co.uk)

Option 1

59. Dr Tony Matthews
(tonyandsue@phonecoop.coop)

Option 1

60. Miss J L Dodworth, 14 Deverell Way,
Leighton Buzzard, Bedfordshire, LU7 4UN

Option 1

Option 1

reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Costs small compared to benefits
-Real and lasting benefit.
-Have read the literature that shows MPAs have
proven benefits.
-Strongly feel creation of a conservation area
would be a good thing for fish stocks, biodiversity
and the reef.
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Costs small compared to benefits
-Real and lasting benefit.
-To save the world's largest atoll and associated
55 tiny atolls
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Costs small compared to benefits
-Real and lasting benefit.
-Such a completely sacrosanct marine reserve
will have long term benefits in the area way
beyond its costs. Don't need to spell them out.
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as

61. John Doune (Lord Doune)
(jdoune@msm.com)
62. Steve Pocock
(stevenpocock@hotmail.co.uk)

Option 1

63. Dr Darren Tebbutt, Westgate on Sea, Kent
(darrentebbutt@googlemail.com)

Opf1on 1

64. MJ Milligan CBE
(milligan@trebay.fsnet.co.uk)

Option 1

65. Alan J Partfitt BSc, 9 Elizabeth Road, Henley
on Thames, Oxon, RG9 1RG

Option 1

Option 1

pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Costs small compared to benefits
-Real and lasting benefit.
-Too ecologically important for any alternative
-As ex-seafarer feel it is important not to protect
only marine environment close to home but also
far away.
-Being able to make a difference to the biggest
coral reef in the world is a chance we should not
squander. It is shattering to be in the middle of
the ocean, hundreds of miles from shore and.see
manmade litter, esp. Plastic, floating on the
surface.
-Need to act to protect the sea, and every little
we can do must be done.
-University student studying environmental
science. Sole reason for retraining was to help
make a difference to all the wrongs happening to
our planet. As a person in power, your duty to
our children's children to preserve some ofthe
good and natural beauty there is to see.
-Have visited the area and am convinced this
initiative would be for the everlasting benefit of
the worldwide environment
-Experience only in terrestrial ecology and have
not visited BlOT, so do not have detailed
knowledge, but advocate fullest protection to
ensure greatest level of conservation for the few
remaining pristine marine areas in the world.
-From a practical point of view, if one of the
partial options were selected abuse of the
resulting controls would almost ce11ainly occur

As much as possible of
the terrestrial land
should also be
protected to the
highest degree, since
ecology of land and
marine systems never
operate in isolation.

66. FPG Hill, Spring Bank, Well Lane, Little
Witley, Worcester WR6 6CN

Option 1

67. Dr Fredrik Svennelid, Lund, Sweden
(fsvennelid @gma il.tom)

Option

68. Richard (Ted) Ingram
(tingram@nexicom.net)
69. David Millard, 108 Magdalen Road,
Norwich, NR3 4AN

MPA, but not clear
which option
Option 1

70. Rachel Jones (rthackrayjones@gmail.com)

Option 1

71. Javier Cuetos-Bueno, Scripps Institution of
Oceanography, University of California San

Option 1

i

over time- would be hard to prevent and would
require costly policing.
-With complete no-take there would be less
ambiguity, simpler and less costly to administer.
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Costs small compared to benefits
-Real and lasting benefit.
-Would set an example for the rest of the world
to follow.
-Would keep UK in the scientific and cultural
frontline.
-Support preserving the Chagos Reef. Swift action
vital in a disintegrating natural environment
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Costs small compared to benefits
-Real and lasting benefit.
--Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Costs small compared to benefits
-Real and lasting benefit.
-At current rate of ocean degradation it seems
especially critical to preserve the very few

Diego, La Jolla, California (jcuetosb@ucsd.edu)
72. Paul Stephens
(pa ul_stephens _@ hotma il.co .uk)

Option 1

73. Nick Hook, GE Water and Process
Technologies Ltd, Foundry Lane, Widnes,
Cheshire, WAS SUD (nick.hook@ge.com)

Option 1

74. Charles Borman (chborman@hotmail.com)

-

pristine remaining habitats.
-Great opportunity to really change something.
-Area rich in rare and endangered flora and
fauna which it is our duty to protect as best we
can. Option 1 the best way to do so.
-Cost involved is acceptable.
-No effect on the Chagossian community.
-Have seen so much destruction of the natural
world. Until explosion in human population
growth is brought under control will not have a
fair world for everyone which is fully sustainable.
-Destruction of seas and marine life has become
so severe one wonders if it will-ever recover,
even with full protection.
-If Chagos can be fully protected can see that the
area could support a modest tourism industry.
-Fishing activities outside the MPA could benefit
if catches were managed scientifically: where
there are well managed MPAs people fishing on
the boundary can expect increased catches that
are sustainable.
-Hugely significant. Others will take note and
spread of large potential areas will follow.
-Will give a breathing space to commercially
over-fished areas and allow them to recover.
-Could be a benchmark for marine conservation
throughout the world, with scienti"fic research
helping convince the world of the benefits of
protection for wildlife.
-Disappointed that
preservation of
plantation estates not
addressed. (separate

response sent)
75. Carol Murtha, 3 Ed de Cross St., Ross on
Wye, HR9 7 BZ (carolmurtha@aol.com)
76. DT Frost, 4 Cherrycroft Drive, Nap hill, High
Wycombe HP14 4QG
77. J Heasman, 1 Alison Road, Church Stretton,
Shropshire SY6 7AT

Option 1

78. Lucy Boddam-Whetham (\ucy@savethe
rhino.org) (personal view)

Option 1

79. Mrs Hester Gordon, La Petite Renaudie,
Ville-toureix, 24600, France

Option 1

80. Claudia Watts (cmwatts@bultitude.com)

Option 1

Option 1
Chagossian agreement
essential

-Lifelong supporter of global environmental
protection
-Have visited many years ago
-Welcome proposal in comparatively
uncontaminated area but would urge in depth
discussion with rightful owners, Chagos Islanders,
many of whom live in poverty in Mauritius.
Matter of time before justice done and they are
allowed to return, if only to outer islands.
-Their agreement and co-operation with this
venture essential. Imagine they would be eager
to protect and live in harmony with their
heritage.
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Real and lasting benefit
-As much as possible should be done to protect
all nature projects.
-One of the greatest marine environments left on
earth
-Agree all benefits on p11.
-Current global fish stocks in decline and
important to have undisturbed areas where
research can be done to establish the impact that
no take zones and MPA's have on fish
populations and their recovery. Essential to have
areas which help slow down or halt rate of
species extinction, especially in 2010,

81. David Todd (d.todd@bangor.ac.uk)

Option 1

82. Mandy Jane Knott ospalf@bangor.ac.uk)
Masters student in marine environmental
protection
83. Suzanna Jackson (osp83S@bangor.ac.uk)

Option 1

84. Wendy Lid gate, 23 Milton Road,
Harpenden, Herts, ALS SLA
(wendy .lid gate@ ntlworld .com)

Option 1

85. Ben Wray (ben@aquashot.co.uk)

Option 1

86. Dr Dave Dawson, 80 Home Park Road,
Wimbledon Park, London SW19 7HS
(davegdawson@googlemail.com)

Option 1

Option 1

international year of biodiversity.
-Vital to protect oceans from growing fishing
pressure, both legal and illegal. Present rate of
exploitation beyond sustainable in many regions.
-This would be a step towards protecting some of
most beautiful and natural regions.
-Think of future of oceans. Would be great to be
remembered as one who saw needs of planet as
a whole and protected something beautiful and
pure for future generations.
-ideal opportunity to provide full range of
protection to marine ecosystems round Chagos
-Imperative to make the right decision with this
area by listening to the scientific community
-If Chagossians granted leave to return in future
funding should be provided to set up
employment in conservation and scientific study.
-Should also be dispensation to allow line fishing
of a fixed small quota of abundant fish species to
supplement diet of small number who could
return.
-If tourism ever allowed fishing sports should not
be allowed.
-Fundamental step towards global understanding
highlighting the need for MPA's and their
necessity to protect the planet's diversity.
-Would double the size of MPA's worldwide,
significantly helping reduce over-exploitation of
fast depleting seas and oceans.
-Unique opportunity to work for world
biodiversity and with the local community

87. Timothy Whitton (osp830@bangor.ac.uk)

Option 1

88. Alice Hutchings, marine scientist
(wonderlandalice@yahoo.co.uk)
89. Kerry-Ann Duffy (kadmax22@hotmail.com)

Option 1
Option 2

-In light of marine environmental degradation
which has been observed all round the world.
-Would provide a real treasure for future
generations and the organisms which inhabit and
visit the Chagos islands.
-Can think of nothing more beneficial for our
increasingly impoverished oceans.
-Some business will be gained, but the area still
protected and should not impact as much on the
rare species.

90. SA Renvoiza, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew
(retired)

Option 1

91. Matt Argyle, Editor, SUPGiobal.com
(matt.argyle@supglobal.com)

Option 1

-Conservation benefits very important, these
places very rare. Important to have something
positive towards climate change. Crucial to have
natural place to continue learning. Development
benefits also important.
-After many years of scientific investigation and
conservation effort clear that this the only way to
protect the marine environment
-Fishing by small indigenous groups in Indian
Ocean region should be protected and best way
to do this is by preserving Chagos and providing a
refuge for any threatened fish species. From
there fish can re-colonise other areas.
-Fish stocks have been disastrously depleted
through overfishing in all areas of Indian Ocean,
often by large commercial operations, left local
populations without basic source of food.
Protected area would be source of new fish.
-Also important to preserve diversity of species;
contribution of fish to balance of nature should
not be overlooked.
-Amazing achievement to make it happen in
2010, year of biodiversity.

Marine protection in
addition to existing
land and habitat
protected sites in place
sufficient for now.

92. Gabriele Peniche (hard copy letter without
address)

Option 1

93. Gary Littlejohn (gary@garylittlejohn.com)

Oppose at this timeEctHR

94. Linda Foley (linfoley@yahoo.com)
95. John Warren (Hoboken@tiscali.co.uk)

Option 1
Option 1

96. Jill Sherry (jill.sherry@gmail.com)

Option 1

97. Debbie Coleman (stone.circle@virgin.net)

Option 1

98. Durand Hotham, Ashcroft Furlong, West
End, Chadlington, Chipping Norton OX7 3NJ
(durandhotham@aol.com)
99. Sheri Bankes, Ty Ucha'r Llan, Cilcain,Mold,
CH7 SPA (sheri@sherbankes.co.uk)
100. Dr Sidney J Holt, vbc. Palazzetta 68,
Paciano(PG), 06060, ltalia
(sidneyholt@mac.com)

Option 1

Option 1
Support MPA, similar
to Option 2 but
different conditions;
fishing not limited to
pelagic, but with
stringent restrictions
to ensure the
resources are available
and in a good state for

-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Costs small compared to benefits
-Real and lasting benefit
-Chagos case before European Court. Total
fishing ban would pre-empt the judgement of the
court by denying Chagos islanders a livelihood if
permitted to return home. Consider diplomatic
implications and opprobrium
-Best way to protect unique marine environment
-Amazing achievement to make it happen in
2010, year of biodiversity.
-Amazing achievement to make it happen in
2010, year of biodiversity.
-Amazing achievement to make it happen in
2010, year of biodiversity.
-Amazing achievement to make it happen in
2010, year of biodiversity.
-Amazing achievement to make it happen in
2010, year of biodiversity.
-No definitive act should be taken until ser'rous
effort has been made for all exiled Chagossians to
be fully informed and express their considered
views.
-Until they return there should be complete
precautionary ban on all fishing. While they await
return should be proper consideration of a future
regime taking full account of the need of
Chagossians to use the resources sustainably for

the inhabitants ofthe
islands when they
succeed in their efforts
to return home.

101. Martin Abrams
(ma rtin.a brams@ hotma il. co. uk)

Option 1

102. Matthew Cassidy, 9 Victoria Terrace,
Kemnay, lnverurie, AB51 SRL

Option 1

103. Mrs Marjorie Peters

Option 1

subsistence or regulated commercial purposes,

including fisheries and benign uses such as
tourism or sponsored scientific research.
-Convene a workshop, possibly in Mauritius, with
supporters invited to make presentations and all
Chagossian participants allowed their say.
-Highly important site for sea birds, safe haven
for thousands of breeding pairs
-Territorial waters contain at least a thousand
species of fish and globally significant
populations of sharks, dolphins, marine turtles.
-World's largest coral atoll- and coral some of
healthiest, benefitting from exceptionally low
levels of pollutants- scientific analysis has shown
waters cleanest recorded. One of most
ecologically important reef systems.
-Safe refuge for migratory fish and other marine
life. Could boost fish stocks and so improve
livelihoods for coastal communities.
-No detriment to displaced Chagossians- islands
and their resources would remain healthy no
matter what the future holds and conservation
arrangements could be modified in the light of a
change in their status.
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Real and lasting benefit
-Love animals past and present and hope all the
wildlife is given the best chance to survive.
-Amazing achievement to make it happen in

(pete rs.ma lcolm@ neuf. fr)
104. Mike Downey
(mike_downey@btinternet.com)

Option 1

2010, year of biodiversity.
-Would go a long way towards protecting
precious and fragile marine environment and
demonstrating world leadership in marine
conservation and sustainability

Also welcome
government's

commitment to UK
marine bill and
encourage extension

of UK protected zones
105. Louise Lieberknecht, private view, MPA
specialist in non-professional capacity
(1_1 ie berkn echt @yahoo. co. u k)

Working with
Chagossians to help
them develop a zoning
system.

106. Richard L Bennett

Option 1

107. Carl Villanueva, 871 North Pownal Road,
North Pownal, Vermont 05260

Option 1

108. Jennifer Bixby, Lt. USN, 1539Spencer St.,
Lansing, M148915, USA

Option 1

-Option 1 from an environmental point of view,
but nature conservation should never come at
the cost of human rights and international law
(though notes not settled yet).
-Chagos cannot be considered a flagship case .for
successful marine conservation. If they return
Chagossians will need to eat.
-Work with them from the beginning to provide
tools to develop a zoning system that would
allow them to meet needs in a sustainable way
while protecting unique marine environment for
the future.
-No delay, to protect unique and precious
environment. Potential to become outstanding
natural conservation area.
-Coral reef in precipitous decline. Chagos MPA
would send a message about a groundswell of
support for conservation of reefs.
-Would set precedent for worldwid1e
establishment of extraordinarily large MPA's and
provide lessons on how to manage study and
police them.
-Coral reef in precipitous decline. Chagos MPA
would send a message about a groundswell of
support for conservation of reefs.
-Would set precedent for worldwide

109. Stephen F Snell, Commander USN (retired)
2716 Aloma Oaks Drive, Oviedo, Florida,
23765,USA

Option 1

110. Carol Garner, 1221 New Gambier Road,
Mount Vernon, Ohio 43050, USA

Optiori 1

111. John Rimington, 20 Berkeley Square, W1J,
6LH

Option 1

112. Commander L L Grey DSCRN, Two Bridges,
River Road, Tap low, Maidenhead SL6 OBB

Option 1

establishment of extraordinarily large MPA's and
provide lessons on how to manage study and
police them.
Personal experience of poachers in Chagos, and
the waste of fish.
-Pristine condition. May never again be such
opportunity to protect species and environments
threatened by pollution, over-fishing and other
activities. Green Turtles only survive through
protection efforts
-Clock is ticking
-Would be largest MPA in world. Supported by
scientific workshop in Southampton, 2009.
Opportunity to do now, before it is too late
-Extensive protected areas most effective.
Indian Ocean surrounded by developing
countries where people depend on corals for
food, coastal protection etc, but degraded
because of impact of human activity
-Chagos reef less human impact. If managed well
could last 20-40 years more, giving time for
global climate change mitigation measures to be
implemented and marine life to recover.
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Real and lasting benefit
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as

113. Dr Hugh Dunkerley
(H.Dunkerley@chi.ac.uk
114. Gordon A Williams, BA FRAeS, FIOD, The
Ridings, Heather Drive, Suningdale, Berkshire
SLS OHS (info.air@dsl.pipex.com)

Option 1

115. Ross Maclean
(rossmaclean@hotmail.com)
116. Howard Martin, London
(howa rdjohn. martin @virgin .net)

Option 1

Option 1

Option 1

pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Real and lasting benefit
-Amazing achievement to make it happen in
2010, year of biodiversity.
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Real and lasting benefit
-Amazing achievement to make it happen in
2010, year of biodiversity.
-Benefits set out on p11
-£1m from public purse seems negligible price for
conservation, scientific source site.

117. Gerald Penny, 33 Marlborough Road,
Sheffield 510 lDA
(gerrypenny@googlemail.com)

Option 1

118. Paul Douch (paul.douch@virgin.net)

Option 1

-UN could pay? But establishment of MPA should
not be dependent on this funding
-If option 1 not possible, option 2 would be
possible, though concerned about world fish
stocks. Option 3 would be better than nothing,
but not much.
-Increased cost of patrol vessel a small price to
pay for huge potential conservation benefits.
-Uniquely unpolluted area; rare opportunity,
which should be taken up if (as seems to be the
case) rights or economic and social welfare of
inhabitants not seriously impinged or go
unrecompensed.
-Agree all benefits, highlighting it as a source site
and reserve for species overexploited, and
secondly as an unpolluted reference site.
-International fishing community should see
benefit of a reserve.

-Reluctantly accept exclusion of Diego Garcia if
US need operational control, and as long as
existing conservation measures/ or better, remain

119. Samantha Jayne Mason
(samasonS @hotma il.co.uk)
120. Aimee Middlemiss, Primrose Cottage, 13
Caroline Row, Hayle, TR27 4EQ
(almiddlemiss@googlemail.com)

Option 1

121. Keith Lawrie (keith.ann123@tiscali.co.uk)

Support MPA

122. Jeremy Lattin, Cmdr RN (retired), 88
Wakehurst Parkway, Narrabeen, NSW2101,
Australia (jlattin@bigpond.net.au)

Option 1

123. Tony Wells, Manor Cottage, Shrewton,
Salisbury, SP3 4DB
(cagwel@shrewcot.freeserve.co.uk)

Option 1

Support MPA

-Hope it would not preclude constant effort
research by succession of researchers
-Amazing achievement to make it happen in
2010, year of biodiversity.
-Should be taking a lead on protection of the
world's natural resources, particularly in context
of over-exploitation of natural resources and
climate change.
-Large and unique ecosystem, opportunity to
safeguard part of our inheritance for broader
impact on the world.
-Already deprived Chagos islanders for military
purposes, perhaps make broader remedy by
protecting the environment they so value.
-Do whatever possible to protect what little we
have of natural wildlife, or very little to leave for
future generations.
-If need to relax arrangement in future, easier to
do that than subsequently increase.
-Loss of income from fishing licenses needs to be
managed. Will need to be enforced: poaching
already widespread on a commercial basis.
-US should demonstrate convincingly what
operational impact an MPA would have on the
base.
-Opportunity to do something of lasting benefit.
-Wonderful opportunity for UK to make relatively
uncontroversial but hugely powerful intervention
on behalf of marine wildlife and the coral atoll
ecosystem

124. Dr Fergus Dignan (fjdignan@aol.com)

Support initiative

125. Dr Peter Higgs, 16 Alleyn Road, London
SE218AL

Option 1

126. CR Hunneyball OBE, Northmuir, St Bryde's
Road, Kemnay, lnverurie, AB51 SRD

Option 1

-2010 year of biodiversity
-Opportunity to show commitment to
sustainability of the marine environment.
-Marine life suffering from over-e-xploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Fully protecting Chagos would bring significant
long-term benefits to coastal communities and
sustainability of ocean
-Provide reference site for science
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Costs small compared to benefits
-Real and lasting benefit.
-Over-exploitation decimating marine resources
worldwide.
-UK been in forefront of discussion to address
global warming. Chagos Archipelago biggest sea
area relatively unaffected by man. Declaring it a
protected zone would reinforce credibility of
Government in environmental issues.

127. Heather Williams, Holly Cottage, Prolley
Moor, Wentnor, Bishop's Castle, SY9 SEH.

Must have full
approval of
Chagossians

-Opportunity that should not be missed.
-Option 1 gives greatest chance of <Jrea
recovering and maintaining its special nature.
Splitting or applying caveats will result in people
seeking ways to circumvent them.
-Concerned that Chagos Islanders not being given
central role in the consultation that they should.
-Any decision made as a result of this
consultation must have the full approval of the
Chagos islanders and nothing, such as a total ban
on fishing, should be done which might prevent
their eventual return to their home .

128. Miss Sarah Teversham, 7 James Court,
Wake Green Park, Moseley, Birmingham Bl3
9XY

Must have full
approval of
Chagossians

.

129. Jon Gulson (jong_409@fsmail.net)

Option 1

130. Colin Wilkinson
(colin.wilkinson@rspb.org.uk) (Personal view
based on experience of Anguilla)

Option 1

131. Jamie Guerrero
(jguerrero @ca rbonpuert.com)
132. Alan Knight
(a Ian@ internationa Ia nim a lrescue.org)
133. Jain Henderson, Meadow House, Hunton,
Sutton Scotney, Hampshire, 5021 3PS

Option 1
Option 1
Option 1

-Chagos islanders have been only marginally part
ofthe consultation.
-Any decision must have the approval of the
Chagos islanders who should be a central part of
the consultation. Nothing, such as a total ban on
fishing should be done which might prevent their
return .
-While this may limit income from fisheries it
would seem to be the most protective and
easiest to police. Any form of licensed fishing
likely to be subject to abuse.
-Good stocks in Chagos will replenish stocks
elsewhere.
-UK has potential here to create a large haven for
coral reef organisms.
-If a reserve not created here with 'Chagos'
relatively politically simple environment' UK's
commitment to the environment and biodiversity
will be questioned, and will struggle to influence
others.

Land should be
managed to reduce
introduced organisms
and encourage/restore
a more natural
fauna/flora

-AllOTs deserve higher
levels of protection
and UK funding than
they currently receive
-Amazing achievement to make it happen in
2010, year of biodiversity.
-Amazing achievement to make it happen in
2010, year of biodiversity.
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.

134.RH Finzel, Flat 1, 38 Elvaston Place, London
SW7 SNW (finz27@yahoo.co.uk)

Option 1

135. Stephen Rutherford (no contact details
given)

Option 1

136. Mrs Marjorie J Lewis, 4 Scots Close,
Hereford, HR1 2RT

Option 1

137. Alison Bunn, 76 Baker Road, Abingdon,
OX14 SU
(Aiison-smith.environment@virgin.net)

Option 1

-Real and lasting benefit
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Real and lasting benefit
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Real and lasting benefit
-Sufficient scientific evidence for MPA, to protect
fish stocks and coral reefs
-Global significance of BlOT as a
pelagic/archipelagic eco-system
-Would protect around half the high quality coral
reefs in the Indian Ocean; world's largest MPA.
-Legal and illegal fishing has impacted the area;
sharks, sea cucumbers, turtles and fish known to
have declined.
-Benefits (pll) cannot be overstressed
-Would provide a platform for a scientific
programme of global importance
-Cost a small price to pay
-Diverse and valuable ecosystem of Chagos
islands must be protected at all costs.
-Coral reefs threatened by pollution and fish
stocks that depend on them threatened by overfishing.
-Fully protected reserve could play a hugely
valuable role in conserving fish stocks and

-Holistic system of
protection needed
-Further conservation
management of atolls
to include seabirds,
eradication of rats,
restoring native

vegetation

138. Martin Grimshaw, 21b Wilbury Rd
Brighton and Hove, East Sussex BN3 3JL
(rna rtin @greenspea k.org.uk)

Option 1

biodiversity and still allow islanders to make a
Jiving through sustainable activities and ecotourism.
-Fantastic opportunity to show leadership,
creating a momentum where others may be
persuaded to follow this example.
-Vital that remaining habitats of significant
importance are protected, for its own sake but
also because their health is inextricably linked to
our own.

139. Tim Sutton (tps@globalrecovery.com) ·

Cannot support until
Chagossians allowed
to return

140. Jen Spence (jen.spence@gmail.com)

Option 1

141. Judy Keyse (jude.keyse@mac.com)

Option 1

-Ensure any positive moves to protect are not
soured by excluding the original, displaced
inhabitants ofthe islands, who should be part of
the solution and trusted as stewards to maintain
the islands sustainably, for the benefit of us all.
-Personally support option 1, but cannot do so
until evicted people of the islands are returned to
their rightful homes and given a choice in the
matter.
-Scandal that Chagossians are living in poverty in
other places round the world when they have a
perfectly good home of their own but can't
because of the Americans/British occupying their
land.
-Would be the largest MPA in the world.
-Was put forward by Chagos Environment
Network at the Royal Society and strongly
supported by scientific workshop at National
Oceanography Centre, Southampton.
-Now before it's too late.
-Coral reefs are in rapidly declining health, chiefly
because of human induced impacts.
-MPA's thought by leading coral reef ecologists to

142. Robert Burstow (rob.burstow@gmail.com)

Option 1

143. Mike Ogden
(mike.ogden@btinternet.com)
144. Hywel Thomas
(hywel.thomas@thomsonreuters.com)

Option 1

145. Leo Chesterton
(I eo. ch este rto n@ kbcfp. com)

Option 1

146. Louise Savill (louise.savill@fco.gsi.gov.uk)
personal interest, having been administrator
and director of fisheries 1996-2002

Yes MPA, but no
strong view on which
option

147. Jon Irwin, Jl Events Ltd
(jon.irwin@jievents.co.uk) (personal response)

Option 1

Option 1

be best tool we have for their protection.
- Future conservation plans should be coupled
with movements to assist or return the
archipelago islanders, as any consei"Vation
movements require permanent presence and
policing.
-Wonderful idea for lots of reasons
-Will preserve the area for generations to come
-Will assist in recovery of surrounding areas
which have been subject to overfishing
-Rare opportunity for UK to directly protect
important habitats and biological diversity at low
cost.
-Some practical reservations on option 1: funds,
and whether it would have any impact on tuna,
which only pass through at certain times, and
impact of yachts anchored in outer islands.
-Benefits do not include political or 1reputational
-Conservation case slightly weakened by fact that
BlOT waters/marine life not as abundant or
unique as other regional ecosystems.
-Hard to see climate benefits, given how little
fishing there is.
-Scientific benefits not strongly articulated, but is
a case in relation to effect of MPA on marine life.
-Given major depletion of fish stocks globally,
only realistic hope of letting stocks rebalance is
with no-fish zones.
-Illegal fishing will always happen, but stopping
industrial fishing will give a chance to repopulate.
-High level of importance, key environmental
interest. Marine equivalent of Amazon basin.

148. Chris Simm (chris@eco-tube.com)

Option 1

149. Gary Parker, Little Mead, Pipehouse Lane,
Freshford, Bath, BA2 7UH
(gary@jammy.eclipse.co.uk)

Option 1

150. Dr Jeremy Kemp (marine park
specialist )(jere mym a rkke m p @yahoo .co. uk)

Option 1

·'
151. Requests anonymity

..·

Option 1, with caveat
that if indigenous
people need fishing
for sustenance that
should be permitted

-Needs to be protected.
-Easy to set up the conservation of the Chagos
Islands
-As only livelihoods that will be affected are the
fish, surely this is a straightforward no brainer.
-Wonderful opportunity to preserve an area in
excellent condition and could be of great value
internationally.
-Sea often overlooked in conservation efforts,
though scientists realising that ocean
acidification might be one of most serious
aspects of climate change threat.
-Special responsibility to preserve the
biodiversity of shallow and nutrient rich waters.
-Importance of reefs hard to overstate.
-Far reaching benefits.
- Option 2 would be an enforcement nightmare,
probably expensive. Could undermine efforts to
protect and manage some of larger more mobile
species, such as sharks and turtles (Option 3
likewise).
-Option 3 will not be effective in the long term
(enforcement problems) and undermines some
ofthe stated benefits, particularly large size of
area available and the high proportion of good
quality reefs encompassed .
-Attach high importance to all benefits on pll.
-Be open to suggestions from scientific
community and those with direct
links/knowledge of relevant issues
-All listed benefits important
-Support conditional on being without prejudice
to any pending legal case.

Terrestrial Zoning
approaches to
integrate marine
(subtidal) and coastal
management.·

Engage scientific
community and those
with links to assess
benefits, but consider
control of non-native
species in BlOT, future

tourism or visitation in

terms of usefulness or
complementarity to
MPA.
152. Phil Arnold, 12 Scott Avenue, Charlton,
Manchester, M21 9QW
(philipaarnold@hotmail.com)

Option 1

·Ways should be explored to repatriate the
Chagossian community while limiting their
impact on the marine reserve and overcoming US
concerns they are a security risk. Surely such a
small number of people could return.
-Conservation of pristine environment is a great
opportunity for providing a safe haven for many

153. Jackie Wilson (jaxspax@hotmail.com)
154. Chris Cathrine (c.cathrine@hotmail.co.uk)

Option 1
Option 1

155. Barry Shoe smith
(barryshoesmith@yahoo.com)

Option 1

·Important it remains in its present state
·Unprecedented opportunity to protect
biodiversity and ecosystem services, essential to
supporting global economy and healthy planet
for future generations.
-True value outweighs those described in
consultation document and reach beyond
headings listed.
-Take this opportunity to protect this area by
stopping pelagic fishing and sending a message

species.

showing our commitment to marine
conservation.

156. Josephine Tucker, 10 Spring Hill Close, SE5
8AJ (tuckerjos@yahoo.com)

Option 1

-Would represent a huge contribution to global
environmental commitments including halting
the decline of biodiversity by 2010, establishing
global marine protection networks by 2012 and
restoring depleted fish stocks by 2015.
-Unique environment, virtually free of human
interference. Merits highest level of protection,
to conserve biodiversity, retain ecosystem as
opportunity for scientific research and help

157. Matthew Waterkeyn, MSc Student,
(m.c.waterkeyn@cranfield.ac.uk)
158. Victoria Brownlee, PO Box 36, 105
Cedarwood Way, Millwood, West Virginia
25262, USA (vebree@gmail.com)
159. David Marsland
(dma rsla nd @wrightcablenorth.net)

160. Dr P Jollands, Hallsannery, Bideford,
Devon EX39 SHE (Pip@igiltd.com)
161. Patrick Loughran
(pcloughran@googlemail.com)
162. Adeline Cantais
(adelinemmc@yahoo.co.uk)
163. Raphael Sibille, AECOM, The Johnson
Building, Hatton Garden, EClN SJS
(rapael.sibille@aecom.com)- personal view

Option 1
Option 1

Option 1, with proviso
that islanders should
be allowed to live on
their island
Option 1
Option 1

Option 1
Option 1

rebuild threatened fish stocks, for which the
environment provides a vital refuge, such as
tuna.
-Valuable contribution to large number of
international conventions and agreements.
-A legacy our generation, our nation and our
leaders will be proud of.
-Care about saving the biodiversity of the planet

-Most pristine coral reefs in the world
-Especially relevant in year of biodiversity
-Cleanest and most diverse sea waters in the
world. To sustain global ocean stocks must be
protected.
-As a diver keen to see Chagos protected to
maximum level
-Most important benefit to reduce biodiversity
loss and so increase resilience in wider Indian
Ocean marine ecosystem.
-High value in a minimally disturbed reference
site.

164. Alison Masson, 11 Southlea, Cliddesden,
Basingstoke, Hants RG25 2JN

Option 1

-Cost so small to be insignificant
-All the benefits listed are of great importance

Beyond marine
protection,
environment in BlOT
should be protected
through research into
its climate change
resilience, and learning
by comparison with
related, exploited
ecosystems.

(Aiison@abe.co.uk)
165. ian Gordon, 2a Station Parade, Balham
High Road, London SW12 9AZ (ian@tiger-shark
.co.uk)

Option 1

166. Alison Dark, 134 Station Road, Crayford,
Kent, DAl 3QQ (a.dark@ajllp.cam)

Option 1

167. Bridie Keyse (bridie.keyse@yahoo.co.uk)

Option 1

168. Bob Perry (bob5773@hotmail.co.uk)

Option 1

169. Chris Goodenough
(ch risgoodeno ugh@ hotma il.co. uk)
170. Ridlon Kiphart (sharkman@liveadventurously.com)

Support MPA

-Groundbreaking measure. Currently no
significant marine protection zone in region .
-Overfishing rife. Need large no-take zones to
allow species to recover.
-Catch rates just outside the zones increase and
can be maintained
-No take zones easier to police than other
'managed' fisheries. Strict enforcement needed
and high penalties for breach; enough to deter
(fines, confiscation of catch and boat).
-Costs of enforcement could be subsidised by
eco-tourism; would be a prize targelt for
liveaboard diving boats- which couild help report
illegal fishing.
-Could be the single most important achievement
[of Foreign Secretary's career]
-Planet has been cruelly plundered for too long
and time to give something back
-Such unspoilt area should be afforded protection
for benefit of scientific research and for future
generations.
-Visited in 1978/79. Understand from subsequent
studies that climate, visitors and over-fishing are
taking their toll. Therefore crucial we take steps
to protect, for reasons in consultation paper and
for future generations.
-Time running out for protecting the
environment.

Option 1

-Extraordinary opportunity for science,
conservation and doing the right thing.
-There are also economic benefits to the listed
proposal

171. Jennifer Williams, Wingham House,
Bishop's Waltham, Southampton, S032 1BZ
(jennypushkin@hotmail.co.uk)

Option 1

172. Michael Ward, 15 Whinberry Way,
Moorside, Oldham OL4 2NN

Option 1

173.Kerry Merchant
(KJ M@ ha rdenhuish. wilts.sch.uk)
174. Clive Hurley (clive.hurley@tiscali.co.uk)

Option 1
Option 1

175. Jack Brodie, Hawkshead, Cumbria
(jackbrodie@hotmail.com)

Option 1

176. Jeremy Fraser, The Farmers Club Flat, 8
Market Place, Horncastle, LN9 SHF
(JFraser@lincstrust.co.uk) Personal view

Option 1

-Landmark opportunity
-Rare opportunity to preserve precious
environment for future generations.
-Importance of long term view as opposed to
short term commercial gain.
-So little family silver left and so few chances to
lead the world in the right direction- could and
should take this one.
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Real and lasting benefit
-Amazing achievement to make it happen in
2010, year of biodiversity.
-To obviate the likelihood of any conflict of
interests with other options
-Monumental, glowing display of UK
commitment to environmenta I conservation and
biodiversity.
-Would raise prestige of UK in scientific and
environmental community due to extensive
potential benefits to Indian Ocean marine and
avian wildlife and the preservation of such a rare
study environment.
-Role model; help encourage other countries to
protect their wild places.
- Remarkable opportunity to create one of the
world's largest MPA's and double global coverage
of ocean's benefitting from full protection
-Area to be protected widely understood to
support an exceptional level of biodiversity.

Comprehensive
environmental
protection for non
marine areas.

177. Rosemary Woods
(wiserbud48@hotmail.com)

Support MPA

178. Mike Jennings, 27 Morefields, Tring, Herts
HP23 SEU
(Michael.a.jennings@btinternet.com)

Option 2

-Area already subject to much environmental
protection and virtually uninhabited, which
makes upgrading to full marine protection more
feasible that elsewhere.
-Should go hand-in-hand with conservation of
whole territory- degradation of non-marine
habitats can have negative effects on
surrounding seas
-Scientific community would benefit enormously
from being able to study protected area for
comparison with other areas which are more
disturbed.
-Benefits far outweigh costs.
-Lost too many of the world's beautiful sea
creatures already. Duty to keep as many
remaining places safe for future generations.
-Include and consult with the Chagossians -Diego Garcia and its waters should not be
subject to exclusion from protection.
-In the same way that Ramsar site and other
nature reserves exist on and in proximity ofthe
island there will be no reason or need to exclude

Involve local people

the marine reserve.

179. Mrs J Boardman, 44 Yew Tree Road,
Liverpool L9 1AL
(joa n.boardman@ blu eyond er.co. uk)

Support MPA (option
not clear)

180. Andrew Jonathan Price
(jon.price@ live .com)
181. Robert Jutsum (p.s.ferris@btinternet.com)
182. Nigel Wenban-Smith

Option 1
Option 1
Option 1

-Best action is consultation, especially with local
people
-All benefits equal and important, and should
bring equal benefits for local population
-Is there a problem with bycatch from trawlers
near the conservation area?
-Amazing achievement to make it happen in
2010, year of biodiversity.
-To celebrate year of biodiversity
-Only option that allows complete protection of

Take complementary

all reef and pelagic communities.
-Without that, results of scientific studies liable
to be skewed/open to question.
-Not valid to say removal of controlled fishing in
one area necessarily results in reduced overall
protection for the species in question.
-Partial ban harder to police than blanket ban
-Transitional measures could be useful in relation
to Mauritian inshore fishing interests.
-Agree wholeheartedly with benefits described
and put more emphasis on dangers of continued

(nigel@wenbarlow.com) (Commissioner 198285)

steps to restore
original diversity of
terrestrial ecology, so
increasing population
of seabird species and
recovery of rare
turtles.

inaction.

183. Douglas Hadler, 8 Fulmer Drive, Gerrards
Cross SL9 7HJ (douglas.hadler@btinternet.com)
184. Mrs Rosemary Brown, Radfall Court,
Radfall Road, Whitstable, Kent, CTS 3EN
( rosemaryjbrown @tisca li.co. uk)
185. Mrs Wendy Eifflaender, 53 Bollin barn
Drive, Macclesfield, Cheshire, SK10 3DN
(paulandwendy.eifflaender@googlemail.com
186. Bryan Dawkins
(bryan. dawkins@ bti nternet. com)
187. Heath Bradshaw, London, member of
Chagos Conservation Trust
(heath bradshaw@metronet.co.uk)

Option 1
Option 1

Option 1

Support MPA
Option 1

-Benefit to exceptionally fine area of marine
wildlife of BlOT
-Benefits outlined in document make this an
opportunity too good to miss
-Understand that small-scale fishing rights of the
Chagossian people can be sympathetically
considered at a future time.
-Islands must be conserved at all costs for
ourselves and more importantly for our children.
-Option 3 offers little benefit over current. Very
difficult to police just a selected area, and
continued slow decline would continue.
-Exception for certain pelagic fishing is an
environmenta I contradiction. Tinkering with
selected aspects of the environment has knockon effects: not knowledgeable enough to predict
such consequences and impact on fine balance of
nature. Having fishing vessels in the area makes
policing other aspects more difficult.
-Anything less than Option 1 a waste oftime and

Terrestrial
conservation. Reverse

immense damage
done by coconut
plantations and mail's
habitation; return
those that have lost
endemic flora and
fauna to pristine
conditions still found
on those not

resources. Protected Chagos would be major
sanctuary for Indian Ocean wildlife.

inhabited. But could
allow some visitors, as
source of revenue.

188. Aycha al-sheikh (aycha.alsheikh@hotmail.com)

Support MPA

189. Rebecca Short (rshort86@hotmail.com)

Option 1

190. Richard Page, Sutton Court, Sutton St
Nicholas, Hereford HR1 3AT
(richardwymiondpage@btinternet.com)

Decision for
Chagossians, not UK

-Help stop loss of marine biodiversity
-Conserve habitats of sea animals and protect
coral reef
-Will provide more jobs for local people
-Public in India should have a say in this
-Exclusion of tuna fisheries would be another
example of fishing industries ability to lean on
government to turn legislation to their advantage
whilst ignoring warnings of a solid scientific base.
-Preserving whole area would make the project
unique.
-Food chain, migratory and resident species,
must remain intact, to maintain as close as
possible a pristine environment as a reference
site for future education and science
-Kick start a global growth in MPA's
-Scientific justification for establishing no-take
MPA's well established and case well made in
reports of Chagos Environmental Network.
-But decision not for UK but Chagossians. Eviction
and subsequent actions shameful.
-Stopping fishing now a good idea as a means of
protecting the resources of the Chagossians. But
on their return they will have to decide how
these waters are best managed and which if any
should be open to fishing.
-Chagossians could return in a way which is
ecologically sustainable with limited fishing in
prescribed areas, managing tourism . conducting
science programmes etc.

Should have largescale marine reserves

in UK waters and
adjacent EU waters.

191. Simon E Hughes, 29 Champion Hill, SE5
SAL (simonhughes@hughes-mccormack.co.uk)

Option 1

192. Matthew Hanson, 14 Brockley View, SE23
1SN

Option 1

193. Giles Blunden
(giles.blunden@jamesgilbertandson.com)

Option 1

-Marine reserves yield greatest benefits when
supported by the local community.
-Military presence on Diego Garcia has had
detrimental effect since inception. Will there be
EIA of base and related activities on the MPAe.g. use of mid or low frequency sonar, known to
be harmful to cetaceans.
-Tuna and other fish being driven to extinction.
Even managed fisheries have collapsed and IOTC
has shown itself unable to manage efficiently.
-Accept exclusion of Diego Garcia where US
already protect diversity to good effect (as well
as combating terrorism)
-Option 1 will also protect the whole BlOT
ecosystem to benefit of a II flora and fauna and
rejuvenate reefs in western Indian Ocean.
-We spend £482m pa on protecting diversity and
can clearly afford it.
-How will livelihoods of local fishers be
preserved?
-How will reserve be enforced to prevent illegal
commercial fishing?
-Most important reasons are 5, 7, 4 from Jist
-Should have a core philosophy of sustainable
relationships with robust natural environments
.-MPA's should be copied all over the world in
robust network of reserves
-Should be public clarification of why US military
want exclusion.
-MPA's have vital role to play in protecting seas
from increasingly destructive forces of dredging
and fishing, 20-50% of oceans should be set aside
and protected in this way.

-Chagos archipelago ideal candidate for such
reserve, providing refuge to allow species to
recover.

194. Mike Freeman

Option 1

195. Trevor Evans, BSBI Recorder for ve35
Mons, La Cuesta, Mounton Road, Chepstow,
Mon. NP16 SBS
196. Eleanor Gloster, BBC Learning South East,
40-42 Queens Road, Brighton, BN1 3XB
(Eieanor.Gioster@bbc.co.uk)- as individual

Option 1

197. Helen Marie Meatcher
(ospa19@bangor.ac.uk)

Option 1

198. Hugh Govan, WCPA Marine, Melanesia,

4'h option

Option 1

-Fishing activities should be prohibited for full
protection.
-Best way ahead for HMG is to declare full moral
and social responsibility for environmental
protection of OT's and Crown dependences.
-Complete absence of settled population not
necessarily a negative factor. Debatable whether
military base has a minimal footprint.
-'get rid of Diego Garcia'
-Chance to halt decline

-Been scuba diving and seen that the only areas
in which marine life fully flourish are those with
no-take MPA's
-Allow some scuba-diving liveaboard operators to
offer diving to help raise funds for patrol vessels
and as a visible deterrent to illegal fishing vessels.
(evidence from Galapagos)
-Oceans are being fished to death.
-Few pristine habitats. Rare opportunity to
preserve for science, and as refuge for fish, which
will lead to adequate replenishment of important
fish stocks in the Indian Ocean.
- Despite Fisheries Conservation Management
Zone with commercial catches limited by licence
legal and illegal fishing have impacted the area.
-Need to decide now to preserve world's
biodiversity before it is degraded too far.
-Local inhabitants can make excellent stewards of

PO Box S-37, Superfresh, Suva, Fiji Islands
(hgovan@gmail.com)

199. John McGeehin, 4 Standings Rise,
Whitehaven, CA28 6SX

I

200. Karin Sinniger, c/o BP Angola, Chertsey
Road, Sunbury on Thames, Middlesex, TW16
7LN (kbsinniger@yahoo.com)

201. Edward Hind, Salisbury
(edd_hind@hotmail.com)

environments they are intimately linked to
-Sustainable use is a valid approach to
conservation and could be reinforced through
ensuring use for local subsistence only
-Claims of Chagossians to return
-Duty to return overseas territories to best
Option 1
environmental state now possible
-From climatic, economic and development
points of view an opportunity not to be missed
-Well worth the cost of administrationcustodians of the planet; small price to pay for
climatic benefits alone, whilst human direct
benefits modest in the short term
Option 3 (status quo)
-Premature to engage in any discussion about
marine park or no-take zones until ECtHR has
determined whether Chagossians can return.
-Certainly must be consulted as must Mauritius,
to whom islands will be ceded when no longer
needed for defence purposes.
Only if in consultation
-Suggestions just come from
scientific/environmental and fishery experts.
with Mauritius a.nd
Chagossians, and none -Need marine scientists trained as integrated
coastal zone managers, aware of social and
of the options
proposed are suitable. environmenta I issues.
-Should have effective stakeholder consultation,
including socio-economic research, with a
professional non-partisan facilitator
--Environmentally brilliant MPA's can be wasted
by top-down legislation that alienated local
stakeholders.
-Experts from other countries should be brought
in to help in the consultation process- more
experience of coral reefs.

Islands should be
maintained predator
free.

Consultation on land
use control should be
done, as before, with
all stakeholders, not
separate from marine

202. Joseph Reynolds, 13 Silver Street,
Wiveliscombe, Somerset, Taunton TA4 2PA

Option 1

203. Sarah Gall (sarah_gall16@hotmail.com)

Option 1

204. Dr Andrew Gill, Cranfield University,
School of Applied Sciences (but responding as
individ ua I) (a. b.gill @era nfield.ac. u k)

Option 1 (but future
consideration to local
sustainable use)

205. Andy Daer, Down end, Bristol, BS16 6EE

Support MPA

-Costs around flmillion looks cheap and should
be accepted as reasonable expense.
-Broadly agree the environmental benefits,
though leave comment to someone more expert
-Has only escaped the hazards of tourism and
fisheries due to long term usage of Diego Garcia
by US and UK armed forces.
-Unilaterally declare zone without further
consultation. Time to talk is over.
-Chance to make a real difference and to send a
very important message to the international
community.
-Gives biggest impact, but should not disconnect
human activities and requirements from local
natural resources. Preservation approach will end
up as living museum. Need dynamic ecosystem
management, once management framework is in
place and operating effectively.
-Need to look at environmental impact of military
presence- need not always be in same form.
-Humans an intrinsic part of ecosystem
management
-Local community that "live and depend on the
environment need to be engaged in the process,
and could potentially be used as guardians.
-Need to show global leadership. Significant
statement to rest of the world.
-De-globalise resource which is over-exploited
and give ownership and control back to local
community, which has an interest in preserving it
over a longer period than commercial fishermen.
-Another approach is entirely to exclude fishing
boats from area. Can allow regeneration and

206. Mike Crew, lllslandview Drive, Mary
Esther, Fl32569 (mike@crewlaw.com)

Option 1

207.Natasha Hill
(natashajadehill@googlemail.com)

Option 2

208. Alec Dawson Shepherd, 1 Lockner

Doubts- potential

spillover.
-Only certain way to avoid further reduction is to
establish marine reserves.
-Any other option would permit depletion of
segments of marine life, resulting in unbalanced
ecosystem, incapable of providing refuge, and
would prevent use as scientific reference site.
-Many species that would be targeted for
commercial harvesting are the same species that
are threatened or endangered.
-Non-full protection options would require
substantial oversight and regulation. Simpler to
ban completely, with large penalties, boat seizure
to prevent.
-Recreational yachting can be valuable eyes and
ears. Provision should be made for yacht mooring
or anchoring areas
-May be last opportunity to preserve relatively
undisturbed part of our planet.
-Sea life stocks dwindling
-Need forms of management and conservation to
secure survival of the oceans
-Vital that coral reef systems be protected
-Ocean contributes to human survival.
-No take but with exceptions for certain forms of
pelagic fishing (eg tuna) certain zones at certain
times of year will be extremely beneficial for
future survival of marine wildlife.
-A secure balance is the only way to protect the
planet. Global fish economy will not be especially
affected and fish reserves can recuperate and
raise numbers.
-Presumably BlOT already has some

Cottages, 136 Dorking Road, Guildford, GU4
SRF

liabilities

209. John Topp, Commander RN FLS, 20 Lupus
Street, SW1V 3DZ (johntopp@johntopp.org.uk)

Option 1

210. Joe Barnes, 10 Riverside, West Kirby,

Support MPA

environmental protection.

-Conservation does not need to be no takecould use zoning and sustainable take in line with
Marine Stewardship Council or equivalent.
-Need to ensure those with traditional rights to
access and use lose out to minimum extent
-No clear indication of threats, though
precautionary OK
-Conservation benefits- more than a few places
where this is possible. BlOT is relatively
undisturbed and requires little investment in
restoration, but could require significant in
future.
-Climate change benefits may require investment
in management to ensure it can be a control (nb.
may have a carbon sequestration value)
-Would be value in showing objective links
between environmental health, ecosystem goods
and services provided by it and sustainable
livelihoods and poverty alleviation benefits
derived
-If no obligation to designate a protected area
then great care should be taken in accepting it.
Could be significant recurring costs in maintaining
assets in the face of adverse impacts of climate
change.
- FCO have already treated Chagos 'as if it were
World heritage Site
-Aware of political, legal and financial hurdles
-Support submissions of Chagos Conservation
Trust and Chagos Environment Network
-Legacy; value to future generations
-Important enough to put pen to paper.

Wirral, CH48 3JB
211. Sally Barnes,(address as above)

212. Carol Newing, Hayes, Bromley, Kent
213. Jayne Russell, 13 Cairns Road, Crosspool,
Sheffield, 510 SNA

Supports MPA

Support MPA
Option 1

-Vital refuge for amazing plant and animal life in
the oceans to recover from commercial fishing
-Need 50% of oceans set aside and protected to
create a healthy ocean. Would also help combat
climate change.
-Obvious reasons
-MPA's have vital role to play in protecting seas
from increasingly destructive forces of dredging
and fishing. 20-50% of oceans should be set aside
and protected in this way.
-Chagos archipelago ideal candidate for such
reserve, providing refuge to allow species to
recover.

-Fishing activities should be prohibited for full
protection.

214. JH Milner, City University, School of
Engineering and Mathematical Sciences
(j. h.m ilner@city .a c. uk)
215. Janet Robertson, 35 Gloucester Road,
Kew, Richmond, Surrey, TW9 3BS
(janetro bertson @sky.com)

Support MPA

-World's oceans really vital to the survival of the
earth

Option 1

-MPA's have vital role to play in protecting seas
from increasingly destructive forces of dredging
and fishing. 20-50% of oceans should be set aside
and protected in this way.
-Chagos archipelago ideal candidate for such
reserve, providing refuge to allow species to
recover.

-Fishing activities should be prohibited for full
protection.

216. Anne Edward, 108 Withersfield Road,
Haverhill, CB9 9HE

Option 1

-MPA's have vital role to play in protecting seas
from increasingly destructive forces of dredging
and fishing. 20-50% of oceans should be set aside
and protected in this way.
-Chagos archipelago ideal candidate for such

Also need round UK

217. EA Bridgstock, Cressey, Park Gate,
Stokewake, Blandford Forum, DT11 OHA

Option 1

218. Dr MW and Mrs AE Pienkowski, 102
Broadway, Peterborough, PE1 4DG
(m@pienkowski.org)

Option 1

219. Simon Jackson, Antibes.
(simon_jackson@operamail.com)

Yes to MPA, preferably
including Diego Garcia

220. Dr John Tarbit, 34 Dolphin Quays, North
Shields, NE29 6HF (tarbit379@btinternet.com)
(has worked for governments of coastal states
of Indian Ocean, then for DFID in fisheries)

MPA, but specifically
designed to enhance
protection of
vulnerable reef
systems and islands

reserve, providing refuge to allow species to
recover.
-Fishing activities should be prohibited for full
protection.
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Real and lasting benefit
-Only option which can maintain current pristine
state: others allow for continued exploitation,
albeit controlled, which will be logistically and
financially expensive to deliver.
-Others allow opportunities for illegal and overexploitative fishing.
-Greater cost in policing where some fishing is
legal
-If Chagossians were to resettle matters would
need to be re-examined, but the best course now
is to safeguard.
-Scientific case well made by others, and agree
-Fully protected MPA will ultimately increase
food stocks in the wider area.
-Allowance should be made for sport fishing
among the Diego Garcia population and for
transiting yachts to supplement their diet with
fish
-Success of measures taken to date. Only
immediate threats are illegal fishing and impact
of various visitors- yachts, scientists, former
residents when permits issued. Could be
addressed by local action without need for an

Terrestrial habitat
must also be
protected, and
invasive species
eliminated and natural

habitat restored.
Monitor and protect
turtle nesting areas.
Coconut crabs
undisturbed. Should
be planned
programme of
restoration of native

plant communities.

Terrestrial issues:
nature reserves,

eradication of exotic
animals such as rats,
looking at impact of

(excl. Diego Garcia) so
that it is affordable,
widely acceptable and
sustainable.

221.Eemelda Mawamure (emelda_ 4@live.com)

Support MPA

222. Chris Davies, Commander RN retired, 23
Caspian Close, Swanwick, Fareham, POlS 7BP
(chrisdavies59@talktalk.net) Spent two years in
Chagos as British representative, 2004-06.

Option 1

extensive MPA, e.g. by strengthening regulations,
declaring 'strict nature reserves', extending
prohibition on unlicensed fishing, increasing
monitoring.
-Generally accepted that monitoring will have to
be increased and costs will rise. But licenses from
tuna fishing are main source of funding.
-Migratory nature of tuna and mobility of oceanic
fleet will just lead to displacement of fishing
effort rather than reduction. Would be more
productive to intensify discussion, including on
by-catch, with IOTC.
-Declaring an MPA will not stop illegal fishingperhaps discussions with governments of Sri
Lanka and Maldives will have greater effect.
-For acceptability may need more focused
consultation than current. Need to look more
broadly at stakeholders, to include, e.g., line
fishermen of Mauritius, and talk to regional
organisations frankly on social and economic
aspects.
-Sounds like a science park in Indian Ocean;
benefits in food and jobs in the region entirely
speculative
-Need to involve Chagossians, who know best
how to keep the islands and its species.
-Local protection orders slow and cumbersome
process.
-Chagos corals resilient- perhaps vibrant marine
life played a part. Same marine life seeds Indian
Ocean and provides sustenance to those who live
around ocean rim.

-Climate change will affect sea levels.

beach litter on turtle
breeding, conserving
the built environment.
Contingency plans for
various levels of
resettlement.

-UK chance to set an example, lead to protection
of other resources.
-No impact on operational capability of
operations on Diego Garcia. Area would be
policed in much the same way as it is now, and
simpler if no fishing.
223. Paul Buckley, West Farm Barn, Coombe
Keynes, Dorset BH20 SPS

Option 1

224. Hugh Hobbs, 4 Grena Road, Richmond,
Surrey, TW9 1XS. (hrfh20@yahoo.co.uk)

Option 1

225. Eric Machinist
(ericsvmeander@hotmail.com)

Option 1

226. David Maclennan (BlOT Commissioner
1994-6) (member@byndes.fsnet.co.uk)

Option 1

-Make it as robust as possible in face of
environmental threats
-Exceptional value for money
-Do everything possible to involve Chagossian
community in developing MPA.
-Another measure to protect the BlOT
environment would be to encourage the US to
surrender its military base.
-Should trust to Chagos islanders to decide their
own destiny. Should have a referendum amongst
them. Otherwise undemocratic.
-Rights of islanders- do rights of nature take
precedence over rights of indigenous islanders?
-Not the time for half measures and
compromises.
-Attach highest importance to benefits listed

-Conservation legacy almost unrivalled in scale
and significance and outstanding legacy.

Should be final
financial settlement
with the Chagossian
Community to assure
them the ability to live
securely and possibly
to offer relocation
again to where they
want to live. US should
be one possibility, and
should be party to a
settlement.

227. Richard Heron, Grove House South,
Station Road, Grove, Wantage, OX12 7PF
(rheron@ kmtcentre.co.uk)

Oppose creation at
this time

228. Jon Slayer(jon@jonslayer.net)

Option 1

229. Robert Philpott, The Gables, 1-Youngs
Place, West Haugham, Dover CTlS 7AU

Option 1

230. GJ and MV Heath, 90 Catlins Lane, Pinner,
Middlesex HAS 2BX

Option 1

231. Rachel Jones, 73c Corinne Road, Islington,
Nl9 SHA.

Option 1

-Show UK as leader in conserving world's marine
resources
-Will give rise to financial costs that UK
government should be prepared to underwrite.
-Future of Chagossians should not be used as an
excuse for inaction, nor should claim of Mauritian
government to have a say or stand in the way of
what is manifestly the right decision.
-Disgraceful even to consider MPA at this time.
-Designed to pre-empt ECtHR judgement
-To create a fait accompli to keep US secure in
military base
-Will not impact military base- environmental
measures already stringent.
-Very strong case for conservation
-Costs might be funded by payments from carbon
trading schemes?
-Potential role for Chagossians in enforcement?
And possibly on vessel-based tourism.
-Go ahead but re-evaluate following court case
-Pristine bountiful seas
-Chagossian treatment dreadful, but clock cannot
be turned back, but UK and US can work together
to preserve what remains.
-Marine exploitation
-No-take reserve would give maximum protection
and would give UK a leadership positionespecially for 2010, year of biodiversity
-Various habitats connected and mutually
supportive. Chance to create a world class
reserve on unprecedented scale
-Patrolling essential to prevent illegal fishing,

Islands themselves
should also be
protected.
Question of
enforcement, currently
inadequate; could be
supported by light
aircraft, 2 or 3 smaller
patrol boats.

Habitat restoration
Should not allow long
term mooring of

mooring etc
-Can become example of best practice for other
countries

232. Peter Jackson, 8 St Dunstans Avenue,
Acton, W3 6QB (Jackson_pn@pobox.com)

Option 1

233. Simon Goddard, 45 Ullswater Crescent,
Bramcote, Nottingham NG9 3BE

Option 1

234. Sue Wells, 95 Burnside, Cambridge, CB1
3PA (suewells100@tiscali.co.uk)

None of proposed
options. Zoned or
multiple use marine
protected area, or
network: and
involvement of all
stakeholders.

-Can protect pelagic fishery, encourage others
and send message that fish stocks too valuable to
fish out completely.
-Obvious financial implications to closing the
licensed fisheries but may have power to attract
significant funding from other sou,rces.
-Associated running costs well worth bearing
-Contribution to science and to protection of
diversity

-Unmissable opportunity; other options a
dangerous compromise.
-Can consider exploiting it in a genuinely
sustainable way if there is sufficient recoverybut at least for this decade it should be given
fullest protection while we can.
-Important contribution to various international
environmental conventions to which UK is party.
-Value for money- almost trivial cost to execute
and enforce.
-Strongly endorse need for more and urgent
protection of BlOT marine environment, whether
through single MPA or network of smaller, but
not Government's options.
-Insufficient evidence about how they would be
successfully implemented and enforced, given
social, economic and political realities.
-Do not seem to follow internationally recognised

yachts- anchor
damage and pollution
from waste

Set up permanent
research station close
to the region. Could be
internationally
supported, and used
for monitoring.
Control rat population;
restore indigenous
trees and clear old
coconut plantations.
Could allow access for
this, but not as tourism
backdoor.

235. Juliette Coudert
(juliettecoudert@hotmail.com)

Option 1

236. Daniel Bayley (danbayley@hotmail.com)

Option 1

237. Adam Fetherstonhaugh
(osu634@ bangor.ac.uk)

Option 1

238. Wendy Strahm, 'La Criblette', CH-1268
Burtigny, Switzerland
(wendy.stra hm @gma il.com)

Option 1

best practice of involving stakeholders in the
planning stage. More considered approach
should be taken with participation of all
·interested parties and a new consultation when
all relevant information made available.
-Provide shelter and nursery ground for
threatened species
-Could represent a zone of stock replenishment
-Point of reference.
-For future generations
-Negatives of fishing outweigh its income
generating aspect
-Needs to be comprehensively and vigorously
protected
-Have to get involvement and support of
Mauritius Government and Chagossians, or not
likely to remain viable.
-Resettlement not viable or beneficial, but could
see recompense and potential employment as
guards for reef protection.
-Unique natural resource, undisturbed
-Other options do not allow enough protection
-Do not yet understand pelagic species' impact
on the reef
-Social aspect of displaced Chagossians, but
return would probably be single worst disaster
islands could encounter: would most likely
destroy bird and plant life and surrounding
marine habitat, and no real profession to provide
support.
-Two sets of views- 'fortress' which ignores
Chagossians- and other group which advocates
working with local community, but here there is

Protect forests of
mainland

no appropriate community to work with, and
doubts about Mauritius track record in
conservation.

239. Dr Charles Anderson, PO Box 2074, Male,
Republic of Maldives
(charles. anderson 11@ bti nte rnet.co m)

Option 1

240. Dr Julie Hawkins, Environment
Department, University of York, Heslington,
York, YOlO SDD (jph7@york.ac.uk)

Option 1

-There are no people there now- keep it that
way
-Need to protect, and to finance that protectiondo so from rent received from the US base?
-Provide Chagossians with better livelihood
opportunities in Mauritius, UK or elsewhere.
-Have a governance system like for Antarcticawhy should any one nation have sovereignty?
-Tuna and oceanic shark have been heavily
exploited by pelagic fisheries over last couple of
decades. Clear need for strong management
measures to reduce catches and fishing effort.
-Creation of large MPA would not in itself solve
all the problems, but would make a significant
contribution towards that goal, and set a strong
precedent for other countries to follow.
-Wealth of scientific evidence for benefits to
marine conservation offully protected no-take
zones.

241. Vanessa Cheney, Northchurch,
Berkhamsted, Herts, HP4 3XP

Option 1

242. Dinah Atkinson, 2A Stafford Drive,
Broxbourne, Herts, ENlO 7JT

Option 1

-British public opinion shows huge support for
taking protective measures in the sea (cites
evidence of a postal survey she conducted)
-Oceans suffering losses
-Chagos rich marine ecosystem
-Demonstrate UK leadership- unparalleled
opportunity
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as

243. Christopher Morgan, Foxfield, Sherston,
Malmesbury, Wiltshire SN16 OQA

244. S. Mfsud, 6 Bassetts Way, Orpington, BR6
7AE

245. Joyce Murray, Flat 1, 62 The Upper Drive,
Hove, East Sussex, BN3 6NE

246. PRobert Wood, 2 Mount Earl Close,
Bridgend, Mid Glamorgan, CF313HA

pelagic fishing.
-Real and lasting benefit
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
Option 1
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing.
-Real and lasting benefit
Support MPA
-Importance of atoll, and vastly important fish
stocks that will thrive in these waters if they
receive the protection they so desperately need.
-Stocks have been exhaustively overfished and
this mass plunder cannot continue.
Option 1, with possible -Need to urgently conserve what pristine areas
exclusion for local
are left
small fishing boats on
-Would have said no-take, but understand
sustainable basis
Mauritius would like to set up a mechanism for
issuing joint fishing licences- if they would not
accept MPA otherwise, then agree limited fishing
for sustainable local small boats or line fishing,
but not for tuna, an endangered species.
-Against purse seine or long line on any scale that
would be detrimental.
-All benefits on pll are important.
-Sustainable ecosystem outweighs any economic
benefit, so patrol vessel should be subsidised by
public purse.
Option 1
-MPA's have vital role to play in protecting seas
from increasingly destructive forces of dredging
and fishing. 20-50% of oceans should be set aside
and protected in this way.
-Chagos archipelago ideal candidate for such
reserve, providing refuge to allow species to

recover.

247. Valerie MacFarlane, Flat 7, 12 Cambridge
Gardens, W10 SUB

Option 1

248. Carolyn Davis, Gdn Flat 1, Westbrow,
Belmont Road, Combe Down, bath BA2 SJR
(Carolyn.davis@line.co.uk)

Support no-take policy
to preserve/protect
the coral reef around
the Chagos.
Option 1

-Fishing activities should be prohibited for full
protection.
-Have long considered earth a resource for our
disposal for survival, but with technology and
alternative economies this attitude is obsolete.
-Only way to find the will to turn the tide is by
caring.

249. Julian and Veronica Morse, Walled Garden
House, Binfield Heath, Henley on Thames,
Oxon, RG9 4DP

-largest coral atoll, half the pristine reefs in the
Indian Ocean, vital refuge for irreplaceable plants
and animals.
-MPA's have vital role to play in protecting seas
from increasingly destructive forces of dredging
and fishing. 20-50% of oceans should be set aside
and protected in this way.
-Chagos archipelago ideal candidate for such
reserve, providing refuge to allow species to
recover.

250. Suzanne Adamson, Appletree Cottage, 9
West End Avenue, Brundall, Norwich, Norfolk
NR13 SRF

Option 1

251. 16 children from Sir Thomas Abney
Primary School.
252. [Not legible- signature only]

Save Chagos Islands
Option 1

-Fishing activities should be prohibited for full
protection.
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Larger area protects more habitat !types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing.
-Real and lasting benefit
-Protect beauty, fishes. Money less important.
-Would be proud to do this.
-Experience of diving has brought strong belief in
value offully protected zones.
-Irreplaceable flora and fauna, protecting fish
stocks.

253. Professor Paul Leonard, 75 Amyand Park
Road, Twickenham, TW13HG
(paul.leonard.sea@btinternet.com)

Option 1

254. Ben Moody, 94 Albion Drive, Hackney, E8
4LY (saragodrich@yahoo.co.uk)

Not before restoration
of Chagossian rights.

255. Derek Donaldson
( Dere kcha 1@ bti nternet. com)

Not stated (though
text implies option 1)

256. C.W Williams OBE,
(c.w. w.@ btinternet.com)

Option 1

257. Ann Scott (abscott@tiscali.co.uk)

Option 1

258. Cherry Stevens, (Biossom.f10@virgin.net)

Option 1

-Cheque red history of Chagos could be put to use
for a brighter future.
-Financial support for MPA should be assisted by
Americans on Diego Garcia. Although current
arrangements not due for renewal until 2016,
potential MPA provides opportune moment to
involve them in providing funding and in-kind
support.
-Understand need for protecting fragile
ecosystems, but establishing an MPA without
restoring Chagossians right of return will be yet
another injustice to a people who have suffered
enough.
-No reason why limited resettlement should be
incompatible with protecting marine life.
-Labour was a party set up to protect the rights of
the marginal and exploited. World has changed,
but urge not to lose sight of this underlying ethic.
No-take marine reserves vital role in protecting
seas from dredging and fishing. Chagos MPA
would provide vital refuge for ocean plants and
animals. Need to exclude fishing activities.
-Chagos richest marine eco-system over which
UK has jurisdiction. Option 1 provides greatest
protection to the largest area & animals and
plants therein, particularly from pelagic fishing
for tuna and other species.
-Birds & marine creatures bring joy to all.
Important part of plant's wildlife. Man has
destroyed reefs & overexploited fish supplies and
turtles. Gem like Chagos must be saved.
-Duty to protect, respect and preserve this
unique and irreplaceable area.
.

Potentia I for using a
levy to help manage
the MPA.

259. Jill Jones, Lane End House, Quaker Lane,
Beverley, East Yorks, HU17 8BY
260. Michael Hewitt,
(mwajhewitt@hotmail.co.uk)
261. Jill Portsmouth,
(Jportsmouth1@googlemail.com)

Not stated

-Calls for Chagos Marine Reserve to be created

Option 1

-Spent time on DG. Essential that all human
activity on and offshore is resisted.
-Seas are important to health of planet. To be
able to create largest protected area in the world
is a true legacy.
-Marine environment has to be fully protected to
maintain biodiversity & boost surrounding fish
stocks. Chance to make a big statement about UK
marine policy & hopefully encourage others.
-Need to protect biodiversity and set a precedent

Option 1

262. Evan Landy, (Evan_landy@hotmail.com)

Option 1

263. Peter Cox, (coxymushroom@hotmail.com)

Option 1

264. Kate Lloyd,
(Katelloyd473@btinternet.com)
265. Mark Stephens
(step he ns341@ bti n tern et.co m)

Option 1

266. Nick Hill, GF, 19 Colenso Road, ES OSL

Option 1

Option 1

-Amazing achievement if could happen in 2010
year of biodiversity
-Need to protect few remaining fully functioning
coral reefs
-Demonstrating to the world what a difference
our country wants to make.
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Would bring long term benefits to coastal
communities round Indian Ocean
-Provide reference site for global science
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Costs to be considered against long term
benefits
-No equivalent areas where could exclude fishing
on such a large scale, as there are no people
directly dependent on fishing in Chagos.
-Commercial groups may feel hard done by, but
they are catching migratory species that can be

267. Claudia Siva, Santiago, Chile
(csivap@gmail.com), personal view

Should not carry on
with proposed MPA

268. Sara Vernon, 7 Tapper's Close, Topsham,
Exeter, Devon, EX3 ODG
269. D White, M IMarEST, 10 Heathrow,
Gomshall, Surrey GUS 9QD

Everything in power to
protect Chagos
Support MPA

270. Philip Clarkson Webb, 15 Valley View,
Southborough, Tunbridge Wells, TN4 OSY

Option 1

caught elsewhere. Elsewhere in very poor
communities (Mozambique, Philippines) poor
people have opted to stop fishing particular areas
due to concern over sustainability-time
commercial groups did the same.
-Real and lasting benefit
--Right of Chagossians to live in their land and
provide for themselves.
-Establishment of MPA should restitute rights of
truthful owners: Chagossians should be
considered part of the administrative and
managerial staff of the park- key in securing
continuation after territory is ceded to Mauritius.
-Bad signal to leave out area for USA. Issue of
political power, rather than scientific or ethical
basis.
-Understand it is in serious danger of destruction,
and in a position to prevent this from happening.
-Marine engineer and environmentalist with
great concern about future, do not reject this
wonderful opportunity.
-Owe much to the area and its people.
-Overfishing, bycatch, pollution. Loss of marine
diversity threatens well-being and that offuture
generations.

271. Jose Truda Palazzo (Brazilian
environmental consultant, has worked on
MPA's in Brazil)

Option 1

-Chagos rich in nesting seabirds and turtles,
surrounded by clean seas and extensive coral
reefs.
-No-take would give maximum protection, and
UK leadership role.
-Creation and enforcement of large fully no-take
zones the only effective tool to protect the
integrity of our shared oceans.

(brazilian_wildlife@terra.com.br)

272. Graham Batin, 33 Park Gardens,
Kilbarchan,PAlO 2LR
(graham@chromesun.co.uk)
273. Kenneth Donaldson and Cathy Dean, 34
Trinity Street, Southwark SEl 4JG

Oppose

Option 1

274. Pete Heine (p_heineuk@yahoo.com)

Need to consider
Chagossian needs and
wishes.

275. Mrs Barbara Tindall
(barmike36@waitrose.com)

Need to reflect
Chagossian interest

276.Kevin Akin, 20212 Harvard Way, Riverside,
California 92507 (kevinakin1950@hotmail.com)

Does not take account
of Chagossian position

-Understand sensitive issues surrounding Chagos
proposal, but hope these will not stand in the
way of one of most significant ocean
conservation initiatives of our time.
-Unilaterally pressing ahead with an MPA in the
Chagos Islands without restoring Chagossians'
right of return is simply wrong. Don't do it.
-Marine life suffering massive losses, MPA would
provide opportunity for a different future.
-Larger the area, more habitat types it covers,
bigger population protected, smaiiN effect of
external factors such as fishing.
-Opportunity to do something of great
importance and value.
-Any decision to declare marine conservation
reserve that does not take account of wishes of
original inhabitants is invalid and unethical.
-British government has shamefully removed
these people from their rightful home and
prevented them returning.
-Why not include return of Chagossians to their
homes in this proposal- would be correct and
fair.
-Have followed plight of Chagossian,;. MPA no
doubt laudable, but can see no reason why
Chagossians still cannot return.
-Should be consultation with all stakeholders.
Chagossians are biggest stakeholders- should
once and for all right wrong done to them.
-Much of 'wild' life coexists with humans
-Outlawing fishing would destroy Chagossian way
of life if they did win right to return.
-Continued US presence a loophole; dwarfs

277. Samuel Bouquet
(sambouquet@gmail.com)

Involve Chagossians

278. Philip Jones (piphold@yahoo.co.uk)

Include fishing rights
for Chagossians

279. S. Wainwright
(soph.wainwright@googlemail.com)

Option 1

280. Adam Corlett (adam@adamcorlett.com)

Option 1

281. Bernhard Riegl, National Coral Reef
Institute, Oceanographic Centre, Nova

Option 1

anything Chagossians could do in 100 years
-Shut Diego Garcia base; allow Chagossians who
want to the right to return, with reparations and
provide assistance with appropriate education
and training in organising environmental work.
-Help this happen, rather than obstruct.
-Chagossians should be included.
-Uncontrolled fishing and old village practices
can be devastating for a pristine marine
environment, but good opportunity to get people
involved.
-Solve this for the whole archipelago, including
Diego Garcia
-Should be possible to protect marine
environment while allowing indigenous people to
fish there.
-Opportunity to create one of world's largest
MPA's: double global coverage.
-Commitment to global environment and helping
stop biodiversity loss.
-Benefits on p11 a good list. Natural economic
benefits usually undervalued. Area's protection a
very small investment.
-Make sure scientific research but also television
documentary crews allowed access so benefits
seen across the world and others encouraged
-Prevent introduction of foreign organisms to
BlOT- externally controlled issues.
-If Chagossians return and need funding, could be
trained and paid to do necessary policing of the
reserve.
-Less than half the world's coral reefs at low
threat level

Southeastern University, 8000N Ocean Drive,
Dania Beach, FL 33004 (rieglb@nova.edu)

282. J Shergold (wine21@juno.com)

Chagossian rights and
interests

283. Sandy Wito (sandywito@hotmail.com)

Option 1

284. Harmony A Hancock, National Coral Reef
Institute, Nova Southeastern University, FL
33004

Option 1

285. Sally Peltier (sal/yleonardo@btl.net)

Not at expense of
Chagossians
Only after referendum
of Chagossians; none
of existing

286. Natalia Bremner
(nataliabremner@googlmail.com)

287. Marit Parker (maritparker@hotmail.com)

Has to go hand in hand

-Chagos has immense biological diversity and
apparent resilience that an ecosystem without
much human interference can exhibit. Well
worth protecting.
-Chagossians should not have to campaign for
their birthright.
-Let Chagossians go back and manage the islands.
-Consultation was not well advertised.
-Associated costs for policing should be paid by
government.
-Other options would be a compromise and
would only benefit a few.
-Support views pointing towards benefits of
maintaining a large area of near pristine reef and
ocean as a marine reserve.
-Fisheries create havoc in the marine
environment, in both pollution and bycatch.
Protecting the reef only is open to interpretation
and does not provide coverage necessary to be
successful.
-Opportunities for research great.
-Would support wildlife sanctuary but not at
expense of people left to live in squalor
-Only if it is the result of a referendum of forcibly
deported Chagossians.
-Proposal hypocritical and unsatisfactory in terms
of Chagossian autonomy and involvement
-List of benefits fails to mention former
inhabitants.
-Agree generally with measures to protect the
environment, but views of Chagossians of
primary importance.
-Delighted at prospect of Chagos being protected

Land as well as sea
should have full
protection.

with restoration of
Chagossian human
rights

288. Franz Pichler, 21 rue Edith Cavell, B-1180
Bruxelles (fra.pichler@gmail.com

Chagossian rights to
return

289. Simon DeSmet (gy09ds@leeds.ac.uk)

Favour MPA

290. Mary Branscombe (mary@sand m.co.uk)

Option 1

291. Kevin Kohler (Kevin@nova.edu)

Option 1

292. Ethan Machemer
(ethan.machemer@gmail.com)

Option 1

293. Richard E Dodge (dodge@nova.edu)

Option 1

but crucial that it goes hand in hand with
restoration of Chagossians' human rights
-When they lived there, very sustainable lives.
Should be included in this protected area.
-Any agreement that does not allow for smallscale local fishing effectively prevents them from
returning.
-MPA plan proposed invalidates right of
Chagossians to return and so seems unethical.
-Find a solution which allows right to return.
-Opportunity to protect sizable single unit of
world's biodiversity.
-Is there a risk it would lead to increased damage
from eg fishermen who have previously ignored
them?
-Only way to truly replenish the waters and
biome.
-Can be promoted to fishermen as a resource
they need to protect. In NZ fishermen policing
marine reserves- better protection at lower
cost.
-Will enable researchers an unprecedented
opportunity to investigate the mechanics of coral
reef ecosystems in the absence of human
impacts.
-To protect this invaluable region and astounding
biodiversity would be amazing benefit for
science. Unique because of remoteness and
virtually undisturbed nature.
-Insights into coral reef health, development,
resistance and species diversity. Proactive steps
for protection need to be taken
-Needs full protection. Outstanding opportunity

294. Charles Allen
(CharlesFSAIIen@googlemail.com)

Option 1

to save a pristine system and learn how these
systems function.
-Unique opportunity for environmental
protection.
-Cost/benefit is massive. Seems easy and obvious
decision.

295. Gwilym Rowlands, Pantunos, llanybydder,
Carmarthenshire, SA40 9RE)
(rowlands@nova .edu)

Option 1

296. Mahmood S Shivji, Professor,
Oceanographic Center (Mahmood@nova.edu)

Option 1

297. Lisa Labinjoh, 6 Berkeley Place, Cotswold
Road, Bristol BS3 4NR

Option 1 (plus resettle
Chagossians)

-Enforcement is important; given cost/benefit an
additional patrol boat could be provided.
-Currently pristine, but nothing to suggest it will
remain so. Needs to be protected
-Commitments under Convention on biological
diversity.
-Incredible value for money
-Science clear; will lead to increase in biomass,
greater fish stocks. Where fishing continues, puts
a check on biomass, plus bycatch, which can be
25% of landings. Do not underestimate impact of
a commercial fishery.
-Think long term and about the world we want to
see.
-Reef ecosystem a global treasure and urgently
deserves protection and enhancement.
-UK will be widely acknowledged as visionary to
create world's largest MPA.
-Other options flawed.
-Do not be influenced by fishing rights.
-Resettle Chagossians as guardians of the MPA
allowing them sole fishing rights for noncommercial use.

-Conservation and climate benefits greatest
-Should review treaty obligations with US
immediately. Wholly inappropriate and
unnecessary to have US base in environmentally

298. JM Lawrence
(Lawrence.jamie@googlemail.com)

Option 1

299. Tracey Hemmerle@aol.com)

Option 1

300. Richard Vann, 9 Saxon Way, Ashby, LE65
2JR

Option 1

301. Jeremy Mead, 55 Lincroft Crescent,
Coventry CV5 SGW

Create MPA

302. Heidi Bradner, 59 Earls Court Square, SWS
9DG (heid@heidibradner.com)

Option 1

303. V Palombo
(VPalombo@emmbrook.wokingham.sch.uk)

Option 1

sensitive archipelago.
-With 180,000 now registering their active
support do not see how you can not establish
MPA.
-Coral reefs are unique and diverse habitat which
is disappearing quickly.
-Maximum protection possible. Precious little
space not adversely affected by man.
-Should have international committee to decide
what study could be done, as long as minimum
effect on habitats
-Need to police area against potentially
profiteering poachers
-Cheaper than spent on Northern Rock
-Keep record, so can be replicated elsewhere.
-With over-fishing of seas prevalent, MPA's vital
for the protection of marine habitats and
biodiversity
-Intelligent, well researched, forward thinking
proposal.
-Help people live in a cleaner more balanced
environment and help protect oceans for our
children.
-Climate change and conservation benefits
-If any impediment to Option 1, go for fullest
possible protection.
-How to enforce, and hold in trust for all.
-Unique opportunity to preserve unique habitatUsual problem turning idealism into practical
results is population pressures- not the case
here.
-Cost less than child benefit, bailing out banks etc
-Resource for the whole planet and cannot put a

Have future reports to
the public so they can
see how species and
ecosystem are
benefitting from this
protection.

304. David Evans (daverobev@inbox.com)

Option 1

305. Jennifer Tankard
(misstankard@googlemail.com)
306. Chris Redston
(chrisredston@ntlworld.com)
307. Alex Vierod,(osuaab@bangor.ac.uk)

Option 1

308. Jeremy Mead, 55 Lincroft Crescent,
Coventry, CVS SGW
309. Taffeta Gray
(taffetagray@googlemail.com)

Support an MPA

Option 1
Option 1

Option 1

cost on that.
-Wait on legal challenges to run their course but
if possible Chagossians should be allowed to
return and have traditional fishing rights
-Enforcement necessary and not possible with
existing limited resources. Leasing money from
US should establish the park and provide
resources for future.
-Maritime patrols (by air) could be mounted from
there as well as patrol vessels.
-Can Mauritius be expected to police/patrol with
their limited resources?
-Biodiversity, fish stocks
-Give maximum protection
-Costs small in relation to benefits
-Return on investment incredible
-Pity to see people displaced, but greater good
should prevail. They should be offered alternative
places to live.
-Need to do more to protect fragile marine
environment. UK should take a lead
-Imperative for health of the seas
-Protecting ocean biodiversity
-Great precedent; show UK as nation with
genuine concern for health of the oceans.
-With over-fishing prevalent, MPA's vital for
protection of marine habitats and biodiversity
-Losses from over-exploitation: can create
different future.
- Significant long term benefits to coastal
communities around Indian Ocean, and
sustainability of ocean.

.

310. Celia and Vic Whittaker, 77 Western Drive,
Leyland, Lanes, PR25 lYE
(vicwhitta ker@ blu eyonder.co. uk)

Oppose in current
form- why such haste

311. Bernard Picton, 19 Ballymullan Road,
Crawfordsburn, Bangor, BT19 1JG, Northern
Ireland (bernardpicton@onetel.net)

Option 1

-Reference site for global science.
-Larger the area more habitat types covered
smaller effect from external factors.
-Costs- have to look at long term/legacy.
- Tyna fishing should be banned: tuna stocks
declining, and massive bycatch contributing to
decline in other stocks: no benefit beyond small
financial income.
-Real and lasting benefit .
-Why marginalise indigenous people- managed
environment perfectly well before exile. On
return could manage it.
-Why the haste? Pre-empting ECtHR.
Conservation and human rights can go hand in
hand most effectively.
-Why 'no-take', which would make fishing to eat
an illegal activity for resettled islanders? If it
could be adjusted if they get their human rights
back why push for it in the first place?
-Why announce before proper talks with
Mauritius and other neighbouring countries?
-Why omit Diego Garcia, densely populated with
runways made from crushed coral and waste
mountains of cans, heavy naval and air traffic etc.
-Working closely with CEN, who say not against
resettlement, but Sheppard used prestigious
journal in favour of keeping Chagos 'as it is'.
-Not against conservation area, but should be
done with consideration for other stakeholders.
-Sea beds in all parts oft he world are being
damaged by fishing activities.
-Responsible stewardship required for all seas.
-This will show that putting the future of the

312. Nathalie Haymann, PO Box 247, Jurien Bay
6516, Western Australia
(nhaymann@westnet.com.au)

Oppose- Chagossian
rights

313. Clency Lebrasse (clebrasse@hotmail.com)

Chagossian rights

314. David Moss
(david.moss@manchester.ac.uk)

Option 1

315. Mikel Becerra, Center for Advanced Study
of Blanes, Ace Cala S Francese 14, 17300
Blanes, Girona, Spain (mikel@ceab.csic.es)

Option 1

316. Jose Lopez, Nova Southeastern University,
Oceanographic Center, 8000 North Ocean
Drive, Dania Beach, FL33004 (joslo@nova.edu)

Option 1

planet before vested interests of a few
individuals who wish to make money from
exploiting its resources.
-Contention that return of Chagossians would be
counter-productive to aim of environmental
protection is obviously erroneous
-Building of military base on Diego Garcia was not
environmentally sound
-Chagossian people were custodians of their
homeland- nurtured and protected it until it was
summarily stolen from them.
-Should be allowed to return with appropriate
compensation.
.
-Original depopulation was a victorr for
ecologists protecting rare tortoises on an island
off Madagascar, over rights of Chagossian
people. Now another environmental argument
threatens to win the day again at the expense of
Chagossians.
-MPA in current proposed form will effectively
make it impossible for them ever to return.
-Area of great diversity which because of location
and history provides an· extremely rare
opportunity to create a truly protected area.
-Incredible opportunity to preserve biological
diversity and outstanding positive reference to
other governments that large scale conservation
goals are possible.
-truly pristine area of coral reef habitat,
endangered round the world. One of most bio
diverse habitats. Unique opportunity.
-Source of research and education into rare
habitats and resident organisms .
.

317. Stephanie Jones, Principal investigator,
AHRC Landscape and Environment Programme
Project (S.J.Jones@soton.ac.uk)

Strong case for marine
protection, but doubts
about approach. Is
unilaterally declared
MPA the best way?

318. Glynis Jones (glynandy@btinternet.com)

MPA plus Chagossian
rights

319. Joana Mira Veiga (j.viega@eucc.net)

Support MPA

-Why not pre-empt ECtHR and assume right of
Chagossians to return as part of environmental
protection plan- defuse tensions and allow
protection to continue with surer moral and legal
footing.
-Have a multilateral agreement.
-Aim to enshrine benefits in legal framework is
admirable, but doubt as to whether MPA the best
way
-More investment in the nations of the region
would offer alternatives to poaching and piracy.
Security better if did not have to depend on
military might.
-MPA will help over-fished areas of the oceans
-Let islanders back with restricted fishing and
tourism rights and then hand over to Mauritius.
-Agree with benefits listed, in terms of
conservation of biodiversity, but also
economically, to help restore the ecosystem and
guarantee healthy populations of species that
can be commercially exploited.
-Economic activities, compatible with protection
status could be developed.

Academic and Scientific Institutions
1. Rachel Brown, Environment Department,
University of York, Heslington, York, YOlO SDD
(rlb504@yo rk.ac. uk)

Option 1

--Unparalleled opportunity for UK to
demonstrate world leadership
-Chagos reefs least damaged and threatened and
great importance for regional biodiversity. Will
help maintain resilience.
-Not convinced that legal tuna fishing will have

Measures to diminish
C02 emissions: can
lead to acidification of
the water. Corals are
one of the most
affected organisms.
Also sea rise threatens
this ecosystem.

greater conservation benefit than no-take.
Bycatch one element.

-Needs protection now,
2. Professor Paul A Racey, Regius Professor of
Natural History, Aberdeen and visiting

Option 1

Professor, Exeter.

irrespectivE~

of outcome

of court case.
-So far marine protection has lagged behind
terrestrial- opportunity to redress balance.
-Wide benefits as set out in consultation
documents.

3. Prof. Mark Seaward, Environmental Biology,
University of Bradford, and Heritage and
Conservation, University of Lincoln
( M. R. D.Seaward@ Bradford.ac. uk)

'Any action to
protect... '

-Support any action to protect the wildlife of the
seas and of the islands themselves.

4. Dr Jeanne A Mortimer, Dept of Zoology,
University of Florida, PO Box 445, Victoria,
Mahe, Seychelles. (Mortimer@ufl.edu)
5. A Sheppard, Dept of Biological Sciences,
University of Warwick, CV4 7 AL (A.
Sheppard@Warwick.ac.uk)

Option 1

- Have done studies of turtles. Need protection of
marine and terrestrial systems.
- Decline of fishing population.

Option 1

6. Michael J Tetley (m.j.tetley@bangor.ac.uk)
Marine ecologist at Bangor and marine
conservation charity ORCA

Option 1

7. Dr Stuart Jenkins, Reader, School of Ocean
Sciences, Bangor (s.Jenkins@bangor.ac.uk)

Option 1

-Other options would reduce conservation value:
are other such protection areas with very little
value.
-Will lead the way for other countries.
-From initial analysis, offshore pelagic
environment could be one of most important
habitats globally for many rare beaked whale
species, in particular Longman's beaked whale.
-Opportunity to take international lead in
establishing largest full no-take MPA in world.
Too good to miss, though worries about short
term economic considerations.

-Protection of world's biodiversity needs to be
seen as highest priority and will gain more by
selecting option 1 than by watering down.

Has written
substantially about the
flora of Indian Ocean
Islands and testify to
importance and
necessity of conserving
it.
Also protect terrestrial
systems.
Need greater control
against poaching.

8. Dr Anne lise Hagan, Cambridge Coastal
Research Unit (abh28@cam.ac.uk) specialism
in coral reef ecology. personal view

Option 1

9. Prof David Sims (dws@MBA.ac.uk)

Option 1

10. Dr Dorothea Kleine, Dept. of Geography,
Royal Holloway, University of London, Egham,
Surrey (Dorothea.Kieine@rhul.ac.uk)

option, allowing
Chagossians to use the
natural environment
for their livelihood.

11. Boris Worm/Heike K Lotze/Derek Tittensor,
Biology Dept., Dalhousie University, Halifax,

Option 1

4th

-Billions of people depend on coral reefs, but
under increased threat from coastal
development, pollutants, ocean warming and
ocean acidification. Only way to. protect is to
establish large scale, well connected marine
reserves.
-Coral reef can only recover in clean natural
environment, free from human influence, as on
Aida bra Atoll, southern Seychelles, protected for
over 25 years, with minimal human influence.
-Chagos as stepping stone for coral and fish
larvae. Wealth of underwater diversity.
-2010 year of biodiversity- how better to mark
it?
-Vital that unique marine habitats that support
important and declining species such as
endangered sharks receive protection from
exploitative activities.
-Fisheries have expanded into the high seas over
the past 50 years and same period has seen large
scale decline in pelagic sharks and other fish.
-MPA provides opportunity for fisheries spillover
to enhance adjacent areas. Win-win
-None of the options takes adequate account of
the need of the Chagossians to gain a livelihood
from their home island.
-Support a 4th Option which would allow them to
make use of the natural environment to secure
their livelihoods.
-Conservation cannot be achieved without
respect for human rights.
-Unspoilt, globally unique. Need to protect stocks
of pelagic tuna, billfish, sharks. Population

Nova Scotia

12. Andrew C Baker, Asst Professor, Division of
Marine Biology and Fisheries, Rosenstiel School
of Marine and Atmospheric Science, University
of Miami, USA (abaker@rsmas.miami.edu)

Option 1

13. David Simon, Head of Dept., Dept of
Geography, Royal
Holloway,(D.Simon@rhul.ac.uk)

4th option which
provides effective
marine protection
while allowing a
sustainable level of
fishing and marine
resource use by future
resettled Chagossians,
should they win the
right to return.

globally has declined by up to 90%, leading to
significant decline in high seas diversity.
-Some significant biodiversity hotspots remain,
including Chagos
-No take sanctuary would be significant step
towards stemming the threat of overfishing.
--Coral reef in precipitous decline. Chagos MPA
would send a message about a groundswell of
support for conservation of reefs.
-Would set precedent for worldwide
establishment of extraordinarily large MPA's and
provide lessons on how to manage study and
police them.
·take advantage of protective effect of long-term
military presence
-Chagossians would have a vested interest in
conserving resources on which they will depend.
-Subsistence and limited commercial resource
harvesting should be allowed as part of a
sustainable yield management regime.
-Involvement in marine patrols and protection
would provide employment as would ability to
participate in increased scientific research and
environmental monitoring. 'Fortress
conservation' in which local residents are
removed is outdated and counterproductive.
-Inappropriate to commence option 1 Now only
to have to reverse or abandon implementation if
resettlement were to occur in future.
-Ensure negotiations with Government of
Mauritius over sovereignty mean MPA is not a
bone of contention or runs risk of reverse if
islands return to Mauritius.

.

14. Prof John Simpson, University of Wales,
School of Ocean Sciences, Menai Bridge,
Anglesey LL59 5AB (j.h.simpson@Bangor.ac.uk)

Option 1

-Great opportunity to set a good example in
marine conservation.

.

15. Powell Strong, Coastal Zone and Marine
Environment Studies, Pembrokeshire College,
Haverfordwest
(p.strong@pembrokeshire.ac.uk)

Option 1

16. Michael Schleyer, Oceanic Research
Institute, PO box 10712
Marine parade, Durban 4056, SA
(sch leyer@absma il.co.za)

Option 1

17. Richard Dunne, West Briscoe, Barnard
Castle, Co Durham DL12 9UP
(richardpdunne@aol.com) and Professor
Barbara Brown, University of Newcastle upon
Tyne and co-founder of the International
Society for Reef Studies

Cannot support the
proposal as it currently
stands

-Will help to persuade others to pursue similar
policies and establish a network of reserves.
-Vital if we are to arrest decline in quality and
diversity of marine environment and sustain
productive fisheries .
-Providing an unpolluted reference site, almost
entirely unaffected by man's direct impact, is
particularly important.
-Has been demonstrated that no-take zones have
benefits for surrounding areas in terms of
fisheries increased yields
-May be potential to generate income from
ecotourism projects.
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Would bring long term benefits to coastal
communities round Indian Ocean
-Provide reference site for global science
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Costs to be considered against long term
benefits
-Real and lasting benefit
-BlOT formerly part of Mauritius with well over
1000 inhabitants, removed for military base and
subject to long running legal challenge.
-UK Gov does not wish to acknowledge any rights
of Chagos islanders, including right to be
consulted on or participate in drafting of any
legislation imposing further wide-ranging

Nb, also signatories of
Marine Education
Trust petition, similarly
focused on need to
work with Chagos
islanders and
Government of

18. Professor Charles Sheppard FLS, Dept
Biological Sciences, University of Warwick,
Coventry CV4 7AL (BlOT Scientfic Adviser)
(Cha rles.sheppard @warwick.ac.uk)

Option 1

19. EJ Milner-Gulland, Professor of
Conservation Science, Division of Biology,
Imperial College London, Silwood Park Campus,
Buckhurst Road, Ascot, Berks SLS 7PY
(e .j .m ilner-gu II and@ imperia I. ac. uk)

Option 1

conservation zones or measures which would
impose restrictions on present and future
freedom of Chagossians.
-Caveat that options may need to be
reconsidered should circumstances change could
result in is sufficient for immediate future
pending ECtHR decision.
-Delay any decision until after that- no
overriding concern that requires implementation
forthwith.
-Contest validity of public consultation exercise,
poorly prepared and lacking essential
information.
-Aarhus Convention; Law of the Sea.
-Lack of consultation with Chagossians could lead
to later revoking of MPA
-Insufficient information on Diego Garcia and
potential effect on M PA effectiveness- scale of
environmental damage caused by base
outweighs any damage caused by Chagossians if
they were allowed to return.
-Cost not nil (as a minimum, civil servants' time),
and costs of patrol.
-Support wholeheartedly submissions from
Chagos Environment Network and Chagos
Conservation Trust
-Chagos provides an escape from the degradation
of much of the rest of the Indian Ocean
-Significant long-term benefits to biodiversity
-Could be that protecting these reefs represents
one of the best chances of long-term survival of
reef ecosystems anywhere in the region.
-If done in full consultation with stakeholders and

Mauritius.

20. John Veron, Australian Institute of Marine
Science (j.veron @cora lreefresearch.com)

Support MPA

21. Dr Stephen Mangi, Plymouth Marine
Laboratory, Prospect Place, The Hoe, Plymouth
PL13DH (stcma@pml.ac.uk)- report of a
workshop at Royal Holloway 7 January 2010, to
discuss socio-economic considerati_ons.
Participants included academics, Chagossians
and their legal adviser, representatives of
regional states, FCO, NGOs and All Party
Parliamentary Group. Mauritian officials did
not attend.

Consider alternative
options- many but
not all supported a
fourth option:
provision for well
managed and
sustainable utilisation
of natural resources
alongside
conservation, perhaps
with different use
zones.

in an adaptive manner that allows Chagossians to
share in benefits MPA would offer, UK has
opportunity to rectify wrongs and build a
sustainable future for people and biodiversity
-Current commercial tuna fisheries in Chagos EEZ
unnecessary and destructive, no place in
sustainable future
-Chagos a connecting pathway between eastern
and western Indian Ocean
-Reefs have suffered less damage than
elsewhere; not compromised by human
environmental impact as elsewhere.
-Will become the place to study climate change
impact over forthcoming decades. Great
scientific consequences in the future.
-Desirability of no-take MPA having international
and regional recognition and cost-effective
enforcement;
-Chagos islanders and Govt of Mauritius should
be closely involved in discussions and planning.
-Chagossians at workshop indicated they would
only support MPA if they were involved
throughout discussions and their right of return
was safeguarded. They would be able to monitor
illegal fishing.
-Concerned that unless that addressed future
legal or political developments could jeopardise
long-term status of park, or result in significant
decline in effectiveness.
-Adequate funding for management and
enforcement needs to be made available
-Need more evidence based studies to assess
possible impact of Chagossian resettlement

22. Callum Roberts, Professor of Marine
Conservation, University of York, Heslington,
York YOlO SDD (crlO@york.ac.uk)

Option 1

23. Hilario Murua, AZTI Marine and Food
Technology Research Institute
(hmurua@azti.es)- research centre funded by
the Autonomous Basque Government.

Option 3, vulnerable
reef system only

-Weaknesses in consultation document, in impact
assessment and in development benefits- too
UK-centric.
-Scientific view that reefs need strong protection
-Arguments for MPA based on reef based shallow
water fisheries and distorts distinction with
offshore pelagic fisheries.
-Closure of entire archipelago not sufficient area
to completely protect highly migratory fish stocks
during their life cycle. Complex arguments with
scope for differing views about value of no-take
zone to fish
-Unparalleled opportunity for UK to demonstrate
world leadership
-Chagos reefs least damaged and th1reatened and
great importance for regional biodiversity. Will
help maintain resilience.
-Not convinced that legal tuna fishing will have
greater conservation benefit than no-take.
Bycatch one element.
-Will need proper surveillance and monitoring
system
-UK should maintain its say in IOTC even with notake.
-Needs protection now, irrespective of outcome
of court case.
-Benefits for biodiversity and conservation of
near pristine environment.
-Pelagic/tuna fisheries have no interaction with
bottom/reef system, and for tropical tuna in
Chagos area can be considered a selective and
sustainable fishing practice; target l"rge yellowfin
in free schools with extremely low by-catch and

24. Pippa Gravestock, Environment
Department, University of York
(pippa .gravesto ck@ bti nte rnet. com)
25. Peter Hurrell, National Environment
Research Council (NERC) (perr@nerc.ac.uk)

-

Option 1, but
implementation
difficulties

discard.
-MPA not efficient tool for highly migratory
species.
--For tuna, pelagic MPA would have to be larger.
Quotas and effort controls better management
tools.
-No evidence for particular spawning or nursery
areas.
-Would prevent collection of valuable
information
-Would require strong monitoring and
surveillance
-Will not bring great benefits for conservation of
tuna, unless agreed on a regional basis with IOTC
and coastal countries.
-Research paper which attempts to value Chagos'
ecosystem services, mostly relating to
maintenance of genetic diversity
-Strong scientific case, but some cautions.
Overall goals not well defined; will it be robust
enough to stay in place in 10, 20, SO years time.
Best to get arrangements right first time, rather
than have to change with circumstances.
-If Diego Garcia can be excluded, further zonation
should be considered to allow for return of
Chagossians (additional independent work
needed); and Mauritian fishing rights
-Costs more for option 1, and probably more
than Elm.
-Need for all stakeholder involvement- note
rules for UK MPA's, which require this and have
an aim to ensure we 'continue to accommodate
the wide range of activities that take place in our

Access for bona fide
research should be
facilitated.
Terrestrial
environment should
not be neglectedneed to control nonnative plant species
and remove shoreline
litter.
Rat eradication
Buildings and remains
of former Chagossian
settlements should be

26. Dr Mark Spalding, Marine Scientist,
Conservation Science Group, Department of
Zoology, University of Cambridge, Cambridge
CB2 3EJ (Has undertaken research in the
Chagos with some comparative work in
Seychelles. Wrote Chagos conservation
management plan and has been committee
member of Chagos Conservation Trustdifferent views from those of CEN, although
agree on need to secure a protected future for
its coral reefs)

Fourth option- must
manage for the long
term and
accommodate changes
in use, sovereignty or
resettlement, in
partnership with
Chagossians and
Mauritians.

oceans and seas'
-Scientific benefits on p11 are essentially
environmental research opportunities.
-UK and Mauritius could seek UNESCO World
Heritage status.
-Use current best conservation practices and
science to build a comprehensive MPA with
zoning for different uses.
-This should incorporate waters around Diego
Garcia (which should not be excluded) and
current areas used by yachts for limited
subsistence fishing.
-Should also include provisions for modifications
in the face of future changes without
undermining critical elements of biodiversity
conservation.
-In current situation, MPA could be temporary;
yet it is at point of change that it could be most
needed. Present consultation has ignored special
interests of Mauritius and Chagossians, and
although they have expressed interest in
conservation, unlikely to accept MP~, established
in this way.
-Disingenuous to suggest they have been invited
to join the consultation like any other member of
the public. Key stakeholders should have been
involved from outset in more substantive manner
and should have helped design the array of
options.
-Should re-invigorate consultation, recognising
special status of Chagossians and Mauritius.
-High costs of policing- need a secure and
sustainable funding source or MPA will fail

declared as
constituting important
cultural heritage and
conserved.
Consider
establishment of
permanent small
research facility, to
support not just
Chagos but global
conservation of coral
reefs.
Improved monitoring
and research re pelagic
species in deeper
water.

27. Dr John Turner, School of Ocean Sciences,
Bangor University (J.Turner@bangor.ac.uk)

Option 1

28. Dr Nick Dulvy (and Andres Domingo), IUCN
Shark Specialist Group, Canada Research Chair
in Marine Biodiversity and Conservation, Simon
Fraser University, Burnaby, BC, VSA 1S6,
Canada (nick_dulvy@sfu.ca)

Option 1

-Complete closure to pelagic fishing would confer
conservation benefits, but may have to allow for
change in light of Chagossian or Mauritian
interests.
-Value of MPA will be in establishing a long-term
management framework, in anticipation of future
threats.
-Includes table of benefits, analysed for each
option (in terms of conservation, resilience,
scientific value, fish stocks and demonstrates that
Option 1 has most benefits, option 2 is
compromised, option 3 has little gain on the
current situation, and a 4th option which allows
fishing in inshore and offshore waters is
'unacceptable'.
-Would bring ocean coverage from 0.08% to
0.24%, a significant increase. Protection must
remain full and permanent.
-Resettlement unnecessary and unwise, and will
not right the wrongs of removal.
-Necessary additional funding must be foundmuch greater long term global value.
-Sharks are captured by licensed tuna fishery.
Effective no-take marine protected zone would
not harm remaining sharks within BlOT and
would contribute to conserving populations by
providing refuge.
-Will contribute to recovery of threatened shark
species.
-Sharks have low intrinsic capacity to replace
numbers removed by fishing. Of 23 species of
shark in BlOT waters, 19 on IUCN red list as
Vulnerable or Near Threatened. Substantial

Afford further
protection through
Ramsar Convention
and World Heritage
Status.

29. Dr Melissa Evanson, UCLA; lain Caldwell
and Kerrie O'Donnell, University of British
Columbia- Fisheries Centre; Regina Bestbier,
University of the Witwatersrand, South Africa;
Danika Kleiber, U. of British Columbia- Center
for Applied Conservation Research; Marjorie
Sorensen, U. of Guelph, Canada- group of
concerned interdisciplinary researchers.

Modified Option 1, to
take account of the
roles and rights of the
Chagos islanders.

30. Paul Jones, Rosenstiel School of Marine and
Atmospheric Sciences, University of Miami,
4600 Rickenbacker Cswy, Miami FL33149
(pjones@rsmas.miami.edu)

Support MPA

decline in oceanic pelagic sharks elsewhere in
Indian Ocean due to incidental capture.
-In BlOT, caught by long-liners and purse seiners
in substantial numbers- recorded in logbooks,
but underreporting remains likely and may be
substantial. Catches reported in logbooks
considerably less than might be expected based
on catch rate of sharks and rays in preliminary
survey of bycatch in BlOT waters.
-Legal fishing by Mauritian fishers as well as
poaching by illegal fishers appears to have caused
substantial declines in the abundance of reef,
associated sharks- 90% decline in numbers
present on coral reef over past 30 years.
-Many shark species widely distributed, beyond
BlOT waters, so MPA would not offer full
protection for any individual species, but more
likely than current situation to lead to recovery.
-Should explicitly recognise roles and rights of the
Chagossian community in marine reserve

planning and management, and allow for
resettled islanders to use marine resources
sustainably for subsistence and /or income
generation.
-Believe Chagossians would be successful
stewards of their coral reef.
-Firmly oppose options 2 (wasteful bycatch) and
3 (only protects vulnerable reef systems).
-Sympathize with displaced Chagossians but need
to protect such a pristine area far outweighs any
human argument.
-However, US base has been well monitored and
appears to have had very little impact on the

31. Professor Robert Goodman, King's College
London (Robert.goodman@kcl.ac.uk)

Option 1

32. Dr T Spencer, Director, Cambridge Coastal
Research Unit, Dept. of Geography, University
of Cambridge, Downing Place, Cambridge CB2
3EN (tslll@cam.ac.uk)

Do not support any of
the three broad
options proposed

33. Olivia Langmead for Marine Biological

Broadly support

environment with regards to pollution.
-Therefore it is possible for humans to inhabit the
islands with very little impact on their
surroundings- any other human impact should
have to pass same strict impact assessment.
-Importance as indicator of how the marine
environment reacts and recovers from climate
change when determining if other more
impacted regions can sustain themselves.
-This will be the best way to maintain an island of
critical biomass and diversity in what is otherwise
a rapidly emptying ocean environment.
-Too easy to take the environmental high ground
and ignore complexities of this particular case.
-Chagossian resettlement key issue. Cannot
simply say will change if resettlement happens
-History of MPA's show they fail to be sustainable
if here is insufficient political will to see them
enforced and too little engagement with local
lives and livelihoods.
-Robust MPA plan should be put in place now
that works with Chagossians and the
Government of Mauritius to make provision for
resettlement and protects Mauritius' legitimate
interests. MPA's and local populations co-exist in
many of the reef seas.
-Well designed and well-policed levels of
zonation can allow different levels of access and
activity to be maintained over a large area.
-If US Base on Diego Garcia is to be excluded
from MPA, assurances are required to ensure the
base's footprint is truly minimal.
- Recognises sensitive nature of discussion, but

Would not be
unreasonable to
expect US
administration to
make significant
contribution to costs
of policing an MPA.
Present patrol vessel
surveillance hopelessly
inadequate for a sea
area of O.Smillion
square km

Association, the Laboratory, Citadel Hill,
Plymouth, PLl 2PB

34. Melissa Evanson, for a group of Project
Seahorse, Fisheries Centre, University of British
Columbia, 2202 Main Mall, Vancouver BC V6T
1Z4 (m.evanson@fisheries.ubc.ca)

Environmental organisations and networks,
including zoos and aquaria

Option 1, but may be
too simplistic to
encompass possible
future changes.
Possible alternative
approach through
zoning for certain
activities that would
allow a sustainable
level of living resource
extraction in less
ecologically sensitive
areas, while ensuring
most important sites
are fully protected.
Option 1, but
respecting and
incorporating the
rights ofthe
Chagossian
Community

will restrict comments to conservation and
scientific value.
-Highlight increasing prominence of ecosystem
approach to the marine environment, integrating
connections between land, air, water and all
living things including people, and should read
scientific comments within framework of an
ecosystem approach.
-Benefits of no-take reserves clear from a
scientific perspective.
-Ability to distinguish between climate change
signals and other drivers in marine ecosystems is

one of major challenges facing marine scientists,
so having an area that can act as a reference site
or baseline will be invaluable.
-Full protection essential to conserve and guard
healthy ecosystem and maximise benefits from
dispersal of larval fish and coral species.
-Firmly oppose option 2; continuation of the tuna
fishery in Chagos threatens fish stock and results
in wasteful bycatch of non-targeted fish such as
sharks. Also oppose option 3
-Endorses consideration of Chagossian and
Mauritian interests and understands MPA would
be created without prejudice to outcome of
ECtHR and could be modified in the light of any
change in circumstances.
-Based on extensive experience elsewhere
believe Chagossians could be successful stewards
of their environment.

1. M. Zubairin, Harapan Rainforest, PO Box 007,

Option 1

Jambi 36000, Indonesia
( m .zu b a iri n@ h a ra pan ra info rest.o rg)

2. Alan Stubbs (formerly Nature Conservancy
Cou neil) (Aian.Srubbs@ bug life .org. uk)

Option 1

-Would constitute conservation area almost
unrivalled in scale and significance and show UK
as leader in conserving world marine resource.
-Need to save coral all over the world: threat to
many marine species.
-Halting tuna fishing would stop over exploitation
and wasteful by-catch of over 100,000 nontargeted fish each year.
- Cost small in relation to benefits.
-Larger scale protection area the way forward.
Marine ecosystem does not function in isolation
with artificial boundaries.
-Compromise would show regrettable outcomes.
Objective should be full protection for entire
area.

3. Melanie Gomes, Ulster Wildlife Trust
(melanie.gomes@ulsterwildlifetrust.org)

Option 1

4. Matt Shard low
(matt.Shardlow@buglife.org.uk)
5. Jean-luc So Iandt, Your Seas Your Voice Coordinator, Marine Conservation Society, Wolf
Business Park, Alton Road, Ross on Wye, HR9
SNB

Option 1
Option 1

-Agree with benefits, but they underplay the mid
to long-term benefits of a healthy ecosystem.
- Chagos is an internationally recognised site,
with such diversity and so many species, we need
to allow fish stocks to recover and aid the health
of marine ecosystems.
-The cost may seem large to some, but is small
compared to the loss if do not act
-Substantive content same as Alan Stubbs, above
-Current health status of Chagos Islands
outstanding for region and world, with coral
cover above 70%.
-Recovery following 1998 bleaching has been ten
times higher than other Indian Ocean reefs.
-Currents flow east to west, so Chagos provides
coral and fish larvae to east Africa, where there is

Should also have
control of invasive
species and other
relevant protection
and management
measures on land.

6. Peter Raines, Founder and CEO of Coral Cay
Conservation, Elizabeth House, 39 York Road,
SE1 7NQ (psr@coralcay.org)
7. Dr Asad Rahman, Bombay Natural History
Society, Horn bill House, Shaheed Bhagat Singh
Road, Mumbai 400 001 India
(director.bnhs@vsnl.com)

Option 1

Support MPA

over-exploitation. May play a vital mle in
recovery to persistent chronic impact, such as
unsustainable fishing, sedimentation, climateinduced bleaching, and pollution. Economic
return hard to estimate, but maybe millions of
dollars of ecosystem services to East Africa.
-Well-managed MPA/no take zones known to
increase biomass and diversity of previously
exploited species.
-Would have considerable impact on tuna and
long line fisheries outside the resente: large
protected areas do benefit highly migratory
finfish species.
-Could provide a scientific baseline; would be
free from current and anticipated increase in
fishing.
-UK has signed commitments to create networks
of MPA's.
-Year of biodiversity; legacy. Time of the essence
-right and commonsense to act today. Imagines
CoraiCay's 15,000 membership will feel the same.
-Need more such areas to revive over-exploited
fisheries and help local·people.

8. Herve Bareis (UNDP/GEF, PPG Protected
Areas Co-ordinator) (hbarois@yahoo.com)

-

9. Parmeet Ramtokul, Marine Culture of
Mascarene Ltd, Mauritius
(info@mcm-Mauritius.com)

Option 1

-Good initiative.

10. Fabian Schmidt, Vice Chair EAZA Reptile

Option 1

-2010 year of biodiversity

Asks that UNDP/GEF in
Seychelles be kept
informed.
They plan to do
something on cultural
stock. Diego Garcia a
pilot? Discuss further

Tag, Leipzig zooD-04105 Leipzig
(fschmidt@zoo-leipzig.de) Writing as curator of
reptiles, fishes and marine invertebrates at
Leipzig zoo.

11. Samuel Purkis, Chair, Chagos Conservation
Trust US+ National Coral Reef Institute, Nova
Southeastern University (purkis@nova.edu)

Option 1

12. Philip G Renaud, Living Oceans Foundation,
Landover MD 20785, USA

Option 1

13. Monica Grilli, WWT Arundel Wetland
Centre, Arundel, Sussex BN18 9BP
(Monica.Grilli@wwt.org.uk)

Completely in favour
ofMPA

14. Matt Slater, Curator, Blue Reef Aquarium,
Newquay, Towan Promenade, Cornwall TR7
1DU (MattSiater@bluereefaquarium.co.uk), for
self and aquarium staff

Option 1

-Chagos islands a paradise, still relatively
undisturbed and unpolluted, some of world's
best coral reef
-Do not understand why would consider
protecting only part, not fully
-Tuna spawn a valuable food resource for many
inhabitants of coral reef, so even such a pelagic
species essential for survival of the ecosystem
-Many relevant factors still not known about the
reef, so need to do much more research; as long
as we do not know, must do everything possible
to conserve not just the reefs themselves but
factors that may influence their survival
-Incredible conservation value
-In recent years unchecked exploitation and
climate change has laid waste significant portion
of world's reef.
-This would set positive precedent and provide
knowledge about how to manage study and
police a vast area.
-Rich biodiversity, historically low to moderate
stress but cannot rely on that continuing in
future. Anything less than option 1 does not do
justice to area.
-Biodiversity essential; need to help conserve
both species and their habitat. Head start to
begin with what is already in good condition,
rather than restore what is not functional.
-Pristine environment needs protection and best
way would be through no take. Stocks of all
species in urgent need of protection.
-Easier to police full than partial.
-Tuna and sharks under immense pressure and

this will create safe haven
-Incredible opportunity for safeguarding wealth
of species and unique area. Great example to
other island nations.
15. Vaughan Southgate, President of Linnaean
Society of London, Burlington House, Piccadilly,
London W1J OBF, on behalf of the society

Option 1

-Outstanding importance for biodiversity
conservation, home to over a thousand species of
fish, 220 coral species, breeding ground for 17
species of seabird, due to relatively undisturbed
nature of location and low human impact.
-In coming decades likely that marine
environment will face many threats including Joss
of fisheries, climate change, ocean acidification.
-Chagos an opportunity to protect a unique
marine ecosystem while the international
community searches for more comprehensive
solutions for recovery of the world's seas.
-Reference site of international scientific
importance and a benchmark for management of

ecosystems.
16. Dr JC Hillman, Five Oceans Environmental
Services, Muscat, Sultanate of Oman
(jchillman@btinternet.com)

Option 1

-Should be designed and managed within an
internationally accepted system, such as UNESCO
World Heritage or JUCN so that whatever
happens re Chagossians, US, Mauritius, the
conservation system is entirely acceptable
(though accept these organisations may not be
keen to take it on in present structure)
-Should embrace human visitation rather than a
purely protectionist attitude. On Diego Garcia
some facilities could be established whereby
transient service personnel can experience and
learn from conservation efforts on land and
water. Equally on northern atolls, if they are still
to be accessible to yacht people.

Ecology research and
implementation on
land is another key
scientific area that
would provide high
benefits locally and
internationally- in an
ecosystem approach
must include
consideration of
terrestrial aspects.

I

17. Robert Keyse, Hummingbird Scientific, 8300
28thCt NE, Suite 200, Lacey, WA98516, USA
(Robert_Keyse@hummingbirdscientific.com)

Support MPA

18. Julian Hyde, General Manager, Reef Check
Malaysia Bhd- writes in that capacity
(julian@ reefcheck.org.my)

Option 1

19. ZooAquarium of Madrid
(pmontoto@grpr.com)

Option 1

20. Suzi Morris, Director, World Society for the
Protection of Animals, UK, 89 Albert
Embankment SE1 7TP

Option 1

-'Support for your effort to make what President
GW Bush did a few years ago a permanent trend
in World Affairs'
(designation of Papahanaumokuakea Marine
National Monument in Hawaii)
-Chagos islands possibly last significant expanse
of coral reef not yet destroyed by human activity.
-UK repeatedly affirmed support of conservation
activities to protect ecosystems for future
generations. Not to get behind this proposal
would be morally and ethically unacceptable.
-Plenty of scientific evidence that MPA's are a
useful tool in conserving marine ecosystems and
protecting biodiversity.
-Unique opportunity to create what would be
world's greatest MPA.
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Would bring long term benefits to coastal
communities round Indian Ocean
-Provide reference site for global science
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Costs to be considered against long term
benefits
-Real and lasting benefit
-Marine.over-exploitation
-Protection of Chagos ecosystem will provide safe
sanctuary for countless millions of marine
animals
-Tuna fishing has been responsible for decline of
tuna and massive by-catch of other species

-Larger the area protected bigger proportion
receive full protection
-UK can provide leadership.
-Keeping some of the world's cleanest seas that
way
-Long term benefits to communities around the
Indian Ocean
21. Michael F Hirshfield, Senior VP and Chief
Scientist, OCEANA, 1350 Connecticut Ave NW
5th Floor, Washington DC20036, USA
(international organisation focused on ocean
conservation)

Option 1

-Climate Change will bring increases in water
temperature and ocean acidity and will threaten
the viability of ecosystems all over the globe, and
science is telling us we need to protect their
natural resilience.
-Coral more likely to survive if there is no fishing
-Will provide potential refuge for many species
against the coming climate crisis.
-UK opportunity to provide a legacy of healthy
and diverse ocean ecosystem.

22. Carl Safina, Blue Ocean Institute
(msmith@blueocean.org)

Option 1

23. Sir Graham Wynne, Chief Executive, RSPB,
The Lodge, Sandy, Bedfordshire, SG19 2DL

Option 1

-Necessary to preserve the few remaining marine
ecosystems that are relatively untouched.
-Could help replenish dwindling fish populations
in other parts of Indian Ocean
-Unique opportunity to show leadership of real
and lasting benefit.
-Important contribution by UK to international
commitments, including halting decline of
biodiversity by 2010, establishing marine
protection network by 2012 and restoring
depleted fish stocks by 2015.
-Options 2 and 3 compromise future safety of
territory's biodiversity and fail to deliver
important benefits -Jess able to act as scientific
benchmark due to continued removal of fish.
-Would reduce possible development benefits,

24. British Ecological Society, Charles Darwin
House, 12 Roger Street, WC1N2JU

Option 1

reducing capacity to produce and disperse
'surplus' biomass elsewhere in the Indian Ocean.
-All benefits listed are important. State of oceans
is deteriorating- Chagos one of few still
relatively pristine
-Supports the conclusions of the National
Oceanography Centre workshop in Southampton
in August 2009, sufficient evidence-base to
support designation of whole EEZ
-Rationale has been documented (corals, refuge,
reference site etc) and BES supports
-Scientific evidence available points to significant
value of highly protected MPA's over and above
MPA's which only offer partial protection from
extractive activities.
-Fishing pressures which might be sustainable for
tuna and tuna-like fish or coral-reef associated
fish are likely to lead to a decline in shark
abundance.
-Long line and purse seine bycatch of sharks in
BlOT EEZ is significant; on average 1200 tonnes of
sharks landed every year since 2002. Underwater
visual census of 4 island groups has shown a 90%
decline in number of sharks present on coral
reefs in last 30 years.
-Closing BlOT tuna fishing would be expected to
reduce bycatch of sharks and create a refuge for
sharks, overexploited in the rest of the Indian
Ocean.
-Would create one of the world's greatest
conservation areas, doubling world coverage and
helping UK meet its international obligations.
-Opportunity to show leadership

Need to ensure
properly enforced and
illegal activity
effectively punished.
Risk of higher level of
illegal fishing.
Maintaining the patrol
with the same
resources will be a
challenge. Need a
comprehensive
management plan.
Need holistic
approach. Action to
eradicate non-native
species and restore
native vegetation
structure would
enhance reputation as
a sanctuary for ground
nesting seabirds

.

25. William Marsden, CMG, Chairman, Chagos
Conservation Trust (Simonhughes@hughesmccormack.co.uk)- Hughes is Secretary

Option 1

-Will need extra resources. Engaging
communities surrounding the Chagos
Archipelago would be one way: and involving
local communities in conservation, rather than
excluding has been shown to enhance
effectiveness.
-Oceans play critical role in sustaining life, but
over-exploitation, by-catch, pollution
-MPA's can help avert complete catastrophe,
protect whole ecosystem and re-establish
healthy environments and stocks of fish.
-Chagos relatively unspoilt
-Seek to preserve important, healthv ecosystem
and maintain as a reference site for future
scientific research and study.
-Protect deepwater habitats.
-indian Ocean does not have any other protected
areas, a need for all oceans.
-Chagos could enrich and replenish whole ocean
with ecological goods and services. 1\s haven for
commercial fish would increase their availability
to other developing countries and artisanal
fishermen
-Could not credibly be called a protected area if
commercial fishing allowed- considerable size,
and more than 100,000 non-targeted fish caught
annually.
-Takes current protection a further step. At
Southampton conference in 2009 only MRAG
argued for fishing to continue.
-Current fisheries governance has major legal and
technical weaknesses, and by-catch is significant,
particularly for sharks, and almost certainly
.

Wider international
support should be
promoted for a
comprehensive Chagos
Archipelago Reserve
area using existing
protocols such as
Ramsar and World
Heritage.

26. Craig Dockrill, Falklands Conservation, 41
Ross Road, Stanley, Box 26
Falkland Islands FlQQ 1ZZ
(era ig .do ckrill@ co nse rvatio n .o rg. fk)
27. Miranda Stevenson, Director, BIAZA-

Option 1

Option 1

having detrimental effects on deepwater and
reef ecosystems. No-take is scientifically proven
as a means to benefit marine species and
habitats. Effective for large migratory pelagic fish
and implementation being encouraged globally.
-Should involve non-government sector.
-Funding extraordinarily good value (and savings
on fisheries consulting and management?) And
could seek financial support from charitable and
private sectors.
-Understand legal challenges and political issues
but believe need conservation now.
Arrangements could be modified if necessary in
light of change of circumstances.
-Has discussed with Chagossians in Crawley and
welcome their involvement.
-Some limited, well-managed vessel-based
visiting could contribute some income for
management; but conservation of strict MPA
should be overriding consideration.
-Agree with benefits on p11, and add- safe
refuge and breeding site; maximise protection for
Indian Ocean's last major area of good quality
coral; assist in separating the impact of climate
change from those of other activity; provide a
scientific control site; facilitate dispersal of larval
fish to replenish stocks depleted elsewhere
-Legacy
-Ecological value of the area
-Great opportunity to show leadership in
advancing marine protection.
-Bring long term benefits to coastal communities

British and Irish Association of Zoos and
Aquariums, Regent's Park, NW14RY
(director@ biaza .org.ik)

28. Mark Rose, Chief Executive, Fauna and
Flora International, 4th Floor, Jupiter House,
Station Road, Cambridge, CB1 2JD.

Option 1

29. Suzanne Pleydell, Director, Project AWARE
Foundation (International), Unit 7, St Philips
Central, Albert Rd., Bristol BS2 OPD
(Suzanne.pleydell@padi.co.uk)
30. Dr Lesley Dickie, Executive Director, EAZA
(European association of zoos and aquaria) PO
Box 20164, 1000 HD Amsterdam, The
Netherlands

Option 1

Option 1

around Indian Ocean and sustainability of ocean.
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banneddecline of tuna and massive by-catch. No benefit
beyond small financial income.
-Costs to be considered against long term
benefits.
-Real and lasting benefit
-Ocean environment under threat. No-take zones
a key element of solution.
-Substantial areas must be so designatedopportunity With Chagos
-Must not prejudice any future jurisdiction and
resettlement- if that occurs may need to be
reconsideration of locally appropriate
mechanisms to ensure balance between m-arine
protection and local livelihoods, and that it does
not disenfranchise Chagossians.
-Waters highest diversity and best preserved,
unique opportunity to secure minimally
disturbed scientific reference site
-Sets an example for others to follow.
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Would bring long term benefits to coastal
communities round Indian Ocean
-Provide reference site for global science
-Larger area protects more habitat tvpes, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Costs to be considered against long term
benefits

31. Prof. Dr. Manfred Niekisch, Director
Frankfurt Zoo, Bernhard-Grzimek-AIIee 1,
Frankfurt (Manfred.Niekisch@stadtfrankfurt. de

Option 1

32. Dr M Penning, Executive Director, South
African Association for Marine Biological
Research, 1 King Shaka Avenue, Durban 4001,
PO Box 10712 Marine Parade 4056, KwaZuluNatal, South Africa (mpenning@saambr.org.za)

Option 1

-Real and lasting benefit
-Benefit of aiding recovery of Indian Ocean's
drastically reduced fish stocks.
-Would create world's largest MPA
-Rare opportunity- must not be wasted in UN
Year of Biodiversity
-Have seen significant benefits from
proclamation of no-take zones in terms of
biodiversity preservation, stock replenishment
and socio-economic prosperity in surrounding
areas.

33. Beth Firchau
(BFirchau@virginiaaquarium.com) for
Association of zoos and aquariums

Option 1

34. Alasdair Harris, Research Director, Blue
Ventures Conservation, 2D Aberdeen Studios,
Aberdeen Centre, 22-24 Highbury Grove,
London, NS 2EA (al@blueventures.org)

Option 1

-Particularly important given pristine state of
Chagos reefs.
-Indian Ocean under massive environmental
stress. MPA would keep intact pristine island
ecosystem and benefit many species at risk.
-Long term, far reaching economic impact
throughout Indian Ocean region: fish could
rebound.
-Research potential and could reshape how we
manage ocean resources on a global scale.
-Understand would not prejudice ECtHR case and
that modifications could be made.
-Endorse views of Chagos Environment Network.
Ecological importance of preservation in no
doubt.
-Socioeconomic significance to broader Indian
Ocean Region; sea and its biodiversity at the
heart of western Indian Ocean cultures and way
of life, but widely degraded through population
growth, exploitation, habitat destruction.
-Ecological interconnectivity means Chagos
particularly important

35. Tara Hooper, Trustee, Blue Ventures
Conservation (tara.hoo per@ btinternet.com

Fourth Option

36. Marine Education Trust
(tara. h oo per@ rna ri need ucatio ntrust. o rg)

Fourth Option

-Need to have ecologically meaningful proportion
of ecosystems to be protected. Chagos would
complement other planned areas and networks.
-Positive synergies of such a network will be
invaluable in halting decline of marine resources
across Indian Ocean.
-Support option which explicitly considers the
future possibilities of resettlement by Chagos
islanders and a transfer of sovereignty to
Mauritius.
-Consider the future possibilities of resettlement
by Chagos islanders and a transfer of sovereignty
to Mauritius: MPA's should represent strong,
permanent protection- acknowledging that they
may need to be reconsidered if circumstances
change sends the wrong message.
-Full involvement of all stakeholders gives best
chance of long term success; otherwise will be
just a paper park
-Need to take account of socio-economic aspects
too.
-Greater levels of enforcement required, and
consequent funding requirement.
-International co-operation is possible even when
sovereignty issues have not been resolved.
-From the start should make provision for
resettlement and protect Mauritius' legitimate

interests.

37. Julia Marton-Lefevre, Director General,
IUCN (International Union for Conservation of

Supports creation of a
full marine reserve in

-CEN petition fails to provide background on
these issues, and so provide necessary
information to make an informed decision.
-Full protection will realise greater conservation
benefits which will sustain and build over time,

Nature), 28 Rue Mauverney, CH-1196 Gland,
Switzerland

Chagos, and considers
it essential that the
outcome be reached
through agreement of
all stakeholders.

38. Tanya Langenhorst, Marwell Wildlife,
Colden Common, Winchester, S0211JH
(tanyaL@marwell.org.uk)

Option 1

39. Erich Hoyt, Sarah Dolman, Kate O'Connell,
Michael Jasny, Taryn Kiekow, Whale and
Dolphin Conservation Society and Natural
Resources Defense Council
(erich.hoyt@me.com)

Support marine
protection, but
concerns about this
proposal.

such as protection to the full range of ecosystems
and habitats in the archipelago, and needed relief
for tuna and other pelagic species.
-Value as scientific reference site.
-Ecological stepping stone and source of larvae
-Significant contribution towards meeting
international and national protected area targets,
and a global conservation legacy for future
generations.
-Takes no part in disputes about sovereignty, and
expects that before anything agreed all parties
will have been consulted and their views
considered.
-Marine life suffering from over-exploitation,
bycatch and pollution
-Would bring long term benefits to coastal
communities round Indian Ocean
-Provide reference site for global science
-Larger area protects more habitat types, and
reduces effect from external factors such as
pelagic fishing. Tuna fishing should be banned.
-Costs to be considered against long term
benefits
-Real and lasting benefit
-Do support large highly protected MPA or
marine reserve to protect biodiversity.
-Prime area which will help UK meet 2010 and
2012 targets for conservation of biodiversity and
creation of MPA networks.
-But concerned about unilateral FCO procedure
in trying to implement without even
Parliamentary debate or approval.
-Participation ultimately needs to be with

40. Peter Bridgewater, Joint Nature
Conservation Committee, Monkstone House,
City Road, Peterborough PEllJY
(peter.bridgewater@jnce.gov.uk)
(advises Government on UK and international
nature conservation)

Fourth Option: Adopt
a zoning approach as
best way to manage a
multiple use marine
area. Identification of
zones should be based
on current best
available science.

Chagossians and Mauritius. MPA's created top
down much less likely to function effectively.
Understand Bancoult has gone on record as
opposing and that GaM has sent a note verbale.
-These issues need to be sorted out to create a
responsible effective MPA. Involvement of a local
community and neighbouring governments with
interests in the area will make the proposed MPA
much stronger and more likely to succeed,
especially in relation to future enforcement and
monitoring.
-Omission of Diego Garcia and surrounding
waters of US Naval base. Potential low and mid
frequency active sonar problematic to creation of
highly protected area.
-Diego Garcia should be included and there
should be requirements for EIA's to address issue
of ocean noise pollution, as well as vessel speed
and traffic, dumping of waste and other
potentially relevant activity.
-Case for protection clear- globally significant,
relatively unspoilt
-None of three options would provide effective
management of biodiversity of territory; focus
primarily on fisheries management and does not
address full range of biodiversity management
issues.

-Supports more comprehensive view stated in
Chagos Islands Management Plan which
advocates a 'comprehensive approach to ensure
the long-term protection and sustainable use of
this region'.
-Concerned that all options based on a no-take

41. Richard Grimmett, Head of Conservation,
Birdlife International, Wellbrook Court, Girton
Road, Cambridge CB3 DNA
(Richard. Grimmett@ bird Iife. o rg)

Option 1

42. Joe Baker, Special Adviser to the Director,
The Natural History Museum, Cromwell Road,
SW7 SBD (joe.baker@nhm.ac.uk)

Option 1

policy rather than flexible management
approach, so not consistent with UK marine
conservation practice or global best practice.
-Tropical seabirds under threat. In Chagos
archipelago, 10 important bird areas recognised.
Also of exceptional importance for marine
turtles, coral reefs, other marine life. Important
contribution to preservation of tropical
ecosystems.
-Will contribute towards Convention on Biological
Diversity's Goal to establish a representative
marine protected areas system by 2012
-Demonstration of the scale and ambition that
will be needed.
-Beyond competence of Birdlife to comment on
what appropriate redress for Chagossians, but
believe conservation now will be beneficial for all
options.
-Natural resources of BlOT are of global
significance as a result of isolation and relative
lack of disturbance
-Great scientific interest and high biodiversity
conservation value.

-In terms of marine biodiversity it is a high
priority for both exploration and protection.
-Option 1 in the first instance, until further
~cientific evidence from BlOT supports
sustainable exploitation for specific areas and
ecosystems.
-All benefits listed on pll are important. Also
would be important demonstration of UK
commitment to diversity and could be significant
focus for collaboration on conservation between

Need integrated view
of environmental
protection in policy
and management.
Difficulties
encountered as a
result of economic
development and
growth in activities
such as tourism should
be anticipated in a
long-term plan that
incorporates
management of the
MPA.

43. Vassili Papastavrou, International Fund for
Animal Welfare (IFAW), The Old Chapel,
Fairview Drive, Bristol, BS6 6PW
(VPapastavrou@ifaw.org)

Need to take account
of possible return of
islanders. Should not
exclude Diego Garcia.

44. Marina Vaughan for George Duffield
(Chairman) and Chris Gorell Barnes (Vice
Chairman), Blue Marine Foundation, 25 Thurloe
Street, SW7 2LQ (marina@scottprenn.com)

Option 1

UK and other countries of the region
-Need to take account of interests of
Chagossians, and should anticipate a judgment
which allows islanders to return. Conservation
intentions damaged by failure to include human
element.
-Must include a cetacean conservation
component. Surveys are needed and the threat
from use of military sonar needs to be
determined.
-Activities of the US military base need to be
monitored and regulated to ensure they do not
threaten conservation.
-Oppose exclusion of Diego Garcia and its 3 mile
territorial waters. Illogical to exclude when they
are likely to represent one of the main threats to
the region.
-Marine biodiversity best served by option 1one of last remaining unspoilt tropical island, reef
and deep sea ecosystems, and unparalleled
reference site for broad array of scientific
research, including understanding climate
change.
-Contribution to international commitments to
the environment.
-Biodiversity decline will be reduced.
-Until now region's fish stocks have been
exploited and fisheries poorly regulated,
drastically diminishing biomass in these waters.
-Shockingly high bycatch in BlOT- in official
report to tuna commission, UK reported that of
4084 fish caught on hooks, 48% were bycatch.
-Provide breeding grounds for migratory fish as

45. Chagos Environment Network (CEN). Simon
E Hughes, Secretary, Ground Floor Flat, 29
Champion Hill, SES SAL

Option 1

well as sedentary species. Would foster ocean
productivity.
-Aware of political and financial difficulties, but
believe these can be overcome.
-Correct to exclude Diego Garcia to allow military
to continue day to day operations as well as sport
fishing
-Go ahead now, without prejudice to outcome of
Chagos legal process; Chagossian resources will
not just be protected, but its biodiversity
strengthened, ensuring a healthy future.
-Chagossians can still be engaged in conservation
under UK-though conservation, UK can provide
education and employment opportunities
-Acknowledge Mauritius traditional rights- no
significant long term damage if continued under
strict control.
-Cost low and far outweighed by economic value
of reefs. Funding could be sought from other
sources if needed.
-8 benefits, though five would only be achieved
by option1:
-Preservation of globally important fully
functional ecosystem (1)
-Effective protection of global scientific reference
site(1)
-Opportunity to increase the effectiveness of
climate monitoring
-Opportunity to increase effectiveness of
marine/ocean monitoring (1)
-Contribution to food security and sustainable
livelihoods in the Indian Ocean (1)
-Significant contribution made by UK to meeting

Terrestrial work,
including island
restoration and
rem ova I of rats

46. Ralph Almond, Director General, Zoological
Society of London, enclosing paper by: Dr
Heather Koldewey, Dr Matthew Gollock, Dr
Simon Harding, David Curnick, Dr Alex Rogers
(all Zoological Society of London), Lucy Harrison
(IUCN Shark Specialist Group, Simon Fraser
University, Canada.

Option 1

global targets (1)
-Enhancement of survival of coral reefs
-Opportunity for scientific study of undisturbed
coral reefs
-Aware of views of Mauritius and some
Chagossian groups, but not disadvantageous to
have islands and their marine areas protected in
their entirety now, since arrangements could be
modified if circumstances changed.
-Western Indian Ocean has some of most
exploited, poorly understood and badly enforced
fisheries in the world.
-Current fisheries governance for tuna in the
Indian Ocean has legal and technical weaknesses.
-Bycatch from tuna fisheries in BlOT significant,
especially for sharks and rays, and almost
certainly having detrimental effect on pelagic
ecosystem.
-Low level of observer coverage means
independent verification of catches, including
bycatch, is patchy and poor, esp. for long line
fishery
-Closing Chagos to all fishing will provide safe
haven for tuna, billfish and sharks
-No-take marine reserve scientifically proven as a
means to benefit marine species and habitats
-Rare potential to provide uncontaminated
reference site for wide range of ecological studies
-Only a full 200 mile no-take reserve would fully
protect Chagos ecosystem, including open ocean
components
-Would represent 16% of world's fully protected
coral reef and 60% of no-take areas, which would

Important that

terrestrial measuresRamsar, I BAs remain in
place

47. Ali Hood, Director of Conservation, The
Shark Trust, Unit 4 Creykes Court, 5 Craigie
Drive, The Mil\fields, Plymouth PL1 3JB.

Option 1

48. Joshua S. Reichert, Managing Director, Pew
Environment Group, Philadelphia and.
Washington DC, USA

Option 1

help increase resilience of region to detrimental
effects of climate change on coral reefs.
-Can see no case where it would be
disadvantageous to Chagossians or Mauritians to
have full protection now- arrangements could
be modified later
-Will require robust enforcement.
-Sharks fulfil a key role in marine ecosystems, but
are highly vulnerable
-Shark finning banned, but enforcement remains
an issue. Prohibition of any fishing would make
enforcement easier.
-Maldives also offers protection, and their
proximity compounds the value of proposed BlOT
MPA by 'extending' the area of protection.
-Others will submit details on scientific
characteristics; they will address worldwide
meaning and significance of setting Chagos aside,
and flag the most important challenges.
-Very few sites of such size- relatively intact, not
subject to intensive use- available.
-Chagos would easily be the largest, increasing
world's no-take reserves by 73%. Would bring
total to 0.36% of world's oceans.
-Tuna overfished, or close to it. Unless
conservation measures increased soon, Indian
Ocean population will decline as elsewhere. Few
refuges exist.
-Do not know whether tuna stay in Chagos for
extended time, and whether it is a breeding
ground, but given possibilities, would be an
important contribution. Also for Sharks and rays
in bycatch.

49. Greenpeace UK, Canonbury Villas, Nl 2PN

Option 1

-Inshore fishery may be greatest single threat to
health of Chagos ecosystem. And under current
legislation it could legally increase. Fishery
managers say well below Maximum sustainable
yield, but not clear whether sufficient evidence.
-Relatively abundant waters of Chagos will
become increasingly attractive to illegal fishers.
Resources currently available would be sufficient
to police no-take area. Closure ofthe tuna fishery
will relieve BlOT of some responsibilities which
can be deployed in surveillance and
enforcement.
-Only a few distant water fishing fleets would be
disadvantaged, while millions of people would
benefit.
-Must be without prejudice to rights of
Chagossians or sovereignty claim of Mauritius.
Important rationale for full no-take MPA is to put
an immediate end to ongoing commercial
exploitation of disputed waters before resolution
of dispute.
-Nothing here to be taken as in any way
condoning existence of Diego Garcia military
base.
-Marine reserves single most powerful tool for
ocean conservation and may also bring fisheries
management benefits.
-Provide important scientific reference areas and
help build resilience in the face of climate change
and ocean acidification.
-Evidence shows increase in biomass, density of
plants and animals. Body size and species
density.

Diego Garcia base
should be abolished.
Establishment of MPA
to e without prejudice
to rights of
Chagossians or
sovereignty claim of
Mauritius. Should
make full amends for
wrong to Chagossians.

Unfair that waters of
Chagossians are
subject to present
degradation by
ongoing commercial
exploitation.
U pan return of
Chagossians,

-Benefits for fisheries enhanced yield in
adjacent grounds, reducing probability of overfishing, providing simple and effective
management regime.
-Commercial fishing degrading the marine
environment. Bycatch includes species at risk.
-Creation now need not be a barrier to some
modifications in managementin future. Zones
could be created within the larger reserve for
specific fishing activities.
-Step towards meeting international treaty
commitments.

-UK should at least match French commitment to
protect 20% of its territorial waters, half no-take
by 2020.
-Should work with other countries in the region
to incorporate in a regional network of marine
reserves.
-Need clear management plan and enforcement
measures.

50. Melanie Salmon, Director, Global Ocean, 11
Chalcot Road, NW18LH
(melaniesalmon@blueyonder.co.uk)- privately
financed marine conservation society

Option 1

51. Louise Heaps, Head of Marine, WWF-UK
(LHeaps@wwf.org.uk)

Option 1

-Endorses benefits on pll.
-Unique opportunity, worldwide attention
-Ocean protection needed- over fished. Losing
estimated 100 million sharks each year. Chagos
could become haven, as well as for rats and
mantas and other species.
-Global Ocean happy to assist in making this
concept a reality.
-Waters round Chagos richest marine ecosystem
under UK jurisdiction, home to enormous
diversity of marine life, including threatened
species.
-Currently less than 1% of world's oceans

Greenpeace would be
happy to engage with
them to develop smallscale, \ow-impact,
sustainable fishing,
while continuing to
ensure effective
protection of this
globally important
ecosystem.

protected from extractive uses. UK has made
commitments to deliver networks of MPA's. This
would be largest MPA in the world.
-Very few places in oceans that remain
unexploited. Sharks and rays and juvenile tuna
caught indiscriminately in many fisheries. 2010
paper by Koldeway eta/. indicates levels of
bycatch in BlOT unacceptable.
-Average 1200 tonnes of sharks landed each year
since 2002 (Roberts, 2007).
-MPA's important tools; size of this one would
allow marine life to thrive, recover, replenish on
a scale significant enough to assure long term
benefits to region's ecosystems. Sanctuary.
-Reference site forfuture scientific research and
study, for coral science, climate monitoring of
atmospheric gases and ocean acidity, as well as
understanding of changes to the ocean caused by
pollution and over-exploitation offisheries.
-If commercial fishing to be considered in the
future will need to enforce stringent monitoring
control and enforcement measures to ensure
fishing levels are sustainable and to measure and
minimise the level of bycatch. Future fisheries
should be encouraged to seek Marine
Stewardship Council certification towards
internationally recognised levels of sustainability.
-Aware of Chagossian challenge, but area needs
conservation now and th.,s will be beneficial
under all future scenarios. WWF-UI< works with
local fishers worldwide to seek more sustainable
solutions to catching fish.
-Designate as full no-take, without prejudice to

52. William Marsden
(chagostrust@hotmail.co.uk)- 2'' comment.

Criticism of Royal
Holloway Conference
report

53. David Obura and Melita Samoilys, CORDIO
East Africa, #9 Kibaki Flats, Kenyatta Beach, PO
Box 10135, Mombasa 80101, Kenya -regional
research organisation, working on western
Indian Ocean and South
Asia.( do bura @cordioea.org)

Option 1

54. Robert Conway, Chair, Blue Ventures
Conservation (rob@blueventures.org)

Retract letter of Tara
Hooper.

outcome of legal process. Arrangements should
be modified if change in circumstances of access
by Chagossian groups, with a focus on ensuring
long term sustainability.
-Report lacking in integrity. Because of weather
many participants could not attend, contributions
unbalanced. No meaningful conclusions.
-Not the case that a conclusion was reached that
none of the consultation document options was
appropriate.
-Only 'conclusions' agreed were that there is a
need to establish a marine protected area, and
that the whole meeting could not agree on one
of the three options in the consultation
document.
-Region of high diversity- key stepping stone in
conveyor belt of species across the Indian Ocean.
-Most coral reefs in western Indian Ocean
degrading rapidly due to unsustainable and
destructive fishing. Chagos contains reefs that
are virtually unexploited, and so serves as a
unique reference site for scientific research on
those complex ecosystems and understand
impacts of climate change.
-Extent of connectivity to west, as far as east
African coast, not yet known, but expect in next
10 years research will demonstrate and help
quantify the contribution of protection now while
ecosystems are in an excellent state.
-For fisheries including migratory stocks the need
for protected core regions now well established.
-Trustees have not been able to agree on this
topic, so take the letter from Alisdair Harris as

55. Michael Jasny, Natural Resources Defense
Council, 4479 W.51h Avenue, Vancouver, BC
V6R1S4 (mjasny@nrdc.org)

Option 1

56. Greg Stone, Conservation International,
2011 Crystal Drive, Suite 500, Arlington,
Virginia, 22202, USA
(g.stone@conservation.org)

Option 1, but (like
IUCN) recognizes
essential involvement
of all relevant
stakeholders in the
consultation and
considers it essential
that outcome is
reached through
agreement with all
stakeholders.

57. Nadia Ounais, President, European Union of
Aquarium Curators

Option 1

the view of Blue Ventures.
the soundest basis for conservation
~Concern about exclusion of Diego Garcia. None
of the Navy's activities there have undergone
environmental analysis required under US
statutes, even though training exercises using
ordnance or active sonar have potential to harm
marine mammals and other wildlife.
~FCO should establish a mechanism to monitor
and regulate.
~Support for engagement with Chagossians; MPA
should be established 'without prejudice to
outcome of the present legal challenge, and
should be modified in future if circumstances
change.
~Full protection preferable as it will realise
greater conservation benefits which will sustain
and build over time.
~Proposed MPA is a unique opportunity to extend
highest forms of protection to significant part of
the Indian Ocean.
~Provides

~Losses

from over~exploitation: can contribute to
future of marine life. Opportunity to show
leadership.
~ Significant long term benefits to coastal
communities around Indian Ocean, and
sustainability of ocean.
~Reference site for global science.

Takes no view on
UK/Mauritius
sovereignty
differences, and
expects that before
any decision made all
concerned parties will
have been properly
consulted and views
duly considered.

58. Joanna Butler, Wildlife and Countryside
Link, 89 Albert Embankment, London SE1 7TP
(representing Amphibian and Reptile
Conservation Trust; Buglife; The Mammal
Society; Marine Conservation Society; RSPB;
Shark Trust; The Wildlife Trusts; Whale and
Dolphin Conservation Society; WWF-UK.
(JoannaC@wcLorg.uk)

Option 1

59. Peter Richardson, for Marine Conservation
Society, Unit 3, Wolf Business Park, Alton Road,
Ross on Wye (peter.richardson@mcsuk.org)

Option 1

-Larger the area more habitat types covered
smaller effect from external factors.
-Costs- small price to pay
-Tuna fishing should be banned: tuna stocks
declining, and massive bycatch contributing to
decline in other stocks: no benefit beyond small
financial income.
-Real and lasting benefit.
-Only option to provide full protection.
-Would bring significant gains for global and UK
targets and establish UK as world leader in
marine conservation.

-Would allow marine life to thrive and recover, in
particular tuna and pelagic shark species
-Reference site for future scientific research and
study.
-Stopping tuna fishing would help preserve
species currently over-exploited, but also halt
wasteful bycatch, which involves well over
100,000 non-targeted fish each year from Chagos
waters alone.
-Bigger zone would cover more habitat types and
minimise effects and impact of external factors,
such as fishing.
-Aware of Chagossian legal actions. But Chagos
needs conservation protection now, which would
be beneficial to all future scenarios.
Designate without prejudice; can be modified if
necessary in the light of changed circumstances.
-Member of CEN and stands by their submission
-Additional point that need to ensure sufficient
resources to manage, monitor and enforce, so
not just a paper park with regional fishers free to

come and exploit.
-More investment needed than envisaged in
consultation document, to ensure it is regularly
and effectively patrolled and that frequent
ecological monitoring is carried out.-

60. Alistair Gammell, 23 The Avenue, Sandy,
Bedfordshire, SG19 1ER (Pew Environment
Group)

Option 1

-If correctly designed such monitoring could be
instrumental in providing necessarv scientific
data to inform some future sustainable use in the
event of resettlement.
-While UK retains control has direct responsibility
to ensure globally significant biodiversity is
adequately protected for current and future
generations.
-Almost evervone supports MPA, mainly option
1. Only disagreements relate to amount of fishing
that should be permitted and the question of
Chagossian return.
-Pippa Gravestock work on environmental
economics of Chagos; this demonstrated option 1
would maximise value for tourism, shoreline
protection, scientific value, support for south
west Indian Ocean fisheries, reef recoverv and
other non-use values. 41h option worst.
-No data to suggest migratorv tuna would not
benefit- not enough on its own, but still an
important part to play.
-Current reliance on IOTC policy mechanisms
inadequate; quantitative data limited and low
levels of compliance. Yellowfin close to or
possibly entered overfished state, while pressure
on bigeye stock is too high.
-Need better regulation and no-take zones;
declaration of Chagos would send powerful signal

that UK serious about sustainability.
-Incidental effect of piracy off Somali coast has
increased quality and quantity of migratory and
resident species off Kenya coast- not definitive,
but do suggest potential beneficial effect on
neighbouring sea areas.
-Size of reserve matters- larger area will protect
larger fraction of population.
-Invaluable reference point for global science.
-Aware of Chagossian campaign, primarily a
social question, but if a decision made to permit
their return clear that adjustments would have to
be made.
-But cost of that return and comparatively short
period before sea level rise will require their
evacuation, wonder whether they, justice and
the public purse would be better served working
to find them a permanent home immediately.
-Look at costs as legacy for tomorrow's
generations. Sma II price to pay.
-Tuna fishing and fishing of reef fish by Mauritius
should be banned- damages stocks and the reef
itself.
Chagossian Groups
1. Richard Gifford, Clifford Chance, 10 Upper
Bath Street, E14 SJJ. Represents Chagos
Refugees Group

Oppose

-Unilateral establishment: what powers will FCO
use?
-Very limited fishing anyway, so limited
environmental benefit from a ban.
-Could have significant consequences for
Chagossians. Resettled population could be
employed in surveillance. What effect on

2. Janette Esparon, Chagos Social Committee
(Seychelles) (lewisesparon@ btinternet.com)

Premature; this
particular MPA should
be abandoned

Chagossian community?
-Should not be possible to use MPA as a way of
entrenching no right of abode.
-Inconsistent, as far as concerns fishing, with the
law of the sea (UNCLOS)
-No provision for preserving the livelihood of
Chagossians and no proposal to protect historic
right to share in the resources of homeland. Notake option would directly violate this right.
-No proposal to ensure the MPA is properly
enforced, done in other MPA's by resident
population- this alone should cause the Policy of
Exile to be abandoned.
-No proposal to engage support of neighbouring
states (Seychelles and Mauritius)-- only MPA to
be declared unilaterally
-Concerns about US vessel associated with
nuclear contamination in an MPA in Sardinia is to
be sent to BlOT. Seriously derogate from idea of
'pristine' and needs to be resisted if MPA
proposal seriously intended.
-No published data on radionuclide
contamination in BlOT- should be full and
adequate period for monitoring.
-Concern about use of sonar communication,

danger to cetaceans.
-No reason why respect for human rights of
Chagossians to live and work in their homeland
cannot go hand in hand with sensible
conservation measures.

-Proposal gives only limited choices and right to
return has not been addressed, given pending
outcome of ECtHR. Premature to come up with

3. Hengride Perma\, Chairperson of Chagos
Island Community Association, plus petition
signed by 72 people.

Opposed to plan

such a plan.
-Strongly believe Chagossians would be best
protector of local environment in monitoring and
enforcement of marine protection as well as the
ecosystem of the Chagos Archipelago.
-MPA will not prevent Chagossians who return to
islands from pursuing traditional way of life;Jocal
fishing will be only form of economic activity
available.
-This particular MPA should be abandoned. Any
future plans should be made in detailed
consultations with the Chagossians and all parties
concerned, bearing in mind that Chagossians
should be properly represented in view of
legality, implications and language barrier that
any such proposals will involve.
-Chagos islanders not consulted and received no
notification about future of our islands
-Believe saving marine life more important than
Jives of Chagossians, many of whom have died as
a result of great sadness, appalling conditions in
Mauritius, no jobs and families forcibly divided
-FCO wants to make money out of our islands
and turn them into an MPA.
-Chagossians believe we have the right to return
back to our homeland and will never give up this
right. We have the right to decide its future and
that it should become a protected area for
Chag 0 ssian people where we can live in peace
with ourfamilies.
-Huge US military base on Diego Garcia that has
destroyed most of its habitat and has been used
to attack Iraq and other countries is certainly not

4. Fernand Mandarin, Chagossian Social
Committee, 108 Cassis Road, Port Louis,

Chagossian treatment

Mauritius

5. Peter Harris (peter@peterharris.com)
enclosing letter from Roch Eve nor and Marcus
Booth, Chair and Vice Chair of the UK Chagos
Support Association

Fourth Option

protecting the global environment.
-When we farmed the land and fished the sea
there was a perfect balance of nature. We have
the right to return to our islands and intend to do
so.
-We do not wish to have a MPA that will stop us
being able to eat and live so that some monopoly
can make huge profits from rich tourists out of
one of the world's largest marine reserves.
-Enclose petition from those who oppose plan
and are insisting we are consulted about the
future of our islands and not ignored as you
chose to do. As original inhabitants believe we
must have the final say about the future of our
homeland.
-Not for or against as project- you have project
for nature to please the world.
-We are forced to destroy our culture, our
tradition, even separation of our dead
forefathers did not have a price. All that
displeasure to please the world.
-Chagossians should be fully and meaningfully
involved with the design, implementation,
operation and management and monitoring of an
MPA.
-Without that effectiveness, legitimacy and
potentially longevity of environmental protection
regime would be jeopardised.
-Responsiveness such as seen here has rarely
been mirrored in relationship between
government and those advocating return of
Chagossians. Hope MPA discussions will herald a
new era of openness.

-Stipulation(p7) that 2004 legal framework will
take precedence over implementation of future
MPA has been unhelpful, and prevented
supporters of Chagossian right of return being
able to fully participate in consultation process,
as we believe that environmental protection best
served by resettlement.
-If Chagossians do have their right restored in
ECtHR, MPA regime could pose significant
barriers to their return, even if not of a legal
nature. Should take account of right of return
from inception; much preferable to revising at a
later date.
-ECTHR and MPA intimately linked. Resist
attempts to discuss future of Chagos in a way
that excludes consideration of Chagossian rights.
-Urge UK government to agree a friendly
settlement that integrates environmental
protection and broader political solution. Entirely
within government's power to do so.
-Regret that some organisations have treated this
as a simple referendum rather than an open
discussion about what an MPA should look like.
-Where members ofthe public have been made
aware of the full facts their enthusiasm for
Chagossians' right of return has been invariable
and overwhelming. Draw attention to Marine
Education Trust petition, which has support of
wide range.
-Strongly support the principle of protecting the
marine environment and recognise an MPA could
help in achieving this goal, but concerns about
options and how an MPA should form part of an

integrated plan for future of BlOT. Option 1
would be damaging to Chagossian prospects of
return, removing possibility of sustainable
fishing. Needs to be allowed, explicitly from the
outset in the MPA itself.
-Wrong and unrealistic to presume against
Chagossians ever winning right to return. MPA's
supposed to enjoy permanency, and would be
undermined if it were adopted with express
intention of revising.
-Environmental protection and human rights
must go hand in hand.
Fishing Interests

1. Jose Angel Angelo, Managing Director,
ANABAC (association of tuna fishing
companies, 18 vessels, major fleet in Indian
Ocean, in Chagos/BIOT for more than 10 years)
(juan pablo @ana bac.o rg)

Support actions
towards healthier,
more productive
ecosystems that might
ensure sustainability
and durability of
resources; must be

based on sound
knowledge and
scientific background,
assessing implications
and consequences.
Believe proposal lacks
sufficient scientific
basis. Need to modify
-do not oppose a
marine protection
area, but should not

-Their fleet modern, transparent, highly
monitored and compliant; operates underEU
standards on data provision, sustainability and
management.
-Trouble free relationship with authorities, fully
respect license conditions.
-Fishing season short and time focused around
end of year/January.
-Their catch dominated by adult sexually mature
section of population, levels of by-catch nearly
non-existent.
- MPA has deep potential implications, especially
because of difficult situation in Indian Ocean
because of piracy, happening all over, in EEZs of
Seychelles, Kenya, Tanzania. Pushed their fleet
further east in search of safer fishing.
-Benthic and reef ecosystems and bird
communities are key elements identified for

have restrictions in
relation to pelagic
fishing of highly
migratory species.
Support Option 2
modified.

2. Michael Goujon, Director of Orthongel,
organisation of producers of frozen tuna,
representing all French tropical tuna purseseine shipowners, llbis rue des Sardiniers,
29900 Concarneau, France
(orthongel @orthonge \. fr)

Welcome MPA for

protection, but level of interaction of pelagic
fisheries with these is nil, at least as far as
concerns purse seine fishing for tropical tuna.
-While a no take approach would benefit the rich
sea bottom, reef communities and bird
populations, it would not add benefit to the
management of tropical tuna, managed at
population level by lOTC, and highly migratoryno 'local' Chagos population.
-Already well controlled and managed, with
information collected on a systematic basis. No
take policy would redirect, not reduce overall,
perhaps to area where such healthy practice is
not maintained.
-Licensing of tuna fleet brings economic
resources to reinforce and ensure proper
management.
-Specifically re pll benefits, studies have shown
that fixed MPA's may not be best tool for
managing migratory species; and running costs
for patrolling a no-take zone would increase.
-Their tuna fishing fleet provides key elements of
value which should not be disregarded.
-Responsible fishermen, concerned with health of

conservation of coral

marine ecosystems.

reef, island
ecosystems and
biodiversity. Option 3,
or 2 modified to allow
purse seining outside a
no-take zone of 24nm
from nearest point of
land (as for the MPA

-Want to preserve possibility to follow tuna in the
Chagos area.
-Closure should address conservation problems
specific to pelagic ecosystems or management
issues identified by relevant fisheries
management authorities, here the lOTC
-Purse seining quite selective, esp. in Chagos
area. Only target large mature yellowfin tuna in

3. lmanol Loinaz, Fleet Director, for lnteratun
Ltd (Seychelles) (iloinaz@albacora.es). Purse
seine vessel fishing co; response represents
agreed views of their fishing experts; and
similarly for Albacora, a purse seine vessel
fishing and canning company, active in the
Indian Ocean since mid 1980s.

of the French Overseas
Territories)

free schools. No incidental catch, very small
bycatch, no discard, no impact on ocean floor,
especially on coral reefs. Do not sail close to
shore and follow international recommendations
on waste management.
-Following conclusions of IOTC scientific
committee, consider MPA not an appropriate
tool for conservation of tuna, which are highly
migratory.
-Would not conserve tuna populations, but
would prevent fleets following in
December/January; one ofthe few remaining
areas where they would not be under threat of
Somali pirates.
-Not a particular or exclusive area for spawning.
Observer programmes show Chagos not area
where bycatch or incidental catch is significant
for any species.
-Do not understand cost analysis. Whatever
option, control of MPA will require close
monitoring and surveillance of illegal activities.
Presence of their vessels can help detection.
-Harmonisation of marine protection measures
around the Indian Ocean islands would make
sense and contribute to easier compliance for
fishermen.

MPA could be positive
for the protection of

-Reef ecosystems and bird populations key
elements to be protected.
-Tuna fisheries have no interaction with the
bottom ecosystem and no impact on reef
communities.
-Including pelagic species within MPA framework
would not contribute benefits to these open

sensitive reef
ecosystems but do not
believe it would have
benefits on pelagic
resources.

Current management
systems applied to
control tuna fishing in
Chagos archipelago is
the best warranty to
protect the
environment.

Option 3

4. Dr CC Mees, Development Director, MRAG,
18 Queen Street, London WlJ SPN. (57 page
submission)- experience of fisheries research
and management, including BlOT and declares
an interest)

Support 'zoned use
MPA' (networked
approach) which still
allows declaration of
the whole BlOT FCMZ
as an MPA. Zoned use
framework will be
necessary to permit
military use of the
lagoon of Diego
Garcia, and any other
uses that may be
considered in future,
such as tourism,
visiting yachts, vessels
transiting the zone,
scientific surveys etc.
Consider inshore (reef)
and offshore areas
with different
requirements.
Contribute to IOTC
quota allocation
debate, which will

ocean resources due to uncertainty of their time
and geographic patterns and lack of area fidelity.
-Scientific information collected by observers and
logbooks of this fleet are of great value and
important source of information on pelagic
populations migrating through the area.
-No take policy would have socioeconomic
impacts as activities related to tropical tuna fleet
are an important source of activities.
-MPA useful management tool where benefits
can be demonstrated: Demersal habitats to
200nm zone, resident reeffish, but not so for
highly migratory pelagic tuna fisheries.
-Environmental benefits of declaring a no-take
zone can be demonstrated, but may be social and
political costs related to Mauritius.
-Differing views in the literature, but general
agreement that combination of spatia-temporal
closures in conjunction with other management
controls (species targeted gear restrictions, catch
controls) might be preferable to fixed MPA's for
pelagic species.
-Given early stage of research into pelagic MPA's
and differing opinions in the literature, best that
can be said is that conservation benefits of a BlOT
MPA for pelagic species are uncertain, but social,
economic and political costs can be
demonstrated.
-Highly migratory fish stocks cannot be managed
at national level but require international cooperation- IOTC. Exploring management options
to conserve tuna and moving towards quota
allocation- likely to be sensitive and difficult and

create options (eg,
take but not use any
quota, or trade it with
other nations)

may take time. As tuna management body in the
region, justification for use, timing and location
of any closure of the tuna fishery as an additional
management measure should come from IOTC
and its members.
-For vulnerable inshore reef areas and demersal
habitats to 200nm, strong environmental
conservation argument for no-take zone, though
to address social dimension (returning I lois,
Mauritian historical fishing rights) zoned use may
be appropriate. Already sustainably managed.
-For pelagic tuna, given balance of costs and ·
benefits and the potential lack of environmental
benefits, recommend continuing permitted
zoned use (licensed fishing activity)until such
time as there is significant change in the regional
management strategy (eg, quota allocation)
-Environmental Factors-Conservation benefits of MPA's for resident reef
fish demonstrated in numerous situations
-Currently no specific evidence for spillover
benefits through larval connectivity, but if they
do occur full no take protection will maintain
their capacity to reseed reefs elsewhere in the
Indian Ocean, though will not greatly increase
benefits as BlOT reefs already in near pristine
condition.
-No evidence that no-take M PA will provide
conservation benefits to target tuna species, and
potential negative effects due to displacement to
areas where weaker management is in place. Not
expected to result in reduced fishing or catches.
-Area too small for MPA-style measure to be

effective; proportion of catch from BlOT is on
average less than a quarter of all catches taken in
the Indian Ocean at that time. Longline tuna also
takes some bycatch (incl. blue shark) but these
are also migratory. New shark legislation was
introduced in BlOT in 2006.
-Pelagic tuna fishery has negligible impact on
other species (no interaction with demersal
habitats or birds or marine mammals, and
negligible with turtles).
-Socio-economic factors-No take zone brings increased risk of illegal,
unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing, thus
requiring additional surveillance. Remote sensing
techniques only effective where imagery
accessible in real time and used in combination
with physical patrols.
-Data reported to IOTC will be less well regulated
and ability to enforce IOTC resolutions
diminished
-Loss of revenue from licensed fishing will not be
compensated by selling other ecosystem services
at least short-term
-Operational efficiency of fishing fleets and
processing facilities they supply will be affected
due to altered fishing patterns and supply.
-Combined impact of piracy in the Western
Indian Ocean and closure of BlOT are likely to
have significant economic impact throughout the
fishing fleets and the region. Limits the potential
of fishing fleets to adapt to the threat of piracy.
-In the face of global food shortages sustainably
managed exploitation of natural resources should

5. Juan Pedro Monteagudo for OPAGAC,
C/Ayala 54,28001 Madrid. (opagac@arrakis.es)
-an association of purse seine vessel owners,

present in Indian Ocean since 1980s

MPA could benefit
sensitive reef

ecosystems and bird
populations, but
would not have
benefits on pelagic
resources.
Option 3

be permitted to continue.
-Political factors-Mauritian historical fishing rights
-Return of Ilois- most likely to fish vulnerable
reef fish
-EU fishing activities
-Purse seine pelagic fisheries highly and
appropriately monitored and controlled, pose no
threat to bottom ecosystems or bird populations.
-Scientific information collected by BlOT
observers and logbooks of this fleet are of great
value and an important source of information on
pelagic populations migrating through the area.
-MPA applying only to vulnerable reef systems
would not have socio-economic impacts as no
communities depend on any sea bottom
associated fisheries.
-Activities related to the tropical tuna fleet are an
important source of activities in the Indian Ocean
region.

6. Minoru Honda, Managing Director, Japan Far
Seas Purse Seine Fishing Association
(japan@ kaimaki.o r.jp)

Option 3

-Current management system applied by BlOT
authorities is best warranty to protect the
environment.
-Tuna stocks of Indian Ocean under control of
IOTC and its abundance assessed by IOTC
scientific committee
-Species migratory, so protecting in a limited area
not really effective.
-Income may not cover costs, but better than
nothing.
-Catching conditions vary year by year, and
fishing opportunities of highly migratory species
should be retained for future generations.

More proactive role of
BlOT authorities in
identifying and
reporting IUU activities
will be welcomed.

-See benefit of MPA to protect vulnerable reef
system for future expansion of tourism.
-See Law of the Sea Article 62.2
Yachts
1. Heinz Kluge and Patricia Byland
(papagenacat@yahoo.com)

2. CD Power, RCC Pilotage Foundation,
Swan more Lodge, Swanmore, Hampshire S032
2QN (produces guides for cruising yachts and
small craft)

Is it necessary?

-

Option 1

-Do not forget natural hazards- storms etc can
cause havoc.
-How much more is justified or possible? Already
has environmental protection and clear rules.
-But should discontinue commercial fishing: have
a safe zone for fish to breed and recover.
-Will be of international importance.
-Should remain open to visitors arriving by
private boat: important stopping point in AfricaAsia route. Allow limited ship-based tourism
(northern atolls).
-Diego Garcia different: even if lease not
extended, facilities are useful.
-So much of the ocean being over-fished for
pelagic fish, especially tuna.
-All benefits listed are likely to be realised

International
community should
contribute to cost.
Need satellite imagery
for supervision; and
?mobile ranger
stations, to patrol
against a range of
dangers, including
piracy.

-No restrictions
mentioned for small
group oftransiting
yachtsmen. They visit
Salamon and Banios,
and anchoring areas
which are not well
thought out. Some
have used as long term
anchorages. Generally
behaved well, but
Foundation would be
happy to support a
time limit, so no semi-

permanent yacht
population becomes
established, but would
resist their exclusion.
3. Gus Lewis, Legal and Government Affairs
Manager, RYA (gus.lewis@rya.org.uk)national body for recreational and competitive
boating.

Supports MPA to the
extent of no-take zone
around the islands

4. Humphrey Jones, yachtsman
(VK3075@sa ilmail.com)

Could not support if it
prohibited visits from
yachts or further
restrictions on
presently permitted

activities.

5. Harald Sam mer, Am Eschenhorst 10, D61381 Friedrichsdorf, Germany (Yacht
Taniwani)

Variant of Option 3,
for specific areas only,
to allow yacht cruisers
to continue.

-Recreational yachtsmen increasingly taking a
more southerly route across Indian Ocean to
avoid known activities of pirates. BlOT a valuable
safe haven.
-MPA should therefore not interfere with rights
of navigation and innocent passage, and should
not preclude yachtsmen seeking refuge from
adverse weather conditions or other perils of the
sea.
-How will it affect visiting yachts, including their
tightly defined mooring areas and noncommercial fishing with hook and line?
-What are we protecting it from? Can't be various
effects related to climate change. Fishing? But
very few Mauritian hand line dory fishing, and
tuna fishery is targeting migrating fish and you
never see these vessels near the islands. Impact
is from illegal (Sri Lankan) sea slug and shark fin
fishery, currently stopped because of vigorous
pursuit by patrol vessel. Yachts?- But very few
and cannot have much impact.
-Cannot see it would make much difference to
declare MPA. Big issue is Diego Garcia, which
would rightly be exempt.
-Not really clear what changes from existing
-Hard to see practicality of complete no-take if
Chagos community returns
-Beyond his knowledge to say whether limited
commercial use is a problem.

Time better spent deratting the islands

Restrict anchoring
areas in shallower
parts and be more
generous in allowing
anchoring in depths

6. Richard and Kathryn Cottier, 48 York Way,
Fort George, StPeter Port, Guernsey, Cl GY12sY
( M RCU l@sa ilma il.com)

Support no-take for
commercial fishing
only, and no seasonal
zone, though this
could be reviewed
after some time.

--'-

7. Bill Mclaren, Commodore, Ocean Cruising
Club (commodore@oceancruisingclub.org)

Option 2, with
exemption for visiting
yachts to fish by hand
line for immediate
personal consumption.

-Limited amount of visitors seems OK
-Archipelago large enough to allow some zones
of limited protection without destroying
important scientific reference parameters
-No mention of yachts. Their environmental
impact has been minimal. Fishing limited by BlOT
regulations, and their yacht presence used to
monitor and report on infractions to the existing
regulations. Can pick up rubbish, while disposing
properly oftheir own.
-Presence of commercial vessels fraught with
problems; if not being monitored at particular
time no incentive to adhere to principles of
environmental protection. Could be improved by
smaller, faster patrol boats.
-Visiting yachts pay for permits to visit the area£100 per month per yacht.
-Rights of long distance cruising sailors should be
recognised and protected. Piracy in the Somali
basin has affected their choice of routes.
-If an MPA meant they were denied access to
shelter offered by Chagos islands, they would
have longer and riskier period at sea (having to
continue to Reunion)
-Sees the need for increased environmental
protection, but not change to existing
arrangements for cruising sailors.

-Support option 1 or 2 with possible exemption
for yachts to fish under license by hand line for
personal consumption. Would not press for it if
prejudiced the whole concept, but could be
adjunct to option 2.
-Support tightening of controls to ensure it is

deeper than 25m to
avoid accidental
destruction of coral
due to anchoring.
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8. Phil and Kay Atkinson, c/o Yacht Haven
Marina, Phuket, Thailand
(svtramontana@yahoo.com)

Not in favour, but if
had to choose one
would favour seasonal
pelagic take zone,
reviewed when time
has elapsed to observe
fish numbers.

9. Peter Bouquet, owner of Musichana
(pete.bouquet@gmail.com)

At least postpone until
after ECtHR.

transitory population
-Not wholly convinced that significant
conservation benefits will come from more
restrictive regime; not convinced by climate
change arguments, scientific case needs to be
argued in more detail, and generally think more
references are needed to support claimed
benefits.
-For yachts, regulations already in place,
including for fishing licenses, are adequate in
ensuring Archipelago remains pristine and
ensuring fish life is not depleted
-Visited in 2009, after 5 year absence observed
more fish life than before, sea water still pristine
and no signs of pollution
-Would cause hardship to fishermen of Sri Lanka,
Maldives and Mauritius and encourage more
illegal fishing.
-As long as have licenses and patrol boat feel
stocks should remain plentiful. Should have
scientific study to determine if stocks are being
depleted before closing off fishing grounds.
~Creating a reserve could encourage eco-tourism,
which can have devastating [negative] effects
-Complete anomaly to have very strategic and
important military base situated right in the
centre of a marine reserve.
-If Diego Garcia is exempt, so should be the two
atolls which yachts use. (Saloman and Peros
Banhos)
-Current proposals wrong as do not properly take
account of exiled Chagossians or of US base on
Diego Garcia.

10. Claire Jones, Yacht Brumbey, Salomon Atoll
(VK3075@sailmail.com)

None of the optionsnot clear what will
happen to yachts

British MPs, Peers and Councillors

1. Jeff Ennis MP (Barnsley East and
Mexborough) on behalf of Chagos Environment
Network.
2. Coucillor Philip Booth, Stroud District
Counsillor for the Randwick, Whiteshill and
Ruscombe Ward; 2 The Laurels, Bread Street,
Ruscombe, Stroud, Gloucester GL6 6EL
(Philip.booth2@virgin.net)

-No decision should be taken until have properly
addressed return of Chagossians- responsibility
of UK government, do not have to wait for ECtHR,
but any decision should at least be postponed
until they have ruled.
-Favour full protection as regards commercial
vessels. Will catch elsewhere, but infringements
will stop. Yachts only catch for consumption.
-Mauritian rights to fish on the reef- cannot be
taken away and would open up simmering issues
of ownership.
-Less than 0.1% of atolls available to yachts,
chosen in consultation with environment adviser
in 2007
-Should not try to ban public access
-Seychelles was an alternative destination but
piracy now a threat.
-Reef fish making a comeback since 1998
warming. And tsunami and patrol vessel have
reduced illegal shark fishing.
.

Option 1

-Islands need conservation now, regardless of
outcome on resettlement.

Needs to involve
Chagossian
resettlement

- Chagos islanders have been thwarted for 40
years in their hopes of returning home.
-While recently dismissed on legal grounds,
political possibilities remain open for a return to
become possible. A recent study found that a
small number of islanders want to return
permanently. A study by John Howell, former

director of 001 suggested no physical, economic
or environmental reasons to prevent

resettlement on Peros Bahos and Salomon. He
suggested about 150 families, fewer than 1000
people, and less than a quarter of those entitled
to go back would want to return. Eco-tourism
and fish exports could provide jobs and income.
Total cost to the UK about £25m.
-This MPA must ensure an opportunity for those
families to implement and secure the MPA.
-However, serious consideration is needed

3. Baroness Fookes of Plymouth DBE DL, House
of Lords (passed on by Alastair Gammell, Pew
Environment Group, to whom this is a letter)
(agammell@pewenvironment.org.uk)
4. Lord Tebbit CH (letter to Gammell, passed on
by him)

Option 1

Option 1

5. Baroness Nicholson ofWinterbourne, MEP
(letter to Gammell, passed on by him)

Option 1

6. Paul Rowen, MP for Rochdale, HoC

Option 1

regarding a complete fishing ban, as this would
make resettlement very difficult.
-There should be limited fishing rights for
Chagossian people.
-Threat to coral reefs and need to protect as far
as possible.

-Subject only to measures to ensure short-term
economic cost not borne by islanders, but by the
wider world community, which is the beneficiary
-Best way forward. Keen on UK establishing its
credentials as a supporter of conservation on
land and sea.
-Benefit humanity and position UK as a leader in
global ocean conservation

-Important UK delivers on its international
biodiversity obligations and demonstrates
commitment to marine conservation.

7. Lord Mackay of Clashfern

Option 1

-Safeguard a largely undisturbed refuge for
marine life
-Only effective protection for this invaluable

(MACKAYJP@parliament .uk)
8. The Rt. Hon. Lord Maclennan of Rogart,
House of Lords

Option 1

9. ian Stewart, MP for Eccles, House of

Support MPA

Commons

10. Jeremy Corbin M P, Chair, APPG Chagos
Islands (43 Parliamentarians)

Support MPA provided
interests of
Chagossians and
Mauritius are
safeguarded; 4''
option, which allows
for limited sustainable
utilisation of natural
resources through
zoning or other
means.

asset.
-To preserve the world's largest surviving coral
atoll and some of the cleanest seawater found
anywhere
-Number of representations from constituents
-Important contribution to UK international
conservation commitments
-Would provide important global reference site
for issues such as climate change, sea level rise,
coral deaths, fish stock decline
-Food security and livelihoods throughout Indian
Ocean can also be enhanced by aiding in recovery
of drastically reduced food stocks
-MPA must make provision for resettlement and
ultimate transfer of sovereignty to Mauritius.
-Option 1 not suitable because in early stages of
resettlement fishing would be vital to its success
-Chagossians obvious guardians- without local
people unlikely British Government would have
the resources properly to enforce.
-No point declaring an MPA unless full
international agreement, which requires cooperation with Chagossians and Mauritius.
-Needs to be legitimate under international law
and workable. Legitimacy if declared without
agreement of neighbouring states? UNCLOS
requires preservation of traditional fishing of
local inhabitants.
-At 7 January Royal Holloway workshop said that
as number of Chagossians wishing to return is
likely to be small, no conflict with marine
conservation; local people can enhance
preservation of environment.

Should have
independent study on
the number of
Chagossians who
would wish to resettle
and practicalities of
resettlement. Should
be done before MPA is
declared.

11. Barry Gardiner, MP for Brent North

Option 1

-Full no take crucial to protect marine life; would
add to survival of coral reefs; lessen regional loss
of biodiversity and boost protein productivity,
helping replenish populations depleted
elsewhere in the Indian Ocean.
-Act as a control for climate change studies
-Scientific benefit- we have limited time to
understand how a pristine natural tropical reef
system behaves.
-Protection of BlOT crucial in reef protection and
ecosystem-based management approaches.
-Chagos sits on southern equatorial current, and
plays essential role in restocking fisheries and
reefs of Seychelles and Mauritius
-Cost extremely small compared to benefits
-Contribution to globally agreed environmental
targets.

12. Peter Bottomley MP

Option 1

-Would create area where marine life would
thrive and recover, benefitting all humanity and
putting UK in position as a leader in global ocean
conservation.

13. Clive Efford MP (Eitham)

Option 1

-Protect pure, unpolluted water; benefit to
people round the Indian Ocean
-Whatever happens to Chagossians, CEN believe
Chagos needs conservation now- will be
beneficial to everyone, and can modify if
necessary in light of circumstances
-Global scientific research
-Deep ocean waters hold exceptional diversity of
geological features
-Helps meet UK international commitments
-Conservation legacy almost unrivalled

US military monitoring
at Diego Garcia should
focus on the location
of fisheries, which
would reduce number
of incursions of fishing
boats and cut costs of
policing.
A camera (similar to
National Geographic's
Wild cam of the Belize
Reef) could be
installed to enable
wider population to
experience and
understand its
environmental
importance.

Representatives of other Governments

1. Rafe Boulon, US Virgin Islands National
Park/Coral Reef National Monument, 1300 Cruz
Bay Creek, St. John, VI00830
(Rafe_boulon@nps.gov)

Option 1

2. Thomas Kelly, Virgin Islands National
Park/Coral Reef NM, 1300 Cruz Bay Creek, St
John, US Virgin Islands 00830
(Thomas _kelly@nps.gov)

Option 1

3. Phillippe G Bush, Secretary, for Don Foster,
Chairman, Marine Conservation Board,
Administrative Office, Department of
Environment, P.O. Box 486GT, Grand Cayman,
Cayman Islands (phillippe.bush@gov.ky)
4. Jeff Laitila, US Navy (JeffreyLaitila@ navfacfe. navy .mil)

Option 1

-

-In US Virgin Islands have established several notake MPA's and monitoring is showing that fish
stocks are improving and fishermen in
surrounding areas benefitting from enhanced
catches and have become supportive.
-These areas also serve as important sources of
larvae for corals and other reef forming
ecosystems.
-Best thing we can do for coral reef ecosystems is
to leave them alone.
-Keenly aware of fragility of precious island
habitats.
-Must seek to protect and preserve for future
generations.
-Especially poignant at this time of climate
change, economic crisis and paradigm shift in
energy resources.
-Globally there have been enough ineffective half
measures implemented for environment
protection.

-Understand that creation of MPA will have no
impact on US Facility on Diego Garcia and
operations associated therewith to include fleet
operations and training.
-Should any impacts be envisaged understand
they would be fully presented and discussed
utilizing historically established Exchange of
Notes process between US and UK.

5. Ahmed Sa heed, Minister of Foreign Affairs,
Republic of Maldives

Support protection of
the environment/ and
supports in principle
the designation of
marine areas for
protection, but serious
concern about impact
on tuna in Maldives'
EEZ

B. WRIITEN RESPONSES, without comments

1. Nigel Hall, Myrtle House, Hanwell, OX17 1
HL (Nigel@wedjie.com)
2. Justin Clarke
(Justin .cia rke@ cuth be rtstgeo rge. com)
3. Alastair Maclean
Environmental Manager, TAQA Bratani Ltd,
AB32 6FE (Aiastair.Maclean@taqaglobal.com)
4. Malvina Moray
(dounepark@btinternet.com)
5. Marjorie Stimmel, 28 Orbel St, London SW11
3NZ (Marjorie28@waitrose.com)
6. Eric Worpe (e.worpe@btinternet.com)
7. John Hall, Walnut House, Long Sutton,
Lang port TA10 9JR Uohn@charltonhall.net)

Option 1
Option 1
Option 1

Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1

-Maldives dependent on tuna fisheries for
livelihood and sustenance. In view of migratory
nature of tuna have concerns about effect on
Maldives EEZ and would be grateful for
information.
-Would express interest in further consultations
on this aspect.
-Willing to discuss any related issues that may
arise from potential overlapping of EEZ (Maldives
submitting to UN about its outer boundaries)
with a view to resolving
-Any designation or establishment of MPA to
reflect these issues and be discussed between
governments of Maldives and UK.

8. Kenneth Davies
(kenneth \davies@ bti nte rnet.com)
9. Ginny Gilmore, 10 Brydges Place, London
WC2N 4HP (ginny.gilmore@london.com)
10. Rupert Beaumont
(Rupert.beaumont@dsl.pipex.com)
11. Julian and Sarah Royle, Norfolk House, 71
Thoroughfare, Woodbridge, Suffolk, IP12 1AH
(jacrole@aol.com)
12. Dr IK Ferguson, Glencoe Farm, Barrel Lane,
Longhope, Gloucestershire GL17 OLR
(Keith. Ferguson@ bti nte rn et.com)
13. Jan Gavin-Brown, Partner, William Sturges
and co, Solicitors, Burwood House, 14-16
Caxton St., London SW1H OQY (Jan. Gavin·
Brown@Williamsturges.co.uk)
14. Bob Howell, Widerness Trailboats ltd
(bob @wide rn esstra i Iboats. co. u k)
15.Jane Croft (Stowlonga@tiscali.co.uk)
16. Don Grocott (djgrocott@btinternet.com)
17. John Caskey, Ashley House, 80 Nightingale
Road, Rickmansworth, Herts., WD3 7BT
(jrjcas key@ ao \.com)
18. Jamie Smith, Guildford, Surrey (Jamie·
smith@reefnewmedia.co.uk)
19. Jan Goodenough (jan·
goodenough@ntlworld.com)
20. Carrick McDonald
(ca rrick@a rra nna mes.co. uk)
21. Chris Peach, Vice President, RN
Birdwatching Society (PeachCC@aol.com)
22. Edward Reeve

Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1

Option 1

Option 1

Option 1
Support establishment
of an MPA
Option 1
Option 1

Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1

(edwardreeve@btinternet.com)
23. OD Somerville-Jones
(da isj@ btinternet.com)
24. Eo in Ashton-Johnson, Ante lis Farm, Stour
Provost, Gillingham, Dorset, SP8 SSA
(eo ina j @a ntells.co. u k)
25. Fiona Topp (Fiona@topp.ca)
26. C and H Frost (frost@wdfm.fsnet.co.uk)
27. Carain Childers and Colin Traill
(caco@waitrose.com)
28. Christopher Morgan, Charles Stanley and
Co Ltd, 26 Queens Square, Bath BA1 2HX
(chris. morgan@ cha rl es-sta n Iey. co. uk)
29. Christopher J Peebles (Peeblescj@aol.com)
30. Janna Rist, Project seahorse, Fisheries
Centre, University of British Columbia, 2202
Main Mall, Vancouver BC V6T 124, Canada
(j.rist@fisheries. ubc.ca)
31. Belinda Clarke
(belindaxxxx@googlemail.com).
32. Bruce Dinwiddy, 8 Connaught Avenue,
SW14 7RH ,(1996-98 Commissioner and now a
member of Overseas Territories Conservation
Forum) (bruce.dinwiddy@zen.co.uk)
33. Chris Fung (vrsaso@vmo.org)
34. ian Fisher, 16 Hatley StGeorge, Sandy,
SG19 3HW
35. Hazel M. Panes, Project seahorse
Foundation for Marine Conservation Inc.,
Gariole Compound, Ma Theresa Village II,
Guadeloupe, Cebu City 6000 Phil.
(h. panes@ pro j ectsea horse. o rg. ph)
36. Margy Perkins (margy@nperkins.plus.com)
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Option 1

Option 1
'We support this'
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37. Amanda Aldous (aa@hackwoodfarm.co.uk)
38. Michael Anderson
(Mikejandeison@hotmail.com) ex FCO
research dept
39. William A Bradley, 9 Ashbrook Road,
Bollington, Cheshire SK10 5LF
(bill@williambradley.co.uk)
40. Dr Alec Frank (alecfrankdr@hotmail.com)
41. Ron Crosby (roncrosby@btinternet.com),
member of Chagos Conservation Trust
42. Katharine Blake
(blakes@hblake.demon.co.uk)
43. RH Isaacs
( ra Ip hand ruth is aacs@ bti nte rn et.co m)
44. Dr Ron van Oers, UNESCO Heritage Centre,
Paris (sent via William Marsden,
chagostrust@ hotm ail.co. u k)
45. Marcus Jordan (mrkjordan@hotmail.com)
46. Clare and Mark Kitchen
(markarkitchen@yahoo.com)
47. Josephine Tobin, Proprietor, Atmosphere
Bath, 19 Broad Street, Bath BA1 5 LN.
(info@atmospherebath.co.uk)
48. Michael Dickens, Commander RN
(mdickens@onetel.com)
49. Donovan Ingram
(Donovan ingram@yahoo.com)
SO. Frank Ingram
(frank. ingram @ascentsourcing.com)
51. Jose and Christine Madrazo
(elchoco@lavadima.com)
52. Nick Wraith, St Andrews Mews, Stanley,

Option 1
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Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1

Option 1
Option 1
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Option 1
Option 1
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llkeston DE7 6FB
(Nicholas.wraith@btinternet.com)
53. Bill Branch (Bill. Branch@nike.com)
54. Roger Pin key, Commander RN
(upwey.pinkeys@tiscali.co.uk)
55. Gwynn Ellis, BSBI Han Membership
Secretary and General Editor BSBI News
(rgellis@ntlworld.com)
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56. PJ Fenton (fentonpja@btinternet.com)
57. Richard Pryce, County Recorder for BSBI,
Trevethin, School Road, Pwll, Llanelli,
Carmarthenshire SA15 4AL
(pryceeco@aol.com) (past president of BSBI)
58. Simon Jauncey
(simonjauncey@hotmail.com)
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59. Dr Simon LD Jones
(5 LDJ ones@ ca rm a rth ens hire .gov. u k)
60. Prof Ralph Rayner, LSE
(Ralph@ralphrayner.com)
61. ACH Bennett, Up Hayes, Otterton, Devon,
EX9 7JS (Bennett@uphayes.co.uk)

Option 1

62. Commander Richard Howe RN
(rich a rdhowe@ bl ueyonder.co. uk)
63. Dr Gotz B Reinicke, Curator of Marine
Ecology, German Oceanographic Museum,
Katharinenberg 14/20, D-18439 Stralsund
(goetz.reinicke@meeresmuseum.de)

Option 1

64. Gabriela Nieto (nieto.gaby@gmail.com)
65. Stephen Stopford
(s.sto pford@ uko nline .co.uk)
66. Stuart Watt (Stuart@sbev.freeserve.co.uk)
67. Tim and Eleanor Henderson, L'Etienne

Option 1

Option 1

Option 1
Option 1

Option 1

Option 1
Option 1
Option 1

Farm, Rue des Grantez, Castel, Guernsey GY5
7QD (Henderson 1@cwgsy.net)
68. TJ Elliott (tje@easynet.co.uk)
69.Minty MacKay, Ardalanish, Bunessan, Isle of
Mull, PA67 6DR (minty@ardalanish.com)
70. Dr Lucy Woodall
(lucy.c.woodall@googlemail.com)
71. Peter Lee, White Gate, Church Lane,
Haslemere, Surrey, GU27 2BJ
(peter.lee@myoffice.net)
72. John Guillaume (john.fish78@yahoo.com)
73. GN Wells, MBE, British Representation in
BlOT 1980-82 gnwells@btinternet.com)
74. Mike and Rosie Lipscomb, Homelea, Horsell
Rise, Waking, GU214AY
75. Tony Mundell
(tonymundell@ukonline.co.uk)
76. Mrs Janet Moore, 7 Maple Road,
Brooklands, Manchester m23 9RC
(J.D.Moore@mmu.ac.uk)
77. Tim Lipscomb, 15 Valiance Road, London
N22 7UD (tim@lipscomb.org.uk)
78. Amanda Waterfield
(A. Waterfield@ kew.org)
79. Caroline Kirby-Smith (caroline.kirbysmith@kcl.ac.uk)
80. Sandie Hague, School of Ocean Sciences,
Bangor (oss090@bangor.ac.uk)
81. Maureen Craig
( maureencra igOl @tesco.net)
82. Matthew Edward Lundquist
(ospa 11@ ba ngor.ac. u k)
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83. Dr Hilmar Hinz, School of Ocean Sciences,
University of Wales, Bangor
(oss604@ba ngor.ac.uk)
84. Iris Verhagen (ospa03@bangor.ac.uk)
85. Simon Oliver, School of Ocean Sciences,
Bangor (s.p.oliver@bangor.gov.uk)
86. Alexandra Newby
(aejnewby@hotmail.co.uk)
87. Dr TS and Mrs Pardoe
(tandgpa rdoe@tiscali.co. uk)
88. Mitchell Neilly, Marine Biological
Association of UK (mbavis@MBA.ac.uk)
89. lsobel Bloor (isblor@MBA.ac.uk)
90. Bibba Willis (bibbaw@yahoo.com)
91. Ella Carter (mbavis24@MBA.ac.uk)
92. Rebecca Warren
(rawinthejungle@yahoo.co.uk)
93. Gizem.Demirci
(Gizem.Demirci@scs.hackney.sch.uk)
94. Stuart Croft (stuart croft12@hotmail.com)
95. Guy Baker (gubanator@googlemail.com)
96. Angelo M Spencer-Smith
(agibadger@googlemail.com)
97. Alan Argent, 13 Almeida Street, N11TA
(alanargent@googlemail.com)
98. Yashmita Patel (yasmita1@btinternet.com)
99. P Whitehouse (montbleu
2000@googlemail.com)
100. Zulay Lopez, RSPB Fairburn lngs Nature
Reserve, Newton Lane,Ledston, Castleford,
WF10 2BH (zulay.lopez@rspb.org.uk)
101. Sally Chin (Sally.Chin@lewisham.gov.uk)
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102. Dominic Wood-Smith (PAD I Master
Instructor) (padibear@gmail.com)
103. David Greeves (hybrid co@hotmail.com
104. Dr Alison Taylor (arta@MBA.ac.uk)
105. Rob and Sue Wheeler
(rwheeler@tisca li .co. uk)
106. John McDowell
(jonjenmcdowell@tiscali.co.uk)
107. Geraldine Murfin-Shaw, 154 Regent St,
Nelson, Lanes BB9 8SG
(g.murfinshaw@btinternet.com)
108. Abigail Cowley Rhodes
(Abigailrhodes@me.com)
109. Katarina Thomson, 20 Cliffview Road,
London SE13 7DD (skpthomson@gmail.com)
110. Renata Ferrari Legoretta (PhD student,
coral reef ecology and conservation)
( renata.ferra ri @gma il.com)
111. Annabel Rushton (Annabelrushton @rspb.org.uk)
112. Charles Wylie
(c.wylie986@btinternet.com)
113. Miss DG Carr, 16 Ringwood Gardens,
London SW15 4NP (gaycarr@waitrose.com)
114. Zoe Deleuil (zjdeleuil@yahoo.com)
115. Michael carroll, 38 Cecile Park, London N8
(Michael.carroll79@googlemail.com)
116. Andy Harris
(a ndyha rris73 @googlema il.com)
117. Damien Plumbridge
(dam ien p@ plprod uctio ns.co. u k)
118. Alex Harrison
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Support this
endeavour
Option 1

Option 1
Option 1
Option 1

Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1

.

.

(Harrison alex@hotmail.com)
119. Dr Peter Hopcroft, Leckhampton,
Cheltenham, GL53 9EX
120. Jo Barnes, 25 Sunlight Square, London E2
6LD (barnsey_j@hotmail.com)
121. John Bothwell, Marine Biologist, Cayman
Islands
122. Timothy Trounson, 29 Emwell Street,
Warminster, Wiltshire BA12 8JA
(tim.trounson@btinternet.com)
123. Peter Gilbert, 11 Fulwell Ct, Gt Linford,
Milton Keynes, MK14 SHB (mail@pgmk.co.uk)
124. Lee Hubbard
(leejameshubbard@hotmail.com)
125. Derek Tracy (Derek.Tracy@oxleas.nhs.uk)
126. Lauren Stothert
(Lauren .stothe rt@ environment-agency .gov. u k)
127. Ben Randall, 138 Vincenzo Close, Welham
Green, Herts, AL9 7NJ
128. Brian Calvert
(Brian .Calvert@ rpa .gsi.gov. u k)
129. Jeremy Roberts, Sheridans Solicitors,
Whittington House, Alfred Place, WClE 7EA
130. lain Young
(iainyoung439@googlemail.com)
131. James Goodman, Forum for the Future,
Overseas House, 19-23 lronmonger Row, EC1V
3QN (j.goodman@forumforthefuture.og)
132. Joanne Powley
(joanne.powley@hounslow.gov.uk)
133. Joo Wook Ahn
(joowook@omnilounge.co.uk)
.
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134. Peter Fitzpatrick
(peter.fitzpatrick@gmail.com)
135. Steve Mcinerny, Flat 12, 39 Trinity Rise,
SW2 2QP (stevemcinerny@hotmail.com)
136. Paul Gerken, 20 West Common, Haywards
Heath, west sussex
137. Jonathan Whittle (v·
jowhit@microsoft.com)
138. Chris Gall, 47 Redford Loan, Edinburgh,
EH13 OAU (chris@abbeyhill.plus.com)
139. Liam Lawford (liamlawford@hotmail.com)
140. Thorn Cooper, 89 Parkside Road, Leeds,
LS6 4NA (thomcscooper@googlemail.com)
141. James Godfrey
(james e godfrey@hotmail.com)
142. ian Hatcher (ian.hatcher@yahoo.co.uk)
143. James Metcalf
(jamesmetcalf1974@hotmail.co.uk)
144. Kate Gordon, London Innovation Centre,
Whitehall Lane, Egham, Surrey TW20 9NW
(Gordon.ks@pg.com)

Option 1

145. James Morvan, The Energy Team, Boots
UK Ltd., Boots Properties 094 Building, 1 Thane
Road, Nottingham NG90 4HQ
(james.d .marva n@ boots.co. uk)
146. Stuart Ross (srossZ@westminster.gov.uk)
147. Simon Kingston (simon.kingston@csr.com)
148. Gareth Burton, Denton Wilde Sa pte LLP,
One Fleet Place, EC4M 7WS
(ga reth. burton@ de nto nwi ld esa pte. com)
149. George Jisho Robertson, 9 Troy Town
Flats, Peckham Rye, SE15 4NS
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(georgejisho @gmail.com)
150. Malcolm Lowry, Stensovagen 10, 13832
Alta, Sverige (mal lowry@hotmail.com)
151. Adam Jaffa, 1 Railway View, Belfast BT17
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152. Tom Allen (TomAIIenBratton@aol.com)
153. Dave Hyman
(dave.a.hyman@googlemail.com)
154.Bill Senior, Mount Pleasant Cottage, Sly
Corner, Lee Common, Bucks HP16 9l.D
(bill @senior-ccs.co. uk)
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Option 1

155. Usama Sapru, Energy Team, D94,
Nottingham NG90 4HQ
( usama.sa pru@ boots.co.uk)
156. John Bellis (John.bellis@telford.gov.uk)
157. Ruth Ward, Great Torrington Comminity
School, Calveston Road, Torrington EX38 7DJ
(RWARD@greattorrington.devon.sch.uk)
158. Katy McCombe, Met Office, Fitzroy Road,
Exeter, Devon, EX1 3PB
(katy.mccombe@metoffice.gov.uk)
159. Daniel Arnold (danielarn@hotmail.co.uk)
160. Nancy Lang (petera@connexus.net.au)
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161. Tony Shoesmith (tonyIT.Shoesmith@db.com)
162. Hanna Katariina Nuuttila, PhD Student,
School of Ocean Science, Bangor
(ospa37@ ba ngor.ac.uk)

Option 1

163. Terry Charles
(te rrych arles2003 @yahoo. co. u k)
164. Simon Hirst (s.hirst@northyorkmoorsnpa.gov.uk)

Option 1

Option 1

Option 1

165. Peter Jollands, Hallsannery, Bideford,
Devon EX39 SHE (pete@igiltd.com)
166. Jorn Sorensen, 91 Klaxman Road, SES 9DX
(jornS @tricorn.co. uk)
167.Nick Beston (nbeston@hotmail.com)
168. Paul Wright (PauiW@tricon.co.uk)
169. Hannah Burgess
(burgess. hanna h@googlemail.com)
170. Nicola Fenton
(nicky.fenton@btinternet.com)
171. Justin Hughes
(j u sti ntre es@ goo gl em ai I.com)
172. Steve Osborne
(steveosborne18@aol.com)
173. Francesca Livesey
(Fran cesca. Livesey@ b uyi ngso Iutio ns.gsi .gov, u k)
174. Jen Jamieson (jjamieson@rvc.ac.uk)
175. Mike and Babs Beckingsale
(becksinfrance@hotmail.com)
176. Karen Kennedy, 4206 Belvoir Road,
Marshall, VA 20115, USA
(kkmiddleburg@aol.com)
177. Gordon Saunders for the Qatar Bird Club,
Doha (Gordon .saunders @cna-qata r.ed u .qa
178. Nathalie DeSnijder
(Nathalie. DeSnijder@ bird life .org)
179. Owen Wallis
wallitzio@yahoo.com
180. Mark Wilson (Shmarkrw@yahoo.co.uk)
181. Matt Duffy
(m ichellea nd mat@google. ma il.com)
182. Dr Sam Tarrant
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(Sa m.Ta rrant@ rspb.org.uk)
183. Michael Robinson
(Mikeandshelleyrobinson@hotmail.com)
184. Dominic Old (dolmio@mac.com)
185. Veronika Szalontayova
(Veronica.szalontayova@gmail.com)
186. Jo Osborn
(J o. 0 sbo rn@ south eastwate r. co. u k)
187. Naomi.Arnold (Naomi.Arnold@bbc.co.uk)
188. Ben Kimpton
(ben @ecologyconsultancy.co. uk)
189. Alison Hickman
(hickmanali@hotmail.com)
190. Joe Greenwood (grunwalt@gmail.com)
191. Anne Fell (Anne@fellonline.co.uk)
192. Timuchin Dindjer
(Tim uch in .di nd jer@ bbc.co. u k)
193. Terry Charles
(Terrycharles2003@yahoo.co.uk)
194. Vera Lees (Vera.lees@gmail.com)
195. K.Woodgate Jones
( k.wood .jones@ googlemail.com)
196. Martin Kerby
(Martin.ker@doraemon.zzn.com)
197. Vernon Morley
(julvernmorley@yahoo.co.uk)
198. Alan Jeffrey
(Aianjeffrey612948@hotmail.com)
199. Ruth Thompson (tootysilk@yahoo.co.uk)
200. Peter Hunt (phunt@babiuk.org)
201. David Reid (dhsreid@yahoo.co.uk)
202. dazmguk@aol.com

Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option
Option
Option
Option

1
1
1
1

203. Rosemary Reid (Er.Reid@qub.ac.uk)
204. John Ferrie
(John. ferrie17@ btinternet.com)
205. Kate Rawlinson
(Katerawlinson55@hotmail.com)
206. Fred Duncannon & family
(fred @foodsplace.com)
207. Saud AI-Sowayel
(saud@saudisystems.com)
208. Susan Waller
(Susan.waller83@ntlworld.com)
209. Suzanne Beck (Ospa1c@bangor.ac.uk)
210. Edmund Bewley (larck@me.com)
211. Michael and Janet Awty,
(m.awty@btinternet.com)
212. David Bavin (davidbavin@hotmail.com)
213. Emma Buckett, (Bsu63f@bangor.ac.uk)
214. Sally Jones, (srjones@alunbooks.co.uk)
215. Andy Mackie
(Andy.Mackie@museumwales.ac.uk)
216. Gordon Elise (Radar.ellse@talktalk.net)
217. Tony Mundell
(tonymundell@ukonline.co.uk)
218. Diane Wend, 10 South Road, Swan age,
BH19 2QR
219. Zoe Poulsen (zoe.poulsen@hotmail.co.uk)
220. Tony Dobinson, Selsey, West Sussex
(tonethegnome@yahoo.com)
221. Terry Keon, Australia
(keon@internode.on.net)
222. Jennifer Lash (imcs@nova.edu)
223. Philip Amies (pamies@hotmail.co.uk)

Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1
Option
Option
Option
Option

1
1
1
1

Option 1
Option 1
Support MPA
Option 1
_,.Option-1
Option 1
Option 1
Option 1

224. TDR (tsapphire13@aim.com)
225. Rachel Silverstein
(rsilverstein @rsmas.m ia m i .edu)

Option 1
Support MPA

226. Adela Pickles (apickles@gmail.com)
227. Paco Cardenas (cardenas paco@yahoo.fr)

Support MPA
Option 1

C. OUTCOMES FROM MEETINGS

1. MEETINGS IN THE SEYCHELLES, January 2427

Nirmal Shah, Nature Seychelles

Option 1(Subject to
knowing what
Chagossians think)

- Allowing some fishing flies in face of science.
Incidental capture of sharks and pelagic fish.
Evidence from elsewhere shows MPA's good for
fisheries
- MPA could provide a refuge where tuna could
be safe and reproduce. Protect stocks and help
ensure fishing is sustainable.
-Good area for scientific study: could study
whether it would enhance stocks where fish are
migratory. Working with UNDP/GEF to study
whether fish are moving out of an existing MPA
(Cousin island) to other areas.
-Plenty of other parts of Indian Ocean without
Chagos: piracy is an issue, but separate and has
to be solved regardless of MPA.
-MPA's can be flexible, e.g. could protect
particular activities, and no take zone could be
opened at some stage if, e.g., stocks had
increased.
-But to make such a large zone very enlightened:

Alejandro Anganuzzi, Indian Ocean Tuna
Commission

Option 2

thinking offuture generations.
- MPA's can be useful for conservation in certain
cases, but conservation case reduces with
migratory species (such as tuna).
- Little benefit for fish stocks in a Chagos MPA
- Refuge idea does not work because fish spend
only two to three months there and not for
breeding
-Closing off the area will displace efforts;
currently controlled and monitored, and may not
be in other areas. lffleets cannot go into Chagos
they will look for tuna routes outside.
- Does conserve reef, but current licensed fishing
does not affect this fragile environment. Nets do
not touch the bottom, and do not cause great
disturbance.
-By-catch estimated at 3%, and not much fragile
species (4 or 5 turtles a year; no dolphins)
- In the interests offisheries to have a healthy
stock of fish.
- Fishermen would feel removal of Chagos. It
would reduce flexibility; at this time of year (year
end and January) there is not much else. Some
years Chagos gives a good catch, some not, but it
provides an option, especially in the current fluid
situation with regard to piracy (which is not likely
to disappear quickly).
- In some previous years licence costs have kept
some people out, but with piracy this less likely.
-Would create competition between boats.
Fisheries operate with small financial margins.
-The more impediments put in the way, the
more difficult for fishing to make money.

Didier Dagley, Principal Secretary for
Environment, Government of Seychelles

Prefers an Indian
Ocean-wide
arrangement, but as
concerns BlOT MPA
does not want undue
effect on tuna
industry, so Option 2.

Seychelles Fishing Authority (Dr Jan Robinson
and colleague)

Case for MPA not yet
clear. If went ahead,
probably Option 2.

-Better way to preserve than having MPA would
be to reduce fleet size.
- Costs of policing will increase; satellite
monitoring will be needed. Will still have illegal
fishing.
-This year there is a problem with stocks of
yellowfin, but not generally true that tuna are
being fished to extinction.
-Everything related to the reef should be left
untouched, and nets should not touch the
bottom.
-Important to look at large ecosystem
protection, possibly for the whole Indian Ocean,
with some areas no take but others open to tuna
fishing. Key would be identifying and protecting
the biodiversity 'hotspots'.
-Need to have sufficient resources to put in
place, manage and police/enforce- will still get
illegal fishing even if declare an area no take.
-Whole consumption pattern needs to change to
make fisheries sustainable.
-Preference would be for a whole Indian Ocean
wide arrangement, managed by the different
regional countries in collaboration.
-If MPA for BlOT only, need to avoid adverse
effects on tuna fishing.
-Governments would find it hard to support
something with adverse economic implications
-Would probably help other (non-tuna) species,
but must not affect unduly the tuna industry.
-IDe's scientific committee has done work on
how an MPA would benefit highly migratory
species like tuna: it would not, unless a very large

area and not necessarily in Chagos.
-While there have been some bumper years
(such as 2007) Chagos is not a major tuna area,
with a short season. In previous years fisheries
have not always taken up licenses every year, but
the area is becoming more important because of
piracy, and there is opportunity cost to vessels.
-There are projects underway in the Indian
Ocean (EU funded) to consider best location and
size of protected areas.
-Two schools of thought in fisheries science: one
is that MPA's are beneficial, one that only for
certain fish and in certain circumstances.
-Important that MPA not described as being to
contribute to tuna protection; not yet clear what
benefits and dis benefits are for tuna.
- Displacement effect for fisheries- may go to
places where they are not able to catch the
adults but more juvenile, smaller fish.
-Could be benefits for Seychelles in protection if
larvae from fish reach it from Chagos- could help
with research and coral conservation, if
Seychelles and Chagos are connected. But even
now fishing is low, so benefits may be provided
anyway, without MPA.
- MPA will not change much in relation to coral
and fish- just formalise its management.
-Socio-economic impact with coral and reef fish
will be less, but would have some economic
effects on tuna. Opportunity cost.
- No very strong reason for objecting, but not
enough scientific evidence that it will have
benefits for the future (and it will not for tuna):

need more scientific evidence for each element.
-Not clear what it would add re-coral: already
used as a reference site.

Chagos Community Association, Seychelles

Reserve judgment
pending legal advice
on implications for
Chagossian rights, but
support conservation
in principle.

-Nothing that will benefit Chagossians. They
cannot even see what is in their marine

environment to protect. No financial benefit for
them.
-Diego Garcia already polluted compared to
what it was, and coral destroyed. Too much
activity (US military). On Salomon and Peros
Bahos some sort of conservation would be useful.
-Speaking from a conservation point of view,
favour the coastal marine protection proposal:
-Need clarification on the EEZ (200mile) off the
coasts of the archipelago and think it should be
included in the proposal
-Given short notice, reserve the right not to
endorse or support the proposal until they have
had full legal advice on its implications regarding
Chagossian rights now and in the future.
- Concerns about by-catch in tuna fishing, and
reservations about [commercial] fishing.
-Would like the possibility of further expeditions
to allow Chagossians to go back for a look.

2. MEETING WITH CHAGOSSIAN COMMUNITY
IN THE UK- CRAWLEY, 6 February

The Diego Garcian Society (representing
members of the Chagossian community).
Discussion led by Allen Vincatassin and a
number of colleagues, and bringing written
responses in the form of a completed

4th

option, a no-take

marine reserve for the

whole of the territorial
waters and
EPPZ/FCMZ with

-For biodiversity research, protection of species,
and for the benefit of Diego Garcians, other
Chagossians, and their descendants.

questionnaire from 170 members of the
community.
(The community leaders had spoken to
members of the community and on that basis
developed a questionnaire which people could
fill in in the community centre or take away
with them. It was made available in English and
French, as was a copy of the consultation
document, readily available in the community
centre. A number of members who had visited
were able to describe the situation to those
who had not. Ballots were place in a sealed
box, and opened in my presence. 170 people
responded, some on behalf of whole families,
and there was virtually 100% consistency
amongst responses -Dnly 1 person did. not
support an MPA, but agreed with the rest on
answers to other questions. The process
appears to have been professionally managed)
A subsequent letter records an additional 38
respondents (4 from Crawley, 14 from
Manchester, and 20 from the Republic of
Mauritius) taking the same view as other
respondents, noted here. ('Yes, C and D' in
their questionnaire).
And a further letter says final UK 5 and
Mauritius 40, and asks that they be added.
3. VIDEO CONFERENCE WITH CHAGOSSIAN
COMMUNITY IN MAURITIUS, 4 March

exceptions for certain
types of pelagic fishery
(eg tuna) and artisanal
fishing by Diego
Garcians and other
Chagossians fishing
projects only.
.

Members of the Chagos Refugees Group, led by
Olivier Bancoult and joined by their lawyer,
Richard Gifford, and a number of colleagues
(elected representatives for the majority of the
Chagossian community in Mauritius)
participated in discussion while a large group of
fellow Chagossians (numbers estimated
between 80 and 140) assembled outside. Most
talking done by Messrs Bancoult and Gifford,
with contributions by three other Chagossians,
representing the views of the assembled group.

Consultation
premature (and
flawed). Putting cart
before the horse.

~Prepared

to participate in consultation exercise,
but it is 2004 FCO policy which is at heart of
matter and about which they are talking.
~No~one against the principle of marine
conservation, but cannot be forced on people or
becomes unlawful.
~ Needs to be with consent of Chagossians.
~Sovereignty of Mauritius also involved, and
interest of other states (e.g. Maldives) where EEZ
may overlap. Need co~operation of all states
involved.
~This putting cart before the horse. Do not push
ahead with unilateral forced MPA ignoring
Chagossians
~Chagossians are real guardians of Chagos
-How can British government suddenly come up
with this plan when they have a US base on Diego
Garcia.
~Chagossians wish to return- fundamental right
to do so more important than conservation; why
give more weight to fish and animals than to
people.
~Are fishing rights which they need in their sea.
~Need human rights first- wrong to come before
ECtHR judgement.
~Strength of feeling demonstrated by group
outside. Number of other participants highlighted
that they opposed the MPA and that Chagossians
should get their land back first. Highlighted that
they were elected by the Chagossian community
to set out their views, against the MPA.
~MPA would prevent access, while they want to
take care of their heritage. Not right that US base

and people who work there are allowed on Diego
Garcia while they are not, but are living in poor
conditions elsewhere.
-Funds from Diego Garcia and from fishing should
go to Chagossians.
-Cannot accept MPA without restitution oftheir
fundamental rights.
-MPA's elsewhere depend on local populations to
manage and police them.
-Can't just set one up and then change it.
Premature. Should not be considered until ECtHR
has ruled, and there might be other changes.
Should not continue process at this stage.
-FCO/BIOTA failed to provide key documents to
Gifford on request (feasibility reports and on
policy of exile).
-Do not know basis, status or objectives of MPA.
-What about poaching if they are in open seas.
-Current policy (and that of MPA) violates whole
range of international agreements and
conventions.

-Concerns about use of nuclear submarines
around Diego Garcia- USS Emory S. Land as
mother ship for nuclear powered submarines.
Pelindaba Treaty, making Africa a nuclear free
zone also relevant.
-Farcical to allow this in an MPA, or to exclude
Diego Garcia.
-Chagossians do not want anyone else taking
decisions over their heads.
-Would have preferred face to face, but
acknowledge that at least they are being
consulted.

-But consultation process flawed- not enough
information provided for people to make
decisions.

D. PETITIONS

1. Marine Education Trust. 1579 names,
including MPs and Peers, Marine and Natural
Chagossian Support Groups and lndentified
Chagossians (including Olivier Bancoult) and
others, with international reach

To work with the
Chagos islanders and
the Government of
Mauritius to devise an
MPA solution that
makes provision for
resettlement and that
protects' Mauritius
legitimate interests.

2. Avaaz.org (a global, multi-issue, online
advocacy network). 221,163 names from 223
countries. (Global reach, with most signatures
from Argentina (2,208), Australia (11,247),

We call on you to
create the world's
largest Marine
Protected Area around

Sciences interests, other academics,

-Do fully support UK government efforts to
protect the Chagos archipelago through the
declaration of an MPA within the territorial
waters, but do not support any of the three·
broad options proposed in the consultation
document, because full no-take protection of the
reef areas would provide no means for resettled
islanders to utilise their marine resources for
subsistence or income generation.
-Communities and MPA's co-exist across the
world and no reason why islanders could not be
successful stewards.
-Could be achieved through, for example,
zonation that permits the sustainable use of
marine resources in specific reef, lagoon and
open ocean areas.
-Any failure to include adequately the
Chagossians and the Government of Mauritius in
the development of an MPA undermines the
transparency of the process and threatens its
long term effectiveness.
-Scientific investigations suggest oceans in
serious decline. Overfishing, pollution, rising C02
levels. Unless serious action taken, critical loss of
marine biodiversity will directly threaten the

Austria (3,880), Belgium (10,761), Canada
(24,084), Chile (1,240), Colombia (1,213),
Denmark (1,067), France (16,774), Germany
(29,285), India (1,159), Ireland (1,630), Italy
(9,771), Mexico (4,082), Netherlands (5,859),
New Zealand (3,348), Portugal (1,293), South
Africa (2,790), Spain (16,292), Sweden (2,272),
Switzerland (8,788) UK (23,570) and USA
(20,460). Signatures not provided, only the
country breakdown.

the Chagos Islands.
Ban commercial
fishing in this area,
and work with
Chagossians to protect
these important reefs
and our oceans'
future.

3. Lake District Coast Aquarium Petition
82 signatures

No covering letter
specifying position,
but are participants in
zoo and aquarium
outreach initiatives
supporting a no-take

4. National Marine Aquarium Plymouth Petition
97 signatures (from visitors to the aquarium)

Protect Chagos by
making it one of the
largest marine
protected areas,
taking care of
vulnerable marine
species and
ecosystems. This will

zone.

well-being of hundreds of millions of people
world-wide, and future generations.
-In establishing a no-take MPA have chance to
protect some of the cleanest waters in the world
and lead to a safer and brighter future for our
oceans.
-Should continue to work with Chagossian
islanders in establishing and overseeing the MPA,
honour their right to return home and become
stewards of their own environment.
-Any planned expansion o(extension of Diego
Garcia military base is a direct threat to the
effectiveness of the MPA and should be rejected.
-Part of a broader civil society movement with
friends and partners at CEN and Greenpeace.
Collective efforts demonstrate broad amount of
global and national public support behind the
establishment of the no-take MPA.

help keep this rare
place pristine for
generations to come.
This area offers an
amazing opportunity
to preserve an
ecosystem which is
under threat from
climate change and
over~fishing.

5. Hazel Seymour petition- global reach
231 plus 77 = 308 signatures

6. Chagos Environment Network (CEN). Global
reach, 27,049 signatures of which 79% UK
resident. Also 5,933 Facebook fans.
Complement outreach by Avaaz and
Green peace

No covering letter
specifying position,
but some individual
comments focused on
protecting Chagos and
marine life
Take action to fully
protect the Chagos
and its 200 nautical
mile zone as a no~ take
protected area
(Option 1)

~Overfishing, bycatch, pollution, rising C02 levels
-world's oceans suffering massive losses. Loss of
biodiversity threatens our well~being and that of
future generations- all life essentially
interrelated
~Declaring Chagos a no~ take MPA provides
opportunity to reverse disastrous direction of
ocean exploitation.
~Islands rich with nesting seabirds and turtles and
surrounded by some of cleanest seas in the world
with extensive coral reefs in remarkably good
condition.
~Gives maximum protection possible, and would
give UK a leadership role- especially in 2010,
International Year of Biodiversity.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Fifteenth Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC) was held in Colombo, Sri
Lanka, from 18 to 22 March 2011. Representatives of 24 Members of the Commission, 3
Cooperating non-Contracting Parties, 7 Observers and invited experts attended the Session.
The Commission adopted a resolution on the development of a compendium of resolutions and
recommendations which recognises the desirability of improving the coherence and accessibility
of its recommendations and resolutions. Noting that the complexity of this work may have many
implications, such as those of a legal, procedural or practical nature, the Resolution creates a
Working Group of interested Contracting Parties and Cooperating non-Contracting Parties to
consider the development of a Compendium of IOTC Resolutions and Recommendations.
The Commission also adopted a resolution on the prohibition of fishing on data buoys. This
Resolution prohibits fishing vessels from setting gear on or near, or interacting with data buoys in
any manner other than to untangle fishing gear that has accidentally become entangled with data
buoys.
The Commission adopted a revised resolution on establishing a list of vessels presumed to have
carried out illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing in the IOTC area of competence. This
Resolution introduced amendments to Resolution 09/03, by including an option to add vessels to
the IOTC IUU Vessels List during the inter sessional period of the IOTC.
The Commission adopted a revised resolution on a regional observer scheme which introduced
amendments to a previous resolution to extend the period for providing of observer trip reports to
the Secretariat from 90 to 150 days.
The Commission adopted a resolution on establishing a programme for transhipment by largescale fishing vessels. The resolution introduced amendments to a previous resolution on
establishing a programme for transhipment by large-scale fishing vessels, by establishing a
procedure for the consideration of cases of presumed IUU activities reported by observers
participating in the IOTC at-sea Transhipment Programme.
Concerning the recording of catch by fishing vessels in the IOTC area of competence, the
Commission adopted a recommendation that consolidates components of other resolutions
concerning the recording of catch by longline and purse seine fishing vessels in the IOTC area of
competence, as well as setting agreed minimum standards for data requirements for all pole-andline and gillnet fleets operating in the IOTC area of competence, in order to harmonize data
gathering and provide a common basis for scientific analysis for all IOTC Contracting Parties and
Cooperating Non-Contracting Parties (CPCs).
The Commission agreed to the replenishment of the special fund to support the participation of
representatives from developing states in meetings of the Commission or its subsidiary bodies.
Accumulated savings from previous years are to be used to replenish the fund, as well as to start
the execution of sampling programmes in artisanal fisheries, as requested in the Regional Observer
Scheme adopted in 2009.
The Commission reiterated its deep concerns and desire to see the end of the ongoing issue of
piracy off the coast of Somalia.
The Commission approved the 2011–2012 Program of Work and Budget of the Secretariat, and
the schedule of contributions.
The Commission renewed the status of Cooperating non-Contracting Party of Maldives, Senegal,
and South Africa, and, for the first time, granted the status to Mozambique.
The following Conservation and Management Measures were adopted by the Commission:


Resolution 11/01 Development of a Compendium of Resolutions and Recommendations



Resolution 11/02 On the Prohibition of Fishing on Data Buoys



Resolution 11/03 Establishing a List of Vessels Presumed to Have Carried Out Illegal,
Unreported and Unregulated Fishing in the IOTC Area of Competence



Resolution 11/04 On a Regional Observer Scheme



Resolution 11/05 On Establishing a Programme for Transhipment by Large-Scale
Fishing Vessels



Recommendation 11/06 Recording of Catch by Fishing Vessels in the IOTC Area of
Competence

Page 6 of 110

Report of the Fifteenth Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission

1.

OPENING OF THE SESSION

1.

The Fifteenth Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC) was held in Colombo, Sri
Lanka, from 18 to 22 March 2011, Chaired by Mr Rondolph Payet. Delegates from 24 Members
of the Commission, 3 Cooperating non-Contracting Parties, 7 Observers and invited experts
attended the Session. The list of participants is provided at Appendix I.

2.

On behalf of the Government of Sri Lanka, Dr Damitha de Zoysa, Secretary, Ministry of
Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Development of the Democratic Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka
welcomed the participants to Colombo and declared the meeting open (Appendix II).

3.

The Executive Secretary, Mr Alejandro Anganuzzi and the Chair Mr Rondolph Payet, joined in
welcoming participants to the Fifteenth Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission
(Appendix III and Appendix IV) and expressed, on behalf of all participants, their deepest
condolences for the situation in Japan following the recent earthquake and subsequent tsunami.

4.

The Inaugural address was given by the Hon. Dr Rajitha Senaratne, Minister of Fisheries and
Aquatic Resources Development of the Democratic Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka
(Appendix V).

2.
5.

3.
6.

4.

ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA AND ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE SESSION
The Commission adopted the Agenda provided at Appendix VI. The documents presented to the
Commission are listed in Appendix VII.

ADMISSION OF OBSERVERS
Pursuant to Article VII of the Agreement establishing the IOTC, the Commission admitted
observers from Mozambique, International Seafood Sustainability Foundation (ISSF), Marine
Stewardship Council (MSC), Shark Advocates International (SAI), Southwest Indian Ocean
Fisheries Commission (SWIOFC), United Arab Emirates (UAE), United States of America
(USA), the Organization for the Promotion of Responsible Tuna Fisheries (OPRT), as well as
invited experts from Taiwan, Province of China.

UPDATE ON THE KOBE PROCESS

7.

The Secretariat presented an update on the Kobe process and outlined the Secretariat‘s proposed
involvement in 2011. The Commission was informed that the Secretariat had participated in all
of the workshops related to the Kobe process in 2010. The Executive Secretary participated in
the Workshop on Management (Brisbane, Australia), as well as the Workshop on Monitoring
Control and Surveillance and Scientific Advice (Barcelona, Spain) with the Compliance Officer.
The Data Coordinator and the Stock Assessment Expert attended the Workshop on Scientific
Advice, and the Chairman of the Scientific Committee and Working Party on Ecosystems and
Bycatch attended the Workshop on Bycatch (Brisbane, Australia).

8.

The Commission noted that reports of each of the workshops held in 2010 can be found at the
website: www.tuna-org.org. The Secretariat informed the Commission that there were many
recommendations of a technical nature that arose from the 2010 Kobe II Workshops, addressed
primarily to the Kobe III meeting, which is scheduled to be held from 11 to 15 July 2011, in
La Jolla, USA.

9.

The Commission noted the Secretariat‘s commitment to keep CPCs informed of the Kobe
process via the distribution of IOTC Circulars.

10. The Commission was informed that each tuna RFMO was expected to send two or three
technical persons involved in bycatch issues to the Joint Bycatch Working Group to be held in
conjunction with the Kobe III meeting in La Jolla, California from 11 to 15 July, 2011. The
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Commission agreed that if possible, the Chairperson of the Scientific Committee and the
Chairperson of the Working Party on Ecosystems and Bycatch should attend the Working Group.
11. The Commission noted the information provided by the USA relating to the Kobe III meeting
which will be run in tandem with the Technical Working Group on Bycatch. The USA confirmed
that financial assistance is available for one individual from each developing coastal state to
attend the meetings and that interested countries should consult the meeting website: www.tunaorg.org.
12. The Commission noted information provided by Korea that a preparatory workshop for the
Kobe III meeting, will be held from 19 to 21 April 2011, in Seoul, Korea. The focus of the
preparatory meeting will be on catch documentation and port state measures. Further information
is available at: www.tuna-org.org, and funding for developing coastal states to attend the
workshop is available.

5.

REPORT OF THE THIRTEENTH SESSION OF THE SCIENTIFIC COMMITTEE

13. The report of the Thirteenth Session of the Scientific Committee (IOTC–2010–SC13–R) held in
Victoria, Seychelles from 6 to 10 December 2010, was presented by the Chair of the Scientific
Committee, Dr Francis Marsac. Delegates from 14 Members, 1 Cooperating non-Contracting
Party and 4 observers attended the session. The Commission noted the report and considered the
following issues.
National Reports
14. The Commission noted the concern expressed by the Scientific Committee regarding the limited
submission of national reports to the Scientific Committee, noting that less than half, i.e. 15 of 32
CPCs, had submitted a report for the 2010 meeting. The Commission stressed the importance of
the submission of national reports by all CPCs and endorsed the new template agreed to by the
Scientific Committee in 2010.
On data
15. The Commission noted some minor improvements in the quantity of fisheries statistics available
in 2010 but reiterated its concerns about the lack of fisheries data from some gears and fleets for
target and bycatch species. Specifically, the Commission noted that many fisheries statistics are
missing or incomplete for some industrial and artisanal fisheries, and urged all CPCs to improve
their data collection and reporting to the IOTC, especially taking into account that the
Commission has started the process of developing a quota allocation system.
Status of the stocks
16. The Commission noted the latest advice from the Scientific Committee on the following species
and species groups, and the stock status summary for IOTC species as shown in Appendix VIII.
17. Albacore tuna: No new stock assessment was carried out in 2010 and the most recent assessment
(2008) is considered preliminary. However, the available stock status information indicates that
the condition of the stock is not likely to change markedly over the next two to three years and if
the price of albacore tuna remains low compared to other tuna species, no immediate
management action should be required on the part of the Commission. However, new
information and estimation for the Indonesian longline fishery has increased the known total
catch to levels above those considered sustainable (MSY from the 2008 assessment). A new
albacore tuna stock assessment should be carried out at in 2011.
18. Bigeye tuna: Revised stock assessments were carried out in 2010. The results suggest that the
stock is probably not overfished, and overfishing is probably not occurring (relative to MSY
reference points). However, the stock is near full exploitation, and the possibility of overfishing
cannot be ruled out on the basis of the estimated uncertainty, and the continuing observed decline
in catch-per-unit-effort (CPUE). The changes imposed on the operation of the purse seine fleets
by the security situation (piracy) in the western Indian Ocean has increased the fishing effort
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around fish aggregating devices (FADs). This has led to an increase in the catches of juveniles
which could have a negative effect on the outlook for the stock. Given the uncertainty on
estimated MSY values and the levels of error in the nominal catch data, catches should be kept at
or below 102,000 t. This catch level should ensure catches do not exceed MSY levels.
19. Skipjack tuna: No stock assessment has been carried out for this species in the Indian Ocean in
recent years. However, in 2008 and 2009, a review of a range of stock status indicators and
exploitation rates suggest that the stock should be closely monitored. Although there is no
scientific basis for urgent concern about the status of the population of skipjack tuna and the
recent catches are considered to be sustainable, taking into account (i) the Precautionary
Approach for fishery management, (ii) the rapid development of some artisanal and semiindustrial fleets and (iii) that the catches could not be increased continuously; some management
options should be considered. A skipjack tuna stock assessment should be carried out in 2011.
20. Yellowfin tuna: The stock of yellowfin tuna has recently become overexploited or is very close
to being overexploited. Management measures should be continued that allow an appropriate
control of fishing pressure to be implemented. At this moment, the effect of time-area closures
cannot be directly translated into management quantities of direct effect on the status of the
stock, such as catches or fishing mortality, so their possible effect on the future evolution of the
stock cannot be evaluated. Catches of yellowfin tuna in the Indian Ocean should not increase
beyond 300,000 t in order to bring the stock to biomass levels that could sustain catches at the
MSY level in the long term. If recruitment continues to be lower than average, catches below
300,000 t would be needed to maintain stock levels.
21. Swordfish—Indian Ocean-wide: Revised stock assessments were carried out in 2010. The results
suggest that the Indian Ocean stock as a whole is probably not overfished, and overfishing is
probably not occurring (relative to MSY reference points). If the recent declines in effort
continue, and catch remains below the estimated MSY of 29,000 t, then there is no urgent need to
introduce management actions to the Indian Ocean as a whole. However, continued monitoring is
required to manage the uncertainty.
22. Swordfish—Southwest Indian Ocean: The potentially high levels of depletion in the southwest
remain a special concern. The preliminary assessment for this sub-region confirms that the
pessimistic indicators are consistent with a sub-population that has experienced overfishing for
several recent years and remains currently overfished. Catches in the southwest Indian Ocean
should be maintained at levels at or below those observed in 2008 (6,426 t), until either i) there is
clear evidence that substantial rebuilding is occurring (through recruitment or immigration), or ii)
further analyses indicate that the current assessment is inappropriate.
23. Sailfish and Marlin: No quantitative stock assessments are currently available for any of these
species in the Indian Ocean and only preliminary stock indicators can be used. Aspects of the
biology, productivity and fisheries for these species combined with the lack of data on which to
base a more formal assessment is a cause for considerable concern.
24. Neritic tunas: No quantitative stock assessments have been carried out for any of the six neritic
tuna species under the IOTC mandate. Thus, the stock status for each species remains uncertain.
The Scientific Committee noted that neritic tuna species are relatively productive with high
fecundity and rapid growth, making them more resilient to overfishing than other tuna species.
25. Sharks: No quantitative stock assessment is currently available for any shark species in the
Indian Ocean. In general, the life history characteristics and biology of sharks make them
vulnerable to overfishing. As there was no improvement in the available catch statistics for
sharks in 2010, the stock status for all species remains highly uncertain and stock indicators need
to be developed as a matter of urgency. Noting this uncertainty, the Scientific Committee agreed
that Resolution 08/04 concerning the recording of the catch by longline fishing vessels in the
IOTC area, be amended in order to improve data collection and statistics on sharks that would
allow the development of stock status indicators.
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26. Marine turtles: Six species of marine turtles inhabit the Indian Ocean and likely interact with the
fisheries for tuna and tuna-like species. The International Union for Conservation of Nature
(IUCN) has classified the olive ridley turtle as vulnerable, the green and loggerhead turtles as
endangered and the hawksbill and leatherback turtles as critically endangered. Limited data on
marine turtle bycatch in IOTC longline and purse seine fisheries have been reported to the IOTC
with only 2 of the 32 CPCs (28 Members and 4 Cooperating non-Contracting Parties) fully
reporting marine turtle interactions in 2009 (Australia and South Africa. The European Union
partially reported marine turtle bycatch). Resolution 09/06 on marine turtles includes an
evaluation requirement (para.9) by the Scientific Committee in time for the 2011 meeting of the
Commission (para.10). However, given the lack of reporting of marine turtle interactions by
CPCs to date, such an evaluation could not be undertaken.
27. Seabirds: Sixteen species of seabirds have been reported as caught in longline fisheries within the
IOTC area of competence. The current IUCN threat status for each of these range from critically
endangered to least concern. Limited data on seabird bycatch in IOTC longline and purse seine
fisheries have been reported to the IOTC with only 2 of the 32 CPCs (28 Members and 4
Cooperating non-Contracting Parties) fully reporting seabird interactions in 2009 (Australia and
South Africa. The European Union partially reported seabird bycatch). Resolution 10/06 on
reducing the incidental bycatch of seabirds in longline fisheries includes an evaluation
requirement (para.8) by the Scientific Committee in time for the 2011 meeting of the
Commission. However, given the lack of reporting of seabird interactions by CPCs to date, such
an evaluation could not be undertaken.
Regional observer scheme
28. The Commission noted that in 2010 the Scientific Committee reviewed the state of
implementation of the Regional Observer Scheme, noting that most countries are still in the
initial phases of implementation. Minimum data requirements were adopted as well as an
observer report template that will be reviewed and revised as necessary.
Other matters
29. The Commission noted the lack of compliance by most CPCs in data gathering and reporting,
and the Scientific Committee‘s recommendation that the Commission considers developing a
Monitoring Scheme to verify if CPCs are taking all necessary steps to comply with IOTC
Resolutions and other obligations relevant to the work of the Scientific Committee, by
identifying areas in which further work is needed and recommending actions to be taken to
address non-compliance.
Comments of the Commission and consideration of the recommendations made by the
Scientific Committee
30. The Commission addressed the list of recommendations made by the Scientific Committee
(Appendix IX) in its 2010 report that related specifically to the Commission or concerned the
work of the Secretariat. The Commission endorsed the list of recommendations, noting the
following:
31. The Commission requests all CPCs to submit their national report to the Scientific Committee,
following the new template, at the next Session of the Scientific Committee.
32. The Commission endorsed the Scientific Committee‘s revised procedure and timeline for the
submission of documents to its annual meeting.
33. The Commission expressed concern that data and statistics for gillnet fisheries are still poor,
while those fisheries are catching approximately 14% of the total catch in the Indian Ocean. The
Commission noted that these fisheries are also believed to have substantial impacts on bycatch
species and associated ecosystems.
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34. The Commission reminded CPCs of the importance of timely reporting of data and requests
that each CPC review the data reporting requirements contained in IOTC Conservation and
Management Measures.
35. The Commission requests that all CPCs improve compliance with the various statistical
reporting requirements and deadlines in order for the necessary analyses and assessments to be
completed, on which the advice of the Scientific Committee will be based.
36. The Commission noted that stock assessments for some species rely on longline fisheries
standardized CPUE series, in particular from Japan. Due to the decreasing effort of this fleet
during the last few years, the Commission requests that alternative CPUE series for other fleets
are used by the Scientific Committee and its Working Parties in stock assessments.
37. The Commission expressed its concern regarding the new information and catch estimates of
albacore at levels exceeding the maximum sustainable yield and requests that a new assessment
be undertaken in 2011.
38. The Commission noted the provision by the Scientific Committee of the Kobe II matrix for
bigeye tuna and swordfish, and recognized that it is a useful and necessary tool for management.
The Commission requests that such matrices be provided for all stock assessments by the
species Working Parties, in particular for yellowfin tuna, and for these to be included in the
report of the Scientific Committee in 2011 and all future reports.
39. The Commission recognized the added value of the Indian Ocean Tuna Tagging Programme, and
expressed its satisfaction that the data were used for both the assessment of yellowfin tuna and
bigeye tuna in 2010. However, the Commission expressed its concern regarding the low
reporting rate of the tags by the longline and pole-and-line fleets.
40. The Commission recognized that piracy activities in the western Indian Ocean, have had
substantial negative consequences on the activities of some fleets, as well as the level of observer
coverage in these areas. The Commission requests that the Scientific Committee assess the
effect of piracy on fleet operations and subsequent catch and effort trends.
41. The Commission expressed its disappointment that the Working Party on Neritic Tuna has not
yet held its first meeting. The Commission noted that neritic tuna are an important species for
many coastal countries, as a source of revenue and food. The Commission requests that the
Working Party on Neritic Tuna hold its first meeting in 2011, if possible in conjunction with
another Working Party meeting to minimise travel requirements.
42. The Commission requests that the Secretariat attend the Circle Hook symposium that will be
held in May in Miami and report the key findings to the Scientific Committee.
43. The Commission endorsed the development of a Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) in the
framework of IOTC and requests that this process be continued in 2011.
44. The Commission requests that an Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) approach be applied to the
various shark species considered at risk by fishing activities in the Indian Ocean, and for the
Working Party on Ecosystems and Bycatch to undertake appropriate analyses under the guidance
of relevant experts.
45. The Commission requests the Scientific Committee in its 2011 Session, to evaluate the data
provision needs for longline, purse seine, gillnet and pole-and-line gear types, notably regarding
information relating to the vessel characteristics and the definition of the pole-and-line ‗fishing
event‘. The evaluation is requested in order to ensure that consistent and uniform information is
collected to assist the IOTC to fulfil its mandate. The Scientific Committee should make
appropriate recommendations to the 2012 Commission meeting.
46. The Commission requests that the Scientific Committee provide clear advice outlining
alternative management approaches which would provide effective protection of a possible
southwest Indian Ocean swordfish stock.
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47. The Commission reiterates the request that the Scientific Committee should evaluate the timearea closure established in Resolution 10/01 for the conservation and management of tropical
tunas stocks in the IOTC area of competence, in terms of its impacts on the stocks of tuna and
tuna-like species.

6.

REPORT OF THE EIGHTH SESSION OF THE COMPLIANCE COMMITTEE

48. The report of the Eighth Session of the Compliance Committee (IOTC–2011–CoC8–R), held in
Colombo, Sri Lanka from 14 to 16 and 19 March 2011, was presented by the Chair of the
Compliance Committee, Mr Roberto Cesari. Delegates from 24 Members, 3 Cooperating nonContracting Parties and 7 observers attended the session. The Commission noted the report and
considered the following issues.
49. In response to concerns about the clarity of the current Country Based Compliance Report
template, the Committee agreed to propose to the Commission, a modified template for use in
preparing reports for the next Committee meeting.
50. Following discussions on the implementation of IOTC Conservation and Management Measures
by each CPC, the Committee recommended to the Commission that letters outlining areas of
non-compliance be developed and distributed to relevant CPCs and for these letters to be based
on the list of issues identified during the meeting.
51. The Committee‘s deliberations in relation to Resolution 09/03 On establishing a list of vessels
presumed to have carried out illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing in the IOTC area,
concluded with the Committee recommending that the Commission consider delisting both the
Parsian Shila—taking into account the oversight nature of the infringement and noting that
vessels listed on the IOTC IUU Vessels List should not engage in any fishing activities while
they are on the list and that flag states should ensure that this is enforced—and the Rwad 1—
considering that Oman provided enough evidence showing the vessel is not engaged in IUU
activities, from the IOTC IUU Vessels List.
52. The Committee recommended that the Commission consider delisting the Lingsar 08 from the
IOTC IUU Vessels List during the inter-sessional period, if Indonesia were to provide
documentation certifying a change of ownership.
53. As no further information was provided to the Compliance Committee during its deliberations,
the Committee recommended that the vessel Hoom Xiang II remain on the IUU list.
54. The Committee recommended that the Suratha, Lakshani, Sulara 3, Chandra Kala, Lek Sauro,
Madu Kumari 2, Anuka Putha 1, Sudeesa Marine 5, Rashmi, Chmale and the Randika Putha 1,
be retained on the provisional IOTC IUU Vessels List, which will be forwarded to the
Commission for its consideration in conjunction with the additional information tabled by
Sri Lanka at the Plenary of the fifteenth Session of the IOTC.
55. Similarly, the Committee recommended that the Payam be retained on the provisional IOTC IUU
Vessels List, which will be forwarded to the Commission for its consideration, in conjunction
with additional concrete evidence tabled by Iran concerning the actions and measures to be taken
by Iran, at the Fifteenth Session of the IOTC, for a decision on the possible listing of this vessel
on the IOTC IUU Vessels List.
56. The Committee recommended that the Commission provide guidance concerning the status of
the information provided by observers participating in the IOTC at sea transhipment program, in
particular, the confidentiality rules to be applied, and the procedure to be followed upon
receiving information from observers regarding irregular activities by fishing vessels involved in
transhipment operations.
57. The Committee received four applications for the status of Cooperating Non-Contracting Party
and recommended that the Commission considers renewing the status of the Maldives, South
Africa and Senegal, while for the first time, considers granting the status to Mozambique.
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Comments of the Commission and consideration of the recommendations made by the
Compliance Committee
58. The Commission addressed the list of recommendations made by the Compliance Committee
(Appendix X) in its 2011 report that related specifically to the Commission or concerned the
work of the Secretariat. The Commission endorsed the list of recommendations, noting the
following:
59. The Commission noted that Reports of Implementation were provided by 21 Members
(Australia, Belize, China, Comoros, European Union, France Territories, India, Indonesia,
I.R. Iran, Japan, Republic of Korea, Malaysia, Mauritius, Oman, Pakistan, Philippines,
Seychelles, Sri Lanka, Tanzania, Thailand and the United Kingdom (Overseas Territories)) and
one Cooperating Non-Contracting Party (Maldives), which is a substantial improvement from the
13 reports provided the previous year (12 Members and one Cooperating Non-Contracting
Party).
60. The Commission adopted the draft Compliance Report template, as presented in Appendix XI.
The Secretariat, in collaboration with the parties that developed the draft template, will produce
intersessionally, a final Compliance Report template, which will contain all the major reporting
requirements of the existing IOTC Conservation and Management Measures.
61. The Commission noted that IOTC Resolution 10/09 (para.4) establishes the procedure to be
followed by the Compliance Committee in assessing compliance with IOTC measures by CPCs.
It was recalled that the provisions in paragraph 4.2. of IOTC Resolution 10/09, call for ―The
Chairman of the Compliance Committee, assisted by the Secretariat of IOTC, to identify, select
and transmit the significant non compliance issues to each concerned CPC and submit them for
discussion in the Compliance Committee meeting at least 30 days in advance.‖
62. The Commission agreed that a mechanism to assess compliance with IOTC measures by CPCs
should be established, and that as a first step would involve the submission of feedback letters
highlighting areas requiring further attention, to each Head of Delegation, which could serve as
the basis for review of progress at the next meeting of the Compliance Committee.
63. The Commission noted concerns raised by some CPCs that many coastal states are not yet able
to fully implement many of the conservation and management measures adopted by the
Commission. As such, many of their vessels would be considered illegally fishing within their
own Exclusive Economic Zones by virtue of their non-compliance. It was noted by certain
Members that if a majority of members could not implement all of the legally binding
requirements, then there could be valid reasons and such cases would need to be examined with
an open mind and with flexibility to accommodate special circumstances. In doing so, an
examination of the root causes of compliance gaps needs to be undertaken, and then to seek ways
to fill gaps by implementing adequate capacity building and support programmes.
Deliberations in relation to Resolution 09/03 On establishing a list of vessels presumed to have
carried out illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing in the IOTC area.
Parsian Shila
64. The Commission agreed to the delisting of the fishing vessel Parsian Shila from the IOTC IUU
Vessels List.
Rwad 1
65. The Commission agreed to the delisting of the fishing vessel Rwad 1 from the IOTC IUU
Vessels List.
66. The Commission agreed that Oman shall formally notify the Secretariat, before the vessel
returns to its fishing activities, when the fish found onboard the fishing vessel Rwad I are
destroyed.
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Lingsar 08
67. The Commission noted the additional evidence presented at the meeting by Indonesia on the
fishing vessel Lingsar 08. The Commission expressed concern regarding the late presentation of
this information, stressing the need for CPCs to strictly comply with the 30 day deadline when
presenting information on IUU matters to the Commission. Notwithstanding this, the
Commission agreed to make a special case and agreed that the fishing vessel Lingsar 08 be
delisted from the IOTC IUU Vessels List.
Hoom Xiang II
68. The Commission agreed to maintain the fishing vessel Hoom Xiang II on the IOTC IUU Vessels
List.
69. The Commission noted Malaysia‘s statement that it had revoked the fishing license of the vessel
Hoom Xiang II, and that the vessel is no longer flagged to Malaysia.
70. The Commission noted that Malaysia had no information concerning the fate of the Hoom
Xiang II. In light of this information, the Commission agreed to list the flag of the vessel as
‗Unknown‘ in the IOTC IUU Vessels List, and requested that Malaysia advise the Commission
on the whereabouts of the vessel should it become known.
Suratha, Lakshani, Sulara 3, Chandra Kala, Lek Sauro, Madu Kumari 2, Anuka Putha 1,
Sudeesa Marine 5, Rashmi, Chmale, and Randika Putha 1.
71. The Commission noted the new information presented by Sri Lanka concerning the actions
undertaken by its government against vessels under its flag involved in IUU activities in the
Chagos archipelago, including the fishing vessels Suratha, Lakshani, Sulara 3, Chandra Kala,
Lek Sauro, Madu Kumari 2, Anuka Putha 1, Sudeesa Marine 5, Rashmi, Chmale, and the
Randika Putha 1.
72. The United Kingdom (OT) indicated that infringements by Sri Lankan vessels within its EEZ is a
recurring problem and that, since 2002, a total of 63 Sri Lankan flagged fishing vessels have
been apprehended illegally fishing in the Chagos archipelago. The Commission noted that the
ship owners of all vessels have pleaded guilty of IUU activities.
73. The unique circumstances of Sri Lanka, including the inability to implement effective fisheries
management in the past was considered during the Commission‘s deliberations on the listing of
vessels on the IOTC IUU Vessels List. It was noted that the Government of Sri Lanka is working
on, and is committed to, addressing the governance issues in the intersessional period. Given
this, the majority of CPCs agreed that the information provided by Sri Lanka to the Commission
represented enough proof of commitment by the government of Sri Lanka towards fighting IUU
activities by vessels under its flag. In light of this, most CPCs agreed that the vessels should not
be added to the IOTC IUU Vessels List.
74. The Commission agreed on the severity of the cases under consideration. Notwithstanding the
lack of consensus, the Commission agreed not to list the 11 vessels flagged to Sri Lanka in the
IOTC IUU Vessels List. However, the Commission also noted that this case should not represent
a precedent, and that, if any similar case is brought before the Commission in the future, there
will be a strict application of the provisions of the relevant Resolutions. In addition, the
Commission requested Sri Lanka to report every month, through the IOTC Secretariat,
information on the whereabouts of each vessel; as well as communicating the final decision from
the Sri Lankan Court and fate of each fishing vessel, where applicable. The Commission further
agreed that, in the case that any of these vessels is involved in IUU activities in the future, it
shall be automatically listed in the IOTC IUU Vessels List.
75. The European Union, noting the position taken by the majority of the Members, reluctantly
accepted not to oppose the decision not to add these vessels to the IOTC IUU Vessels List,
pointing out the risks created by this precedent to the sustainability of the stocks and the negative
contribution to the image of the IOTC.
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Payam
76. The Commission considered the new information provided by Iran on the vessel Payam and on
the actions being implemented by Iran to address the issue of IUU activities by its fleet of
gillnetters.
77. The majority of the CPCs agreed that the sanctions imposed on the vessel by Mozambique
(USD$40,000 fine), as well as by Iran (suspension of license), were adequate, and that Iran was
taking effective actions to address the issue.
78. In that respect, the Commission agreed that the Payam should not be added to the IOTC IUU
Vessels List. However, the Commission requested Iran to transmit its National Legislation on
the use of gillnets and submit a management plan for its gillnet fishing vessels—both should be
provided to the IOTC Secretariat for circulation to CPCs within three months of the end of the
2011 Session of the Commission—focusing on how to prevent the use of gillnets longer than
2.5 km on the high seas. The Commission also noted that this decision should not represent a
precedent, and that, if any similar case is brought before the Commission in the future, there will
be a strict application of the provisions of the relevant Resolutions.
IUU Vessels List for 2011
79. The Commission adopted the IUU Vessels List as provided in Appendix XII.
Presumed IUU fishing activities reported by observers under the IOTC Transhipment
Programme
80. The Commission endorsed the recommendation from the Compliance Committee to establish a
procedure for the consideration of cases of presumed IUU activities reported by observers
participating in the at-sea transhipment monitoring programme.
Applications for Cooperating non-Contracting Party status
81. Following the recommendations of the Compliance Committee, the Commission granted the
status of Cooperating non-Contracting Party until the close of the Sixteenth Session in 2012 to
the Maldives, Mozambique, Senegal and South Africa.
82. The Commission expressed its satisfaction in seeing Mozambique for the first time becoming a
Cooperating non-Contracting Party and it noted Mozambique‘s wish to soon become a full
Member of the Commission.
Update on progress regarding Resolution 09/01 - On the performance review follow-up
83. The Commission noted the update on progress regarding Resolution 09/01 on the Performance
Review follow-up (IOTC–2011–S15–CoC64Rev1), thanking the Compliance Committee for this
information.

7.

REPORT OF THE EIGHTH SESSION OF THE STANDING COMMITTEE ON
ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE (SCAF)

84. The report of the Eighth Session of the Standing Committee on Administration and Finance
(IOTC–2011–SCAF8–R) was presented by the Chair of the Committee, Mr Geoffrey Nanyaro.
Delegates from 24 Members, 3 Cooperating non-Contracting Party and 7 observers attended the
Session. The Commission noted the report and considered the following issues.
Comments of the Commission and consideration of the recommendations made by the
Standing Committee on Administration and Finance
85. The Commission addressed the list of recommendations made by the Standing Committee on
Administration and Finance (Appendix XIII) in its 2011 report that related specifically to the
Commission or concerned the work of the Secretariat. The Commission endorsed the list of
recommendations, noting the following:
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86. The Commission agreed to replenish the Meeting Participation Fund to its initial level of
USD$200,000, through the allocation of funds from the IOTC accumulated funds.
87. The Commission noted that additional information was required by the Commission on matters
relating to the FAO contribution to the activities of the Commission, the FAO entitlement fund
and on the possibilities of external audits of FAO funds, requesting that the Chair write to FAO
to seek clarification on these various issues.
88. The Commission thanked the Secretariat for the work conducted during 2010, and approved the
IOTC Secretariat‘s Programme of Work for 2011 and for 2012, and adopted the budget for the
year 2011 and the indicative budget for 2012, and the scheme of contributions for the Members
as listed in Appendix XIV and Appendix XV respectively.

8.

REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ON ALLOCATION CRITERIA

89. The report of the Technical Committee on Allocation Criteria (IOTC–2011–SS4–R), held in
Nairobi from 16 to 18 February, 2011, was presented by the Chair of the Committee,
Mr Rondolph Payet. Delegates from 21 Members, 1 Cooperating non-Contracting Party and 4
observers attended the session. The Commission noted the report and considered the following
issues.
90. The Chair recalled that the Commission, in Resolution 10/01 adopted in March 2010 in Busan,
Korea, agreed that: ―A technical committee meeting shall be held prior to the Commission
Plenary session in 2011 to discuss on allocation criteria for the management of the tuna
resources of the Indian Ocean and recommend an allocation quota system or any other relevant
measures. CPCs are encouraged to submit proposals one month prior to the meeting.‖ (para.12);
and ―The Commission shall adopt an allocation quota system or any other relevant measure for
the yellowfin and bigeye tunas at its plenary session in 2012.‖ (para.13).
91. The Chair informed the Commission that five Members presented proposals on allocation for the
consideration of the meeting, including the European Union, Indonesia, the Islamic Republic of
Iran, the Republic of Korea and Seychelles.
92. The Commission noted that the process of establishing allocation criteria is complex and the
Technical Committee was unable to complete the task in the short time available for the meeting.
Nevertheless, progress was made based on the common ground in the positions expressed at the
meeting, including an agreement on basic principles that could guide further developments of an
approach to allocation.
93. The Commission noted that the overriding goal is to adopt a conservation measure that would
ensure the sustainability of the resources involved, if necessary and on the basis of scientific
advice, other management measures will be available to the Commission to achieve that goal,
while discussions on a quota allocation system continue.
94. The Chair advised the Commission that the Technical Committee had agreed that further
intersessional work is required, including convening another Technical Meeting before the IOTC
Session in 2012. Parties were encouraged to conduct intersessional consultations with the goal of
working towards a unique revised proposal that could be supported by all Parties. These further
developments would be accompanied by examples that would facilitate the understanding of the
consequences of the different formulations to all participants in the allocation process.
95. The Commission endorsed the request from the Technical Committee that the Secretariat
prepares, for the next meeting of the Committee, a document on the availability, completeness
and quality of catch data for all fleets in IOTC database.
96. The Commission noted the information supplied by the Secretariat on alternative conservation
and management measures implemented in other tuna RFMOs, as requested by the Technical
Committee.
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97. The Commission accepted the generous offer by the Maldives to host the next meeting of the
Technical Committee in January 2012.
Comments of the Commission and consideration of the recommendations made by the
Technical Committee on Allocation Criteria
98. The Commission addressed the guiding principles for a possible allocation process agreed to by
the Technical Committee on Allocation Criteria (Appendix XVI) in its 2011 report. The
Commission endorsed the guiding principles, noting the following.
99. The Commission noted that the implementation of a quota system will rely on the capacity of
each CPC to estimate catches, close to real-time and as accurately as possible, for the species and
fisheries concerned.
100. In this regard, the Commission encouraged CPCs to work towards streamlining their statistical
systems to make sure that estimates of catches as per the required resolution and time frame can
be produced in the near future.
101. The Commission invited CPCs to work with the Secretariat to achieve these objectives, where
required.
102. The Commission noted that the implementation of a quota system may take several years, and
the Commission may need to consider alternative management measures until such a time that a
quota system is in place. In this regard, the Commission recalled that paragraph 13 of IOTC
Resolution 10/01 states that ―The Commission shall adopt an allocation quota system or any
other relevant measure for the yellowfin and bigeye tunas at its plenary session in 2012‖.
103. The Commission agreed that the Technical Committee on Allocation Criteria while devoting
most of its efforts to develop a mechanism for quota allocation shall also consider appropriate
alternative management measures. In this regard the Commission stressed the need for all IOTC
CPCs to work intersessionally towards achieving this objective as soon as possible.
104. The Commission noted paper IOTC–2011–S15–05 outlining the recommendations of the Indian
Ocean Marine Affairs Cooperation (IOMAC).
105. The Commission requests that the Scientific Committee provide advice to the Commission that
adds to the information currently available or already requested of the Scientific Committee
regarding the take of juvenile yellowfin tuna, bigeye tuna and other species, and on alternative
management measures, including an assessment of the impact of current purse seine activities,
including the size/fishing capacity (and gear types i.e. mesh size etc.) of vessels, and the potential
implications that may arise for tuna and tuna-like species. Such advice should include options for
capping purse seine effort and use in conjunction with drifting FADs in the Indian Ocean.

9.

CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT MEASURES

106. The Commission noted a point of order concerning the late presentation of most of the proposals
submitted to the Commission for the present Session. It was recalled that Rule IV para.3 of the
IOTC Rules of Procedure states that ―The Secretary shall send a provisional agenda with
comments, including any proposal by members, not less than thirty days before the session‖. In
addition, it was recalled that the Commission in 2008 reiterated the need for Members to submit
all management proposals at least 30 days prior to the Commission meeting (IOTC–2008–S12–
R; para.60). The Commission noted that 10 out of the 14 management proposals before the
Commission were not submitted on time, while noting that a proposal to amend the Resolution
on establishing a program for transhipment by large-scale fishing vessels was based on the
discussion held during the Eighth Session of the Compliance Committee.
107. The Commission acknowledged the exceptional circumstances as outlined by the concerned
CPCs and agreed to consider all management proposals before it for the current Session.
108. The Commission agreed that Members shall make every possible effort to present management
proposals according to the agreed timeline, in order to allow all CPCs sufficient time for internal
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consultations with the institutions that would be responsible for implementing the proposed
measures.
109. The Commission agreed that the 30 day rule shall be strictly applied for all future Sessions.
Specifically, no proposals shall be accepted by the Secretariat for the Commissions
consideration, if received after the 30 day deadline.
Proposals for Conservation and Management Measures adopted by the Commission
110. The Commission considered and adopted six proposals as conservation and management
measures:
Development of a Compendium of Resolutions and Recommendations
111. The Commission adopted Resolution 11/01 on the Development of a Compendium of
Resolutions and Recommendations (Appendix XVII). This Resolution recognises the desirability
of improving the coherence and accessibility of its recommendations and resolutions. Noting that
the complexity of this work may have many implications, such as those of a legal, procedural or
practical nature, the Resolution creates a Working Group that would guide the development of a
Compendium of IOTC Resolutions and Recommendations.
On the Prohibition of Fishing on Data Buoys
112. The Commission adopted Resolution 11/02 On the Prohibition of Fishing on Data Buoys
(Appendix XVII). This Resolution prohibits fishing vessels from setting gear on or near, or
interacting with data buoys in any manner other than to untangle fishing gear that has
accidentally become entangled with data buoys. In adopting this resolution, Japan clarified its
position that it would not block the adoption of the resolution, but a question remained as to
whether IOTC could adopt such a resolution in a legally binding manner.
On Establishing a List of Vessels Presumed to Have Carried Out Illegal, Unreported and
Unregulated Fishing in the IOTC Area of Competence
113. The Commission adopted Resolution 11/03 On Establishing a List of Vessels Presumed to Have
Carried Out Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated Fishing in the IOTC Area of Competence
(Appendix XVII). This Resolution introduced amendments to Resolution 09/03 On Establishing
a List of Vessels Presumed to Have Carried Out Illegal, Unregulated and Unreported Fishing in
the IOTC Area, by including an option to add vessels to the IOTC IUU Vessels List during the
intersessional period of the IOTC.
On a Regional Observer Scheme
114. The Commission adopted Resolution 11/04 On a Regional Observer Scheme (Appendix XVII).
This Resolution introduced amendments to Resolution 10/04 On a Regional Observer Scheme to
extend the period for providing observer trip reports to the Secretariat from 90 to 150 days.
On Establishing a Programme for Transhipment by Large-Scale Fishing Vessels
115. The Commission adopted Resolution 11/05 On Establishing a Programme for Transhipment by
Large-Scale Fishing Vessels (Appendix XVII). This Resolution introduced amendments to
Resolution 08/02 On Establishing a Programme for Transhipment by Large-scale Fishing
Vessels, by establishing a procedure for the consideration of cases of presumed IUU activities
reported by observers participating in the IOTC at-sea Transhipment Programme.
Proposals for Conservation and Management Measures endorsed as a Recommendation by
the Commission
Concerning the Recording of Catch by Fishing Vessels in the IOTC area of Competence
116. The Commission adopted Recommendation 11/06 Concerning the Recording of Catch by
Fishing Vessels in the IOTC Area of Competence (Appendix XVII). This Recommendation
consolidates Resolution 08/04 Concerning the Recording of Catch by Longline Fishing Vessels
in the IOTC Area and Resolution 10/03 Concerning the Record of Catch by Fishing Vessels in
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the IOTC Area, but does not supersede them, as well as setting agreed minimum standards for
data requirements for all pole-and-line and gillnet fleets operating in the IOTC area of
competence, in order to harmonize data gathering and provide a common basis for scientific
analysis for all IOTC CPCs. Some CPCs indicated that they would not be in a position to
implement the proposal.
Proposals for Conservation and Management Measures not endorsed by the Commission
117. The Commission considered the following proposals as conservation and management measures,
but consensus could not be reached:
On a Catch Documentation Scheme
118. The Commission considered a proposal on a catch documentation scheme (IOTC–2011–S15–
PropA add1), but no consensus could be reached. The proposal aimed to support the
implementation of the IOTC Conservation and Management Measures by providing a scheme to
identify the origin of tunas and tuna-like species and other species of fish taken by vessels fishing
for tunas and tuna-like species within the IOTC area of competence.
On a Catch Documentation Programme
119. The Commission considered a proposal on a catch documentation programme for tropical tuna
(IOTC–2011–S15–PropF add1), but no consensus could be reached. Several Members noted that
this proposed programme was different from the programme that they have recently implemented
to comply with the EU–IUU regulations (notably Council Regulation (EC) No. 1005/2008), and
applying only to the three tropical tuna species, therefore creating difficulties and confusion in
the CPCs currently exporting fish to the EU market. Some Members expressed their interest in
discussing an IOTC Catch Documentation Scheme draft Resolution modelled in the EU IUU
regulation and certification, considering their familiarity with this system. The EU will likely
propose in 2012 a draft Resolution along these lines, including a section addressing the concerns
expressed for artisanal fisheries.
For the Conservation and Management of Swordfish in the IOTC Area of Competence
120. The Commission considered a proposal for the conservation and management of swordfish in the
IOTC area of competence (IOTC–2011–S15–PropH rev1), but no consensus could be reached.
This proposal aimed to establish for all vessels over 24 meters length, and under 24 meters if
they fish outside their EEZ, either a closure of a defined area, from 1st August to 1st September, or
a reduction in fishing effort by 30% in relation to active capacity expressed in vessel numbers
deployed in 2009 from 1st July to 30 September each year in the whole of the IOTC area of
competence. The proposed closure area was defined by the following coordinates: 25°–35° South
and 30°–55° East. CPCs agreed that greater representation at the Working Party on Billfish,
especially by the main fleets targeting swordfish such as the Spanish longline fleet, should attend
the next meeting to ensure the most complete data sets are available for analysis.
On the Conservation of Oceanic Whitetip Shark Caught in Association with Fisheries in the
IOTC Area of Competence
121. The Commission considered a proposal on the conservation of Oceanic Whitetip shark caught in
association with fisheries in the IOTC area of competence (IOTC–2011–S15–PropI), but no
consensus could be reached. The proposal aimed to prohibit the retention onboard, transhipment,
landing, storing, selling or offering for sale any part or whole carcass of oceanic whitetip sharks
in any fishery. The proposal also called for CPCs to record through their observer programs the
number of discards and releases of oceanic whitetip sharks with indication of status (dead or
alive) and report it to the IOTC.
On the Conservation of Hammerhead Sharks (Family Sphyrnidae) Caught in Association with
Fisheries in the IOTC Area of Competence
122. The Commission considered a proposal on the conservation of Hammerhead Sharks caught in
association with fisheries in the IOTC area of competence (IOTC–2011–S15–PropJ rev1), but no
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consensus could be reached. This proposal aimed to prohibit the retention onboard, transhipment,
landing, storing, selling or offering for sale any part or whole carcass of hammerhead sharks,
taken in the IOTC area of competence. The proposal also called for CPCs to release, to the extent
possible, any hammerhead sharks when brought alongside the vessel. Some coastal states could
not agree to the proposal given the high artisanal catches of these shark species.
Concerning the Conservation of Sharks Caught in Association with Fisheries Managed by
IOTC
123. The Commission considered a proposal on the conservation of shark caught in association with
fisheries managed by IOTC (IOTC–2011–S15–PropL), but no consensus could be reached. The
proposal included a ban on the use of wire trace. Several Members noted that this proposal which
called for fins to be landed attached, either naturally or by other means, was not operationally
feasible at this point in time and that no scientific justification for the ban on wire trace was
provided to the Fifteenth Session of the Commission.

10.

PROGRESS IN IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE
PERFORMANCE REVIEW PANEL

124. The Secretariat presented document IOTC–2011–S15–06 which outlined the current status of
implementation for each of the recommendations arising from the report of the Performance
Review Panel, provided at Appendix XVIII.
125. The Commission made several changes to the document before agreeing that the Secretariat and
Chair of each of the three Committee‘s should further develop the status table by including a
work plan with proposed timelines and priorities. The Secretariat was tasked with ensuring the
revised table is provided to the respective Committee‘s in advance of their next Sessions, in
accordance with the rules of procedure.
126. The Commission agreed that each of the Committee‘s should carry out a comprehensive
evaluation of the status and priority of each of the recommendations from the Performance
Review, and for a revised document to be provided to the Commission at its next Session.

11.

ELECTION OF THE CHAIRPERSON AND VICE-CHAIRPERSON OF THE
COMMISSION FOR THE NEXT BIENNIUM

127. The Commission thanked the Chair, Mr Rondolph Payet for his Chairmanship over the two past
biennia.
128. The Commission considered candidates for the positions of Chair and Vice-Chair of the
Commission. Mr Daroomalingum Mauree, from Mauritius, was nominated and elected as Chair,
and Ms Anna Willock from Australia and Mr Shingo Ota, from Japan, were nominated and
elected as Vice-Chairs of the Commission.

12.

ANY OTHER MATTERS
Process for the appointment of the Executive Secretary

129. The Commission noted that the term of the current Executive Secretary is due to end in March
2013. The Secretariat presented paper IOTC–2011–S15–09, outlining the process for the
appointment of the Executive Secretary to the Commission as outlined in both the IOTC Rules of
Procedure, and the revised procedure and terms of reference agreed to by the Commission at its
Seventh Session, held in Victoria, Seychelles, 2–6 December 2002.
130. The Commission adopted the Terms of Reference and rules of procedure for selecting and
appointing a new Executive Secretary at the Commission meeting in 2012, for commencement in
2013, provided at Appendix XIX.
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Piracy at sea
131. The Commission recognized the severe impact of piracy acts on humanitarian, commercial and
fishing vessels off the coast of Somalia and noted that the range of the attacks extended towards
almost all of the western Indian Ocean, notably toward Kenya and Seychelles, with attacks being
reported in their respective EEZ.
132. The Commission therefore agreed to issue a new Statement on the issue of piracy
(Appendix XX), calling once again on the international community to give all its support to
ensure the safety of all fishing vessels and their crew in the region from acts of piracy.

13.

DATE AND PLACE OF THE FOURTEENTH SESSION OF THE SCIENTIFIC
COMMITTEE AND THE SIXTEENTH SESSION OF THE COMMISSION

133. The Commission was unanimous in its thanks to Sri Lanka for hosting the Fifteenth Session of
the Commission and commended Sri Lanka on the warm welcome, the excellent facilities and
assistance provided to the Secretariat in the organization and running of the Session.
134. The Commission agreed that the Fourteenth Session of the Scientific Committee will take place
in early December 2011 in the Seychelles.
135. Following an invitation from Australia to host the Sixteenth Session of the Commission, it was
agreed to organize the next Session in Fremantle, Western Australia, in 2012. The exact dates
and meeting location will be confirmed and communicated by the Secretariat at a later date.

14.

ADOPTION OF THE REPORT

136. The report of the Fifteenth Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission was adopted on the
21 April 2011.
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Center for Analysis for International
Cooperation and Institution
Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
Jalan Medan Merdeka Timur No16
Jakarta
Phone: +62 21 3864293
Fax: +62 21 3519070 ext 7155
Email: desri_jasmin@yahoo.com
Andini FITRILIAH
Third Secretary (Politic Affairs)
Embassy of the Republic of Indonesia
400/50 Sarana Road
Colombo 7, Sri Lanka
Phone: +94 11 2674337
Fax: +94 11 2678668
Email: fitriliah97@yahoo.com
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Rayyanul Muniah SANGADJI
Directorate of Treaties on Political
Security and Territorial Affairs
Main Building 11th Floor,
JI, Taman Pejambon No.6
Jakarta - 10110
Phone: +62 21 3849618
Fax: +62 21 3524154
Email:
rayyanul.sangadij@kemlu.go.id
Mahrus AHYADI
Directorate General of Capture
Fisheries
Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
Jalan Medan Merdeka Timur No16
Jakarta
Phone: +62 21 3521781
Fax: +62 21 3521781
Email: kln_djpt@yahoo.com
IRAN (ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF) IRAN (RÉPUBLIQUE ISLAMIQUE
D')
Head of Delegation
Mohammad GHASEMI
Deputy of Fishing and Fishing
Harbours
Ministry of Jehad-e-Agriculture
Iranian Fisheries Organization
Phone: +982 166943984
Fax: +982 166943852
Email: ghasemi@mail.fisheries.ir ,
mghasemi36@yahoo.com
Alternate(s)
Reza SHAHIFAR
Iran Fisheries Organization
D. G. Conservation and
Rehabilitation of Marine Fine
Resources
West Fatemy Avenue, No,236,
Tehran
Phone: +989 123278012
Email: r.shahifar@gmail.com
Enayatollah KALANTARIAN
Phone: +982 1 88885538
Email: chabahartuna@yahoo.com
Alireza SEKAREEDI
Email: chabahartuna@yahoo.com
Ebrahim SHARIFIAN SANI
Operation and Technical Manager
Zardbaleh Industrial Tuna Fishing
Co.
Add. No. 32, Shahid Kolivand Alley,
North Sheykh Bahaee Ave
Vanak, Tehran
Phone: +982 1 88613701
Fax: +982 1 886 13700
Email: zitcoir@yahoo.com;
captsharif2000@yahoo.co.uk

Report of the Fifteenth Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission

JAPAN - JAPON
Head of Delegation
Shingo OTA
Senior Fisheries Negotiator
International Affairs Division
Fisheries Agency
1-2-1 Kasumigaseki
Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo
Phone: +81 3 3591 1086
Fax: +81 3 3502 0571
Email: shingo_oota@nm.maff.go.jp
Alternate(s)
Yujiro AKATSUKA
Senior Specialist
Far Seas Fisheries Division
Fisheries Agency
1-2-1 Kasumigaseki
Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo
Phone: +81 3 6744 2364
Fax: +81 3 3591 5824
Email:
yuujirou_akatsuka@nm.maff.go.jp
Kusui RYO
Fishery Division
Economic Bureau
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
2-2-1 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku
Tokyo
Phone: +81 3 5501 8338
Email: ryo.kusai@mofa.go.jp
Yasushi MARUYAMA
International Affairs Division
Fisheries Agency
1-2-1 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku
Tokyo
Phone: +81 2 3502 8460
Fax: +81 3 3502 0571
Email:
yasushi_maruyama@nm.maff.go.jp
Dr Tsutomu NISHIDA
Scientist
National Research Institute of Far
Seas Fisheries (NRIFSF),
Fisheries Research Agency (FRA)
5-7-1 Orido, Shimizu-Ward
Shizuoka-City, Shizuoka
Phone: +81 54 336 6052
Email: tnishida@affrc.go.jp
Masaaki NAKAMURA
Advisor
Japan Tuna Fisheries Co-operative
Association
31-1 Eitai 2-Chome
Koto-Ku, Tokuyo 135-0034
Phone: +81 03 5646 2382
Fax: +81 03 5646 2652
Email: nakamura@japantuna.or.jp

Kojiro GEMBA
International Division
Japan Tuna Fisheries Co-operative
Association
31-1 Eitai 2-Chome
Koto-Ku, Tokuyo 135-0034
Phone: +81 3 5646 2382
Fax: +81 3 5646 2652
Email: gemba@japantuna.or.jp
Chihiro KINO
Counsellor
Japan Far Seas Purse Seine Fishing
Association
6F Shonan Bldg
14-10 Ginza 1 Cho
Tokyo
Phone: +81 33 3564 2315
Fax: +81 33 3564 2317
Email: japan@kaimaki.or.jp
KENYA
Head of Delegation
Mohamed ABU CHIABA
Assistant Minister for Fisheries
Development
Ministry of Fisheries Development
Maji House
PO Box 58187
Nairobi
Phone: +254 20 2716103/85
Fax: +254 20 2730086
Alternate(s)
Mr Godfrey MONOR
Director of Fisheries
Fisheries Department
Ministry of Fisheries Development
Museum Hill
PO Box 58187
Nairobi 00200
Phone: +254 20 3742320
Fax: +254 20 3743699
Email: monorgv@gmail.com
Ms Santina MWANGI
Chief Finance Officer
Ministry of Fisheries Development
Nairobi
Email: santinamwangi@gmail.com
MADAGASCAR
Chef de Délégation
Simon RABEARINTSOA
Directeur Général de la Peche et des
Ressources Halieutiques
Ministère de la Pêche et des
Ressources Halieutiques
BP 1699 (101) Antananarivo
Phone: +261 331411004
Email: rabearintsoasim@yahoo.fr
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Suppléant(s)
Mamy RAMANANTSOA
Ministère de la Pêche et des
Ressources Halieutiques
BP 1699 Antananarivo
Phone: +261 320248421
Harimandimdy RASOLONJATOVO
Chef du Centre
Centre de Surveillance de Pêche
Ministère de la Pêche et des
Resoruces Halieutiques
BP 60114 Antananarivo
Phone: +261 320746742
Email: rasolo.vevey@blueline.mg
Benedictu HUR
Chairman
Dae Young Fisheries Pty Ltd
Suite 9, 240 Longueville Road, Lane
Cove
NSW 2066 Australia
Phone: +61 2 9420 4002
Fax: +61 2 9420 3834
Email: daeyoung@bigpond.net.au;
ben@daeyougfisheries.com
MALAYSIA - MALAISIE
Head of Delegation
Abd. Rahman JAAFAR
Ministry of Agriculture
Alternate(s)
Mohd SUFIAN SULAIMAN
Head of Deep Sea and Tuna Fisheries
Section
Department of Fisheries Malaysia
Licensing and Resources
Management Division
Wisma Tani, Level 1, Block 4G2,
Precint 4
Federal Government Administrative
Centre
62628 Putrajaya
Phone: +603 8870 4440
Fax: +603 8889 1233
Email: sufsul01@dof.gov.my
Halim HAMAT
President
Malaysia Tuna Association
62A, Jalan SS 21/62
Damansara Utamaa 47400 Petaling
Jaya
Selangor Darul Ehsan
Phone: +603 7725 9218
Fax: +603 77268218
Email: halimkhahen@yahoo.com
Mohamed Kepli AHMAD
Director of BENA ATK Sdn. Bhd
Email: mdkepli@yahoo.com
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Jasmy Sadan SAGI
Managing Director
Tiara Hebat Sdn Bhd
No 458C, Lorong Stutong 14G
Woodland Height, Off Stutong
Samarahan Road 93359 Kuching,
Sarawak
Phone: +60 82 464842
Email: jasmysagi@yahoo.com.sg
Wagner SAHUI
Porbino Pty. Ltd
PT. Sumbawa Jutaraya
PO Box 168
Cherrybrook, NSW2126, Australia
Phone: +61 413 054 688
Email: wsahui@gmail.com
Ms Norlia FADIL
Managing Director of Kepli Holding
Sdn. Bhd
George MARTIN
Director of BENA ATK Sdn. Bhd
Sarawat
Awancy TAHIRON HAMLANI
Managing Director
Tahiron Enterprise Sendirian Berhad
No 158 Taman Sri Dagang
Jalan Masjid, Peti Surat 77
Pos Kod 97007 Bintulu
Sarawak
Phone: +60 086 318501
Fax: +60 086 318502
Email: tesb158@yahoo.com
MAURITIUS - MAURICE
Head of Delegation
Daroomalingum MAUREE
Director of Fisheries
Ministry of Fisheries and Rodrigues
Level 4. LICI Building
Port Louis
Phone: +230 2112470
Fax: +230 2081929
Email: dmauree@mail.gov.mu
Alternate(s)
Devanand NORUNGEE
Divisional Scientific Officer
Ministry of Fisheries and Rodrigues
Fisheries Division
Level 4, LICI Building
John Kennedy St
Port Louis
Phone: +230 211 0604
Fax: +230 211 2470
Email: cnorungee@mail.gov.mu

OMAN

PHILIPPINES

Head of Delegation
Mr Ahmed AL-MAZROUAI
Director of Fisheries Development
Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries
Wealth
PO Box 374, Postal Code: 324
Muscat
Phone: +968 246888282
Email: ahmed483@omantel.net.om

Head of Delegation
Benjamin Jr. TABIOS
Assistant Director for Administrative
Services
Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
Department of Agriculture
3rd Floor, PCA Bldg
Elliptical Road, Diliman, Quenzon
City, Manila
Phone: +63 2 9298390
Email: btabios@bfar.da.gov.ph

Alternate(s)
Mohammed Said AL-MUSLIMANI
Executive Director
PO Box 1158, PC 114
Muscat
Phone: +968 99365034
Fax: +96t8 24711055
Email: mohamed.aba@hotmail.com
Said Ali AL ARAIMI
Chief Executive Officer
Rwad Al-Ibtkar Est.Trading
PO Box No. 300
P.C. 122 Mabella Industrial Area
Muscat
Phone: +968 24450069
Fax: +968 24450118
Email: areen.s595@hotmail.com
PAKISTAN
Head of Delegation
Hussain SHAUKAT
Director General
Marine Fisheries Department
Ministry of Livestock and Dairy
Development
Fish Harbour, West Wharf
Karachi-74000
Phone: +92 21 99214890-4
Fax: +92 21 99214895
Email: director_mfd@yahoo.com
Alternate(s)
Muhammad Asif RIAZ
Fisheries Development
Commissioner
Ministry of Livestock and Dairy
Development
SLSP Building, NARC,
Chak Shahzad
Islamabad
Phone: +92 51 9255821
Fax: +92 51 9255820
Email: asifriaz51@yahoo.com
Chad CHEN
Cosmic Trading Co.
Email: chadkchen@yahoo.com
Simon CHEN
Cosmic Trading Co.
Email: simo.chen@yahoo.com
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Alternate(s)
Severino Jr. ESCOBAR
Supervising Fishing Regulations
Officer
Fisheries Regulatory and Quarantine
Division
Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
Department of Agriculture
Manila
Phone: +63 02 455 1049
Fax: +63 02 426 6532
Email: jojo_escobar@yahoo.com
Richard SY
President
Philippine Taiyo Aqua Farming
Corporation
Suite 701 Dasma Corporate Ctr
#321 Dasmarinas St. Bdo
Manila
Phone: +63 2 2445563-65
Fax: +63 2 2445566
Email: syrichard139@gmail.com
REPUBLIC OF KOREA –
RÉPUBLIQUE DE CORÉE
Head of Delegation
Jang-Woo SEO
Director
International Fisheries Organization
Division
Ministry for Food, Agriculture ,
Forestry and Fisheries
88, Gwanmunro, Gwacheon-si,
Gyeonggi-do
Phone: +82 2 5002408
Email: icdmomaf@chol.com
Alternate(s)
Jong Soo HA
Deputy Director
International Fisheries Organization
Division
Ministry for Food, Agriculture,
Forestry and Fisheries
88, Gwanmun-ro, Gwacheon-si,
Gyeonggi-do
Phone: +82 2 500 2416
Fax: +82 2 503 9174
Email: icdmomaf@chol.com
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Jeongseok PARK
Assistant Director
International Fisheries Organization
Division
Ministry for Food, Agriculture,
Forestry and Fisheries
88, GwanMun-Ro, GwaCheon-si
GyeongGi-do 427-719
Seoul
Phone: +82 2 500 2417
Fax: +82 2 503 9174
Email: jspark3985@paran.com;
icdmomaf@chol.com
Dr Zang Geun KIM
Senior Scientist
Fisheries Resources Management
Division
National Fisheries Research and
Development Institute
152-1, Haeanro, Gijan-eup
Busan
Phone: +82 51720 2310
Fax: +82 51720 2377
Email: zgkim@nfrdi.go.kr

SEYCHELLES
Head of Delegation
Finley RACOMBO
Special Advisor to the Minister
(Natural Resources)
Chief Executive Officer
Seychelles Fishing Authority
Ministry of Investment and Natural
Resources and Industry
PO Box 449 Fishing Port
Mahé
Phone: +248 722366
Fax: +248 224508
Email: fracombo@sfa.sc
Alternate(s)
Roy CLARISSE
Deputy Manager Director
Seychelles Fishing Authority
Fishing Port, Victoria, Mahé,
Box 449
Phone: +248 670300
Fax: +248 224508
Email: rclarisse@sfa.sc; royc@sfa.sc

Kim HYOSANG
International Affairs Department 1
Korea Overseas Fisheries Association
6th fl. Samho Center Bldg A
275-1, Yangjae-Dong, SeoCho-Ku
Seoul
Phone: +82 2 589 1615
Fax: +82 2 589 1630-1
Email: coelho@kosfa.org

Vincent LUCAS
Manager - Research and
Development Division
Seychelles Fishing Authority
Fishing Port, Victoria, Mahé,
Box 449
Phone: +248 670300
Fax: +248 224508
Email: vlucas@sfa.sc

Ms Jung-re KIM
Advisor
International Fisheries Organization
Ministry for Food, Agriculture,
Forestry and Fisheries
88, GwanMun-Ro, GwaCheon-si
GyeongGi-do
Phone: +82 2 500 2418
Email: drew1126@naver.com

Ms Elisa SOCRATE
Fisheries Administrator
Seychelles Fishing Authority
Fishing Port, Victoria, Mahé
Box 449
Phone: +248 670300
Fax: +248 224508
Email: esocrate@sfa.sc

Jeong IL CHU
Fishery 1 Team/Manager
SAJO Industries Co., Ltd
157, Chungjeongno 2-ga,
Seodaemun-gu
Seoul
Phone: +82 10 2274 8853
Email: mata@sajo.co.kr

Jude TALMA
MCS Manager
Seychelles Fishing Authority
Mahé, Box 449
Phone: +248 670300
Fax: +248 224508
Email: jtalma@sfa.sc
Mr Rondolph PAYET
Chair, IOTC
Advisor – Regional Executive
Secretary SWIOFP
Phone: + 248 670 312
Email: rpayet@gmail.com
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Richard TAN
Deepsea Fisheries Management Ltd
Chairman
Deepsea Tuna Longline (Seychelles)
Association
Deepsea Fisheries Management Ltd.
Room 13-E, Tze Wei Commercial
Building
Jno. 7, Tze Wei 4th Road, Lin-Ya
District
Kaohsiung, Taiwan, Province of
China
Phone: +886 7 3364813
Fax: +886 7 3365332
Email: seytuna-assn@umail.hinet.net
SIERRA LEONE
ABSENT.
SRI LANKA
Head of Delegation
Hiran W. JAYEWARDENE
Chairman
National Aquatic Resources Research
and Development Agency (NARA)
Colombo
Email: chairman@nara.ac.lk
Alternate(s)
Indra RANASINGHE
Director General (Technical)
Ministry of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources Development
No10 New Secretariat
Maligawatta, Colombo 10
Phone: +94 11 23296666
Email: iranapiu@yahoo.com
Samararatne SUBASINGHE
Advisor to the Minister
Colombo
Ms. Rekha MALDENIYA
Head
Marine Biological Resources
Division
National Aquatic Resources Research
and Development Agency
(NARA)
Colombo 15
Phone: +94 1 2521006
Email: rekhamaldeniya@gmail.com
Ms Sepalika WICKRAMASINGHE
Acting Deputy Director (Quality
Control)
Department of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
Colombo 10
Phone: +94 (0) 112472186
Fax: +94 (0) 112424086
Email:
wswickramasinghe@fisheries.gov.lk
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A.D.P.C WIJEGOONAWARDANA
Director
Department of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
New Secretariat, Maligawatta
Colombo
Phone: +94 1 244 6291
Fax: +94 1 244 6291
Email:
adpcwijegoonawardana@fisheries.go
v.lk
Amitha ABAYASIRI
Legal Assistant
Department of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
Colombo
Phone: +94 774464818
Email: amithabayasiri@yahoo.com
Sisira HAPUTANTRI
Research Officer
National Aquatic Resources
Research and Development Agency
(NARA)
Colombo 15
Phone: +94 718246535
Ms Kalyani HEWAPATHIRANA
Fishery Biologist
Department of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
New Secretariat, Maligawatta
Colombo
Phone: +94 1 2470439
Email: kalhewa2009@yahoo.com
J.A.D.B. JAYASOORIYA
Statistician
Ministry of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
New Secretariat, Maligawatta
Colombo
Phone: +94 12381367
Email: b.jayasooriya@yahoo.com
Roshan FERNANDO
President
Seafood Exporter's Association of Sri
Lanka
c/o Tropic Frozen Foods Ltd
No 16/1, Tammita Road, Negombo
Phone: +94 777 301996
Fax: +94 31 22 33348
Email: roshan_f@sltnet.lk

SUDAN - SOUDAN

UNITED REPUBLIC OF TANZANIA RÉPUBLIQUE-UNIE DE TANZANIE

ABSENT.
THAILAND - THAÏLANDE
Head of Delegation
Pirochana SAIKLIANG
Director
Deep Sea Fishery Technology Research
and Development Institute
Marine Fisheries Research and
Development Bureau
Department of Fisheries
Kasetklang, Chatuchak
Bangkok 10900
Phone: + 66 (0) 2940 6146
Fax: +66 (0) 2562 0533
Email: pirochas@hotmail.com
Alternate(s)
Smith THUMMACHUA
Senior Fisheries Biologist
Chief, Overseas Fisheries Management
and Economic Cooperation Group
Fisheries Foreign Affairs Division
Department of Fisheries
Ministry of Agriculture and
Cooperatives
Kasetklang, Chatuchak
Bangkok 10900
Phone: +662 579 6216
Fax: + 662 579 7947
Email: smiththummachua@gmail.com
Ms Chanthip BUNLUEDAJ
Marine Fisheries Research and
Development Bureau
Department of Fisheries
Bangkok
Phone: +66 (0) 2562 0533
Fax: +66 (0) 25620533
Email: chanthipb@gmail.com
UNITED KINGDOM - ROYAUME-UNI
Head of Delegation
Dr Christopher MEES
Development Director
MRAG LTD
18 Queen Street, London W1J 5PN
Phone: +44 (0)2072557783
Fax: +44 (0)2074995388
Email: c.mees@mrag.co.uk
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Head of Delegation
Geofrey NANYARO
Director General
Deep Sea Fishing Authority
ZSTS Building, Kinazini
PO Box 56
Zanzibar
Phone: +255242234547
Email: gfnanyaro@yahoo.com
Alternate(s)
Zahor Mohamed EL-KHAROUSY
Phone: +255785093006
Email: zahor1m@hotmail.com
Ms Kassim JUMA
Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries
Development
PO Box 159
Zanzibar
Phone: +255777428575
Hosea Gonza MBILINYI
Director
Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries
Development
Fisheries Development Division
PO Box 2462, Dar es Salaam
Phone: +255 22 2860471
Fax: +255 22 2860472
Email: hoseagonza@yahoo.com

VANUATU
Head of Delegation
Laurent PARENTÉ
Permanent Representative of the
Republic of Vanuatu to the
International Maritime Organization
Government of Vanuatu
PO Box 1435
Port Vila
Email: laurentparente-vanuatuimo@hotmail.com
Alternate(s)
Christophe EMELEE
Fleet Administrator
PO Box 1640
Port Vila
Phone: +678 29012
Email: tunafishing@vanuatu.com.vu

Report of the Fifteenth Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission

COOPERATING NON-CONTRACTING PARTIES PARTIE COOPÉRANTE NON-CONTRACTANTE
MALDIVES
Head of Delegation
Hussain Rasheed HASSAN
Minister of State for Fisheries and
Agriculture
Velaanaage, 7th floor
Ameeru Ahmed Magu
Male‘
Phone: +960 333 0096
Email:
hussain.hassan@fishagri.gov.mv
Alternate(s)
Abdulla NASEER
Permanent Secretary
Ministry of Fisheries and
Agriculture
Velaanaage, 7th floor
Ameeru Ahmed Magu
Malé
Phone: +960 333 9231
Fax: +960 3326558
Email:
abdulla.naseer@fishagri.gov.mv
Dr Shiham ADAM
Director General
Marine Research Centre
Ministry of Fisheries and
Agriculture
H. White Waves
Moonlight Higun
Malé 20025
Phone: +960 331 3681
Fax: + 960 331 2509
Email: msadam@mrc.gov.mv
Abdul Rahman ALI
Managing Director
Renewable Energy Maldives Ptv
Ltd
H. Madharusaadhoshuge
Hadheebee Magu
Malé
Phone: +960 333 7734; +960
7771139
Fax: +960 333 7736
Email:
rahman.ali@renewableenergymaldi
ves.com.mv
Solah MOHAMED
Head of Production Department
Felivaru Fisheries Maldives Ltd
Phone: +960 662 0376, ext 107
Email: solah@felivaru.com.mv

Yasir WAHEED
Secretary General
Maldives Seafood Processors and
Exporters Association MSPEA
M. Marble 5th Floor, Kanbaa Aisa
Rani Hingun
Malé
Phone: +960 779 3647
Fax: +960 332 0175
Email:
president@maldivesseafoodassociat
ion.org

SENEGAL - SÉNÉGAL

Asim ABDUL RAHEEM
Maldives Seafood Processors and
Exporters Association MSPEA
M. Marble 5th Floor, Kanbaa Aisa
Rani Hingun
Malé
Phone: +960 7775360
Fax: +960 332 0175
Email: asim@euroglobal.com.mv

Suppléant(s)
Sidi NDAW
Chef Bureau des Statistiques
Division Aménagement
Direction des Pêches Maritimes
Ministère de l'économie maritime
1 Rue Joris, BP 289
Dakar
Phone: +221 33 823 0137
Fax: +221 33 821 4758
Email: sidindaw@hotmail.com

MOZAMBIQUE
Manuel CASTIANO
General Deputy Director
National Fisheries Administration
Ministry of Fisheries
Rua Consiglier Pedroso No. 347
Maputo
Phone: +258 21358000
Fax: +258 21320335
Email:
mcastiano@mozpesca.gov.mz
Florian GIROUX
MCS Adviser
National Fisheries Administration
Ministry of Fisheries
Rua Consiglier Pedroso No. 347
Maputo
Phone: +258 21302836
Email: fgiroux@nfds.info
Alternate(s)
Domingos GOVE
National Fisheries Research
Institute
National Director
Maputo
Phone: +258 82 6546483
Fax: +258 21 492112
Email:
domingosgove1@hotmail.com

Chef de Délégation
Camille Jean Pierre MANEL
Chef de la Division
Gestion et Aménagement des
Pêches maritimes
Adjoint Directeur des Pêches
Ministère de l'économie maritime
1 Rue Joris, BP 289
Dakar
Phone: +221 338 230137
Email: cjpmanel@gmail.com

SOUTH AFRICA - AFRIQUE DU
SUD
Head of Delegation
Ms Morongoa Suzan LESEKE
Chief Director: Monitoring Control
and Surveillance
Department of Agriculture, Forestry
and Fisheries
Roggebaai 8012, Cape Town
Phone: +27 83 3795432
Fax: +27 21 402 3663
Email: morongoal@daff.gov.za
Alternate(s)
Ms Kim PROCHAZKA
Foretrust House
Martin Hammerschlag Way
Foreshore, Cape Town
Phone: +27 21 402 3546
Fax: +27 83 302 8191
Email: kimp@daff.gov.za
Saasa PHEEHA
Director: Offshore and High Seas
Fisheries Management
Department of Agriculture, Forestry
and Fisheries
Private Bage X2
Roggebaai 8012, Cape Town
Phone: +27 21 402 3563
Fax: +27 21 402 3618
Email: saasap@daff.gov.za
URUGUAY
ABSENT.
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OBSERVERS – OBSERVATEURS
UNITED ARAB EMIRATES –
ÉMIRATS ARABES UNIS
Head of Delegation
Ebrahim JAMALI
Director of Marine Environment
Research Centre
Ministry of Environment and Water
PO Box 21, Umm Al Quwain
Phone: +97167655881
Fax: +9716 7655581
Email: eaaljamali@moew.gov.ae
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ÉTATS-UNIS D'AMÉRIQUE
Ms Deirdre WARNER-KRAMER
Senior Foreign Affairs Officer
Office of Marine Conservation
(OES/OMC)
Department of State
Washington DC
Phone: +1 202 6472883
Fax: +1 202 7367350
Email: warnerkramerdm@state.gov
Brad WILEY
Foreign Affairs Specialist
International Fisheries Affairs
Division
NOAA Fisheries
Office of International Affairs
1315 East West Highway
SSMC3, Room 12623
Silverspring, Maryland 20910
Phone: +1 301 713 2276 ext 126
Fax: +1 301 713 9106
Email: brad.wiley@noaa.gov
INTERNATIONAL SEAFOOD
SUSTAINABILITY FOUNDATION
Ms Susan JACKSON
President
PO Box 11110
McLean, Virginia 22102
United States of America
Phone: +1 703 226 8101
Fax: +1 703 226 8100
Email: sjackson@issfoundation.org

MARINE STEWARDSHIP
COUNCIL
Bill HOLDEN
Pacific Fisheries Manager
10/46-48 Urunga Parade
Miranda NSW 2228
Australia
Phone: +61 (0)2 9524 8400
Fax: +61 (0)2 9524 8900
Email: bill.holden@msc.org
ORGANIZATION FOR THE
PROMOTION OF RESPONSIBLE
TUNA FISHERIES
Wen-Jung HSIEH
Chairman
Taiwan Deep Sea Tuna Boat
owners and Exporters Association
3F-2, No. 2, Yu-Kang Middle 1st
Rd Kaohsiung
Taiwan, Province of China
Phone: +886 7 8419606-8
Email: wenjung@tuna.org.tw
Simon K. T LEE
Senior Officer
Taiwan Deep Sea Tuna Longline
Boat owners and Exporters
Association
3F-2, No. 2, Yu-Kang Middle 1st
Rd Kaohsiung
Taiwan, Province of China
Phone: +886 7 8419606
Fax: +886 7 8313304
Email: Simon@tuna.org.tw
Yin-ho LIU
Chairman
Indian Ocean Operational
Committee
Taiwan Deep Sea Tuna Boat
Owners and Exporters Association
3F-2, No. 2, Yu-Kang Middle 1st
Rd Kaohsiung
Taiwan, Province of China
Phone: +886 7 8419606-8
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SHARK ADVOCATES
INTERNATIONAL
Ms Sonja FORDHAM
President
c/o The Ocean Foundation
1990 M Street, NW, Suite 250
Washington DC, 20036
United States of America
Phone: +1 202 436 1468
Email: sonja@sharkadvocates.org
SOUTHWEST INDIAN OCEAN
FISHERIES COMMISSION
COMMISSION DES PÊCHES
POUR LE SUD-OUEST DE
L'OCÉAN INDIEN
Aubrey HARRIS
Secretary SWIOFC
PO Box 3730
FAO Subregional Office for
Southern Africa
Harare, Zimbabwe
Phone: +26 34253655
Fax: +26 3 4 700724
Email: aubrey.harris@fao.org
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APPENDIX II
OPENING ADDRESS BY DR DAMITHA DE ZOYSA, SECRETARY, MINISTRY OF
FISHERIES AND AQUATIC RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT OF THE DEMOCRATIC
SOCIALIST REPUBLIC OF SRI LANKA
Hon. (Prof.) G L Peiris, Minister of External Affairs
Hon. (Dr.) Rajitha Senaratne, Minister of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Development
Hon. Basil Rajapakse, Minister of Economic Development
Hon. Susantha Punchinilame, Deputy Minister of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Development
Mr Alijandro Anganuzi, Secretary General IOTC
Distinguished delegates from IOTC member countries
Honoured Guests, Ladies and Gentlemen
I am extremely happy to associate myself with this meeting and wish to thank my cabinet colleague,
Dr Rajitha Senaratne, Minister of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Development, for inviting me to
officiate this 15th Session of the IOTC, hosted by Sri Lanka for the first time. In fact, we would not
have been able to have a meeting of this magnitude, if not for the excellent leadership given by His
Excellency the President, who himself was once Minster of Fisheries.
As an island nation we are blessed with vast expanse of sea around our country rich in fish stocks.
Our people have sailed the oceans for trade for centuries, and have fished the oceanic waters around us
for thousands of years. Our sister maritime nations too possess similar history, background and
experience in this field as Sri Lanka does. In this context, I think this is a very important, crucial
meeting for Sri Lanka, and for all maritime nations in the region, as it is focused towards sustaining a
valuable marine resource, namely tuna, which accounts for nearly US$ 9 billion annual global trade,
for posterity and for our future generations.
Under the leadership of our President and his vision ―Mahinda Chintana‖, the entire country is making
steady progress. You can witness it yourself if you travel to remote areas of the country, especially the
North and the East. In fact, North and East which accounts for more than half of the country‘s coast
line were key areas of fish production till the 70s, producing about half of country‘s fish output. We
witnessed a drastic drop in production from these areas as a result of the unsettled conditions over the
last three decades with much loss of income and livelihood to the people in these areas. Our
government is now doing all what it could to redevelop these areas through improved infrastructure
and restoring the agriculture and fishery sectors to former glory that they enjoyed and beyond.
Tuna industry has developed globally since the 70s. Fleets have expanded at a rapid rate and have
become very efficient due to technological developments. In contrast, even today, our fleets are of
humble nature. Our catching sector largely consists of small ‗clusters‘ of artisanal fleets, totaling
around 3,150 ‗Multi day‘ boats generally based in rural locations with often inadequate infrastructure
and processing facilities. We have a bounden duty towards our people to ensure that they benefit from
the seas around us. At present, per capita intake of seafood in Sri Lanka is only around 31gms per day
and we hope to see that figure doubling to 60gms by 2013. Therefore, there is a great need for
increased catching capacity mainly to make available greater volume of seafood to our population. To
achieve this we have to increase our fish production to 686,000 metric tonnes by 2013 from the
present level of approximately 485,000 tonnes per annum, an ambitious plan indeed. While pursuing
this target we have to be mindful of issues such as sustainability, traceability and regulations. They all
must be addressed first.
The very high level of participation at this 15th session of the Commission meeting, with almost 250
delegates and observers from over 35 countries, shows the importance the Member countries and
associates attached to the meeting. I have no doubt that, during the five days of meeting sessions all
the current issues related to tuna resource management in the Indian Ocean will be addressed in an
efficient and fair manner primarily with the a view to enriching the food security, or rather ―fish
security‖ of our populations and safeguarding our tuna resources for the posterity. I wish the meeting
all success and our friends from overseas a pleasant and enjoyable stay in Sri Lanka and in this historic
capital city of the country. Thank you.
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APPENDIX III
OPENING ADDRESS OF MR ANGANUZZI, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF THE
INDIAN OCEAN TUNA COMMISSION
Hon. Prime Minister of the Democratic Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka, Mr D M Jayaratne
Hon. Minister for Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Development, Rajitha Senaratne
Hon. Minister of External Affairs, (Prof) G L Peiris
Hon. Minister of Economic Development, Basil Rajapakse
Hon. Deputy Minister of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Development, Susantha Punchinilame
Deputy Minister of Fisheries Comoros
Secretary, Ministry of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Development, Dr Damitha de Zoysa
Mr Rondolph Payet, Chairman of IOTC
Distinguished Guests, Ladies and gentlemen
This a special occasion for me, that marks my return to the place where, fifteen years ago, I had the
privilege to work towards bringing into existence the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission. The almost two
years that I spent in Sri Lanka, were marked by difficult moments, but also very special memories that
will remain forever with my family. Today, I have the pleasure to see a Sri Lanka, that is leaving
behind the dark hours of the war, and looks at the future with hope.
Tuna fisheries will play an important role in securing a better future not only for Sri Lanka, but also
for other countries in the region. For this reason, as observers of this process from its beginning, it is
with satisfaction that we see the increasing engagement from the countries of the region in the IOTC
process. This has been clear as during the recent Technical Workshop on Allocation Criteria where
there was a lively and constructive debate on the most difficult issue facing an RFMO.
The Indian Ocean Tuna Commission is unique amongst tuna RFMOs, for its diversity of cultures,
economic situations and development aspirations. It has the highest proportion of catches for the main
species coming from artisanal fisheries, and, on the other hand, a large proportion of the catches come
from areas beyond national jurisdiction. This diversity of experiences creates challenges that require a
clear understanding and a constructive debate between all stakeholders. If that does not happen, a way
forward will be difficult to find, and the IOTC process itself will be at risk with negative consequences
for all.
From the point of view of the Secretariat, this has been yet another year of intense work, in its
customary role of facilitator of the work of the IOTC Members. More so than ever as the previous
Session of the Commission resulted in a number of new initiatives that have re-energized the
Commission‘s activities. The work of the Secretariat has extended beyond the traditional scientific
support, as we continue to work with Member states and other regional initiatives to promote better
compliance. The Secretariat has provided services to Member States, especially developing coastal
States, to assist in improving the level of compliance of all parties, and to promote a better
understanding of the requirements for an effective participation in the IOTC process. In what we hope
will constitute a model for future assistance, we have worked closely with officials from coastal
Member States providing constant feedback on a range of issues from technical support on
implementation issues to advice on legal and institutional frameworks. But, maintaining sustainability
of the tuna fisheries requires more than sound scientific advice and effective compliance.
Numerous challenges are ahead for Members and the Secretariat, from the renewed threat of piracy to
the dangers of misinformation in the markets about the condition of the stocks. As usual, we will be at
the service of the Members, with the hope of bringing a modest contribution to a process that we
believe in, a process that aims at achieving a sustainable utilization of resources and the protection of
the ecosystems.
In closing, I would like to express my gratitude to the staff of the local organizing committee who has
worked long hours to ensure the success of this meeting. This has been already a long week, and their
efforts have been much appreciated. Let us hope that we can enjoy another week of constructive work.
Thank you very much.
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APPENDIX IV
OPENING ADDRESS OF MR PAYET, CHAIRPERSON OF THE INDIAN OCEAN TUNA
COMMISSION
Hon. D M Jayaratne, Prime Minister of the Democratic Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka
Hon. Minister for Fisheries, Rajitha Senaratne
Hon. (Prof) G L Peiris, Honorable Minister of External Affairs
Hon. Basil Rajapakse, Minister of Economic Development
Hon. Susantha Punchinilame, Deputy Minister of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Development
Dr Damitha de Zoysa, Secretary, Ministry of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Development
Deputy Minister of Fisheries Comoros
Mr Alejandro Anganuzzi, Executive Secretary of IOTC
All Protocols observed
Distinguished Guests
Distinguished Representatives of Members
Invited observers
Ladies and gentlemen
Let me wish you all a very good morning and welcome to Colombo, Republic of Sri Lanka for the 15 th
Session of the Indian Tuna Ocean Commission, despite of most of you have been here since the last
few days for the Compliance Committee, which I understand was very momentous.
On your behalf, I would like to express our deepest thanks to the Government of the Republic of Sri
Lanka for the kind hosting of this Commission meeting. The Government of Sri Lanka has provided
us, in this exquisite location and by the sea, excellent facilities for us to do our work. I‘m happy to
note the presence of almost all of our members that have gathered here to take stock of progress and
discuss the future management of this common and shared resource.
It is therefore a great honour for me to be addressing you today on the occasion of the opening of the
15th Session of the IOTC. It is in fact my last session as your Chair and I would like to take this
opportunity to extend to all of you my deepest appreciation and hopefully for the past sessions I have
served you in an even-handed manner. I shall endeavour to offer same during this session.
This 15th Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission is again taking place against the backdrop of
a series of international and regional fisheries concerns. This is reflected in the need for us to
seriously look at compliance, stock management issues and improving the efficiency of the
organisation.
In this regard, we should not in the game of finger pointing but to work as a team to address the issues
facing the stocks of the Indian Ocean. Moreover members of this Commission must take their
responsibility seriously – this Commission is as good as it members. We may not be able to change
what others have done, but we can certainly change ourselves, focus on the future so that we bring
change. Each one of these sectors be it industrial or artisanal have huge role to play in management of
the tuna stocks and should be given equal attention, and neither of them should be overlooked or given
a carte blanche. In fact both sectors approximately harvest 50 % of the tuna resources. There is
Chinese‘s saying that goes follows: The best time to plant a tree was 20 years ago. The next best time
is now. Let us not lose this opportunity to make a difference in future of our children in working
together as one team despite our differences.
On the aspirations of coastal states we have to be careful that we are not over zealous on how far we
expand these fisheries despite being legitimate. What I would like to see is that as the coastal countries
fisheries grow, the distant water fishing nations should provide the development space through a fleet
reduction programme. Even then, this is not carte blanche for coastal states to exponentially increase
fishing capacity beyond the limits of the stocks as laid down by the Scientific Committee.
This commission should look at ways to facilitate this development due to the transboundary nature of
these stocks as now there are clearly more players at the table, and I would call on the distant water
fishing nations to be considerate towards these aspirations.
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On other matters, as some of you may recall, the Performance Review of the IOTC looked at number
of areas where improvements may be required. It notes the IOTC Agreement is out-dated, as it does
not take account of modern principles for fisheries management. The absence of concepts such as the
precautionary approach and an ecosystem based approach to fisheries management are considered to
be major weaknesses. The limitation on participation to this RFMO, deriving from IOTC‘s legal status
as an Article XIV of the FAO body, conflicts with provisions of United Nations Fish Stocks
Agreement (UNFSA) and prevents major fishing players in the Indian Ocean from discharging their
obligations to cooperate in the work of the Commission. It is has been more than two year since this
was discussed and I believe it should be revisited to discuss a way forward.
The Performance Review also considered the poor participation of coastal states in IOTC meetings
and this was addressed through a special fund to assist countries to participate and contribute to the
IOTC process. Equally we have reinforced the compliance committee so that it has more time to
deliberate on the issues. My view of compliance is that countries should be taken to task and they
should indicate clearly improvements rather than business as usual. This commission should not
entertain mediocrity. If there areas that assistance are required, this Commission, through its
secretariat, should facilitate assistance to the countries in meeting these goals. Business as usual
should longer be our target.
Ladies and Gentlemen we have a very difficult task ahead of us. We need to take decisions consistent
with the advice of the Scientific Committee. Furthermore, as a Commission we need to make a
difference and ensure we take decisions in support of sustainable use, conservation and management
of the Indian Ocean tuna resources. We have started the process to establish a quota system. I would
urge this Commission not abandon this process. It will certainly take longer than anticipated and a
painful journey but the rewards are high.
I would like to welcome the NGO‘s, which have a keen interest in this organisation, also need to play
a greater role in ensuring the effectiveness of this organisation. I would also like to call upon all
partners to join hands with us in assisting the coastal states in the Indian Ocean to meet their
obligations under this organisation. It is no longer good enough to sit on the wall and criticise. That
said, I would however like to thank those who are already contributed significantly to the process of
the IOTC.
Finally let me thank Mr. Alejandro Anganuzzi and all his staff for past year's work, which is
commendable. I would also like to take this opportunity to officially welcome on board our new
Deputy Executive Secretary, Dr. David Wilson.
I look forward to working with all of you in an evenhanded and fair manner to achieve the desired
results. I hope you can count on me to guide you to achieve these results.
Last but not least I would like on your behalf to extend our deepest sympathy to people of Japan
following the devastating earthquake that hit the North – East of Japan the triggered a massive tsunami
with waves over 3 meters which resulted in loss of lives and material damage.
Our hearts go out to the entire Japanese community especially to the families of those who have lost
their lives. You are in our prayers and we stand by you as you go through this difficult period. I
propose we keep a minute of silence in recognizant of tragedy in Japan.
Thank you and enjoy yourself in enchanting Colombo. We cannot be in any better location to do our
work.
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APPENDIX V
OPENING ADDRESS BY THE HONOURABLE DR RAJITHA SENARATNE,
MINISTER OF FISHERIES AND AQUATIC RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT OF THE
DEMOCRATIC SOCIALIST REPUBLIC OF SRI LANKA
Hon. D M Jaratne, Prime Minister of the Democratic Socialist Republic of Sri Lanka
Hon. (Prof) G L Peiris, Honorable Minister of External Affairs
Hon. Basil Rajapakse, Minister of Economic Development
Hon. Susantha Punchinilame, Deputy Minister of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Development
Dr Damitha de Zoysa, Secretary, Ministry of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources Development
Mr Alejandro Anganuzzi, Secretary General IOTC
Excellencies (IOTC Member countries)
Invited Guests
Ladies and Gentlemen
It gives me great pleasure to associate myself with this 15th Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna
Commission or the IOTC. I am very happy to note the presence of nearly 250 delegates and observers
from nearly 35 countries with us this morning. This shows the importance the countries attach to
this meeting and their tuna resources.
From time immemorial, nations sitting in or bordering the Indian Ocean region have treated our
marine resources with respect, taking what we need and not more from the vast sea areas we are
endowed with. Most in the region were sea faring nations and they had the ability to fish to cater for
their needs.
However, things changed with population growth, industrialization, technological developments and
the growth of market economies. Technological developments in fishing in the 60s and 70s gave rise
to ―killing machines‖ which were able to hunt fish with much speed and efficiency in any ocean,
taking thousands of tons in one run and doing many such runs in a month. I have been told that even
now much improved so called Super Seiners are being designed and built in many parts of the world
to hunt the already depleted fish stocks in our oceans. When we consider the fact that more than 75%
of the marine stocks are over fished and another 12% are fully utilized as per the Food and Agriculture
Organization, it is difficult to fathom the gluttonous behavior of some of our friends in the fishing
industry.
In contrast, even today, our fleets are of more humble in nature. Our catching sector largely consisting
of small ‗clusters‘ of artisanal fleets, totaling around 3,150 ‗Multi day‘ boats, generally based in rural
locations with often unsuitable infrastructure and processing facilities. We have a bounden duty
towards our people to ensure that they benefit from the seas around us. At present, per capita intake of
seafood in Sri Lanka is only around 31gms per day and we hope to see that figure double to 60gms by
2013. Therefore, the need for increased catching capacity is mainly to make available greater volume
of seafood to our population. To achieve this we have to increase our fish production to 686,000
metric tonnes by 2013 from the present level of close to 400,000 tonnes, an ambitious plan indeed,
while mindful of issues such as sustainability, traceability and regulation must all first be addressed.
We are a nation in a hurry. The country has lost years of development and billions of dollars as a
result of decades of terrorism. Our population is trying to rise as one nation putting aside pet
differences. Under the leadership of our President and his vision ―Mahinda Chintana‖, the entire
country is making steady progress. You can witness it yourself if you travel to remote areas of the
country, especially the North East. In fact, North and East which accounts for more than half of the
country‘s coast line were key areas of fish production in the 70s, producing about half of country‘s
fish production. We witnessed a drastic drop in production from these areas as a result of the unsettled
conditions in these areas over the last three decades with much loss of income and livelihood to the
people in these areas. Our government is now doing all what it can redevelop these areas through
improved infrastructure and reestablishing the agricultural and fisheries sectors to former glory or
even a higher pedestal.
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However, we have problems and hurdles to overcome. The recession in the developed world has
affected very much. We have lost tens of thousands of jobs as a result of losing EU GSP status.
However, we have no qualms about these and we have adjusted our marketing strategies to absorb
these unexpected shocks and to minimize the negative effects on our people. Many of our exporting
companies have gone bankrupt. In spite of all these odds, if we were to develop our nation, we need
catch up growth in all sectors of the economy, very much so in the fisheries sector, country‘s third
most important contributor to economic growth, second only to agriculture and tourism.
WE are living in an era of uncertainties. In spite of technological developments in food production,
gone are the days of unchallenged food security. A few decades ago when some scientists predicted
future ―food wars‖ nobody took their statements seriously. There were also predictions of ―water
Wars‖ in times to come. I read somewhere that a Canadian scientists has predicted that there will be
no room for commercial marine fisheries by 2050!
Looking at the rapid rate of degradation and destruction in the environment around us and the apparent
depletion of marine fish resources the urgency of some solid plan of action cannot be overestimated.
In this context this meeting is much relevance to us in the Indian Ocean zone, which holds a much
cherished tuna resource, only second to the Western and Central Pacific by volume, but qualitatively I
believe, even richer. I have no doubt five days of meeting sessions will address all the current issues
related to tuna resource management in the Indian Ocean in an efficient, fair manner primarily with
the a view to enriching the food security, or rather ―fish security‖ of our populations and safeguarding
our tuna resources for posterity. I wish the meeting all the success and our friends from overseas a
pleasant, enjoyable stay in Sri Lanka and in this historic capital city of the country.
Thank you.
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APPENDIX VI
AGENDA OF THE FIFTEENTH SESSION OF THE INDIAN OCEAN TUNA
COMMISSION
1. Opening of the Session
2. Adoption of the agenda and arrangements for the Session (IOTC–2011–S15–01rev2)
3. Admission of observers
4. Update on the Kobe process
5. Report of the 13th Session of the Scientific Committee (IOTC–2010–SC–R)
6. Report of the Compliance Committee (IOTC–2011–CoC8–R)
7. Report of the Standing Committee on Administration and Finance (IOTC–2011–SCAF8–
R)

8. Report of the Technical Committee on Allocation Criteria (IOTC–2011–SS4–R)
IOMAC Recommendations (IOTC–2011–S15–05)
Information on management options for tuna and tuna-like species adopted in other tropical tuna
RFMOS (IOTC–2011–S15–Inf01)

9. Conservation and Management Measures
PropA On a Catch Documentation Scheme (Submitted by Japan)
PropB On a Regional Observer Scheme (Submitted by Japan)
PropC On the Prohibition of Fishing on Data Buoys (Submitted by Belize)
PropD concerning the Recording of Catch and Effort Data by Pole-and-Line fishing vessels in the IOTC
Area of competence. (Submitted by the EU)
PropE concerning the Recording of Catch and Effort Data by Gillnet fishing vessels in the IOTC Area
of competence. (Submitted by the EU)
PropF On an IOTC tropical tunas – yellowfin, bigeye and skipjack -catch Documentation Programme.
(Submitted by the EU)
PropG On the Recording of Catch by Longline Fishing Vessels in the IOTC Area of Competence.
(Submitted by the EU)
PropH For the Conservation and Management of Swordfish in the IOTC Area of competence.
(Submitted by the EU)
PropI On the Conservation of Oceanic Whitetip Shark caught in Association with fisheries in the IOTC
Area of competence. (Submitted by the EU)
PropJ On the Conservation of Hammerhead Sharks (family Sphyrnidae) caught in Association with
fisheries in the IOTC Area of Competence. (Submitted by the EU)
PropK On establishing a List of Vessels presumed to have carried out Illegal, Unregulated and
Unreported fishing in the IOTC area of competence. (Submitted by the EU)
PropL Concerning the conservation of sharks caught in association with fisheries managed by IOTC.
(Submitted by Australia)
PropM On the recording of catch by fishing vessels in the IOTC Area of competence. (Submitted by
Australia)
PropN On establishing a programme for transhipment by large-scale fishing vessels. (Submitted by
Japan)

10. Progress in implementation of the recommendations of the Performance Review
Panel (IOTC–2011–S15–06)
11. Election of the Chairperson and vice-Chairperson of the Commission for the next
biennium
12. Any other matters
Proposal for a Statement of IOTC on piracy in the western part of the IOTC area of competence (IOTC–
2011–S15–04)
Process for the election of the Executive Secretary
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13. Date and Place of the 14th Session of the Scientific Committee and the 16th Session of
the Commission
14. Adoption of the report
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APPENDIX VII
LIST OF DOCUMENTS / LISTE DES DOCUMENTS
Reference / Référence
Session
IOTC–2011–S15–01rev2
IOTC–2011–S15–02
IOTC–2011–S15–03
IOTC–2011–S15–04

IOTC–2010–SC13–R
IOTC–2011–CoC8–R
IOTC–2011–SCAF8–R

IOTC–2011–SS4–R
IOTC–2011–S15–05
IOTC–2011–S15–06

IOTC–2011–S15–07

IOTC–2011–S15–08

IOTC–2011–S15–09

IOTC–2011–S15–10
IOTC–2011–S15–11
IOTC–2011–S15–Inf01

IOTC–2011–S15–Inf02
IOTC–2011–S15–Inf03

Title / Titre
[E] Draft agenda of the Commission – 15th Session
[F] Ordre du jour provisoire de la Commission – 15e Session
[E + F] List of documents / Liste des documents
[E + F] List of participants / Liste des participants
[E] Proposal for a Statement of IOTC on piracy in the western part of the
IOTC area of competence
[F] Proposition de déclaration de la CTOI sur la piraterie dans la zone de
compétence de la CTOI.
[E] Report of the Thirteenth Session of the Scientific Committee
[F] Rapport de la Treizième Session du Comité Scientifique
[E] Report of the Eighth Session of the Compliance Committee
[F] Rapport de la huitième Session du Comitè d‘Application
[E] Report of the Eighth Session of the Standing Committee on
Administration and Finance
[F] Rapport de la huitième Session du Comitè Permanent d‘Administration
et des Finances
[E] Report of the Technical Committee on Allocation Criteria
[F] Rapport du Comité Technique sur les Critères d‘Allocation
[E] IOMAC recommendations
[F] Recommandations IOMAC
[E] Update on progress regarding Resolution 2009/01 on the performance
review follow-up
[F] Informations sur les progrès concernant la résolution 09/01 - su les
suites donne l valuation des pe fo mances
[E] Additional information from Sri Lanka on the IOTC IUU provisional list
[F] Informations complémentaires du Sri Lanka concernant la Proposition de
Liste INN de la CTOI
[E] Additional information from IR of Iran on the IOTC IUU provisional list
[F] Informations complémentaires de la R.I. d‘Iran concernant la Proposition
de Liste INN de la CTOI
[E] Extracts of the IOTC rules of procedure regarding the appointment of
the Executive Secretary.
[F] Extraits du règlement intérieur de la CTOI concernant la nomination du
Secrétaire Exécutif.
[E] Review compendium resolutions
[F] Élaboration d‘un recueil des résolutions et recommandations de la CTOI
[E] Certificate of sale Lingsar 08 (Indonesia)
[F] Certificat de vente du Lingsar 08 (indonésie)
[E] Information on management options for tuna and tuna-like species
adopted in other tropical tuna RFMOS
[F] Informations sur les options de gestion des thons et des espèces
apparentées adoptées par d‘autres ORGP-thons
[E] Fleet Development Plan Maldives
[E] Fleet Development Plan Iran
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Reference / Référence
Title / Titre
Conservation and Management Measure Proposals / Propositions de mesures de conservation et de gestion
IOTC–2011–S15–PropA &
[E] On a Catch Documentation Scheme (Submitted by Japan)
Add1
[F] Sur un Programme de Documentation des Captures (Soumis par le
Japon)
IOTC–2011–S15–PropB, rev1
[E] On a Regional Observer Scheme (Submitted by Japan)
[F] Sur un Programme Régional d‘Observateurs (Soumis par le Japon)
IOTC–2011–S15–PropC
[E] On the Prohibition of Fishing on Data Buoys (Submitted by Belize)
[F] Sur l‘interdiction de la pêche sur les bouées océanographiques (Soumis
par Belize)
IOTC–2011–S15–PropD
[E] concerning the Recording of Catch and Effort Data by Pole–and–Line
fishing vessels in the IOTC Area of competence. (Submitted by the EU)
[F] Concernant l‘enregistrement des données des prises et effort par les
canneurs dans la zone de compétence de la CTOI. (Soumis par l‘UE)
IOTC–2011–S15–PropE
[E] concerning the Recording of Catch and Effort Data by Gillnet fishing
vessels in the IOTC Area of competence. (Submitted by the EU)
[F] Concernant l‘enregistrement des données des prises et effort par les
fileyeurs dans la zone de compétence de la CTOI. (Soumis par l‘UE)
IOTC–2011–S15–PropF
[E] On an IOTC tropical tunas – yellowfin, bigeye and skipjack –catch
Documentation Programme. (Submitted by the EU)
[F] Concernant un programme CTOI de documentation des captures de
thons tropicaux –albacore, patudo et listao. (Soumis par l‘UE)
IOTC–2011–S15–PropG
[E] On the Recording of Catch by Longline Fishing Vessels in the IOTC
Area of Competence. (Submitted by the EU)
[F] Concernant l‘enregistrement des données des prises et effort par les
palangriers dans la zone de compétence de la CTOI. (Soumis par l‘UE)
IOTC–2011–S15–PropH, rev1
[E] For the Conservation and Management of Swordfish in the IOTC Area
of competence. (Submitted by the EU)
[F] Pour la conservation et la gestion des stocks d‘espadon dans la zone de
compétence de la CTOI. (Soumis par l‘UE)
IOTC–2011–S15–PropI
[E] On the Conservation of Oceanic Whitetip Shark caught in Association
with fisheries in the IOTC Area of competence. (Submitted by the EU)
[F] Sur la conservation des requins océaniques capturés de façon accessoire
dans les pêcheries de la zone de compétence de la CTOI. (Soumis par l‘UE)
IOTC–2011–S15–PropJ, rev1
[E] On the Conservation of Hammerhead Sharks (family Sphyrnidae) caught
in Association with fisheries in the IOTC Area of Competence. (Submitted
by the EU)
[F] Sur la conservation des requins marteaux (famille des Sphyrnidæ)
capturés de façon accessoire dans les pêcheries de la zone de compétence de
la CTOI. (Soumis par l‘UE)
IOTC–2011–S15–PropK, rev1
[E] On establishing a List of Vessels presumed to have carried out Illegal,
Unregulated and Unreported fishing in the IOTC area of competence.
(Submitted by the EU)
[F] Visant à l‘établissement d‘une liste de navires présumés avoir exercé des
activités de pêche illégales, non réglementées et non déclarées dans la zone
de compétence de la CTOI (Soumis par l‘UE)
IOTC–2011–S15–PropL
[E] Concerning the conservation of sharks caught in association with
fisheries managed by IOTC. (Submitted by Australia)
[F] Concernant la conservation des requins capturés en relation avec les
pêcheries gérées par la CTOI (Soumis par l‘Australie)
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Reference / Référence
IOTC–2011–S15–PropM

IOTC–2011–S15–PropMrev1,
rev2

IOTC–2011–S15–PropN

Title / Titre
E] On the recording of catch by fishing vessels in the IOTC Area of
competence. (Submitted by Australia)
[F] Concernant l‘enregistrement des données des prises et effort par les
navires de pêche dans la zone de compétence de la CTOI. (Soumis par
l‘Australie)
E] On the recording of catch by fishing vessels in the IOTC Area of
competence. (Submitted by Australia and EU)
[F] Concernant l‘enregistrement des données des prises et effort par les
navires de pêche dans la zone de compétence de la CTOI. (Soumis par
l‘Australie et l‘UE)
[E] On Establishing A Programme For Transhipment By Large–Scale

Fishing Vessels
[F] Établissant un programme pour les transbordements des grands
navires de pêche
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APPENDIX VIII
STOCK STATUS SUMMARY FOR THE IOTC SPECIES
Prev.
2010
Stock status comments
Advice to Commission
Asm 1
Asm2
Major stocks: These are the main stocks under exploitation by industrial and artisanal fisheries throughout the Indian Ocean, both in the high seas and in the EEZ of coastal countries. These stocks are the ones that have received, in general,
the highest fishing pressure in the region.
Average catch 2005–2009: 39,100 t
2007
Stock size and fishing pressure were considered to be within acceptable limits in
Catch 2009: 40,700 t
2008. Since then, a revision of the catch data for recent years has resulted in much Stock status is uncertain and should be closely
Albacore
MSY: 28,260 t – 34,415 t
higher catch estimates over the past five years compared with the historical monitored to assess the impact of recent changes in
Thunnus alalunga
F2007/FMSY: 0.48–0.91
average. Mean weight and catch rates of albacore have been stable for over 20 catch levels.
B2007/B0: > 1
years.
Average catch 2005–2009: 114,600 t
2008
2009
Catch 2009: 102,200 t
The stock is probably not overfished, and overfishing is probably not occurring.
Bigeye tuna
MSY: 114,000 t (95,000 t –
However, the stock is probably near full utilization, and the possibility of Bigeye catches in the Indian Ocean should be kept
Thunnus obesus
183,000 t)
overfishing cannot be ruled out given the existing uncertainty, and the continuing at or lower than the 2009 level of 102,000 t.
F2009/FMSY: 0.79 (0.50 – 1.22)
observed decline in catch rates.
SB2009/SBMSY 1.20 (0.88 – 1.68)
Average catch 2005–2009: 502,200 t
Skipjack is a highly productive species and robust to overfishing.
Skipjack tuna
Catch 2009: 440,600 t
However, this does not exclude completely the possibility for skipjack to become Stock status is uncertain and should be closely
Katsuwonus
MSY: –
overfished. Recent trends in certain fisheries suggest that the situation of the stock monitored.
pelamis
F2009/FMSY: –
should be closely monitored.
SB2009/SBMSY –
Average catch 2005–2009: 371,200 t
2008
2009
Yellowfin catches in the Indian Ocean should not
Catch 2009: 288,100 t
increase beyond 300,000 t in order to bring the
Stock
is
likely
to
be
currently
in,
or
approaching,
an
overfished
state
and
MSY: 320,000t3 (258–347,000 t) 4
stock to biomass levels that could sustain catches at
Yellowfin tuna
overfishing has probably been occurring in recent years. If fishing effort displaced
F2009/FMSY: 0.993 (0.85 – 1.39)4
the MSY level in the long term. If recruitment
Thunnus albacares
because of the piracy problem returns to traditional fishing areas an increase in
SB2009/SBMSY 1.113 (0.93 – 1.25)4
continues to be lower than average, catches below
catches could be expected.
300,000 t would be needed to maintain stock
levels.
Average catch 2005–2009: 27,100 t
2007
2008
The overall stock size and fishing pressure are estimated to be within acceptable If the recent declines in effort continue, and catch
Catch 2009: 22,100 t
limits and the overall level of reduction in stock size probably does not represent a remains below MSY, then there is no need to
MSY: 29,000 t (19,000 t–46,000 t)
Swordfish
conservation risk.
introduce restrictive management actions in the
F2008/FMSY: 0.79 (0.58–0.84)
Xiphias gladius
If the southwestern region is analysed as containing a separate stock, results Indian Ocean as a whole.
SB2008/SBMSY: 1.31 (1.13–1.46)
indicate that a substantive decline took place in that area, although recent declines Catches in the southwest region should not exceed
in catch and effort might have brought fishing pressure to sustainable levels.
2008 levels of 6,400t
Stock

Indicators

F

1

This indicates the last year taken into account for assessments carried out before 2010
This indicates the last year taken into account for assessments carried out in 2010
Results obtained with a steepness of the stock-recruitment relationship of 0.8
4
Range for steepness values of 0.6, 0.7, 0.8 and 0.9
2
3
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Prev.
2010
Stock status comments
Advice to Commission
Asm 1
Asm2
Billfish (other than swordfish) : This category includes species that are not directly targeted by most fleets, but are caught as by–catch of the main industrial fisheries. They could be important, however, for localised small–scale and
artisanal fisheries (e.g. sailfish in the northern Arabian Sea and the Persian Gulf) or as targets in recreational fisheries (e.g. marlins)
Blue marlin
Average catch 2005–2009: 9,350 t
Stock status is uncertain
Makaira nigricans
Catch 2009: 8,583 t
Black marlin
Average catch 2005–2009: 5,069 t
No quantitative stock assessment is currently available for any of these species in
Stock status is uncertain
Makaira indica
Catch 2009: 5,410 t
the Indian Ocean and only preliminary stock indicators can be used. Aspects of the
biology, productivity and fisheries for these species combined with the lack of
Striped marlin
Average catch 2005–2009: 2,780 t
Stock status is uncertain
data on which to base a more formal assessment is a cause for considerable
Tetrapturus audax
Catch 2009: 2,500 t
concern.
Indo–Pacific
Sailfish
Average catch 2005–2009: 24,768 t
Stock status is uncertain
Istiophorus
Catch 2009: 23,220 t
platypterus
Neritic tunas: These are important species for small–scale and artisanal fisheries in the region, almost always caught in the EEZs of IO coastal states. They are caught only occasionally by industrial fisheries, almost never in the high seas.
Catches are often reported as aggregates of various species, therefore making it difficult to obtain for stock assessment analyses.
No quantitative stock assessment is currently available for bullet tuna in the Indian
Ocean, therefore the stock status is uncertain.
Catches of bullet tuna are variable but relatively low compared to the other neritic
species. The reasons for this are not clear: it may be problem related to reporting,
Bullet tuna
Average catch 2005–2009: 4,302 t
or it may be a normal fluctuation in the fishery. Bullet tuna is a relatively Stock status is uncertain
Auxis rochei
Catch 2009: 4,317 t
productive species with high fecundity and rapid growth and this makes it
relatively resilient and less prone to overfishing. Nevertheless, bullet tuna appears
to be an important prey species for other pelagic species including the commercial
tunas.
Frigate tuna
Average catch 2005–2009: 33.240 t
No quantitative assessment is available. No reliable indicators
Stock status is uncertain
Auxis thazard
Catch 2009: 33,550 t
Narrow–barred
Spanish mackerel
Average catch 2005–2009: 110,800 t
No quantitative assessment is available. No reliable indicators
Stock status is uncertain
Scomberomorus
Catch 2009: 108,600 t
commerson
Kawakawa
Average catch 2005–2009: 119,900 t
No quantitative assessment is available. Catches have been relatively stable for
Stock status is uncertain
Euthynnus affinis
Catch 2009: 129,850 t
the past 10 years.
Longtail tuna
Average catch 2005–2009: 103,800 t
No quantitative assessment is available. No reliable indicators
Stock status is uncertain
Thunnus tonggol
Catch 2009: 122,400 t
Indo–Pacific king
mackerel
Average catch 2005–2009: 38,000 t
No quantitative assessment is available. No reliable indicators
Stock status is uncertain
Scomberomorus
Catch 2009: 42,330 t
guttatus
Sharks: Although they are not part of the original list of species under the IOTC mandate, sharks are frequently caught in association with other species as by–catch, and often they are as much a target as tuna for some fleets. As such, IOTC
Members and Cooperating non–Contracting Parties are expected to report information at the same level of detail as for regular IOTC species, although there is still insufficient information for formal assessments, The following are the main
species caught in tuna fisheries, but the list is not exhaustive.
Blue shark
Average catch 2005–2009: Uncertain
No quantitative assessment is available. No reliable indicators
Stock status is uncertain
Prionace glauca
Catch 2009: Uncertain
Silky shark
Average catch 2005–2009: Uncertain
Carcharhinus
No quantitative assessment is available. No reliable indicators
Stock status is uncertain
Catch 2009: Uncertain
falciformis
Oceanic whitetip
Average catch 2005–2009: Uncertain
No quantitative assessment is available. No reliable indicators
Stock status is uncertain
Stock

Indicators

1

F

1

1
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Stock

Indicators

Prev.
Asm 1
F

shark
Carcharhinus
longimanus
Shortfin mako
Isurus oxyrinchus
Scalloped
hammerhead shark
Sphyrna lewini

2010
Asm2

Stock status comments

Advice to Commission

Catch 2009:

Uncertain

Average catch 2005–2009:
Catch 2009:

Uncertain
Uncertain

No quantitative assessment is available. No reliable indicators

Stock status is uncertain

Average catch 2005–2009:
Catch 2009:

Uncertain
Uncertain

No quantitative assessment is available. No reliable indicators

Stock status is uncertain

Key to the colour
coding
Stock overfished

Stock not overfished

(SByear/SBMSY less than 1)

(SByear/SBMSY larger or
equal to 1)

Stock being overfished
(Fyear/FMSY larger or equal
to 1)

Stock not being
overfished (Fyear/FMSY less
than 1)
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APPENDIX IX
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE THIRTEENTH SESSION OF THE SCIENTIFIC
COMMITTEE
(Note: paragraphs allusions refer to paragraphs in the Report of the 13th Session of the Scientific
Committee)
16.2.
1.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE COMMISSION – GENERAL

The SC congratulated the Secretariat on the work conducted during 2010 and continues to strongly support
the reinforcement of the Secretariat as indicated in previous years and as recommended by the IOTC
Performance Review Panel in 2009.

ON BILLFISH
2.

The SC recommended that the Commission consider appropriate Conservation and Management Measures
to control and/or reduce effort on the swordfish stock in the south–west Indian Ocean. (paragraph 39)

ON BYCATCH DATA
3.

The SC urged all CPCs to comply with data collection and reporting requirements as outlined in the
relevant Resolutions relating to ecosystems and bycatch. The SC stressed that this recommendation is made
by the WPEB and endorsed the SC every year since 2006 and, therefore, asked the Commission to consider
appropriate mechanisms to encourage members to comply with reporting requirements, and to provide
historical data. (paragraph 48)

4.

The SC recommended that the actions described in Table 1, Table 2, Table 3 and Table 4 on sharks,
seabirds, marine turtles and marine mammals respectively, be taken by CPCs to improve the standing of the
data on non–tuna species held by the Secretariat. (paragraph 49)

ON SHARKS
5. The SC recalled its previous advice that the fins to body ratio requirement has no clear scientific basis as a
conservation measure for sharks in the Indian Ocean, rather it appears to be aimed at slowing down the rate
of fishing or to deter finning. (paragraph 55)
6. Consensus was not reached as to replace the current 5% fin to body ratio rule by the landing of sharks with
fins naturally attached. The majority of the SC members agreed that the best way to reduce or avoid the
practice of shark finning, ensure accurate catch statistics, and facilitate the collection of biological
information is to ensure that all sharks are landed with fins naturally attached to the trunk. (paragraph 57)
7.

The SC encouraged IOTC to take the lead in introducing innovative measures for discussion at this joint
TRFMO technical working group. (paragraph 59)

8.

Although the SC could not reach consensus on a single approach, the SC proposed three options to be
envisaged by the Commission to progress on this issue (paragraph 65).


Option 1: The list of shark species contained in Resolution 08/04, requiring mandatory reporting in
longline logbooks, be revised to include eight additional species and species groups as follows:
Under Resolution 08/04
Blue shark
Mako shark
Porbeagle

5

Under new proposal
Common name
Blue shark
Mako sharks
Porbeagle
Great white shark
Crocodile shark
Thresher sharks5
Tiger shark

Scientific name
Prionace glauca
Isurus spp.
Lamna nasus
Carcharodon carcharias
Pseudocarcharias kamoharai
Alopias spp.
Galeocerdo cuvier

As per IOTC Resolution 2010/12, catch of Thresher sharks have to be reported but not kept (i.e. released if alive of discarded if dead)
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Other sharks



No list to be recorded on
a voluntary basis in the
current Resolution

9.

Carcharhinus longimanus
Carcharhinus spp.
Sphyrna spp.
Pteroplatytrygon violacea

Option 2: A second list of shark species to be included in Resolution 08/04 as a separate section
requesting CPCs to report on these additional species/groups on a voluntary basis until CPCs have the
capacity to better train crew to identify these shark species/groups. This option would not require
changing the current logbook:
Under Resolution 08/04



Oceanic whitetip shark
Other Requiem sharks
Hammerhead Sharks
Other sharks
Pelagic stingray

Under new proposal
Common name
Great white shark
Crocodile shark
Thresher sharks6
Tiger shark
Oceanic whitetip shark
Other Requiem sharks
Hammerhead Sharks
Pelagic stingray

Scientific name
Carcharodon carcharias
Pseudocarcharias kamoharai
Alopias spp.
Galeocerdo cuvier
Carcharhinus longimanus
Carcharhinus spp.
Sphyrna spp.
Pteroplatytrygon violacea

Option 3: The list of shark species contained in Resolution 08/04, requiring mandatory reporting in
longline logbooks, to be revised to include eight additional species and species groups, as in option 1,
EXCEPT for CPCs having a sufficient observer coverage that would be absolve of reporting on this new
extended list.
The SC noted requests made by several coastal states for technical support in obtaining training materials to
improve shark identification, and recommended that the identification cards under current development by
the Secretariat are finalized and circulated in 2011. (paragraph 67)

10. The SC recommended that shark assessment experts be identified by the Secretariat for participation at the
next WPEB and for consideration to be given to funding their attendance. (paragraph 69)
11. The SC recommended that the remaining CPCs provide updates on the progress of developing or
implementing NPOA–sharks at the WPEB in 2011. (paragraph 72).
12. The SC recommended that the IOTC should continue to collaborate with the CMS MoU on sharks
(paragraph 75).
ON SEABIRDS
13. The SC, with the exception of Japan, China and Korea, agreed that in the absence of any scientific
information on the effectiveness of line shooters in reducing incidental mortality of seabirds, line shooters
should be removed from the list of accepted seabird bycatch mitigation measures in Table 1 of Resolution
10/06 on reducing the incidental bycatch of seabirds in longline fisheries. (paragraph 84)
14. The SC agreed that a revisited line weighting regime should be pushed forward as an efficient mitigation
measure but recommended that more experiments are conducted in order to assess the impact on target
species. (paragraph 89)
15. The SC, with the exception of Japan, Korea and China, recommended that in the absence of any scientific
observation on the effectiveness of offal discharge management in reducing the incidental mortality of
seabirds, that it could be removed from the list of mitigation measures in Table 1 of the Resolution 10/06.
(paragraph 91)
16. From the above (paragr.84, 87 and 91), the SC will recommend a major revision of the current Resolution
10/06 on reducing the incidental bycatch of seabirds in longline fisheries once line weighting options are
assessed. (paragraph 92).
17. The SC urged the Secretariat to complete the seabird identification card project for the consideration of the
WPEB in 2011 (paragraph 95).

6

As per IOTC Resolution 2010/12, catch of Thresher sharks have to be reported but not kept (i.e. released if alive of discarded if dead)
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18. The SC encouraged the CPCs to develop systems, such as retention of carcasses for later identification, or
establish photo identification processes, to improve identification of seabirds to species level, and
recommended for this to be reflected in paragraph 7 of Resolution 10/06. (paragraph 97).
19. The SC noted that 4 CPCs have developed and implemented NPOA–seabirds and that 1 is in the process of
finalizing its NPOA–seabird (Appendix VIII). (paragraph 100).
ON MARINE TURTLES
20. The SC recommended that the IOTC Secretariat, its CPCs and IOSEA, increase cooperation, in particular
with regard to reviewing and exchanging available information on tuna fisheries–marine turtle interactions
and mitigation, and that the Secretariat should attend the International Symposium on ‗Circle Hooks in
Research, Management and Conservation‘ to be held in Miami, USA from 4–6 May 2011, and to report to
be to the WPEB in 2011 (paragraph 103).
21. The SC recommended that distant water fishing nations should join the IOSEA MoU, which had initially
been directed toward Indian Ocean coastal countries. (paragraph 104).
22. The SC recommended that the marine turtle identification sheets be finalized by the Secretariat before the
next Session of the WPEB, in cooperation with other relevant organizations. (paragraph 105).
23. The SC recommended that more marine turtle experts should participate at the next Session of the WPEB
(paragraph 106).
24. The SC recommended that marine mammal experts, for example from NGOs and IGOs with an interest in
the Indian Ocean such as International Whaling Commission, to be encouraged to participate in future
meetings of the WPEB (paragraph 109).
ON DATA COLLECTION AND STATISTICS
25. The SC endorsed the recommendations from the WPDCS, as presented in Appendix IV of the WPDCS
Report. In particular, the SC expressed some concerns about the timeliness of reporting of statistics from
some CPCs and the quality of datasets for some fisheries. The SC reiterated its concerns that late reporting
compromises the use of catches from recent years for stock assessment and provision of advice to the
Commission based on the most recent information. The SC expressed further concern that some parties
have failed to address recommendations for a number of years, recommending that these issues are brought
to the attention of the Compliance Committee. (paragraph 137).
26. The SC agreed on the usefulness of implementing a scoring system to assess the quality of the statistics
available at the IOTC, as proposed by the WPDCS, encouraging the IOTC Secretariat to continue with this
work (…).The SC requested the Secretariat to present a first attempt to the next meeting of the WPDCS or,
if time allows, to the next meeting of the WPTT. (paragraph 139).
27. The SC endorsed the minimum data requirements for gillnet and pole–and–line fisheries. In order to
complete this work, the SC recommended that this minimum requirement are translated into proposal of
Resolutions for the recording of catch by gillnet and pole–and line fisheries in the IOTC area for
presentation at the next meeting of the Commission. (paragraph 141).
ON PROGRESS IN
REVIEW PANEL

ADDRESSING

RECOMMENDATIONS

OF THE

KOBE II WORKSHOPS

AND OF THE

PERFORMANCE

28. Regarding bycatch, the SC strongly endorsed the proposed concept of a Bycatch Joint Working Group, and
recommended the Secretariat and WPEB make all efforts to expedite its formation. The SC fully supported
participation that would facilitate better coordination and avoidance of duplication between t–RFMOs.
However, the SC reminded that such a Bycatch Joint Working Group will not replace or undermine the
work of the WPEB of the IOTC..The SC strongly endorsed the proposal made that a Bycatch officer should
be hired as a permanent staff member of the Secretariat of each of the 5 tuna RFMOs, and developed ToR
for such an officer to be recruited at the IOTC Secretariat (Appendix IX). This specialist should attend, with
the Chairman of the WPEB, future Kobe Bycatch meetings, and meetings of the Bycatch Joint Working
Group. (paragraph 149).
29. The SC strongly supported the recommendation to increase the IOTC staff resource and the proposal of the
Secretariat for a budget for the 2011–2012 biennium that would include additional professional staff
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(paragraph 151).
ON THE REGIONAL OBSERVER SCHEME
30. The SC endorsed the recommendation of the technical workshop that a list of accredited scientific observers
should be submitted to the Secretariat and recommended that CPCs do so within the best delays (paragraph
244).
31. The SC examined the Observer Trip Report Template produced by the technical workshop, however,
recognizing the difficulties for some CPCs to fill all the data fields as required, the SC recommended that
this template report should be used until it is revised at the next Session of the WPDCS in 2011 (paragraph
245).
ON THE SCHEDULE OF MEETINGS FOR 2011
32. The SC agreed to the following schedule of working party meetings for 2011 and recommended that is be
put before the Commission for endorsement at its 15th Session (paragraph 253).
33. The SC recommended that, together with the Working Party on methods, the tripartite meeting on the MSE
process with scientists, managers and representatives from the industry is organized. (paragraph 255).
34. For 2012, the SC recommended that the WPB, WPEB, WPTT, WPDCS and WPTe meet. (paragraph 256).
35. The SC recommended that its Fourteenth Session be held from 12th to 17th December 2011 (6 days) in
Seychelles and asked the Commission to consider holding its annual session not more than three months
after this time in order to be able to receive the most up–to–date advice and implement management
measures in a timely fashion (paragraph 257).
ON OTHER MATTERS
36. The SC recommended that the Commission considers developing a Monitoring Scheme to verify if CPCs
are taking all necessary steps to comply with IOTC Resolutions and other obligations relevant to the work
of the Scientific Committee, by identifying areas in which further work is needed and recommending
actions to be taken to address non–compliance. (paragraph 275).

16.3.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE COMMISSION – ON THE STATUS OF THE STOCKS

TUNAS
ALBACORE TUNA (Thunnus alalunga)
The SC acknowledged the preliminary nature of the albacore tuna assessment in 2008, but noting the available
stock status information considers that the status of the stock of albacore is not likely to change markedly over
the next 2–3 years and if the price of albacore remains low compared to other tuna species, no immediate action
should be required on the part of the Commission. However, new information and estimation for the Indonesian
longline fishery has increase the total catch at levels above the estimated MSY.
The SC recommended that a new albacore tuna assessment be presented to the Scientific Committee at the latest
in 2011.
BIGEYE TUNA (Thunnus obesus)
Given the uncertainty on estimated MSY values and the levels of error in the nominal catch data for bigeye, the
SC recommended than catches are kept at a level not above the catch estimated at the moment of the assessment
for 2009, i.e. 102,000 t. This value should give low probability of catches exceeding MSY.
SKIPJACK TUNA (Katsuwonus pelamis)
Given the limited nature of the work carried out on the skipjack in 2010, no management advice is provided for
the stock.
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YELLOWFIN TUNA (Thunnus albacares)
The SC considers that the stock of yellowfin has recently become overexploited or is very close to be so.
Management measures should be continued that allow an appropriate control of fishing pressure to be
implemented.
At this moment, the effect of time–area closures cannot be directly translated into management quantities of
direct effect on the status of the stock, such as catches or fishing mortality, so their possible effect on the future
evolution of the stock cannot be evaluated.
The SC recommends that catches of yellowfin tuna in the Indian Ocean should not increase beyond 300,000 t in
order to bring the stock to biomass levels that could sustain catches at the MSY level in the long term. If
recruitment continues to be lower than average, catches below 300,000 t would be needed to maintain stock
levels.
The SC recommends that the situation of this stock is closely monitored.
SOUTHERN BLUEFIN TUNA (Thunnus maccoyii)
Manage by the CCSBT.
BILLFISH
SWORDFISH (Xiphias gladius)
If the recent declines in effort continue, and catch remains substantially below the estimated MSY of 29,000 t,
then there is probably no urgent need to introduce restrictive management actions to the Indian Ocean as a
whole. However, continued monitoring is required to manage the uncertainty.
It is recommended that catches in the south west should be maintained at levels at or below those observed in
2008 (6,426 t), until either i) there is clear evidence that substantial rebuilding is occurring (through recruitment
or immigration) or ii) further analyses indicate that the current assessment is inappropriate.
BLACK MARLIN (Makaira indica)
No quantitative stock assessment is currently available for black marlin in the Indian Ocean, and due to a lack of
fishery data for several gears, only preliminary stock indicators can be used. Therefore the stock status is
uncertain. However, aspects of the biology, productivity and fisheries for this species combined with the lack of
data on which to base a more formal assessment is a cause for considerable concern. Research emphasis on
improving indicators and exploration of stock assessment approaches for data poor fisheries are warranted.
BLUE MARLIN (Makaira nigricans)
No quantitative stock assessment is currently available for blue marlin in the Indian Ocean, and due to a lack of
data for several gears, only preliminary stock indicators can be used. . Therefore the stock status is uncertain.
However, aspects of the biology, productivity and fisheries for this species combined with the lack of data on
which to base a more formal assessment is a cause for considerable concern. Research emphasis on improving
indicators and exploration of stock assessment approaches for data poor fisheries are warranted.
STRIPED MARLIN (Tetrapturus

audax)

No quantitative stock assessment is currently available for striped marlin in the Indian Ocean, and due to a lack
of fishery data for several gears, only preliminary stock indicators can be used. Therefore the stock status is
uncertain. However, aspects of the biology, productivity and fisheries for this species combined with the lack of
data on which to base a more formal assessment is a cause for considerable concern. Research emphasis on
improving indicators and exploration of stock assessment approaches for data poor fisheries are warranted.
INDO–PACIFIC SAILFISH (Istiophorus platypterus)
No quantitative stock assessment is currently available for Indo–Pacific sailfish in the Indian Ocean, and due to
a paucity of data there a no stock indicators that are considered to be reliable, therefore the stock status is
uncertain. However, aspects of the biology, productivity and fisheries for this species combined with the lack of
data on which to base a more formal assessment is a cause for considerable concern. Research emphasis on
improving indicators and exploration of stock assessment approaches for data poor fisheries are warranted.
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NERITIC TUNAS
BULLET TUNA (Auxis rochei)
No quantitative stock assessment is currently available for bullet tuna in the Indian Ocean, therefore the stock
status is uncertain. The SC notes the catches of bullet tuna are typically variable but relatively low compared to
the other neritic species. The reasons for this are not clear: it may be problem related to reporting, or it may be a
normal fluctuation in the fishery. Bullet tuna is a relatively productive species with high fecundity and rapid
growth and this makes it relatively resilient and less prone to overfishing. Nevertheless, bullet tuna appears to be
an important prey species for other pelagic species including the commercial tunas.
The SC recommended that bullet tuna be reviewed at the first meeting of the IOTC Working Party on Neritic
Tunas.
FRIGATE TUNA (Auxis thazard)
No quantitative stock assessment is currently available for the frigate tuna in the Indian Ocean, therefore the
stock status is uncertain. This species is a relatively productive species with high fecundity and rapid growth and
this makes it relatively resilient and not prone to overfishing. Nevertheless, frigate tuna appears to be an
important prey species for other pelagic species including the commercial tunas.
The SC recommended that frigate tuna be reviewed at the first meeting of the IOTC Working Party on Neritic
Tunas.
INDO–PACIFIC KING MACKEREL (Scomberomorus guttatus)
No quantitative stock assessment is currently available for the Indo–Pacific king mackerel in the Indian Ocean,
therefore the stock status is uncertain. This species is a relatively productive species with high fecundity and
rapid growth and this makes it relatively resilient and not prone to overfishing.
The SC recommended that indo–pacific king mackerel be reviewed at the first meeting of the IOTC Working
Party on Neritic Tunas.
KAWAKAWA (Euthynnis affinis)
No quantitative stock assessment is currently available for kawakawa in the Indian Ocean, therefore the stock
status is uncertain. The SC notes that catches have been relatively stable for the past 10 years.
The SC recommended that kawakawa be reviewed at the first meeting of the IOTC Working Party on Neritic
Tunas.
LONGTAIL TUNA (Thunnus tonggol)
No quantitative stock assessment is currently available for longtail tuna in the Indian Ocean, therefore the stock
status is uncertain. The SC notes the catches of longtail tuna are increasing.
The SC recommended that longtail tuna be reviewed at the first meeting of the IOTC Working Party on Neritic
Tunas.
NARROW–BARRED SPANISH MACKEREL (Scomberomorus commerson)
No quantitative stock assessment is currently available for narrow–barred Spanish mackerel tuna in the Indian
Ocean, therefore the stock status is uncertain. The SC notes that Spanish mackerel is a relatively productive
species with high fecundity and this makes it relatively resilient and less prone to overfishing.
The SC recommended that narrow–barred Spanish mackerel be reviewed at the first meeting of the IOTC
Working Party on Neritic Tunas.
SHARKS
The SC recommended that mechanisms are developed by the Commission to encourage CPCs to comply with
their reporting requirement on sharks.
The SC agreed that three options should be considered for amendment of Resolution 08/04 concerning the
recording of the catch by longline fishing vessels in the IOTC area in order to improve data collection and
statistics on sharks that would allow the development of stock status indicators.
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MARINE TURTLES
The SC recommended that mechanisms are developed by the Commission to encourage CPCs to comply with
their reporting requirement on marine turtles. The SC also recalled its recommendation from 2009 that
Resolution 09/06 does apply to leatherback turtles in its entirety, and that the term ‗hard–shelled‘ should be
removed from Resolution 09/06 when the resolution is revised.
SEABIRDS
The SC recommended that mechanisms are developed by the Commission to encourage CPCs to comply with
their reporting requirement on seabirds.
The SC recommended that a major revision of the Resolution 10/06 on reducing the incidental bycatch of
seabirds in longline fisheries should be considered, in the near future, once its impact is examined. Such
revision may include the removal of the use of line shooters and offal management from the list of seabird
mitigation measures.
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APPENDIX X
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE EIGHTH SESSION OF THE COMPLIANCE
COMMITTEE
Note: Appendix reference refer to the Report of the Eighth Session of the Compliance Committee
(IOTC–2011–CoC8–R)
Overview of the implementation of IOTC Conservation and Management Measures
CoC8.01 (para 8): The Committee recommended that a revised Compliance Reporting template
(Appendix IV) be adopted for use in preparing reports for the next Compliance
Committee meeting.
Country based compliance reports
CoC8.02 (para 19): The Committee recommended that the Commission agree to the development
and distribution of letters of concern, highlighting areas of non–compliance to relevant
CPCs.
CoC8.03 (para 20): The Committee recommended that to maintain transparency in the process,
each letter of concern should also be circulated via an IOTC circular.
CoC8.04 (para 21): The Committee recommended that the Commission note the list of issues
identified by the Chair of the Committee during the Compliance Committee meeting.
CoC8.05 (para 22): The Committee recommended that the Commission consider endorsing the
template, provided at Appendix VI, for use in developing letters of concern.
Deliberations in relation to Resolution 09/03 On establishing a list of vessels presumed to have
carried out illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing in the IOTC area.
CoC8.06 (para 25): The Committee recommended that the Commission consider delisting the
Parsian Shila from the IOTC IUU list, taking into account the administrative oversight
nature of the infringement, noting that vessels listed on the IOTC IUU list should not
engage in any fishing activities while they are on the list and that flag states should
ensure that this is enforced.
CoC8.07 (para 27): The Committee recommended that the Commission consider delisting the
Rwad 1 from the IOTC IUU list, considering that Oman provided enough evidence
showing that the vessel is not engaged in IUU activities.
CoC8.08 (para 28): The Committee recommended that Oman send an official letter to the
Malaysian authority responsible, requesting clarification on the origin of the fish found
onboard the Rwad 1. In addition, the Committee request notification of when the fish
are destroyed.
CoC8.09 (para 31): The Committee recommended that the Commission consider delisting the
Lingsar 08 from the IOTC IUU list during the inter–sessional period, if Indonesia were
to provide documentation certifying a change of ownership.
CoC8.10 (para 33): As no further information was provided to the Compliance Committee during
its deliberations, the Committee recommended that the vessel [Hoom Xiang II] remain
on the IUU list.
CoC8.11 (para 34): The Committee recommended that the Chair of the Committee write a letter
to the Malaysian authority reminding them that it is the prime responsibility of the flag
state to take actions against IUU activities.
CoC8.12 (para 41): The Committee recommended that the Suratha, Lakshani, Sulara 3, Chandra
Kala, Lek Sauro, Madu Kumari 2, Anuka Putha 1, Sudeesa Marine 5, Rashmi, Chmale,
and the Randika Putha 1, be retained on the provisional IOTC IUU list, which will be
forwarded to the Commission for its consideration, in conjunction with the additional
information tabled by Sri Lanka should constitute a basis for a decision on the possible
listing of the vessels on the IOTC IUU list.
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CoC8.13 (para 48): The Committee recommended that the Payam be retained on the provisional
IOTC IUU list, which will be forwarded to the Commission for its consideration, in
conjunction with concrete evidence of the actions and measures to be taken by Iran, at
the 15th Session of the IOTC, for a decision on the possible listing of the Payam, on the
IOTC IUU list.
Presumed IUU fishing activities reported by observers under the IOTC Transhipment Programme
CoC8.14 (para 59): The Committee recommended that the Commission provide guidance
concerning the status of the information provided by observers participating in the
IOTC at sea transhipment program, in particular, the confidentiality rules to be applied,
and the procedure to be followed upon receiving information from observers regarding
irregular activities by fishing vessels involved in transhipment operations.
Review of Requests for Access to the Status of Cooperating Non–Contracting Party
CoC8.15 (para 62): The Committee recommended that the Commission considers renewing the
status of Maldives as a Cooperating non–Contracting Party.
CoC8.16 (para 66): The Committee recommended that the Commission considers granting
Mozambique the status of Cooperating non–Contracting Party.
CoC8.17 (para 69): The Committee recommended that the Commission considers renewing the
status of Senegal as a Cooperating non–Contracting Party.
CoC8.18 (para 72): The Committee recommended that the Commission considers renewing the
status of South Africa as a Cooperating non–Contracting Party.
Update on progress regarding Resolution 09/01 – On the performance review follow–up
CoC8.19 (para 75): The Committee noted the status of implementation and recommended that the
document, provided at Appendix VII, be forwarded to the Commission for its
information.
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APPENDIX XI
DRAFT – COUNTRY BASED COMPLIANCE REPORT – TEMPLATE
IOTC COMPLIANCE REPORT TEMPLATE
PREPARED BY THE IOTC SECRETARIAT
Indian Ocean Tuna Commission
IOTC Compliance Report for XXXX
N° Res.
Information required
Deadline/
Remark
Implementation obligations
1 Art.
Implementation report
(for current meeting)
1O
2 10/09 Compliance
questionnaire
3 09/02 Fleet Development Plan 31.12.2009
(FDP)
[10 years]
07/01 Nationals
09/05 Driftnets
> 45 days
10/01 Closure
10/06 Seabirds on LL
09/06 Marine turtles
As soon as
09/04 Sampling programme
possible
10/12 Thresher sharks
Management Standards
01/02 Management Standards
(MS)
 Documents
on

7

Date:
Observation from IOTC
Secretariat

Status7

C
N/C
N/A
L
PC

C = Compliant; N//C= Non-compliant; N/A = Not Applicable; L = Late; PC = Partially compliant
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CoC XX
Observation from CPCs

Items of concern
(current year)

05/07

board
 Marking of vessels
and gears
 Logbook on board
Annual reporting

Reporting on Vessels
10/08 Active vessels (year)
09/02 Reference Capacity
 Tuna
(2006)
 SWO/ALB (2007)
07/02 Authorized vessels
(year)
10/07 Foreign vessels licensed
in EEZ
VMS
06/03
10/01

VMS on board
Summary of VMS
record

Reporting on Catch
10/02 Nominal catch
/species/gear
Catch/effort /species
 PS
 LL
 Coastal fisheries
Size frequency
FAD
05/05 By–catch of sharks
09/06 By–catch of sea turtles
10/06 By–catch of seabirds
10/03 PS – aggregated

> 24

15.02
31.12.2009
[24]
[24]
15.02

List (year)
Number
Number
Number (year)
List (year)

> 15 m
Previous
year

30.06

30.06
30.12
30.06
30.06
30.06

30.06
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08/04

logbook data
LL – aggregated
logbook data

IUU Vessels
09/03 IUU listing
10/01 Area closure PS
Area closure LL
Observers
08/02 ROP – Transhipments
10/04 Regional Observer
Scheme
 5% Mandatory, at
sea
 5% Phasing in, at
sea
 5
%
Artisanal
landings
Statistical document
01/06 Bigeye tuna
1st Semester report
2nd Semester report
Annual report
Port inspection
05/03 Port inspection
programme
10/11 PSM – designated ports
PSM implementation

30.06

[24]
2013
[< 24]

01.07
31.12.10
01.03.11
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APPENDIX XII
IOTC IUU VESSELS LIST

Current name of
vessel
(previous names)

Current flag
(previous flags)

Date first included
on IOTC IUU
Vessels List

Lloyds/IMO
number

Photo

Ocean Lion

Unknown
(Equatorial
Guinea)

June 2005

7826233

–

Yu Maan Won

Unknown
(Georgia)

May 2007

Gunuar Melyan 21

Unknown

June 2008

Hoom Xiang 11

Unknown
(Malaysia)

March 2010

Yes. Refer to the
report of the
European Union
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Call sign
(previous call
signs)

Owner / beneficial
owners (previous
owners)

Operator
(previous
operators)

Summary of IUU
activities

Contravention of IOTC
Resolution 02/04, 02/05,
03/05.

Hoom Xiang Industries
Sdn. Bhd.

Contravention of IOTC
Resolution 09/03

APPENDIX XIII
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE EIGHTH SESSION OF THE STANDING COMMITTEE
ON ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE
Note: Appendix reference refer to the Report of the Eighth Session of the Standing Committee on
Administration and Finance (IOTC–2011–SCAF8–R)
Progress report of the Secretariat
SCAF8.01 (para 13): The Committee noted the progress report of the Secretariat for 2010 and
recommended that every effort be made to expedite the recruitment of new staff to the
Secretariat, taking into account current delays in the FAO recruitment procedures.
SCAF8.02 (para 14): The Committee recommended that the Secretariat expedite the development
of a new website for the IOTC, noting that the current website is cumbersome, difficult
to navigate, and in some cases, provides out–dated information.
Financial statement
SCAF8.03 (para 22): The Committee recommended that the Commission consider developing and
transmitting a letter of concern to FAO, outlining the IOTC‘s dissatisfaction with the
fact that FAO did not send an official representative to the 15th Session of the IOTC.
Programme of Work and Budget for 2011 and 2012
SCAF8.04 (para 31): Noting the absence of a representative from FAO, the Committee
recommended that the Commission consider requesting FAO provide a report at the
next Session detailing its contribution to the Commission, and that the progress report
of the Secretariat should also reflect the contributions received from FAO.
SCAF8.05 (para 32): Noting the increased workload of the Secretariat in relation to compliance
activities, which is a direct function of the work assigned by the Commission in recent
Conservation and Management Measures, the Committee recommended that a new
professional post (Compliance Officer) be approved by the Commission, noting the
terms of reference provided at Appendix III.
SCAF8.06 (para 33): The Committee recommended that the Commission determine if an audit of
CPC contributions, both direct and indirect, would be possible, for presentation to the
Committee at its next session.
SCAF8.07 (para 34): The Committee recommended that the Commission adopt the budget for and
the scheme of contributions for 2011 as outlined in Appendix V and Appendix VI
respectively.
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APPENDIX XIV
BUDGET FOR 2011 AND INDICATIVE BUDGET FOR 2012 (IN USD)
Budget item description
Administrative Expenditures
Gross salary costs (before deductions)
Professional
Executive Secretary
Deputy Secretary
Data Coordinator
Fisheries Statistician
Compliance Coordinator
Compliance Officer
Stock Assessment Expert
Fisheries Expert
General Service
Administrative Assistant
Compliance Assistant
Programme Assistant
Database Assistant
Bilingual Secretary
Driver
Overtime
Total Salary costs
Employer contributions to Pension Fund and health
insurance
Employer contribution to FAO entitlement fund
Total staff costs
Expenditure for Activities
Operating Expenditures
Support Capacity Building
Consultants
Duty travel
Meetings
Interpretation
Translation
Equipment
General Operating Expenses
Printing
Contingencies
Total Operating Expenditures
SUB–TOTAL
Additional Contributions Seychelles
FAO Servicing Costs
GRAND TOTAL
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2011

2012

160,836
144,000
130,296
60,000
88,764
60,000
95,376
75,708

168,878
151,200
136,811
78,000
93,202
78,000
100,145
79,493

7,788
6,432
6,696
8,280
5,400
4,980
5,000
919,556
241,000

8,177
6,754
7,031
8,694
5,670
5,229
5,250
965,534
253,050

237,612

249,493

1,338,168

1,390,076

60,000
48,825
230,000
70,000
120,000
90,000
25,000
48,000
30,000
5,250
727,075
2,065,243
(12,500)
92,936
2,145,679

78,000
51,266
241,500
73,500
126,000
94,500
26,250
50,400
31,500
5,513
778,429
2,168,505
(12,500)
97,583
2,253,588

APPENDIX XV
SCHEME OF CONTRIBUTIONS FOR 2011
Country
Australia
Belize
China
Comoros
Eritrea
European Union
France(Terr)
Guinea
India
Indonesia
Iran, Islamic Republic of
Japan
Kenya
Korea, Republic of
Madagascar
Malaysia
Mauritius
Oman
Pakistan
Philippines
Seychelles
Sierra Leone
Sri Lanka
Sudan
Tanzania
Thailand
United Kingdom(Terr)
Vanuatu

World Bank
Classification
in 20088
High
Middle
Middle
Low
Low
High
High
Low
Middle
Middle
Middle
High
Low
High
Low
Middle
Middle
High
Middle
Middle
Middle
Low
Middle
Middle
Low
Middle
High
Middle

OECD
Membership
Yes
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
No

Average catch
for 2006–2008
(in metric tons)
6,185
926
93,821
12,380
751
242,371
8,192
676
149,950
272,755
167,929
48,744
2,010
5,326
12,108
23,244
1,833
34,224
29,026
3,537
70,151
Below 400 t
130,325
Below 400 t
3,576
36,740
Below 400 t
Below 400 t
Total

8

Contribution
(in USD)
$108,552
$37,344
$68,009
$20,690
$16,851
$498,375
$111,864
$16,827
$86,537
$127,075
$92,472
$178,794
$17,267
$107,135
$20,600
$44,711
$37,644
$109,641
$46,620
$38,206
$60,195
$7,663
$80,059
$28,098
$17,784
$49,166
$89,403
$28,098
2,145,680

In 2008, the World Bank classified countries as low income if the per capita GNI was less than US$975; as
high income if it was higher than US$11,906, and as middle income those countries with per capita GNI
between US$936 and US$11,906.
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APPENDIX XVI
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE FOURTH SPECIAL SESSION ON ALLOCATION
CRITERIA
SS4.1 (para 26): A quota allocation system should be structured around guiding principles (e.g.
sustainable fisheries, equitable distribution of the benefits, etc.); the allocation criteria (e.g.
catch history, socio–economic status, geographical location, etc.); and indicators that quantify
each of the allocation criteria (e.g. catch by area or catch by flag, population size, human
development indicators, size of the EEZ in the Indian Ocean, etc.). A formula that combines
all these elements would be used to derive a baseline allocation.
SS4.1 (para 27): This baseline would be adjusted according to defined correction factors (e.g.
membership status, compliance status, etc.) in order to obtain a final allocation for each
eligible CPC.
SS4.1 (para 28): Rules of implementation could be defined to regulate the manner in which the
allocation is placed into effect by each CPC (e.g. transfer (lease of quota), submission of a
utilization plan, any additional monitoring requirements to ensure correct reporting of
compliance with the allocation system).
SS4.1 (para 29): The following is a non–exhaustive list of the elements of a quota allocation system
that were discussed and received support. The allocation system should include principle
such as:
a. contribute to the sustainable utilization of the resource,
b. allocate fair and equitable fishing opportunities to all participants,
c. recognize the rights of both coastal states and distant water fishing nations,
d. take into account the aspirations of coastal states, including to develop further their
fishing opportunities,
and criteria such as:
e. socio–economic factors, such as dependency of coastal state economies on tuna
and tuna–like fisheries, and investments made in tuna sector,
f. the compliance record/status,
g. provide incentives for compliance with IOTC conservation and management
measures
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APPENDIX XVII
CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT MEASURES ADOPTED DURING THE
SESSION

RESOLUTION 11/01
REGARDING CONSOLIDATION OF IOTC RESOLUTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC),
RECOGNIZING the desirability of improving the coherence and accessibility of its recommendations
and resolutions;
ALSO RECOGNIZING that the complexity of this work may have many implications, such as those
of a legal, procedural or practical nature;
RESOLVES THAT:
1. A Working Group meeting of interested Contracting Parties and Cooperating non–Contracting
Parties should be held [date to be decided] in [location to be decided] to consider the
development of a Compendium of IOTC Resolutions and Recommendations.
2. The Working Group should consider the structure for such a Compendium as well as any
overall issues entailed in reflecting the resolutions and recommendations in a Compendium,
including how best to preserve their respective non– binding and binding nature.
3. The Working Group should determine if the draft Compendium is an appropriate structure for
a future Compendium and whether it accurately reflects the IOTC recommendations and
resolutions currently in force. The Working Group should recommend to the Commission
alterations of an editorial nature to improve the structure and/or drafting of the text and
remove inconsistencies and redundancies.
4. The Working Group should also identify issues raised by its review where further guidance is
required from the Commission and make recommendations to the Commission on how these
issues may be addressed.
The Working Group should also recommend to the Commission a process for the incorporation of new
decisions taken by the Commission into the compiled text.
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RESOLUTION 11/02
ON THE PROHIBITION OF FISHING ON DATA BUOYS
The Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC),
AWARE that many nations, including CPCs of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC), operate
and deploy data buoys throughout the IOTC area of competence and oceans worldwide to gather
information used to make improved weather and marine forecasts, provide assistance to fisheries by
generating data on sea surface and subsurface measurements, provide assistance to search and rescue
efforts at sea, and collect critical data used to conduct research on meteorological and oceanographic
topics and climate prediction;
KNOWING that highly migratory species, in particular tuna species, aggregate in the vicinity of data
buoys;
RECOGNIZING that the World Meteorological Organization and the Intergovernmental
Oceanographic Commission have determined that damage caused to data buoys by fishing vessels are
significant problems in the Indian Ocean and worldwide;
CONCERNED that damage to data buoys results in significant loss of data critical to weather
forecasting, to the study of marine conditions, to tsunami warnings, to support for search and rescue
efforts at sea, and that Commission Members and non–members expend considerable time and
resources to locate, replace and repair damaged or lost data buoys;
ALARMED that the loss of data critical to the study of marine conditions because of damage to data
buoys undermines analyses by IOTC scientists seeking better understanding of tuna habitat use and the
relationships between climate and tuna recruitment, as well as research by environmental scientists in
general;
RECALLING UNGA resolution A/Res/64/72, paragraph 109, which "Calls upon States and regional
fisheries management organizations or arrangements, working in cooperation with other relevant
organizations, including the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, the
Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission and the World Meteorological Organization, to adopt,
as appropriate, measures to protect ocean data buoy systems moored in areas beyond national
jurisdiction from actions that impair their operation;"
ALSO RECALLING UNGA resolution A/Res/64/71, paragraph 172, which "Expresses its concern at
the intentional or unintentional damage to platforms used for ocean observation and marine scientific
research, such as moored buoys and tsunameters, and urges States to take necessary action and to
cooperate in relevant organizations, including the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United
Nations, the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission and the World Meteorological
Organization, to address such damage;"
MINDFUL that several data buoy programs publish information on the internet describing the type
and location of such buoys;
FURTHER NOTING the mandate given to the Commission to adopt generally recommended
international minimum standards for the responsible conduct of fishing operations;
ADOPTS the following:
1. For the purposes of this measure, data buoys are defined as floating devices, either drifting or
anchored, that are deployed by governmental or recognized scientific organizations or entities
for the purpose of electronically collecting and measuring environmental data, and not for the
purpose of fishing activities.
2. Contracting Parties and Cooperating Non–Contracting Parties (CPCs) shall prohibit their
fishing vessels from intentionally fishing within one nautical mile of or interacting with a data
buoy in the IOTC area of competence, which includes, but is not limited to, encircling the
buoy with fishing gear; tying up to or attaching the vessel, or any fishing gear, part or portion
of the vessel, to a data buoy or its mooring; or cutting a data buoy anchor line.
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3. CPCs shall prohibit their fishing vessels from taking on board a data buoy while engaged in
fishing for tuna and tuna–like species in the IOTC area of competence, unless specifically
authorized or requested to do so by the Member or owner responsible for that buoy.
4. CPCs shall encourage their fishing vessels operating in the IOTC area of competence to keep
watch for moored data buoys at sea and to take all reasonable measures to avoid fishing gear
entanglement or directly interacting in any way with those data buoys.
5. CPCs shall require their fishing vessels that become entangled with a data buoy to remove the
entangled fishing gear with as little damage to the data buoy as possible.
6. CPCs shall encourage their fishing vessels to report to them regarding any data buoys
observed to be damaged or otherwise inoperable along with the date of observation, buoy
location, and any discernable identifying information contained on the data buoy. CPCs shall
notify the Secretariat of all such reports.
7. Notwithstanding paragraph 2, scientific research programs notified to the Commission may
operate fishing vessels within one nautical mile of a data buoy so long as they do not interact
with those data buoys as described in paragraph 2.
CPCs are encouraged to communicate to the Commission, through the Secretariat, the location of
data buoy assets that they have deployed throughout the IOTC area.
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RESOLUTION 11/03
ON ESTABLISHING A LIST OF VESSELS PRESUMED TO HAVE CARRIED OUT
ILLEGAL, UNREGULATED AND UNREPORTED FISHING IN THE IOTC AREA
The Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC),
RECALLING that the FAO Council adopted on 23 June 2001 an International Plan of Action to
prevent, to deter and eliminate illegal, unregulated and unreported fishing (IPOA–IUU). This plan
stipulates that the identification of the vessels carrying out IUU activities should follow agreed
procedures and be applied in an equitable, transparent and non discriminatory way;
RECALLING that the IOTC adopted Resolution 01/07 concerning its support of the IPOA–IUU;
RECALLING that IOTC has already adopted measures against IUU fishing activities and, in
particular, against large–scale tuna longline vessels engaged in IUU fishing;
RECALLING that the IOTC adopted Resolution 07/01 to promote compliance by nationals of
Contracting Parties and Cooperating Non–contracting Parties with IOTC conservation and
management measures;
RECALLING ALSO that the IOTC adopted Resolution 07/02 to enhance the implementation of IOTC
conservation and management measures through establishing a Record of fishing vessels authorised to
operate in the IOTC Area of competence;
CONCERNED by the fact that IUU fishing activities in the IOTC area of competence continue, and
these activities diminish the effectiveness of IOTC conservation and management measures;
FURTHER CONCERNED that there is evidence of a large number of vessel owners engaged in such
fishing activities who have re–flagged their vessels to avoid compliance with IOTC management and
conservation measures;
DETERMINED to address the challenge of an increase in IUU fishing activities by way of
countermeasures to be applied in respect of the vessels engaged in IUU fishing, without prejudice to
further measures adopted in respect of flag States under the relevant IOTC instruments;
CONSCIOUS of the need to address, as a matter of priority, the issue of large–scale fishing vessels
conducting IUU fishing activities,
NOTING that the situation must be addressed in the light of all relevant international fisheries
instruments and in accordance with the relevant rights and obligations established in the World Trade
Organisation (WTO) Agreement;
ADOPTS in accordance with paragraph 1 of Article IX of the IOTC Agreement, that:
Definition of IUU Fishing Activities
1. For the purposes of this resolution, fishing vessels are presumed to have carried out illegal,
unreported and unregulated fishing activities in the IOTC Area of competence, inter alia, when
a Contracting Party or Cooperating non–Contracting Party (hereinafter referred to as ―CPCs‖)
presents evidence that such vessels:
(a) Harvest tuna or tuna–like species in the IOTC Area of competence and are neither
registered on the IOTC Record of Vessels authorised to fish for tuna and tuna–like species in
the IOTC area of competence, in accordance with Resolution 07/02, nor recorded in the
Active list of Vessels of IOTC, or
(b) Harvest tuna or tuna–like species in the IOTC Area of competence, when their flag state is
without sufficient quotas, catch limit or effort allocation under IOTC conservation and
management measures where applicable, or
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(c) Do not record or report their catches made in the IOTC Area of competence in accordance
with IOTC reporting requirements, or make false reports, or
(d) Take or land undersized fish in contravention of IOTC conservation measures, or
(e) Fish during closed fishing periods or in closed areas in contravention of IOTC
conservation measures, or
(f) Use prohibited fishing gear in contravention of IOTC conservation measures, or
(g) Tranship with, or participate in joint operations such as re–supplying or re–fuelling,
vessels included in the IUU Vessels List, or
(h) Harvest tuna or tuna–like species in the waters under the national jurisdiction of a coastal
State in the IOTC Area of competence without authorisation and/or infringe the coastal state’s
laws and regulations, (this is without prejudice to the sovereign rights of coastal States to take
measures against such vessels), or
(i) Are without nationality and harvest tuna or tuna–like species in the IOTC Area of
competence, or
(j) Engage in fishing, including transhipping, re–supplying or re–fuelling, contrary to any
other IOTC conservation and management measures.
Information on Alleged IUU Fishing Activities
2. CPCs shall transmit every year to the Secretary at least 70 days before the Annual Meeting, a
list of the vessels presumed to have been carrying out IUU fishing activities in the IOTC Area
of competence during the current and previous year, accompanied by evidence supporting the
presumption of IUU fishing activity. The IOTC Reporting Form for Illegal Activity (Annex I)
shall be used.
3. This list and evidence shall be based on information collected by CPCs from all relevant
sources including but not limited to:
(a) Relevant resolutions of the IOTC, as adopted and amended from time to time;
(b) Reports from CPCs Parties relating to IOTC conservation and management measures in
force;
(c) Trade information obtained on the basis of relevant trade statistics such as Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) data, statistical documents and other
national or international verifiable statistics; and
(d) Any other information obtained from port States and/or gathered from the fishing grounds
that is suitably documented.
Draft IUU Vessels List
4. On the basis of the information received pursuant to paragraph 2, the Secretary shall draw up a
Draft IUU Vessels List. This list shall be drawn up in conformity with Annex II. The Secretary
shall transmit it together with the current IUU Vessels List as well as all the evidence provided
to CPCs and to non–Contracting Parties whose vessels are included on these lists at least 55
days before the Annual Meeting. CPCs and non–Contracting Parties will transmit any
comments to the Secretary at least 15 days before the Annual Meeting of the IOTC, including
evidence showing that the listed vessels have neither fished in contravention to IOTC
conservation and management measures nor had the possibility of fishing tuna and tuna–like
species in the IOTC Area of competence.
5. The Flag State shall notify the owner of the vessels of their inclusion in the Draft IUU Vessels
List and of the consequences that may result from their inclusion being confirmed in the IUU
Vessels List adopted by the Commission.
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6. Upon receipt of the Draft IUU Vessels list, CPCs shall closely monitor the vessels included in
the Draft IUU Vessels List in order to determine their activities and possible changes of name,
flag and or registered owner.
Provisional IUU Vessels List
7. On the basis of the information received pursuant to paragraph 2, the Secretary shall draw up a
Provisional IUU Vessels List and transmit it two weeks in advance of the Commission Meeting
to the CPCs and to the non–Contracting Parties concerned together with all the evidence and
any comments provided. This list shall be drawn up in conformity with Annex II.
8. CPCs and non–Contracting Parties may at any time submit to the Secretary any additional
information, which might be relevant to the establishment of the IUU Vessels List. The
Secretariat shall circulate the information before the annual meeting to CPCs concerned,
together with all the evidence provided.
9. The Compliance Committee shall examine each year the Provisional IUU Vessels List, as well
as the information referred to in paragraphs 2, 3, 4, 7 and 8.
10. The Compliance Committee shall remove a vessel from the Provisional IUU Vessels List if
the Flag State demonstrates that:
(a) The vessel did not take part in any IUU fishing activities described in paragraph 1, or
(b) It has taken effective action in response to the IUU fishing activities in question, including,
inter alia, prosecution and imposition of sanctions of adequate severity. CPCs will report any
actions and measures they have taken in accordance with Resolution 07/01, in order to
promote compliance by vessels of CPCs with IOTC conservation and management measures.
11. Where Flag State evidence provided to support the details referred to in paragraphs 10a or 10b
is submitted after the 15 day deadline referred to in paragraph 4 (including any submission of
evidence made during the Compliance Committee‘s annual meeting) the vessel shall remain
on the Provisional IUU List to allow consideration to occur by the relevant authorities inter–
sessionally as described in paragraph 14. In cases where no evidence has been provided by the
Flag State, the Compliance Committee shall recommend to the Commission that the vessel be
included on the IOTC IUU Vessel list.
12. Following the examination referred to in paragraph 9, at each IOTC Annual meeting, the
IOTC Compliance Committee shall:
a) Adopt a Provisional IUU Vessels List following consideration of the Draft IUU Vessels
List and information and evidence circulated under paragraphs 4, 7 and 8.
b) Recommend to the Commission which, if any, vessels should be removed from the IUU
Vessels List adopted at the previous IOTC Annual meeting, following consideration of that
List, of the information and evidence circulated under paragraph 8 and the information
supplied by Flag States in accordance with paragraph 19.
IUU Vessels List
13. Taking into account the recommendations and the Provisional IUU Vessels List adopted by the
Compliance Committee, and the information provided under paragraph 2, 3, 4, 7 and 8, the
Commission shall adopt the IOTC IUU Vessels List.
14. If the Commission is unable to decide, on the basis of the information provided under
paragraphs 2, 3, 4, 7 and 8, whether or not a vessel should be included on the IOTC IUU
Vessels List, the Commission may suspend its decision and request that supplementary
information or evidence be submitted both by the relevant States, including the CPC that
transmitted evidence on presumed IUU fishing activities by that vessel and he the Flag State.
The consideration of that vessel's inclusion on the IOTC IUU Vessels List shall continue inter
sessionally by electronic means as follows:
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a) Relevant CPC and the Flag State are invited to submit supplementary information or
evidence to the IOTC Secretary within 90 days;
b) Immediately following this period of 90 days, the Secretary will transmit the proposal to
put the vessel on the IOTC IUU Vessels list to all CPCs, along with all the supplementary
information or evidence received under paragraph 14(a);
c) The CPCs will examine the proposal and supplementary information or evidence to put the
vessel on the IOTC IUU Vessels List and notify the Secretary, within 30 days following this
transmission, whether or not they support the vessel being included on the IOTC IUU Vessels
List;
d) At the end of the 30 days period, the Chairperson shall ascertain the outcome of the CPC's
decision on the proposal in accordance with the following:
i) A majority of the Members of the Commission shall constitute the quorum.
ii) if A two–thirds majority of the Members of those which have expressed their
position and cast affirmative or negative votes are in favour of putting the vessel on
the IOTC IUU Vessels List, the vessel shall be included on this list.
iii) If the two–thirds majority of the Members of those which have expressed their
position and cast affirmative or negative votes is not met, the vessel should remain in
the Provisional IUU Vessels List.
e) The Secretary shall communicate the result of the decision, along with a copy of the
amended IOTC IUU Vessels List or the confirmed Provisional IOTC Vessel List, to all CPCs,
the Flag State of the vessels (if is not a CPC), and any non–Contracting Party that may have
an interest. The amended IOTC IUU Vessels List will have effect immediately after the
Secretary communicates the result of the decision.
15. On adoption of the IOTC IUU Vessels List, the Secretary shall request CPCs, whose vessels
appear on the list:
a) To notify the owner of the vessel identified on the IUU Vessels List of its inclusion on the
list and the consequences which result from being included on the list, as referred to in
paragraph 16;
b) To take all the necessary measures to eliminate these IUU fishing activities, including if
necessary, the withdrawal of the registration or of the fishing licences of these vessels, and to
inform the Commission of the measures taken in this respect.
16. CPCs shall take all necessary measures, under their applicable legislation:
a) So that the fishing vessels, the mother–ships and the cargo vessels flying their flag do not
participate in any transhipment with vessels on the IUU Vessels list;
b) So that IUU vessels that enter ports voluntarily are not authorized to land, tranship, refuel,
re–supply, or engage in other commercial transactions;
c) to prohibit the chartering of a vessel included on the IUU Vessels List;
d) To refuse to grant their flag to vessels included in the IUU Vessels List, except if the vessel
has changed owner and the new owner has provided sufficient evidence demonstrating the
previous owner or operator has no further legal, beneficial or financial interest in, or control
of, the vessel; or having taken into account all relevant facts, the Flag State determines that
granting the vessel its flag will not result in IUU fishing;
e) To prohibit the imports, landing or transhipment, of tuna and tuna–like species from vessels
included in the IUU Vessels List;
f) To encourage the importers, transporters and other sectors concerned, to refrain from
transaction and transhipment of tuna and tuna–like species caught by vessels included in the
IUU Vessels List;
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g) To collect and exchange with other Contracting Parties or Co–operating non–Contracting
Parties any appropriate information with the aim of detecting, controlling and preventing false
import/export certificates for tunas and tuna–like species from vessels included in the IUU
Vessels List.
17. The Secretary will take any necessary measure to ensure publicity of the IUU Vessels List
adopted by IOTC pursuant to paragraph 12, in a manner consistent with any applicable
confidentiality requirements, and through electronic means, including placing it on the IOTC
website. Furthermore, the Secretary will transmit the IUU Vessels List to other regional
fisheries management organisations for the purposes of enhanced co–operation between IOTC
and these organisations in order to prevent, deter and eliminate illegal, unreported and
unregulated fishing.
18. Without prejudice to the rights of Flag States and coastal states to take proper action consistent
with international law, the CPCs should not take any unilateral trade measures or other
sanctions against vessels provisionally included in the Draft IUU Vessels List, pursuant to
paragraph 4, or which have been already removed from the IUU Vessels List, pursuant to
paragraph 10, on the grounds that such vessels are involved in IUU fishing activities.
Deletion from the IUU Vessels List
19. A CPC whose vessel appears on the IUU Vessels List may request the removal of this vessel
from the list during the inter–sessional period by providing the following information and
supporting evidence:
a) It has adopted measures such that the vessel conforms with all IOTC conservation
measures;
b) It is and will continue to assume effectively its responsibilities with respect to this vessel in
particular as regards the monitoring and control of the fishing activities executed by this vessel
in the IOTC Area of competence;
c) It has taken effective action in response to the IUU fishing activities in question including
prosecution and imposition of sanctions of adequate severity;
d) The vessel has changed ownership and that the new owner can establish the previous owner
no longer has any legal, financial or real interests in the vessel or exercises control over it and
that the new owner has not participated in IUU fishing.
Inter Sessional removal of vessels from the IUU Vessels List
20. The CPC shall send its request for the removal of a vessel from the IUU Vessels List to the
IOTC Secretary accompanied by the supporting information referred to in paragraph 19.
21. On the basis of the information received in accordance with paragraph 19, the Secretary will
transmit the removal request, with all the supporting information to all CPCs within 15 days
following the notification of the removal request.
22. The CPCs will examine the request to remove the vessel and notify the Executive Secretary of
their conclusion to either remove the vessel from, or keep the vessel on, the IUU Vessels List,
by mail within 30 days following the notification by the Secretary. At the end of the 30 day
period, the Chairperson shall ascertain the outcome of the CPCs‘ decision on the proposal in
accordance with the following:
i) A majority of the Members of the Commission shall constitute the quorum.
ii) if a two–thirds majority of the Members of those which have expressed their
position and cast affirmative or negative votes are in favour of removing a vessel from
the IOTC IUU Vessels List, the vessel shall be removed from this list.
iii) if the two–thirds majority of the Members of those which have expressed their
position and cast affirmative or negative votes is not met, the vessel remains in the
IOTC IUU Vessels List.
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23. The Secretary shall communicate the result of the decision, along with a copy of the amended
IOTC IUU Vessels List, to all CPCs, the Flag State of the vessels (if is not a CPC), and any
non–Contracting Party that may have an interest. The amended IOTC IUU Vessels List will
have effect immediately after the Secretary communicates the result of the decision.
24. Where the Commission decides to remove a vessel from the IUU Vessels list pursuant to
paragraph 23, the Secretary will take the necessary measures to remove the vessel concerned
from the IOTC IUU Vessels List, as published on the IOTC website. Moreover, the Secretary
will forward the decision of removal of the vessel to other regional fishery management
organisations.
25. Resolution 09/03 On Establishing A List Of Vessels Presumed To Have Carried Out Illegal,
Unregulated And Unreported Fishing In The IOTC Area is superseded by this Resolution.
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ANNEX I
IOTC REPORTING FORM FOR ILLEGAL ACTIVITY
Recalling IOTC Resolution 11/03 On establishing a list of vessels presumed to have carried out
illegal, unregulated and unreported fishing in the IOTC area, attached are details of illegal activity
recorded in ..........................
A. Details of Vessel
(Please detail the incidents(s) in the format below)
Item
a
b
c
d
e
f
g
h
i
j
k
l
m

Definition
Current Name of Vessel (Previous name/s, if any)
Current Flag (previous flag/s, if any)
Date first included on IOTC IUU Vessel List (if applicable)
Lloyds IMO Number, if available
Photo
Call Sign (previous call sign, if any)
Owner / Beneficial Owner/s (previous owner/s, if any)
Operator (previous operator/s, if any) and Master/Fishing Master
Date of alleged IUU fishing Activities
Position of alleged IUU fishing Activities
Summary of alleged IUU Activities (see section B for more detail)
Summary of any Actions known to have been Taken in respect of the alleged
IUU fishing activities
Outcome of Actions Taken
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Indicate

B. Details of IOTC Resolution Elements Contravened
(Indicate with a ―X‖ the individual elements of IOTC Resolution 11/03 contravened, and provide
relevant details including date, location, source of information. Extra information can be provided
in an attachment if necessary.)
Item
Definition
a
Harvest tuna or tuna–like species in the IOTC Area of competence
and are not registered on the IOTC Record of Vessels authorised to
fish for tuna and tuna–like species in the IOTC Area of competence
b
Harvest tuna or tuna–like species in the IOTC Area of competence,
when their flag state is without sufficient quotas, catch limit or
effort allocation under IOTC conservation and management
measures where applicable
c

d
e
f
g
h

i
j

Indicate

Do not record or report their catches made in the IOTC Area of
competence in accordance with IOTC reporting requirements, or
make false reports
Take or land undersized fish in contravention of IOTC conservation
measures
Fish during closed fishing periods or in closed areas in
contravention of IOTC conservation measures
Use prohibited fishing gear in contravention of IOTC conservation
measures
Tranship with, or participate in joint operations such as re–
supplying or re–fuelling, vessels included in the IUU Vessels List
Harvest tuna or tuna–like species in the waters under the national
jurisdiction of a coastal State in the IOTC Area of competence
without authorisation and/or infringes the coastal state‘s laws and
regulations
Are without nationality and harvest tuna or tuna–like species in the
IOTC Area of competence
Engage in fishing or fishing related activities contrary to any other
IOTC conservation and management measures

C. Associated Documents
(List here the associated documents that are appended e.g. boarding reports, court proceedings,
photographs)
D. Recommended Actions
Recommended Actions
a
Notification to IOTC Secretariat only. No further action is
recommended.
b
Notification of illegal activity to IOTC Secretariat. Recommend
notification of activity to flag state.
c
Recommended for inclusion on IOTC IUU list
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Indicate

ANNEX II
INFORMATION TO BE INCLUDED IN ALL IOTC IUU VESSELS LISTS
The Draft, Provisional and Final IUU Vessels Lists shall contain the following details:
1. name of the vessel and previous name/s, if any;
2. Flag of the vessel and previous flag/s, if any;
3. owner of the vessel and previous owner/s, including beneficial owners, if any;
4. operator of the vessel and previous operator/s, if any;
5. call sign of the vessel and previous call sign/s, if any;
6. Lloyds/IMO number, if available;
7. photographs of the vessel, where available;
8. date the vessel was first included on the IOTC IUU Vessels List;
9. summary of the activities which justify inclusion of the vessel on the List, together with
references to all relevant supporting documents and evidences.
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RESOLUTION 11/04
ON A REGIONAL OBSERVER SCHEME
The Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC),
TAKING INTO ACCOUNT the need to increase the scientific information, in particular to provide
the IOTC Scientific Committee working material in order to improve the management of the tuna and
tuna–like species fished in the Indian Ocean;
REITERATING the responsibilities of flag States to ensure that their vessels conduct their fishing
activities in a responsible manner, fully respecting IOTC conservation and management measures;
CONSIDERING the need for action to ensure the effectiveness of the IOTC objectives;
CONSIDERING the obligation of all IOTC Members and Co–operating Non–contracting Parties
(hereinafter CPCs) to fully comply with the IOTC conservation and management measures;
AWARE of the necessity for sustained efforts by CPCs to ensure the enforcement of IOTC's
conservation and management measures, and the need to encourage non–Contracting Parties (NCPs)
to abide by these measures;
UNDERLINING that the adoption of this measure is intended to help support the implementation of
conservation and management measures as well as scientific research for tuna and tuna–like species;
CONSIDERING the provisions set forth in Resolution 10/04 on a Regional Observer Scheme, adopted
by the Commission;
CONSIDERING the deliberations of the 12th Session of the IOTC Scientific Committee held in
Victoria, Seychelles from 30 November to 4 December 2009
ADOPTS, in accordance with the provisions of Article IX, paragraph 1 of the IOTC Agreement, the
following:
Objective
1. The objective of the IOTC observer scheme shall be to collect verified catch data and other
scientific data related to the fisheries for tuna and tuna–like species in the IOTC area.
Observer Scheme
2. In order to improve the collection of scientific data, at least 5 % of the number of
operations/sets for each gear type by the fleet of each CPC while fishing in the IOTC Area of
24 meters overall length and over, and under 24 meters if they fish outside their EEZs shall be
covered by this observer scheme. For vessels under 24 meters if they fish outside their EEZ, the
above mentioned coverage should be achieved progressively by January 2013.
3. When purse seiners are carrying an observer9 as stated in paragraph 1, this observer shall also
monitor the catches at unloading to identify the composition of bigeye catches. The
requirement for the observer to monitor catches at unloading is not applicable to CPCs already
having a sampling scheme, with at least the coverage set out in paragraph 2.
4. The number of the artisanal fishing vessels landings shall also be monitored at the landing
place by field samplers10. The indicative level of the coverage of the artisanal fishing vessels
should progressively increase towards 5% of the total levels of vessel activity (i.e. total number
of vessel trips or total number of vessels active).

9

Observer: a person that collects information on board fishing vessels. Observer programmes can be used for
quantifying species composition of target species, bycatch, by-products and dead discards, collecting tag returns,
etc.
10

Field sampler: a person that collects information on land during the unloading of fishing vessels. Field
sampling programmes can be used for quantifying catch, retained bycatch, collecting tag returns, etc.
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5.

6.
7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.
13.

14.

15.

16.

CPCs shall:
a) Have the primary responsibility to obtain qualified observers. Each CPC may choose to
use either deployed national or non–national of the flag State of the vessel on which they
are deployed;
b) Endeavour that the minimum level of coverage is met and that the observed vessels are a
representative sample of the gear types active in their fleet;
c) Take all necessary measures to ensure that observers are able to carry out their duties in a
competent and safe manner;
d) Endeavour to ensure that the observers alternate vessels between their assignments.
Observers are not to perform duties, other than those described in paragraphs 10 and 11
below;
e) Ensure that the vessel on which an observer is placed shall provide suitable food and
lodging during the observer's deployment at the same level as the officers, where
possible. Vessel masters shall ensure that all necessary co–operation is extended to
observers in order for them to carry out their duties safely including providing access, as
required, to the retained catch, and catch which is intended to be discarded.
The cost of the observer scheme in paragraph 2 and 3 shall be met by each CPC.
The sampling scheme referred in paragraph 4 will be covered by the Commission's
accumulated funds and voluntary contribution on a provisional basis. The Commission will
consider an alternative for the financing of this scheme.
If the coverage referred in paragraphs 2 and 3 is not met by a CPC, any other CPC may,
subject to the consent of the CPC who has not met its coverage, place an observer to fulfill the
tasks defined in the paragraphs 1 and 2 until that CPC provides a replacement or the target
coverage level is met.
CPCs shall provide to the Executive Secretary and the Scientific Committee annually a report
of the number of vessels monitored and the coverage achieved by gear type in accordance with
the provisions of this Resolution.
Observers shall:
a) Record and report fishing activities, verify positions of the vessel;
b) Observe and estimate catches as far as possible with a view to identifying catch
composition and monitoring discards, by–catches and size frequency;
c) Record the gear type, mesh size and attachments employed by the master;
d) Collect information to enable the cross–checking entries made to the logbooks (species
composition and quantities, live and processed weight and location, where available); and
e) Carry out such scientific work (for example, collecting samples), as requested by the
IOTC Scientific Committee.
The observer shall, within 30 days of completion of each trip, provide a report to the CPCs of
the vessel. The CPCs shall send within 150 days at the latest each report, as far as continuous
flow of report from observer placed on the longline fleet is ensured, which is recommended to
be provided with 1°x1° format to the Executive Secretary, who shall make the report available
to the Scientific Committee upon request. In a case where the vessel is fishing in the EEZ of a
coastal state, the report shall equally be submitted to that Coastal State.
The confidentiality rules set out in the resolution 98/02 Data confidentiality policy and
procedures for fine–scale data shall apply.
Field samplers shall monitor catches at the landing place with a view to estimating catch–at–
size by type of boat, gear and species, or carry out such scientific work as requested by the
IOTC Scientific Committee.
The funds available from the IOTC balance of funds may be used to support the
implementation of this programme in developing States, notably the training of observers and
field samplers.
The elements of the Observer Scheme, notably those regarding its coverage, are subject to
review and revision, as appropriate, for application in 2012 and subsequent years. Basing on
the experience of other Tuna RFMOs, the Scientific Committee will elaborate an observer
working manual, a template to be used for reporting (including minimum data fields) and a
training program.
This Resolution supersedes Resolution 10/04 on a Regional Observer Scheme.
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RESOLUTION 11/05
ON ESTABLISHING A PROGRAMME FOR TRANSHIPMENT BY LARGE–SCALE FISHING
VESSELS
The Indian Ocean Tuna Commission,
TAKING ACCOUNT of the need to combat illegal, unregulated and unreported (IUU) fishing
activities because they undermine the effectiveness of the conservation and management measures
already adopted by IOTC;
EXPRESSING GRAVE CONCERN that organized tuna laundering operations have been conducted
and a significant amount of catches by IUU fishing vessels have been transhipped under the names of
duly licensed fishing vessels;
IN VIEW THEREFORE OF THE NEED to ensure the monitoring of the transhipment activities by
large–scale longline vessels in the Convention area, including the control of their landings;
TAKING ACCOUNT of the need to collect catch data of such large scale long–line tuna to improve
the scientific assessments of those stocks;
ADOPTS, in accordance with paragraph 1 of Article IX of the IOTC Agreement, that:
SECTION 1. GENERAL RULE
1. Except under the special conditions outlined below in Section 2 for transhipment operations at
sea, all transhipment operations of tuna and tuna like species in the IOTC Area must take place
in port.
2. The Flag Contracting Party, Cooperating non Contracting Party (CPCs) shall take the necessary
measures to ensure that large scale tuna vessels (hereafter referred as the ―LSTVs‖) flying their
flag comply with the obligations set out in Annex 1 when transhipping in port.
SECTION 2. PROGRAMME TO MONITOR TRANSHIPMENTS AT SEA
3. The Commission hereby establishes a programme to monitor transhipment at sea which applies
initially to large–scale tuna longline fishing vessels (hereafter referred to as the ―LSTLVs‖) and
to carrier vessels authorised to receive transhipments from these vessels at sea. The
Commission shall at its 2010 Annual Meeting, review and, as appropriate, revise this
Resolution.
4. The CPCs that flag LSTLVs shall determine whether or not to authorize their LSTLVs to
tranship at sea. However, if the flag CPC authorizes the at–sea transhipment by its flag
LSTLVs, such transhipment should be conducted in accordance with the procedures defined in
Sections 3, 4 and 5, and annexes 2 and 3 below.
SECTION 3. RECORD OF VESSELS AUTHORISED TO RECEIVE TRANSHIPMENTS–AT–
SEA IN THE IOTC AREA
5. The Commission shall establish and maintain an IOTC Record of Carrier Vessels authorized to
receive tuna and tuna–like species at sea in the IOTC Area from LSTLVs. For the purposes of
this Resolution, carrier vessels not entered on the record are deemed not to be authorized to
receive tuna and tuna–like species in at–sea transhipment operations.
6. Each CPC shall submit, electronically where possible, to the IOTC Secretary by 1 July 2008 the
list of the carrier vessels that are authorized to receive at–sea transhipments from its LSTLVs in
the IOTC Area. This list shall include the following information:
i) The flag of the vessel
ii) Name of vessel, register number
iii) Previous name (if any)
iv) Previous flag (if any)
v) Previous details of deletion from other registries (if any)
vi) International radio call sign
vii) Type of vessels, length, gross tonnage (GT) and carrying capacity
viii) Name and address of owner(s) and operator(s)
ix) Time period authorised for transhipping
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7. Each CPC shall promptly notify the IOTC Secretary, after the establishment of the initial IOTC
Record, of any addition to, any deletion from and/or any modification of the IOTC Record, at
any time such changes occur.
8. The IOTC Secretary shall maintain the IOTC Record and take measures to ensure publicity of
the record and through electronic means, including placing it on the IOTC website, in a manner
consistent with confidentiality requirements notified by CPCs for their vessels.
9. Carrier vessels authorized for at–sea transhipment shall be required to install and operate a
Vessel Monitoring System (VMS).
SECTION 4. AT–SEA TRANSHIPMENT
10. Transhipments by LSTLVs in waters under the jurisdiction of the CPCs are subject to prior
authorization from the Coastal State concerned. CPCs shall take the necessary measures to
ensure that LSTLVs flying their flag comply with the following conditions:
Flag State Authorization
11. LSTLVs are not authorized to tranship at sea, unless they have obtained prior authorization
from their Flag State.
Notification obligations
Fishing vessel:
12. To receive the prior authorization mentioned in paragraph 11 above, the master and/or owner of
the LSTLV must notify the following information to its Flag State authorities at least 24 hours
in advance of an intended transhipment:
a) The name of the LSTLV and its number in the IOTC Record of Vessels,
b) The name of the carrier vessel and its number in the IOTC Record of Carrier Vessels
authorized to receive transhipments in the IOTC area, and the product to be transhipped,
c) The tonnage by product to be transhipped,
d) The date and location of transhipment,
e) The geographic location of the tuna catches
13. The LSTLV concerned shall complete and transmit to its flag State, not later than 15 days after
the transhipment, the IOTC transhipment declaration, along with its number in the IOTC record
of fishing vessels, in accordance with the format set out in Annex 2.
Receiving carrier vessel:
14. The master of the receiving carrier vessel shall complete and transmit the IOTC transhipment
declaration to the IOTC Secretariat and the flag CPC of the LSTLV, along with its number in
the IOTC Record of Carrier Vessels authorized to receive transhipment in the IOTC area,
within 24 hours of the completion of the transhipment.
15. The master of the receiving carrier vessel shall, 48 hours before landing, transmit an IOTC
transhipment declaration, along with its number in the IOTC Record of Carrier Vessels
authorized to receive transhipment in the IOTC area, to the competent authorities of the State
where the landing takes place.
Regional Observer Programme
16. Each CPC shall ensure that all carrier vessels transhipping at sea have on board an IOTC
observer, not later than 1 January 2009, in accordance with the IOTC Regional Observer
Programme in Annex 3. The IOTC observer shall observe the compliance with this Resolution,
and notably that the transhipped quantities are consistent with the reported catch in the IOTC
transhipment declaration.
17. Vessels shall be prohibited from commencing or continuing at–sea transhipping in the IOTC
area without an IOTC regional observer on board, except in cases of „force majeure‟ duly
notified to the IOTC Secretariat.
SECTION 5 GENERAL PROVISIONS
18. To ensure the effectiveness of the IOTC conservation and management measures pertaining to
species covered by Statistical Document Programs:
a) In validating the Statistical Document, Flag CPCs of LSTLVs shall ensure that
transhipments are consistent with the reported catch amount by each LSTLV.
b) The Flag CPC of LSTLVs shall validate the Statistical Documents for the transhipped
fish, after confirming that the transhipment was conducted in accordance with this
Resolution. This confirmation shall be based on the information obtained through the
IOTC Observer Programme.
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c) CPCs shall require that the species covered by the Statistical Document Programs caught
by LSTLVs in the Convention area, when imported into the territory of a Contracting
Party, be accompanied by statistical documents validated for the vessels on the IOTC
record and a copy of the IOTC transhipment declaration.
19. The CPCs shall report annually before 15 September to the Secretary:
a) The quantities by species transhipped during the previous year.
b) The list of the LSTLVs registered in the IOTC Record of Fishing Vessels which have
transhipped during the previous year.
c) A comprehensive report assessing the content and conclusions of the reports of the
observers assigned to carrier vessels which have received transhipment from their
LSTLVs.
20. All tuna and tuna–like species landed or imported into the CPCs either unprocessed or after
having been processed on board and which are transhipped, shall be accompanied by the
IOTC transhipment declaration until the first sale has taken place.
21. Each year, the Secretary shall present a report on the implementation of this Resolution to the
annual meeting of the Commission which shall review compliance with this Resolution.
22. The Secretariat shall, when providing CPCs with copies of all raw data, summaries and reports
in accordance with paragraph 10 of Annex 3 to this Resolution, also indicate evidence
indicating possible infraction of IOTC regulations by LSTLVs/carrier vessels flagged to that
CPC. Upon receiving such evidence, each CPC shall investigate the cases and report the
results of the investigation back to the Secretariat one month prior to the Compliance
Committee meeting. The Secretariat shall circulate among CPCs the list of names and flags of
the LSTLVs/Carrier vessels that were involved in such possible infraction as well as the
response of the flag CPCs two weeks prior to the Compliance Committee meeting. The
Compliance Committee shall examine the cases and decide whether there was any infraction.
23. Resolution 08/02 On establishing a programme for transhipment by large–scale fishing vessels
is superseded by this Resolution.
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ANNEX 1
CONDITIONS RELATING TO IN–PORT TRANSHIPMENT BY LSTVS
General
1
Transhipment operations in port may only be undertaken in accordance with the procedures
detailed below:
Notification obligations
2
Fishing vessel:
2.1
Prior to transhipping, the Captain of the LSTV must notify the following information to the
Port State authorities, at least 48 hours in advance:
a) the name of the LSTV and its number in the IOTC record of fishing vessels,
b) the name of the carrier vessel, and the product to be transhipped,
c) the tonnage by product to be transhipped,
d) the date and location of transhipment,
e) the major fishing grounds of the tuna and tuna like species catches
2.2
The Captain of a LSTV shall, at the time of the transhipment, inform its Flag State of the
following;
a) The products and quantities involved
b) the date and place of the transhipment
c) the name, registration number and flag of the receiving carrier vessel
d) the geographic location of the tuna and tuna like species catches.
2.3
The captain of the LSTV concerned shall complete and transmit to its Flag State the IOTC
transhipment declaration, along with its number in the IOTC Record of Fishing Vessels, in accordance
with the format set out in Annex 2 not later than 15 days after the transhipment.
Receiving vessel:
3
Not later than 24 hours before the beginning and at the end of the transhipment, the master of
the receiving carrier vessel shall inform the Port State authorities of the quantities of tuna and tuna–
like species transhipped to his vessel, and complete and transmit the IOTC transhipment declaration,
to the competent authorities within 24 hours.
Landing State:
4
The master of the receiving carrier vessel shall, 48 hours before landing, complete and
transmit an IOTC transhipment declaration, to the competent authorities of the Landing State where
the landing takes place.
5
The Port State and the Landing State referred to in the above paragraphs shall take the
appropriate measures to verify the accuracy of the information received and shall cooperate with the
flag CPC of the LSTV to ensure that landings are consistent with the reported catches amount of each
vessel. This verification shall be carried out so that the vessel suffers the minimum interference and
inconvenience and that degradation of the fish is avoided.
6
Each flag CPC of the LSTV shall include in its annual report each year to IOTC the details on
the transhipments by its vessels.
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ANNEX 2
IOTC TRANSHIPMENT DECLARATION
Carrier Vessel
Name of the Vessel and Radio Call Sign:
Flag:
Flag state license number:
National Register Number, if available:
IOTC Register Number, if available:

Departure
Return
Transhipment

Day
____
____
____

Month
____
____
____

Hour Year
____ from
____ to
____

Fishing Vessel
Name of the Vessel and Radio Call Sign:
Flag:
Flag state license number:
National Register Number, if available:
IOTC Register Number, if available:
2_0_____
__________
__________
__________

Agent‘s name:
Signature:

Master‘s name of LSTV:
Signature:

Master‘s name of Carrier:
Signature :

Indicate the weight in kilograms or the unit used (e.g. box, basket) and the landed weight in kilograms of this unit: ____________ kilograms
LOCATION OF TRANSHIPMENT
Species
Port
Sea
Type of product
Whole

Gutted

Headed

Filleted

If transhipment effected at sea, IOTC Observer Name and Signature:
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ANNEX 3
IOTC REGIONAL OBSERVER PROGRAMME
1. Each CPC shall require carrier vessels included in the IOTC Record of Carrier Vessels
authorised to receive transhipments in the IOTC Area and which tranship at sea, to carry an
IOTC observer during each transhipment operation in the Convention area.
2. The Secretary shall appoint the observers and shall place them on board the carrier vessels
authorized to receive transhipments in the IOTC Area from LSTLVs flying the flag of
Contracting Parties and of Cooperating non–Contracting Parties that implement the IOTC
observer program.
Designation of the observers
3. The designated observers shall have the following qualifications to accomplish their tasks:
a) sufficient experience to identify species and fishing gear;
b) satisfactory knowledge of the IOTC conservation and management measures;
c) the ability to observe and record information accurately;
d) a satisfactory knowledge of the language of the flag of the vessel observed.
Obligations of the observer
4. Observers shall:
a) have completed the technical training required by the guidelines established by IOTC;
b) not be, to the extent possible, nationals of the flag State of the receiving carrier vessel;
c) be capable of performing the duties set forth in point 5 below;
d) be included in the list of observers maintained by the Secretariat of the Commission;
e) not be a crew member of an LSTLV or an employee of an LSTLV company.
5. The observer tasks shall be in particular to:
a) On the Fishing Vessel intending to tranship to the carrier vessel and before the transhipment
takes place, the observer shall:
i. check the validity of the fishing vessel‘s authorisation or licence to fish tuna and tuna
like species in the IOTC area;
ii. check and note the total quantity of catch on board, and the quantity to be transferred to
the carrier vessel;
iii. check that the VMS is functioning and examine the logbook;
iv. verify whether any of the catch on board resulted from transfers from other vessels, and
check documentation on such transfers;
v. in the case of an indication that there are any violations involving the fishing vessel,
immediately report the violations to the carrier vessel master.
vi. report the results of these duties on the fishing vessel in the observer‟s report.
b) On the Carrier Vessel:
Monitor the carrier vessel‘s compliance with the relevant conservation and management
measures adopted by the Commission. In particular the observers shall:
i. record and report upon the transhipment activities carried out;
ii. verify the position of the vessel when engaged in transhipping;
iii. observe and estimate products transhipped;
iv. verify and record the name of the LSTLV concerned and its IOTC number;
v. verify the data contained in the transhipment declaration;
vi. certify the data contained in the transhipment declaration;
vii. countersign the transhipment declaration;
viii. issue a daily report of the carrier vessel‘s transhipping activities;
ix. establish general reports compiling the information collected in accordance with this
paragraph and provide the captain the opportunity to include therein any relevant
information.
x. submit to the Secretariat the aforementioned general report within 20 days from the end
of the period of observation.
xi. exercise any other functions as defined by the Commission.
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6. Observers shall treat as confidential all information with respect to the fishing operations of the
LSTLVs and of the LSTLVs owners and accept this requirement in writing as a condition of
appointment as an observer;
7. Observers shall comply with requirements established in the laws and regulations of the flag
State which exercises jurisdiction over the vessel to which the observer is assigned.
8. Observers shall respect the hierarchy and general rules of behavior which apply to all vessel
personnel, provided such rules do not interfere with the duties of the observer under this
program, and with the obligations of vessel personnel set forth in paragraph 9 of this program.
Obligations of the Flag States of carrier vessels
9. The responsibilities regarding observers of the flag States of the carrier vessels and their
captains shall include the following, notably:
a) Observers shall be allowed access to the vessel personnel and to the gear and equipment;
b) Upon request, observers shall also be allowed access to the following equipment, if present
on the vessels to which they are assigned, in order to facilitate the carrying out of their duties
set forth in paragraph 5:
i. Satellite navigation equipment;
ii. Radar display viewing screens when in use;
iii. Electronic means of communication;
c) Observers shall be provided accommodation, including lodging, food and adequate sanitary
facilities, equal to those of officers;
d) Observers shall be provided with adequate space on the bridge or pilot house for clerical
work, as well as space on deck adequate for carrying out observer duties; and
e) The flag States shall ensure that captains, crew and vessel owners do not obstruct,
intimidate, interfere with, influence, bribe or attempt to bribe an observer in the performance
of his/her duties.
10. The Secretary, in a manner consistent with any applicable confidentiality requirements, shall
provide to the flag State of the carrier vessel under whose jurisdiction the vessel transhipped
and to the Flag CPC of the LSTLV, copies of all raw data, summaries, and reports pertaining
to the trip two months prior to the Compliance Committee meeting.
Obligations of LSTLV during transhipment
11. Observers shall be allowed to visit the fishing vessel, if weather conditions permit it, and
access shall be granted to personnel and areas of the vessel necessary to carry out their duties
set forth in paragraph 5.
12. The Secretary shall submit the observer reports to the Compliance Committee and to the
Scientific Committee.
Observer fees
13 The costs of implementing this program shall be financed by the flag CPCs of LSTLVs wishing
to engage in transhipment operations. The fee shall be calculated on the basis of the total costs
of the program. This fee shall be paid into a special account of the IOTC Secretariat and the
IOTC Secretary shall manage the account for implementing the program;
14 No observer shall be assigned to a vessel for which the fees, as required under paragraph 13,
have not been paid.
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RECOMMENDATION 11/06
CONCERNING THE RECORDING OF CATCH AND EFFORT BY FISHING VESSELS IN
THE IOTC AREA OF COMPETENCE
The Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC),
RECALLING the commitment made by members under Article V of the IOTC Agreement to keep
under review the conditions and trends of the stocks and to gather, analyse and disseminate scientific
information, catch and effort statistics and other data relevant to the conservation and management of
the stocks and to fisheries based on the stocks covered by the Agreement;
CONSIDERING the provisions set forth in Resolution 10/02 Mandatory Statistical Requirements for
IOTC Members and Co–operating Non–Contracting Parties (CPCs), and in particular paragraph 3,
which sets out the catch and effort reporting requirements for surface fisheries, longline and coastal
fisheries;
ACKNOWLEDGING that the IOTC Science Committee has repeatedly stressed the importance of the
timeliness and accuracy of data submissions for members;
ALSO RECALLING the outcomes of the 9th Session of the IOTC Scientific Committee held in
Victoria, Seychelles from 6 to 10 November 2006 where it was agreed that a standardised logbook
would be advantageous and agreed on the minimum requirements for all purse seine and bait boat
fleets operating in the IOTC Area of competence in order to harmonize data gathering and provide a
common basis for scientific analysis for all IOTC Contracting Parties and Cooperating non–
Contracting Parties (CPCs);
FURTHER RECALLING the recommendations adopted by the KOBE II Workshop on Bycatch, held
in Brisbane, Australia, 23–25 June 2010; in particular that RFMOs should consider adopting standards
for bycatch data collection which, at a minimum, allows the data to contribute to the assessment of
bycatch species population status and evaluation of the effectiveness of bycatch measures, and that the
data should allow the RFMOs to assess the level of interaction of the fisheries with bycatch species;
ALSO CONSIDERING the deliberations of the 12th Session of the IOTC Scientific Committee held
in Victoria, Seychelles from 30 November to 4 December 2009;
FURTHER CONSIDERING the deliberations of the 13th Session of the IOTC Scientific Committee
held in Victoria, Seychelles from 6 to 10 December 2010, that recommended three options, one of
which is mandatory reporting of a revised list of shark species in logbooks to improve the data
collection and statistics on sharks in the IOTC Area of competence;
FURTHER CONSIDERING the works of the small task force created by the IOTC Scientific
Committee during its 10th Session held in Seychelles in November 2007, to harmonise the various
forms currently used by the fleets and the IOTC Scientific Committee agreement on the minimum
standard requirements for all purse seine, longline and gillnet fleets as well as the produced logbook
template;
RECOMMENDS in accordance with the provisions of the Agreement Establishing the IOTC, that:
1

Each flag CPC should ensure that all purse seine, longline, gillnet and pole and line fishing
vessels flying its flag and authorized to fish species managed by IOTC be subject to a data
recording system.

2

Within the IOTC Area of competence, all purse seine, longline, gillnet and pole and line
fishing vessels over 24 metres length and those under 24 metres if they fish outside the EEZs
of their flag States should keep a bound or electronic logbook to provide data for use by
Working Parties and the Scientific Committee that includes, as a minimum requirement, the
information and data in the logbook set forth in Annex I and II.

3

The logbooks format consists of two parts, Annex I and Annex II, and logbook templates are
provided for illustrative purposes only for all gears (Annex III, IV, V and VI):
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Annex I includes information on vessel, trip and gear configuration, and need only be
completed once for each trip, unless the gear configuration changes during the trip.
Annex II contains information of purse seine, longline, gillnet and pole and line operations
and catch, which must be completed for each set of the fishing gear.
4

The logbook data should be provided by the fishing masters to the flag State administration, as
well as to the coastal State administration where the vessel has fished in that coastal State's
EEZ. The flag State and the States which receive this information should provide all the data
for any given year to the IOTC Secretariat and the Scientific Committee by June 30 th of the
following year on an aggregated basis. The confidentiality rules set out in Resolution 98/02
Data Confidentiality Policy and Procedures for fine–scale data shall apply.

5

The Commission will review this recommendation at its 2012 annual meeting, taking into
account the recommendations of the Scientific Committee, with the view of adopting a
resolution to implement reporting requirements across all gear types.
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ANNEX I
Record once per trip (unless gear configuration changes)
1.1 REPORT INFORMATION
1) Date of the submission of logbook
2) Name of reporting person
1.2 VESSEL INFORMATION
1) Vessel name and/or registration number
2) IOTC number, where available
3) Call sign: if call sign is not available, other unique identifying code such as registration or
fishing licence number should be used
4) Vessel size: gross tonnage and/or overall length (meters)
1.3 CRUISE INFORMATION
For multiday fishing operations record the
1) Departure date and port
2) Arrival date and port
1.4 OTHER REQUIRED INFORMATION
Longline (Gear Configuration):
1) Average branch line length (meters): straight length in meters between snap and hook (Figure
1)
2) Average float line length (meters): straight length in meters from the float to the snap
3) Average length between branch (meters): straight length of main line in meters between
successive branch lines
4) Main line material classified into four categories:
a. Thick rope (Cremona rope)
c. Nylon braided
b. Thin rope (PE or other
d. Nylon monofilament
materials)
Purse Seine (Search Information):
1) Days searched
2) Spotter plane used (Yes/No)
Gillnet (Gear Configuration):
1) Minimum and maximum fishing depth of assembled net (meters): record the maximum and
minimum of the depth range fished
2) Mesh size of net (millimetres): record the size of the mesh size used during the trip
3) Height of assembled net (meters): height on assembled net in meters
4) Netting material: e.g. nylon braid, nylon monofilament, etc
5) Total length of net lost and not recovered (meters): record the total length lost during the trip
Pole and line
1) Activity: reported each day from the start of the trip to the end of the trip. Activities should
include ―a day fishing or search with bait onboard‖, ―no fishing – collecting bait‖; ―no fishing
– in transit‖; no fishing – gear breakdown‖; no fishing – bad weather‖ and no fishing – in port
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ANNEX II
Record once per set/shot/operation
2.1 OPERATION
For longline:
1) Date of set (YYYY/MM/DD)
2) Position in latitude and longitude: either at noon (local time) position or position of start of
gear, area code of operation (e.g. Seychelles EEZ, High seas, etc) may be optionally used
3) Local Time (24 hr) of starting setting the gear
4) Sea surface temperature at noon with one decimal point, if available (XX.XoC)
5) Number of hooks between floats: if there are different hooks counts between floats in a single
set then record the most representative (average) number
6) Total number of hooks used in the set
7) Number of light–sticks used in the set
8) Type of bait used in the set

For purse seine:
1)
2)
3)
4)

Date of fishing activity (YYYY/MM/DD)
Position in latitude and longitude: for each set or at noon (local time) position
Details of the set or deployment of FAD: specify if the set was successful, nil, time, well
Type of school: FAD association (specify the type e.g. object, beacon, whale shark, whale,
etc) and/or free swimming school
5) Sea surface temperature at noon with one decimal point, if available (XX.XoC)
6) Current speed (knots) and direction (degrees)
For gillnet:
1) Date of set (YYYY/MM/DD): record the date for each set of day at sea (for days without
sets)
2) Total length of net (meters): length floatline used for each set in meters
3) Start fishing time: record the UCT time (24 hr) when starting each set
4) Start and end position in latitude and longitude: record start and end latitude and longitude
that represent the area that your gear is set between. Record the latitude and longitude at noon
for days with no set.
5) Depth at which net is set (meters): approximate depth at which the gillnet is set
6) Start Haul Time: record the UCT time (24 hr) when hauling starts
7) Finish Haul Time: record the UCT time (24 hr) when hauling ends
For Pole and Line
1) Date of fishing: record the day of fishing. Each fishing day should be recorded separately.
2) Number of fishermen: record the number of fishermen on the boat by fishing day (fishing
event)
3) Number of fishing gears used: Record the number of fishing gears used during the day
(fishing event)
4) Start fishing time: record the UCT time (24 hr) immediately after bait fishing is complete and
the vessel heads to the ocean for fishing. For multiple days, the time at which search starts
should be recorded
5) End fishing time: record the UCT time (24 hr) immediately after fishing is complete from the
last school. This is the time that the captain decides to head home. On multiple days this is the
time fishing stopped from the last school.
6) Position of the catch: record the latitude and longitude at the start of the fishing event, record
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the latitude and longitude at noon for non–fishing days. Where information is recorded by
day, record the average 1o x 1o area(s) where fishing took place.
7) Type of school: FAD associated and/or free school
2.2 CATCH
1) Catch weight (kg) or number by species per set/shot/fishing event for each of the species and
form of processing in section 2.3:
a. For longline by number and weight;
b. For purse seine by weight;
c. For gillnet by weight;
d. For pole and line by weight or number
2.3 SPECIES
For Longline:
Fish Species
Southern Bluefin Tuna (Thunnus maccoyii)
Albacore Tuna (Thunnus alalunga)
Bigeye Tuna (Thunnus obesus)
Yellowfin Tuna (Thunnus albacores)

Other Species
Blue Shark (Prionace glauca)
Mako Sharks (Isurus spp.)
Porbeagle Shark (Lamna nasus)
Oceanic Whitetip Shark (Carcharhinus
longimanus)

Skipjack Tuna (Katsuwonus pelamis)

Hammerhead Sharks (Sphyrna spp.)

Swordfish (Xiphius gladius)
Striped marlin & blue marlin (Tetrapturus audax
& Makaira indica)Swordfish (Xiphius gladius)
Black Marlin (Makaira mazara)Striped marlin &
blue marlin (Tetrapturus audax & Makaira
indica)
Shortbilled spearfish (Tetrapturus
angustirostris)Black Marlin (Makaira mazara)
Indo–Pacific Sailfish (Istiophorus
platypterus)Shortbilled spearfish (Tetrapturus
angustirostris)
Other bony fishesIndo–Pacific Sailfish
(Istiophorus platypterus)
Other bony fishes

Other sharks
Optional species to be recorded
Thresher Sharks (Alopias spp.)

Tiger Shark (Galeocerdo cuvier)
Crocodile Shark (Pseudocarcharias kamoharai)

Other Requiem sharks (Carcharhinus spp.)
Great White shark (Carcharodon carcharias)
Pelagic stingray (Pteroplatytrygon violacea)

For Purse Seine:
Fish Species
Albacore Tuna (Thunnus alalunga)
Yellowfin Tuna (Thunnus albacores)
Skipjack Tuna (Katsuwonus pelamis)
Bigeye Tuna (Thunnus obesus)
Other fishes

Others Optional
Whale Shark (Rhincodon typus)
Oceanic Whitetip Shark (Carcharhinus
longimanus)
Silky sharks (Carcharhinus falciformis)
Other sharks
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For Gillnet:
Fish Species
Albacore Tuna (Thunnus alalunga)
Bigeye Tuna (Thunnus obesus)
Longtail Tuna (Thunnus tonggol)
Yellowfin Tuna (Thunnus albacores)
Skipjack Tuna (Katsuwonus pelamis)
Frigate Tuna (Auxis thazard)
Kawakawa (Euthynnus affinis)
Narrow banded Spanish Mackerel
(Scomberomorus comerson)
Indo–Pacific King Mackerel (Scomberomorus
guttatus)
Marlins (Tetrapturus spp, Makaira spp)
Indo–Pacific Sailfish (Istiophorus platypterus)
Shortbilled spearfish (Tetrapturus angustirostris)
Swordfish (Xiphius gladius)
Other fishes

Other Species
Blue Shark (Prionace glauca)
Mako Sharks (Isurus spp.)
Porbeagle Shark (Lamna nasus)
Oceanic Whitetip Shark (Carcharhinus
longimanus)
Hammerhead Sharks (Sphyrna spp.)
Other sharks
Optional species to be recorded
Thresher Sharks (Alopias spp.)
Tiger Shark (Galeocerdo cuvier)
Crocodile Shark (Pseudocarcharias kamoharai)
Other Requiem sharks (Carcharhinus spp.)
Great White shark (Carcharodon carcharias)

For Pole and Line:
Fish Species
Skipjack Tuna (Katsuwonus pelamis)
Yellowfin Tuna (Thunnus albacores)
Bigeye Tuna (Thunnus obesus)
Albacore Tuna (Thunnus alalunga)
Frigate Tuna (Auxis thazard)
Kawakawa (Euthynnus affinis)
Longtail Tuna (Thunnus tonggol)
Narrow banded Spanish Mackerel (Scomberomorus comerson)
Other fishes
2.4 REMARKS
1) Discard Weight (kg) or number
a. For longline by number and weight
b. For purse seine estimate weight for each species
c. For gillnet by weight
d. For pole and line by weight or number
2) Any interactions with whale sharks (Rhincodon typus) and marine mammals are
encouraged to be recorded
3) Discard of tuna, tuna–like fish and sharks, turtles and seabirds should be recorded in the
remarks
4) Other information is also written in the remarks
5) Recall the Recommendation 10/13 On the Implementation of a Ban on Discards of Skipjack
Tuna, Yellow Fin Tuna, Bigeye Tuna and Non Targeted Species Caught by Purse Seiners
Note: The species included in the logbooks are regarded as minimum requirement. Optionally
other frequently caught shark and/or fish species should be added as required across different
areas and fisheries.
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Figure 1. Schematic diagram of iongline gear I Diagramme schematique d'une paitnigre.
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ANNEX III – LOGBOOK TEMPLATE FOR TUNA LONGLINERS
(FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY)
CPCS NEED TO ENSURE THAT THE MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS SET OUT ABOVE ARE ADDED TO THE LOGBOOKS
Flag wu nhy .0 PaviIlcn
Date reported / Dale de
d(c.laralion I
Reporing person) Personrre Name / Non
deolanan1H
Departue dale.) Date de
Obpart I
Arrival dale / Date drapviude t

Dewlure pod /Pod
do Apart

Name of boat/ norn
du navire
Vessel size I Taille du GT (tonsyl-B
navre
(tonnes)
License mintier!
Nurnero de jeenoe
Call sign Jr Inzlicatif
radio

Affital port/ Port
d'arthrrie

Nurnbes of elAw I
Fifeclit 610 page

Name of captain i
Nom du cniitainn
Ilione) I el6phone

I. OA (nil) I I 1-11Cm)

I use YVYWFAINDO for dales I ufl r>e AAAMAPNJJ pow les dales
Gear configuration / configuration de l'engin
Branch line length / Longueur des
avancons (m)
Float line length / longueur des
ralingues de flotteurs (m)
Length between branch lines /
longueur entre les avancons (m)
Target / cibles
1. Tuna/thons ( ) 2. Swordfish/espadon ( ) 3. Other/ autres ( )

Type of weight / type de poids
O vaic I en lies
❑
i HOGF?tilied I Ita risiorrne

In each set, catch should be given both in number and weight (in kg) in upper and lower row, respectively
Dale t

Poston

Turas Mons

Ef
Latent°
Degree/
Degrem t

NS

Lomgirde
Degree/
DeOlest

EW

N S

E

N S

E

N a

E

N S

E

u
E

gam
E

(es/ Fortes-epee

Sharks /megrim

Remarks (discard or other irionnalon)f
memargnes (oriels ou nukes irfonnotons)

:
soolvem blurb./
lam rouge

tigere/ yelonfmr/ skiprack/ Swurrish/
palodo Ammo
Irian
terpodon

Shipperorrhr/ Nue man/ blackmail
man rare
mail bleu imam not

t for dates use the YYYYJIMAA30 format! par les dates. uhlser le formal AANUPAPAILI
for positions. use the famtat: par lee postions, diner le formal XX'XX'
" for SST. use a value wilt] one decimal point / pow la SST, utitserune valeta a ore decittale
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ANNEX IV – LOGBOOK TEMPLATE FOR PURSE–SEINE VESSELS
(FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY)
CPCS NEED TO ENSURE THAT THE MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS SET OUT ABOVE ARE ADDED TO THE LOGBOOKS

ALBACORE

LISTAO

PATUDO

RABIL

LISTADO

PATUDO

YELLOWFIN

SKIPJACK

BIGEYE

AUTRE ESPECE
REJETS
préciser le/les nom(s) préciser le/les nom(s)
OTRA ESPECIE
dar el/los nombre(s)

DESCARTES
dar el/los nombre(s)

OTHER SPECIES
give name(s)

DISCARDS
give name(s)

Taille Capture Taille Capture Taille Capture Nom Taille Capture Nom Taille Capture
Talla Captura Talla Captura Talla Captura Nombre Talla Captura Nombre Talla Captura
Size Catch Size Catch Size Catch Name Size Catch Name Size Catch
Une calée par ligne / Uno lance cada línea / One set by line
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COMMENTAIRES
OBSERVATIONES
COMMENTS

Baleine / Ballena / Whale

3

Requin Baleine
Tiburon Ballena / Shark Wale

2

Balise / Baliza / Beacon

1

FEUILLE
HOJA / SHEET
N°

Route/Recherche, problèmes divers,
type d'épave (naturelle/artificielle,
balisée, bateau), prise accessoire, taille
du banc, autres associations, …
Ruta/Busca, problemas varios, tipo de
objeto (natural/artificial, con baliza,
barco), captura accesoria, talla del
banco, otras asociaciones, …
Steaming/Searching, miscellaneous
problems, log type (natural/artificial,
with radio beacon, vessel), by catch,
school size, other associations, …

COURANT
CORRIENTE
CURRENT

Vitesse / Velocidad / Speed
Nœuds / Nudos / Knots

PATRON / PATRON / MASTER

ASSOCIATION
ASSOCIACION
ASSOCIATION
Banc libre/Banco libre/Free school
Epave / Objeto / Log
N (naturelle/natural), A (artificielle/artificial)
Bateau d'assistance
Barco de appoyo / Supply

POSITION
(each set or midday)

CAPTURE ESTIMEE
ESTIMACION DE LA CAPTURA
ESTIMATED CATCH

N° Cuve / Cuba / Well

DATE

POSICION
(cada lance o mediadia)

Nul / Nulo / Nil

FECHA

Heure / Hora / Time
préciser/especificar/specify TU+

DATE

Portant / Positivo / Successful

CALEE
LANCE
SET

POSITION
(chaque calée ou midi)

NAVIRE / BARCO / VESSEL

PORT / PUERTO / PORT
DATE / FECHA / DATE
HEURE / HORA / HOUR
LOCH / CORREDERA / LOCH

Direction / Direccion / Direction
Degrés / Grados / Degree

ARRIVEE / LLEGADA / ARRIVAL

PORT / PUERTO / PORT
DATE / FECHA / DATE
HEURE / HORA / HOUR
LOCH / CORREDERA / LOCH

T° Mer / Mar / Sea

DEPART / SALIDA / DEPARTURE

ANNEX V – LOGBOOK TEMPLATE FOR POLE–AND–LINE VESSELS
(FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY)
Submitted by(name and position): _________________________________________________________

:

:

:

:

/

:

:

:

:

/

:

:

:

:

/

:

:

:

:

/

:

:

:

:

/

:

:

:

:

/

:

:

:

:

/

:

:

:

:

/

:

:

:

:

/

:

:

:

:

1° Area

Trip no.: ____________

OTHER SPECIES

no.
t
no.
t
no.
t
no.
t
no.
t
no.
t
no.
t
no.
t
no.
t
no.
t
no.
t
no.
t
TOTALS PAGE

DISCARDS

NB Spanish
mackerel

/

Date Arrival: ___________/______/______

Kawakawa

:

Port Arrival: ______________________________

Frigate tuna

:

LOA(m): ___________

Longtail tuna

:

Yellowfin tuna

:

Catch units

/

Type of school

:

License no.: _________________________

TROPICAL TUNAS

FAD

:

LONG.

Free

:

LAT.

deg:min deg:min

Number of fishing gear

:

Date
(MM/DD)

Number of fishermen

Time END fishing
(HH:MM)

/

Position START fishing

no. fishing events

Time START fishing
(HH:MM)

Date Departure: ___________/______/______

Reg No: ________________________________

Albacore

Port Departure: ______________________________

IOTC no: ________________

Bigeye tuna

Vessel's Name: __________________________________________________

Skipjack tuna

Date Logbook Submitted: ___________/______/______

_

no.
t

Remarks
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ANNEX VI LOGBOOK TEMPLATE FOR GILLNET VESSELS
(FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY)
Submitted by(name and position): _________________________________________________________

/

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

/

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

/

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

/

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

/

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

/

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

/

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

/

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

/

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

/

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

/

:

:

:

:

:

:

:
TOTALS PAGE

(+) Use the number corresponding to the target species as recorded for the species in the columns on the right

Remarks
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Other(11)
(Name and catch)

Thresher
sharks(13)

:

Other(5)
(Name and catch)

SHARKS

Blue shark(12)

:

Date Arrival: ___________/______/______

BILLFISHES

IP Sailfish(10)

:

LONG.

Skipjack tuna(4)

:

LAT.

Yellowfin tuna(3)

:

LONG.

Bigeye tuna(2)

:

LAT.

deg:min deg:min deg:min deg:min

GT: __________ LOA(m): ___________
Trip no.: ____________

Fishing depth range Min/Max(m):______/______ Total net lost(m):___________

TUNAS

Albacore(1)

:

Date
(MM/DD)

Position END set

Net material:_________________________

Target species(+)

Time END set (HH:MM)

/

Position START
set

Length net set (m)

Time START haul (HH:MM)

Net height(m):___________

Call Sign: ____________________

Port Arrival: ______________________________

Date Departure: ___________/______/______

Time START set (HH:MM)

Gear Mesh Size(mm):____________

Reg No: ___________________________

Blue marlin(8) &
striped marlin(9)

Port Departure: ______________________________

IOTC no: ________________

Black marlin(7)

Vessel's Name: _____________________________________________

Swordfish(6)

Date Logbook Submitted: ___________/______/______

Other(14)

OTHER FISH

DISCARDS

(15)

(Name and catch) (Name and catch)

(Name and catch)

APPENDIX XVIII
UPDATE ON PROGRESS REGARDING RESOLUTION 09/01 – ON THE PERFORMANCE REVIEW FOLLOW–UP
(NOTE: NUMBERING AND RECOMMENDATIONS AS PER APPENDIX I OF RESOLUTION 09/01)
ON THE IOTC AGREEMENT – A LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONSIBILITY

UPDATE/STATUS

1. The final conclusion of the Panel is that the Agreement is
outdated and there are many areas for improvement. The weaknesses
and gaps identified are, or have a potential to be, major impediments
to the effective and efficient functioning of the Commission and its
ability to adopt and implement measures aimed at long–term
conservation and sustainable exploitation of stocks, according to
model fisheries management instruments. More fundamentally, these
deficiencies are likely to prevent the Commission from achieving its
basic objectives.

Commission and
Members

Pending: No new developments have taken place in this area.

2. Consequently, the Panel recommends that the IOTC Agreement
either be amended or replaced by a new instrument. The decision on
whether to amend the Agreement or replace it should be made taking
into account the full suite of the deficiencies identified.

Commission and
Members

Pending: No new developments have taken place in this area.

ON CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT

RESPONSIBILITY

UPDATE/STATUS

Scientific Committee

Completed: Currently CPCs are required to submit information on their flag
vessels by 30th June every year. The same timeline is applicable for coastal
CPCs who license foreign vessels.The timing of the Working Party on
Tropical Tunas and the Working Party on Billfish are considered optimal so
that assessments on the most recently available data can be completed and
results reported to the Scientific Committee each year.

Data collection and sharing
The Panel identified a poor level of compliance by many IOTC
Members. with their obligations, notably those related to the
statistical requirements on artisanal fisheries and sharks, and
recommends that:
3. The timing of data reporting be modified to ensure that the
most recent data are available to the working parties and the
Scientific Committee.
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4. The deadline to provide data on active vessels be modified to a
reasonable time in advance of the meeting of the Compliance
Committee. This deadline is to be defined by the Compliance
Committee.

Compliance Committee

Completed: Resolutions 10/07 and 10/08 have modified the reporting date for
active vessels, which is now in the month preceding the meeting of the
Compliance Committee. Resolution 10/08 establishes February 15th as the
new deadline for submission of the list of active vessels for the previous year.

5. The scheduling of meetings of the working parties and
Scientific Committee be investigated based on the experience of
other RFMOs. This should bear in mind the optimal delivery of
scientific advice to the Commission.

Scientific Committee

Completed: Given the large number of meetings of other RFMOs, it is
becoming increasingly difficult to find a schedule of meetings that would be
better than the one currently in practice. The Scientific Committee will
continue to periodically review the timing of the Working Parties.

6. The Commission task the Scientific Committee with exploring
alternative means of communicating data to improve timeliness of
data provision.

Scientific Committee

Partially completed: The Secretariat encourages members to utilise
electronic means to expedite reporting. A study has been commissioned for
2011 to determine the feasibility of reporting near real–time for various fleets.

7. Non–compliance be adequately monitored and identified at
individual Member level, including data reporting.

Compliance Committee

Ongoing: Reports on compliance with data reporting requirements have been
regularly reviewed by the Compliance Committee, as well as discussed at the
species Working Parties, the Working Party on Data Collection and Statistics
and the Scientific Committee. For the Compliance Committee meeting of
2011, country–based reports have been prepared for this purpose.

8. The causes of non–compliance be identified in cooperation
with the Member concerned.

Compliance Committee

Ongoing: The Terms of Reference of the Compliance Committee was revised
in 2010 (Resolution 10/09) and provides for the assessment of compliance by
CPCs. The Secretariat, via the Compliance Section, maintains contact with
national officers to determine the reasons for non–compliance, in particular,
concerning data reporting.

9. When the causes of non–compliance are identified and all
reasonable efforts to improve the situation are exhausted, any
Member or non–Member continuing to not –comply be adequately
sanctioned (such as market related measures).

Compliance Committee

Ongoing: Resolution 10/10 provides the necessary framework in which to
apply market related measures, following an appropriate process. Reductions
in future quota allocation have been proposed as deterrents for non–
compliance.

10. There is a need to improve the quality and quantity of the data
collected and reported by the Members, including the information
necessary for implementing the ecosystem approach. The most
immediate emphasis should be placed on catch, effort and size
frequency. The Panel also recommends that:

Scientific Committee

Ongoing: See below.
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11. Support for capacity building be provided to developing States
– the Commission should enhance funding mechanisms to build
developing country CPCs‘ capacity for data collection, processing
and reporting infrastructures, in accordance with the Commission
requirements.

Standing Committee on
Administration and
Finance and Finance

Ongoing: Currently, the only funding available continues to be through the
externally–funded IOTC–OFCF programme. Other sources and cooperative
arrangements might be available in the future (e.g. SWIOFP, COI, etc.). The
Secretariat continues to collaborate with these initiatives.

12. A regional scientific observer programme to enhance data
collection (also for non–target species) and ensure a unified approach
be established, building on the experience of other RFMOs, Regional
standards on data collection, data exchanged and training should be
developed.

Scientific Committee

Completed: Resolution 10/04 provides CPCs with the necessary framework
for putting in place a scientific observer programme. The Regional Observers
Scheme commenced July 1st 2010, and is based on national implementation.
The Secretariat coordinated the preparation of standards for data
requirements, training and forms.

13. Actions be taken so that fishing fleets, especially Maldives,
Taiwan, Province of China and Yemen participate in data collection
and reporting.

Commission

Partially completed: Maldives became a Cooperating non–Contracting Party
to the IOTC at its 14th annual meeting and will be considered for CPC status
at the 2011 meeting. Taiwan, Province of China, submits data from its fishing
fleet on a regular basis. The fleets of Maldives and Taiwan,China comply with
most of the IOTC mandatory data requirements. The security situation in
Yemen continues to prevent a more direct joint working arrangement with
national scientists on data collection issues.

14. A relationship with Taiwan, Province of China be developed in
order to have data access when needed, to all its fleet data as well as
historical series, and address the problems deriving from the current
legal framework.

Commission and
Members

Ongoing: Taiwan, Province of China, submits data from its fishing fleet on a
regular basis and routinely allows access to historical data. It also continues to
participate in the Regional Observer Programme to monitor transhipment at
sea.

15. The Secretariat‘s capacity for data dissemination and quality
assurance be enhanced, including through the employment of a
fisheries statistician.

Standing Committee on
Administration and
Finance via Scientific
Committee

Ongoing: The existing post of Data Analyst was converted to a Fisheries
Statistician to join the Data Section of the Secretariat.

Commission
16. A statistical working party be established to provide a more
efficient way to identify and solve the technical statistical questions.

Scientific Committee

Completed: The Working Party on Data Collection and Statistics resumed its
annual meeting in 2009.

17. The obligation incumbent to a flag State to report data for its
vessels be included in a separate Resolution from the obligation
incumbent on Members to report data on the vessels of third
countries they licence to fish in their exclusive economic zones
(EEZs).

Compliance Committee

Completed: Resolutions 10/07 and 10/08 address the reporting requirements
of flag and coastal States responsibilities, with regards to vessels that are
active in the IOTC Area.
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In relation to non–target species, the panel recommends that:

Commission

Partially completed: In 2010, the majority of the Working Party on
Ecosystems and Bycatch recommended a list of eleven species or species–
groups for inclusion in Resolution 08/04. All of these species or groups are
considered easily identifiable by fishers. It is noted here that although silky
shark is perhaps the most important shark bycatch species in tropical tuna
fisheries, it is not easily identified by fishers, since it is readily confused with
similar species. The Commission meeting in 2011 will be considering several
proposals in this regard.

19. The Secretariat‘s capacity to provide support to developing
States‘ Members should be enhanced.

Commission and
Standing Committee on
Administration and
Finance

Ongoing: Resolution 10/05 provides a mechanism for financial support to
facilitate scientists and representatives from IOTC Members and Cooperating
non–Contracting Parties who are developing States to attend and/or contribute
to the work of the Commission, the Scientific Committee and its Working
Parties. The Secretariat has also collaborated directly and indirectly with other
regional initiatives including but not limited to the OFCF, SWIOFP, ACP II
and COI.

20. Cooperative capacity building efforts amongst Members and,
as appropriate external organisations, should be encouraged.

Members and
Secretariat

Ongoing: See Recommendations 13 and 21.

21. Innovative or alternative means of data collection (e.g. port
sampling) should be explored and, as appropriate, implemented.

Scientific Committee

Ongoing: The Secretariat has been implementing sampling programmes since
1999. The IOTC–OFCF Programme has supported sampling programmes and
other means of data collection since 2002.

22. Avenues to collect data from non–Members should be
explored.

Secretariat

Ongoing: The activities of the IOTC–OFCF Project have not been limited to
IOTC members, and, in the past, have extended to important non–member
fishing countries such as Yemen and Maldives.

18. The list of shark species for which data collection is required in
Recommendation 08/04 be expanded to include the five species
identified by the Scientific Committee (blue shark, shortfin mako,
silky shark, scalloped hammerhead, oceanic whitetip), and apply to
all gear types.

Page 98 of 110

Quality and provision of scientific advice
23. For species with little data available, the Scientific Committee
should be tasked with making use of more qualitative scientific
methods that are less data intensive.

Scientific Committee

In progress: The species Working Parties have been using informal analyses
of stock status indicators when data are considered insufficient to conduct full
assessments for some time. However, a formal system that reviews those
qualitative indicators and provides a recommendation on the current status,
based on the weight–of–evidence has yet to be developed.

24. More emphasis should be given to adherence to data collection
requirements.

Compliance Committee

In progress: The Working Party on Data Collection and Statistics and the
species Working Parties evaluate the availability and quality of data, and
makes recommendations to the Scientific Committee on how to improve data
quality. The Compliance Committee receives a report on the timeliness and
completeness of the reporting of the data required by the various Resolutions
of the Commission for each country.

25. Confidentiality provisions and issues of accessibility to data by
the scientists concerned needs to be clearly delineated, and/or
amended, so that analysis can be replicated.

Scientific Committee

Ongoing: Input, output and executable files for the assessment of major
stocks are archived with the Secretariat to allow replication of analyses.
Access to operational data under cooperative arrangements, and those subject
to confidentiality rules is still limited. In some cases the Secretariat is bound
by the domestic data confidentiality rules of Members and Cooperating non–
Contracting Parties.

26. The resources of the IOTC Secretariat should be increased.
Even though some progress will be made with recruitment of the
stock analysis expert, some additional professional staffing is
required.

Standing Committee on
Administration and
Finance on advice from
Committees
and the Commission

Pending: The Commission declined the request for additional staff in 2010.
The Secretariat will propose a budget for the 2011 and 2012 that includes
additional professional staff, as recommended by the Scientific Committee.

27. To enhance the quality of scientific advice and the technical
soundness of the papers being considered by the Scientific
Committee and its working parties, and to encourage publication of
IOTC scientific papers in relevant journals, future consideration
should be given to the establishment of a scientific editorial board
within the Scientific Committee

Scientific Committee

Partially completed: Not yet discussed by the Scientific Committee.
However, guidelines for the presentation of stock assessment papers were
revised and agreed to by the Scientific Committee in 2010.

28. An online IOTC Data Summary should be established

Secretariat

Pending: Budgetary provisions to be renewed for 2011.
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29. Ongoing peer review by external experts should be
incorporated as standard business practice of working parties and the
Scientific Committee.

Scientific Committee

Pending: External experts are regularly invited to provide additional
expertise, although this does not constitute a formal process of peer review.
The Scientific Committee in 2010, agreed that once stock assessment models
were considered robust, that peer review would be advantageous and funds
will be requested to undertake peer reviews of stock assessments.

30. New guidelines for the presentation of more user friendly
scientific reports in terms of stock assessments should be developed.
In this respect, Kobe plots are considered to be the most desirable
method of graphical presentation, especially to non–technical
audience.

Scientific Committee

Partially completed: All recent stock assessment results have been presented
using the Kobe plot, and the species Working Parties are progressing in
presenting the Kobe matrix. The 2010 Scientific Committee report includes
Kobe Matrices for both bigeye tuna and swordfish. The stock status table at
the front of the Scientific Committee report was also revised in 2010 to reflect
the Kobe plot format.

31. A special fund to support the participation of scientists from
developing States should be established.

Standing Committee on
Administration and
Finance

Completed: A Meeting Participation Fund was established via Resolution
10/05. The Resolution provides a funding mechanism to facilitate scientists
and other representatives from IOTC Members and Cooperating non–
Contracting Parties (CPCs) who are developing States to attend and/or
contribute to the work of the Commission, the Scientific Committee and its
Working Parties. The fund is financed, initially, by accumulated funds, with
no provisions for long–term support yet agreed.

32. The Commission should renew efforts to convene meetings of
the Working Party on Neritic Tunas

Commission

Pending: Programmed for 2011/2012. Depended on resources of the
Secretariat and availability of data.

33. As the IOTC has faced the management of the main targeted
stock under its purview only through a regulation of the fishing
effort; other approaches should be explored, such as those envisioned
in Resolution 05/01, including catch limits, total allowable catch
(TAC) or total allowable effort (TAE).

Commission

In progress: Resolution 10/01 provides the starting point in the process of
moving towards a total allowable catch limit. The first meeting of the
Technical Meeting on Allocation Criteria was held in Nairobi, Kenya from
16–18 February 2011. A further meeting in early 2012 was proposed and will
be considered by the Commission in 2011.

34. Within the system of the freezing of fishing effort in terms of
number of vessels and correspondent capacity in gross tonnage, a
deadline should be agreed for the implementation of fleet
development plans.

Commission

Completed: Some CPCs have cited the global financial crisis as the reason
for their inability to implement their fleet development plan and have
therefore signalled to the Commission that their plan will be revised. A
deadline of 31st December, 2010, was set for submission of all revised or new
fleet development plans.

Adoption of conservation and management measures
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35. IOTC should consider developing a framework to take action
in the face of uncertainty in scientific advice.

Scientific Committee
and Commission

In progress: The Scientific Committee has agreed that the development of a
Management Strategy Evaluation process be initiated to provide better advice
that would incorporate explicit consideration of uncertainty.

36. IOTC should use the full range of decision making processes
available to it under the Agreement.

Commission

Ongoing: For the first time in its history of adopting conservation and
management measures, the Commission took a vote on a proposed resolution
during its 14th Annual Session.

37. The IOTC Agreement needs to be amended or replaced in order
to incorporate modern fisheries management principles, such as the
precautionary approach.

Commission and
Members

Pending.

38. Pending the amendment or replacement of the Agreement, the
Commission should implement the precautionary approach as set
forth in the UNFSA.

Commission

Pending: see also Recommendation 35.

39. Measures to regulate shark fisheries should be considered by
the Commission.

Commission

In progress: Resolution 05/05 provides the framework for combating the
practice of shark finning and Resolution 10/12 is aimed at the conservation of
sharks of the family Alopiidae. A number of proposals will be considered by
the Commission at its 2011 meeting.

40. There is a need to develop and take into account modern
principles for fisheries management, including ecosystem based
approach, protection of marine biodiversity and reducing the harmful
impacts of fishing on marine environment.

Commission and
Members

Ongoing: Resolutions 09/05, 09/06 and 10/06 are all aimed at encouraging
fishing practices that protect marine biodiversity and reducing the harmful
impacts of fishing on the marine environment or on species that are
incidentally caught in association with IOTC species.

41. These concepts should be integrated in the IOTC Agreement.

Commission and
Members

Pending.

Working Party on
Fishing Capacity

Ongoing: The Commission has since 2003 adopted a series of Resolutions
(03/01, 06/05, 07/05 and 09/02) with the objective of addressing the issue of
fishing capacity. However, to date these resolutions have not resulted in a
strong control on fishing capacity, and the concern remains that overcapacity
might result from this lack of control. The Secretariat is actively involved in
developing the global vessels record for vessels fishing for tuna and tuna–like
species that would contribute to the assessment of existing fishing capacity.

Capacity management
42. IOTC should establish a stronger policy on fishing capacity to
prevent or eliminate excess fishing capacity.

Scientific Committee
Commission
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43. Loopholes in the current systems of fishing capacity limitation,
such as the establishment of fleet development plans and exemptions
for vessels less than 24 meters, should be closed.

Working Party on
Fishing Capacity

44. IOTC should endorse the recommendation of the Scientific
Committee to create a Working Group on Fishing Capacity.

Commission

Completed: The first Working Party on Fishing Capacity was convened in
2009. In 2010 as no new documents were presented, it was amalgamated into
the Working Party on Tropical Tunas as a theme session.

Secretariat and

Ongoing: CPCs are reminded annually about the responsibility of integrating
IOTC conservation and management measures in their national legislation.
The Secretariat is cooperating with CPCs by assisting in the assessment of the
legal needs to effectively implement IOTC measures.

Commission

Partially completed: Resolution 09/02, and the decisions made at IOTC 14,
establishing a new deadline to file fleet developments plans, aim at
establishing firm capacity targets.

Compatibility of management measures
45. IOTC Members should be invited to promptly implement IOTC
conservation and management measures through their national
legislation.

Commission

Fishing allocations and opportunities.
46. IOTC should explore the advantages and disadvantages of
implementing an allocation system of fishing quota, expressed as
TAC or TAE system. Such an investigation should include
consideration of how significant catches by current non–Members
would be accounted for.

Commission

In progress: Resolution 10/01 has begun the process of moving towards the
implementation of a total allowable catch limit for IOTC species. A Technical
Meeting on Allocation Criteria has discussed proposed guidelines and
methods to allocate future quota.

ON COMPLIANCE AND ENFORCEMENT

RESPONSIBILITY

UPDATE/STATUS

Commission and
Members

Pending.

48. Any amendment to or replacement of the IOTC Agreement
should include specific provisions on Member's duties as port States.

Commission and
Members

Pending.

49. IOTC should explore the possible implementation of the FAO
Model Scheme on Port State Measures.

Commission

Completed: see Recommendation 50.

Flag State duties
47. Any amendment to or replacement of the IOTC Agreement
should include specific provisions on Member's duties as flag States,
drawing on the relevant provisions of the UNFSA.
Port State measures
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50. The IOTC should duly note the outcome of the current process
for establishment of a globally binding agreement on port State
measures.

Commission

Completed: Resolution 10/11 is inspired by the FAO Port State Measures
Agreement. By adopting this resolution, IOTC CPCs have agreed to
implement the conditions of this agreement even before it becomes globally
binding, and it became the first RFMO to do so.

Compliance Committee

In progress: IOTC already has an extensive number of MCS related
measures. However, the implementation of these measures are the duty and
responsibility of the CPCs. Proposals to introduce a catch documentation
scheme, especially for the major IOTC species, have until now been rejected
by CPCs. Resolution 10/04 – observers and field samplers are required
monitor the unloading of catches.

52. The current IUU resolution should be amended to allow the
inclusion of vessels flagged to Members.

Commission

Completed: Resolution 09/03, which supersedes Resolution 06/03, was
adopted for this purpose.

53. IOTC should explore options concerning the possible lack of
follow–up on infringements by CPCs.

Compliance Committee

Ongoing: The Compliance Committee, under its revised terms of reference,
will be in a better position to assess such cases.

54. IOTC should establish a sanction mechanism for non–
compliance, and task the Compliance Committee to develop a
structured approach for cases of infringement.

Compliance Committee

In progress: The Compliance Committee, under its revised terms of
reference, shall develop a scheme of incentives and sanctions and a
mechanism for their application to encourage compliance by all CPCs.

55. Provisions for follow–up on infringement should be included in
any amended/replaced Agreement.

Commission and
Members

Completed: The Compliance Committee, under its revised terms of reference,
will be in a position to follow up on matters concerning each individual CPC.

56. A structured, integrated approach to evaluate the compliance of
each of the Members against the IOTC Resolutions in force should
be developed by the Compliance Committee.

Compliance Committee

In progress: For the Compliance Committee meeting of 2011, country–based
reports have been prepared for this purpose.

57. CPCs should be reminded of their duty to implement in their
national legislations the conservation and management measures
adopted by IOTC.

Compliance Committee

Ongoing: CPCs are reminded annually about the responsibility of integrating
IOTC conservation and management measures in their national legislation.
The Reports of Implementation, mandated in the IOTC Agreement, provide a
mechanism to monitor progress of implementation at the national level.

Monitoring, Control and Surveillance
51. IOTC should develop a comprehensive monitoring, control and
surveillance (MCS) system through the implementation of the
measures already in force, and through the adoption of new measures
and tools such a possible on–board regional observers‘ scheme, a
possible catch documentation scheme as well as a possible system on
boarding and inspection.
Follow–up on infringements

Cooperative mechanisms to detect and deter non–compliance
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58. The requirement to present national reports on the
implementation of IOTC measures should be reinforced.

Compliance Committee

Ongoing: Reminders are sent to CPCs prior to the Commission meeting and a
template has been developed by the Secretariat to facilitate the preparation of
national reports on implementation of IOTC measures. Compliance with this
requirement will be assessed in the country–based compliance reports.

59. The sense of accountability within IOTC seems to be very low;
therefore more accountability is required. There is probably a need
for an assessment of the performance of CPCs.

Compliance Committee

Ongoing: The revised terms of reference of the Compliance Committee will
facilitate this assessment in the form of the country reports prepared for the
2011 session.

60. Establishment of formal mechanisms of MCS (e.g. observers
programmes) should be considered

Compliance Committee

Ongoing: Resolution 08/02 provides for an observer programme to monitor at
sea transhipments, but by placing observers only on carrier vessels.
Resolution 10/04 establishes a Regional Observer Scheme that includes
observers on board vessels, and port sampling for artisanal fisheries.

61. As IOTC action in terms of measures relating to the exercise of
rights and duties of its Members as market States are very weak, the
non–binding market related measure should be transformed into a
binding measure.

Commission

Completed: Resolution 10/10 meets this requirement.

62. The bigeye statistical document programme should be applied
to all bigeye products (fresh and frozen). Catch documentation
schemes for target species of high commercial value should be
considered. Alternatively, expanding the scope of the current
statistical document programme to address current loopholes should
be considered.

Commission

In progress: A proposal for a resolution to introduce a catch documentation
scheme, especially for the major IOTC species, was not endorsed by CPCs at
its 14th Annual Session. A revised proposal will be considered during the 15th
session in 2011.

ON DECISION MAKING AND DISPUTE SETTLEMENT

RESPONSIBILITY

UPDATE/STATUS

63. In order to improve the IOTC practices of decision making and
adoption of measures, when every effort to achieve consensus has
been exhausted, invoking the procedure of voting should be explored

Commission

Ongoing: Resolution 10/12 was voted upon by CPCs at the IOTC‘s 14th
Annual Session. It was the first time that the voting procedure was used in
IOTC for the adoption of a resolution.

64. Amending the objection procedure so that it is more rigorous,
and in line with other RFMO Conventions, featuring restricted
grounds for the bases to object is recommended.

Commission and
Members

Pending.

Market related measures

Decision making
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Dispute settlement
65. A provision on dispute settlement should be amended in line
with the requirements of UNFSA.

Commission and
Members

Pending.

ON INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

RESPONSIBILITY

UPDATE/STATUS

66. The active vessels list should be made available on the IOTC
website.

Commission

Completed: Resolutions 07/02, 10/07 and 10/08. The lists of authorised and
active vessels are hosted on the IOTC website.

67. The Commission, in consultation with the Scientific
Committee, should review the availability of critical data sets used in
development of scientific advice and take steps to assure that these
data are held at the Secretariat and available for validation of
analyses, subject to the appropriate confidentiality requirements.

Commission

Ongoing: See Recommendations on Data collection and sharing above.

Commission and
Members

Pending: In the meantime, alternative ways of participation of active fishing
fleets in the activities of the Commission are being pursued.

69. Although the IOTC has strengthened its action towards non–
Members in order to have all important fishing players included
under its remit, diplomatic approaches should be made by IOTC
Members to non–Members with active vessels in the area.

Commission

Ongoing: The Secretariat has been active in contacting relevant non–
Members to encourage their participation. Recent examples include the
Maldives and Mozambique. The Secretariat has also responded to queries,
briefed representatives about membership from the DPR of Korea, United
Arab Emirates, Republic of Yemen and Somalia.

70. When non–cooperation is identified and all reasonable efforts
to improve the situation are exhausted, any non–Members continuing
not to not cooperate should be adequately sanctioned by, for
example, market related measures.

Compliance Committee

Ongoing: Resolution 10/10 provides the necessary framework in which to
apply market related measures. Actions are to be taken by the Compliance
Committee, under its revised terms of reference.

Transparency

Secretariat

Relationship to cooperating non Members
68. The legal framework of the IOTC Agreement should be
amended or replaced in order to enable fishing players active in the
area to discharge their obligations in line with the UNFSA.
Relationship to non cooperating non Members
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Cooperation with other RFMOs
71. IOTC should establish mechanisms for a mutual recognition of
IUU lists with other RFMOs.

Commission

Partially completed: This issue is addressed in the Resolutions dealing with
capacity transfers insofar as to vessels found on IUU lists of other tuna
RFMOs should not be flagged by CPCs.

72. IOTC should develop cooperative mechanisms, such as MoUs,
to work in a coordinated manner on issues of common interest, in
particular non–target species and an ecosystem approach with other
RFMOs especially with SIOFA.

Commission

Ongoing: The Secretariat is active in identifying opportunities for
collaboration, for the consideration of the Commission.

73. IOTC should annually agree on a Member attending other tuna
RFMO meetings as an observer on its behalf and reporting back to
the Commission on matters of interest

Commission

Ongoing: Pending annual financial approval by the Commission.

74. A specific fund to assist capacity building should be put in
place.

Standing Committee on
Administration and
Finance

Complete. A Meeting Participation Fund was established via Resolution
10/05.

75. Members, that are Parties of UNFSA, should make use of the
part VII Fund, established under UNFSA.

Members

Ongoing: Regular reminders are sent to CPCs.

76. Financial support, in particular for attendance in the scientific
activities to developing States, is needed.

Standing Committee on
Administration and
Finance

Partially completed: A Meeting Participation Fund was established via
Resolution 10/05. The Resolution provides a funding mechanism to facilitate
scientists and other representatives from IOTC Members and Cooperating
non–Contracting Parties (CPCs) who are developing States to attend and/or
contribute to the work of the Commission, the Scientific Committee and its
Working Parties. The fund is financed, initially, by accumulated funds, with
no provisions for long–term support yet agreed.

77. The legal framework of the IOTC should be amended or
replaced in order to enable fishing players active in the area to
discharge their obligations in line with the UNFSA.

Commission and
Members

Pending.

Special requirements of developing States

Participation
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UPDATE/STATUS

ON FINANCIAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES
Availability of resources for RFMO activities –efficiency and
cost–effectiveness
78. The IOTC Agreement as well as financial management rules
should be amended or replaced in order to increase Members‘ as well
as Secretariat‘s control of all the budget elements, including staff
costs of the budget. This would also improve transparency.

Standing Committee on
Administration and
Finance

Pending.

79. Prior to the Commission assuming full control of the budget,
the Commission meeting at which the budget is considered should be
held as close as possible to the commencement of the financial year
to which this budget relates and if possible in advance of that year.

Commission

Completed: The meeting of the Commission has moved back towards the
beginning of the financial year, thus reducing the difficulties of operating
without a budget.

80. A fee system should be considered as a possible funding
mechanism for possible new activities.

Commission

Pending: The IOTC Regional Observer Program (monitoring transhipment at
sea) is fully funded by the participants through such a fee system.

81. The agreed external financial audit should be implemented as
soon as possible, and should include a focus on whether IOTC is
efficiently and effectively managing its human and financial
resources, including those of the Secretariat.

Standing Committee on
Administration and
Finance

Pending.

Commission and
Members

Commission
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APPENDIX XIX
SELECTION PROCESS FOR THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF THE COMMISSION
Issues on the selection of a new Executive Secretary
1. The Commission noted that the current Executive Secretary, Mr Alejandro Anganuzzi, is
scheduled to reach the limit of three terms in the post by March 2013. Therefore, the Commission
decided that, in order to ensure the continuity in the activities of the Secretariat and to allow for a
proper planning of the transfer of the responsibilities to the new Secretary, the process for the selection
of the new Secretary be started during the inter–sessional period following the Fifteenth Session of the
Commission.
2. The Commission further agreed to follow the procedure described below for the selection process
of the new Executive Secretary:
a) The vacancy announcement (including required qualifications) to be advertised through
international means, including FAO website and the Commission‘s website by April 29th
2011;
b) Applications to be received by the Secretariat with a deadline of June 15 th and distributed to
Members by June 30th 2011;
c) Five candidates are to be classed in order of preference by Members on a point score of five to
one by September 15th. This ranking transmitted by each Member to the Secretariat, collated,
and the ranking of all qualified candidates conveyed to all other Members as soon as possible;
d) The three candidates with the greatest number of points are to be invited to the Sixteenth
Session of the Commission in 2012 for interview by Heads of Delegation;
e) The new Secretary to be elected by the Commission;
f) The Director General of FAO to be informed of the decision of the Commission in order to
proceed to the appointment of the new Executive Secretary.
3. Annex I contains a description of required and desired qualifications for candidates to the post of
Executive Secretary.
ANNEX I
Qualifications and benefits
(a)

The incumbent should have university level qualifications, preferably at post–graduate level, in
fisheries biology, fisheries science, fisheries economics or related field. He/she should have at
least ten years of experience in fisheries management, policy formulation, preferably including
bilateral and international relations. He/she should have the ability to exercise a high degree of
professional initiative. The incumbent should also be conversant with the preparation of budgets,
documents and the organization of international meetings. He/she should have working
knowledge, level C, of either English or French. Preference will be given to candidates who
have working knowledge in both languages.

(b)

Other essential requirements include competence in the selection of staff; demonstrated ability
to supervise professional matters in subject field; and familiarity with the use of word
processing, spread sheets and database management systems.

(c)

Desirable requirements include: a high degree of adaptability and ability to cooperate effectively
with people of different nationalities and of various social and cultural backgrounds and
education levels, as well as experience on fisheries related issues in the region.

(d)

The Executive Secretary will be graded at the D–1 level based on the United Nations salary
scheme for professional and high categories. He/she will in addition, be entitled to a variable
element for post adjustment, pension, insurance, etc. The Executive Secretary is appointed under
the same terms and conditions as staff members of FAO.

Terms of reference
Pursuant to Article VIII.2 of the Agreement, the Executive Secretary shall be responsible for
implementing the policies and activities of the Commission and shall report thereon to the
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Commission. He/she shall also act as Executive Secretary to the subsidiary bodies established by the
Commission, as required.
The incumbent will have overall responsibility for planning, coordination and administration of the
Commission in accordance with the Agreement and the decisions of the Commission.
He/she shall, for administrative purposes, be responsible to the Director–General of FAO.
He/she will in particular:
a) receive and transmit the Commission's official communications;
b) maintain high level contacts with appropriate government officials, fishery institutions and
international organizations concerned with tuna fisheries to facilitate consultation and
cooperation between them on information collection and analysis;
c) maintain an active and effective network of national focal points for routine communication
of progress and results of the activities of the Commission;
d) prepare and implement work programmes, prepare budgets and ensure timely reporting to
the Commission;
e) authorize disbursement of funds in accordance with the Commission's budget;
f) account for the funds of the Commission;
g) stimulate interest among Members of the Commission and potential donors in the activities
of the Commission and in possible financing or in implementing of pilot projects and
complementary activities;
h) promote, facilitate and monitor the development of databases for resource assessment and
biological and socio–economic research to provide a sound basis for conservation
management;
i)

coordinate the Members' programmes of research when required;

j)

organize sessions of the Commission and its subsidiary bodies and other related ad hoc
meetings;

k) prepare background papers and a report on the Commission's activities and the programme
of work for submission to the Commission at the regular sessions, and arrange the
subsequent publication of the report and the proceedings of the Commission as well as its
subsidiary bodies and related ad hoc meetings;
l)

perform other related duties as required.
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APPENDIX XX
STATEMENT ON PIRACY IN THE WESTERN PART OF THE IOTC AREA OF
COMPETENCE
The Indian Ocean Tuna Commission "IOTC" recalls both its statements on piracy in the western
Indian Ocean issued in May 2008, March 2009 and March 2010. Regrettably, cases of piracy against
humanitarian, commercial and fishing vessels off the coast of Somalia have not declined. The
Commission continues to be deeply concerned by this upsurge of acts of piracy which put at risk the
delivery of humanitarian assistance to the population of Somalia. Piracy continues to have a serious
impact on merchant shipping and legitimate fishing activities in the western part of the IOTC area of
competence subject to international laws and regulations and where their activities are monitored by
IOTC members in accordance with its management measures.
The IOTC welcomes the adoption of United Nations Security Council Resolutions (UNSCR) 1814,
1816, 1838, 1846, 1851, 1897, 1918 and 1950 on piracy off the coast of Somalia and urges all States
to continue contributing to their rapid and effective implementation. The implementation of these
resolutions helps to ensure the protection of fishermen (of various nationalities) from piracy, and
enables them to carry out their fishing activities. Fishing is their livelihood that also generates a
significant amount of economic activities in Coastal countries of the Indian Ocean. The IOTC
expresses its satisfaction with the ongoing efforts of organisations and states contributing to fight
piracy off the coast of Somalia. It calls for the international community to devote sufficient means to
fully implement the UNSC resolutions, and commends the flagship role that EU is playing with its
Operation EUNAVFOR Atalanta.
In addition, the IOTC recalls the relevant provisions included in the United Nations Convention on the
Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), notably those included in its article 105, for fighting acts of piracy and
calls on State parties to that Convention to take the necessary action in their national legislations to
make full use of those provisions.
The IOTC also reiterates the efforts made by the International Maritime Organisation (IMO), with its
robust code of conduct on maritime security, piracy and armed robbery against ships for States from
the Western Indian Ocean and Gulf of Aden areas of 2009 – the Djibouti Code of Conduct. It calls all
eligible states to sign. The IOTC stresses the need to promptly report incidents of piracy and armed
robbery, including attempts, thus providing timely and accurate information on the scope of the
problem. Sharing relevant information with coastal States and other States potentially affected by such
incidents is crucial to addressing the issue. A regional approach is part of the solution and in this
context, the IOTC commends the important role of the IMO in implementing the Djibouti Code of
Conduct. The IOTC also welcomes the 2011 theme for the World Maritime Day: ―Piracy:
orchestrating the response".
The IOTC calls on the International Community to give all its support to ensure the safety of all
fishing vessels and their crew in the region from acts of piracy. It calls for full implementation by all
crew members and fishermen of the Best Management Practices as agreed by the international
maritime community – vessels are encouraged to fully adopt these to help repel piracy attacks.
The IOTC calls for strong and concerted action on the international and political scene. The Regional
Strategy on Piracy and Maritime Security adopted in Mauritius in 2010 is a major step towards a
regional response to piracy. Although measures are in place to prosecute suspected pirates and to
install a proper rule of law in Somalia, some grey zones remain. The recent UN report by J. Lang 11
puts forward 25 proposals, highlighting in particular the areas such as prosecution and how to
overcome legal and political obstacles. It also looks at capacity constraints. The UN Security Council
resolution 1918/2010 calls on all States, including States in the region, to criminalize piracy under
their domestic law and favourably consider the prosecution of suspected, and imprisonment of
convicted, pirates apprehended in the western Indian Ocean, consistent with the application of
international law on human rights.

11

Report of the Special Adviser to the Secretary-General on Legal issues related to piracy off the coast of Somalia. January 2011
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A preliminary investigation into the effects of Indian Ocean
MPAs on yellowfin tuna, Thunnus albacares, with particular
emphasis on the IOTC closed area.
S. Martin1, C. Mees, C. Edwards, and L. Nelson
November 2011

1. Introduction
The Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC) is responsible for managing Indian Ocean tuna,
including yellowfin tuna (Thunnus albacares) throughout the IOTC area of competence. The report
of the IOTC performance review panel highlighted that it is necessary for IOTC to adopt the FAO
Precautionary Principle which requires that management advice is based on the best scientific
evidence, taking account of uncertainty (Anon, 2009). IOTC Resolution 10/01 established closed
area management off Somalia (which we will refer to as the IOTC closed area) and requires that the
Scientific Committee provide an evaluation of the closure and its impacts on yellowfin and bigeye
stocks looking at catching of juveniles and spawners taken by all fisheries at its 2011 plenary
session. Critically, the same Resolution also requires that the Commission adopts a quota allocation
system or other relevant measure at its plenary session in 2012. Current management measures also
include capacity (effort) controls (Resolution 09/02) and a ban on large scale drift nets on the high
seas (Resolution 09/05). In the context of IOTC management of yellowfin tuna stocks, this paper will
examine the effect of Indian Ocean closures on stock status, focussing on the potential impacts of the
IOTC closed area.
Yellowfin tuna is a schooling species, located in tropical and subtropical oceanic waters. The tag
recoveries of the RTTP-IO provide evidence of large movements of yellowfin tuna, supporting the
assumption of a single stock for the Indian Ocean for management purposes (IOTC, 2009).
Yellowfin tuna are exploited by a number of fleets in the Indian Ocean utilizing different gear. Purse
seiners currently take the bulk (33%2) of the catch, followed closely by longliners (31%) (IOTC,
2011a).The most recent stock assessment of yellowfin tuna suggests that the stock is not currently
overfished (B2009>BMSY, and spawning stock biomass was estimated to be between 31 and 38% of
unfished levels), and that overfishing is not occurring (F2009<FMSY). Nevertheless, estimates of total
biomass and spawning stock biomass have shown a marked decrease over the last decade,
accelerated in recent years due to the high catches of 2003–2006. Recent reductions in effort have
halted the decline, however there is still considerable uncertainty associated with the assessment
(WPTT, 2011).
There is growing concern over the governance and conservation of pelagic resources globally. The
use of Marine Protected Area (MPAs) to slow or reverse the decline in fish stocks and biodiversity in
the oceans has been advocated in international policy documents, including the Plan of
1
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gill net, 19.15%; line, 12.06%; baitboat, 4.27%; other, 0.56%. Source: IOTC Nominal Catch Database (averages
2005‐2009).
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Implementation of the World Summit on Sustainable Development (UN, 2002). Subsequently, there
has been an increase in the number of marine areas protected globally. During 2010 three substantial
closed areas were introduced in the Indian Ocean providing an opportunity to investigate the effects
of large scale closures on yellowfin tuna. The closures were introduced with a range of objectives,
not all related to fisheries management.


The IOTC implemented seasonal closures in an area extending from the Somali Exclusive
Economic Zone (EEZ) 0 ° - 10° North and 40° - 60° East (Figure 1). This area is closed to
the longline fishery during February and the purse seine fishery during November (IOTC,
2010a). The IOTC closed area was the only one of the three established explicitly for
fisheries management.



In April 2010, the British government declared the Chagos EEZ a MPA, an area over
544,000 km2 (Mangi et al., 2010). This MPA was created with aims related to biodiversity
conservation and creating a scientific reference site within the region. The MPA,
encompassing both coastal and pelagic areas, has doubled the area of ocean covered by
MPAs worldwide and protects approximately half of the coral reefs in the Indian Ocean that
are still classed as ‘high quality’. There are about 10 Important Bird Areas, with some of the
Indian Ocean’s most dense populations of several seabird species. The area also includes
undisturbed and recovering populations of Hawksbill and Green Turtles. Commercial
fishing within 200 nautical miles of the islands ceased in November 2010, although
recreational fishing is still permitted around the island of Diego Garcia (IOTC, 2009).



The Maldivian government suspended all longline fishing licences in the outer EEZ (>75
miles) in March 2010, so this area is also protected from the longline fleet (IOTC, 2010b)
This was implemented in order to limit the longline fishing effort for yellowfin and bigeye
tuna, however, the government intends to introduce longline fishing by local fishermen in the
outer EEZ of the Maldives (IOTC, 2011b).

It has been suggested that area closures might contribute to the replenishment of yellowfin stocks
throughout the Indian Ocean (Koldewey et al., 2010). However, there has been little research
regarding the expected impacts of these closures on the highly mobile tuna species. This was
highlighted in the 2011 Working Party on Tropical Tunas (WPTT, 2011), and the effectiveness of
pelagic MPAs in protecting highly mobile species remains unclear (Game et al 2009; Kaplan et al,
2010). The majority of existing MPAs throughout the world have been primarily advocated to address
specific, local-scale issues, whereas traditional fishery management has generally been employed to
address regional-scale population issues (Greenstreet et al., 2009).Whether or not MPAs can deliver
regional-scale management objectives, such as the fishery management objectives of IOTC, is much
less certain (Greenstreet et al., 2009). While quota controls and alternative management measures are
currently under consideration by the IOTC, it is crucial therefore that the impacts of the spatial
closures on pelagic species are investigated in order to determine whether they can provide sufficient
protection for the stocks, or whether additional measures are also required in combination with the
MPAs.
It has been suggested that pelagic MPAs can be used to help protect highly mobile pelagic species as
well as more sedentary, nearshore species as even for fish stocks which are only within the MPA for
small proportions of their range, the overall fishing pressure may be reduced slightly which could
allow for an increase of density and individual biomass which can lead to improved fitness and
2
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reproductive potential and so better recruitment to the stock (Murawski et al., 2000; Game et al.,
2009; Grüss et al., 2011). However MPAs are decreasingly effective with the increasing mobility of
the adult or larval form of the species being protected (Apostolaki et al., 2002, Martell et al., 2005;
West et al., 2009). This is mainly due to the limited time a highly mobile species spends within the
MPA and the lack of protection against the impacts outside the MPA (Hyrenbach et al., 2000). It has
been argued that for an MPA to be effective for migratory species, it has to be of a very large size to
cover a large proportion of the range of the species being targeted for protection (Martell et al.,
2005). Stefansson and Rosenberg (2005) found that to reduce the probability of the spawning stock
biomass (SSB) falling below the biomass threshold (the lower limit for the stock biomass, below
which collapse is likely to occur), over 60% of the initial biomass needed to be protected and that to
rebuild the stock without any other management strategies in place requires the protection of a very
large percentage of the biomass. Dee Boersma and Parrish (1999) further suggested that on a global
scale, MPAs may only be effective if they are substantively representative of all biogeographic zones
(20% protection per zone). Another issue regarding MPA impacts is the concern that fishing may be
displaced into other areas, resulting in an MPA potentially having no effect or causing wider
ecological damage, depending on the effect of the redistribution (Roberts et al., 2005).
A successful example of use of a pelagic MPA to conserve a migratory species was the closure of a
section of the striped marlin fishery within the Mexican EEZ for three years, which provided benefits
to the stock and a 240% increase in CPUE (Jensen et al., 2010). Particular sites may affect the
effectiveness of an MPA, such as targeting the protection of juveniles or spawning biomass,
however, little work has been done to investigate the impacts of each.
This paper evaluates the effects of the network of protected areas in the Indian Ocean on yellowfin
tuna. An age structured model is used to evaluate the effects of a number of scenarios principally
related to the impact of the current IOTC and other closures, and extending the IOTC area closure
year round. The model only considers the effects of the purse seine and longline (LL) fleets, which
make up the majority of the Indian Ocean yellowfin tuna catch. Purse seine fleets were further
separated into free school (FS) and FAD (LS) fleet categories to assess the effect of changes in the
distribution of fishing mortality among age classes. The effect of the network of closures on fisher
behaviour is uncertain, so for simplicity the scenarios tested here evaluated the two extremes that
might occur: complete elimination of effort and total displacement of effort based on historic catches
and effort in each area.
Scenarios tested:
Simulating the situation prior to the 2010 closures
1.

All areas open

Simulating closure of the network with the current IOTC spatio-temporal closure
2.
Current network closure – catches eliminated. IOTC area February for LL and November
for LS and FS. Chagos catches eliminated all year (LL, FS and FS). Maldives EEZ catches (LL)
eliminated all year.
3.
Current network closure - catches redistributed. IOTC area catches redistributed in
November for LS and FS. Chagos catches (FS and LS) redistributed (LL continue fishing in all
areas).
3
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Simulating closure of the network with year-round IOTC closure
4.
Network with IOTC closure all year - catches eliminated. IOTC and Chagos areas catches
eliminated all year (LL, FS and FS). Maldives EEZ catches (LL) eliminated all year.
5.
Network with IOTC closure all year – catches redistributed. IOTC and Chagos area catches
redistributed for LS and FS (LL continue fishing in all areas).
Longline catches could not be redistributed in scenarios 3 and 5 with the current model structure.
However within the network area purse seine catches constitute 94% of the catch taken by the
longline and purse seine fleets.

2. Methods
An age-structured simulation model of yellowfin tuna was developed based on data from the 2010
Indian Ocean yellowfin tuna stock assessment (Langley pers comm. 2011). Recruitment and fishing
mortality were based on random sampling of previous years. The model was set up in quarterly time
steps with 28 age classes and 24 fleet categories fishing 5 regions as defined in the stock assessment
(Figure 2).
Population dynamics were represented by the standard equations for an age-structured fisheries
population model (Equation 1 & Equation 2) where Na,t is numbers age a in time period t (both in
quarters), Na-1,t-1 is numbers in the previous age class and time step, Ma-1 is natural mortality in the
previous age class, Fa-1,t-1 is the fishing mortality in the previous age class (calculated in Equation 5)
in the previous time step and Na=28,t is the plus group.

Equation 1
Equation 2

N a ,t  N a 1,t 1e

(  M a 1  Fa 1,t 1 )

N a 28,t  N a 1,t 1e

(  M a 1  Fa 1,t 1 )

 N a ,t 1e

(  M a  Fa ,t 1 )

Due to the weak relationship between SSB and recruitment, recruits were randomly sampled over all
previous years. Fifty iterations were run to account for the variability inherent in historic sampling.
Therefore the sensitivity of the stock biomass and other outputs to the sampled recruitment values is
shown in the box plots displaying the outputs of these multiple model runs.
Spawning takes place between December and March (Langley et al., 2010), so ¾ of annual
recruitment was added in the first quarter of the year and ¼ in the last quarter of the year. The
parameters maturity, natural mortality weight at age and selectivity were obtained from the 2010
stock assessment (Langley pers comm. 2011). Growth parameters were fixed at weight at age values
that replicated the growth curve derived by Fonteneau (2008).
Total fishing mortality was randomly sampled based on historic data (1999-2009) but as the aim was
to investigate changes in fishing mortality by fleet, these had to be calculated separately within the
model. For each projected quarter, catches by fleet f at time t (Cf,t), total fishing mortality at age in
each region at time t (Ft,a,r) and number of fish at age in each region (Nt,a,r) were randomly sampled
from the corresponding quarter of the historic data . These data were used in Equation 3 to calculate
4
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the fishing mortality for each of the 24 fleets (Ff,t) multiplied by the selectivity at age for each fleet
(Sa,f), estimated using a numerical root-finding algorithm. Age-specific mortalities were calculated
based on time-invariant selectivities.

Equation 3

 F f ,t S a , f
C f ,t   
a  Ft , a , r  M a




 N a , r ,t wa 1  e (  Ft , a , r  M a )





where Ma is the natural mortality at age a and wa is the weight at age a.
This method was followed for all fleets except for the long-line fleets. The catches for the long-line
fleets were recorded in numbers so the fishing mortality of longline fleets (Ff,a)was calculated in
terms of numbers using Equation 4.

Equation 4


(  Ft , a , r  M a )
N
a , r ,t 1  e



 F f ,t S a , f
C f ,t   

a  Ft , a , r  M a





Individual fleet fishing mortalities were summed and weighted by the number of fish in each region
(Equation 5) to calculate the total fishing mortality.
Equation 5

Fa ,t 

 N 
 N

f  f ,r

a ,t , r

r

F f ,t S a , f



a ,t , r

where Fa,t is the total fishing mortality at age a and at time t, Na,t,r is the numbers at age in region r
and at time t,





f  f ,r

Fa,t , f

N a ,t , r

r
and time t and
(Kleiber et al., 2006).

is the sum of the fishing mortalities of fleets for each region at age a

is the numbers at age a and time t and region r summed across all regions

To simulate a closure in which fishing effort was assumed to be eliminated, sampled purse seine and
longline catches were reduced by the mean historic (1999-2010) proportion of catches that were
taken by the corresponding fleets in that area in the corresponding quarter (IOTC 2011). Estimated

~

~

fleet fishing mortalities ( F f) and reduced fleet fishing mortalities ( F *f) were generated based on
the original (Cf) and reduced catches (C*f) of each fleet from the approximations given in Equation
6, where Bf is the exploitable biomass for the fleet.
Equation 6

 C
~
Ff   Ln1   f
  Bf
 






  C *f
~
F * f   Ln1  
  Bf
 






The ratio of these estimated fleet fishing mortalities was used to scale the original fishing mortality
by fleet calculated in the catch equation (Ff) to determine the reduced fishing mortality by fleet based
on the area closure (F*f) (Equation 7).

5
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Equation 7

~
 F *f

F * f  Ff ~
 F
 fe






Mean total fishing mortality, F values reported in the results refer to the mean Ft from 2010 to 2030
(Equation 8).

Ft   Fa ,t

Equation 8

a

To simulate the redistribution of effort from inside to outside the closure, the predicted catches ( Ĉ f )
that would be taken with the same level of effort were estimated using the ratio of mean purse seine3
CPUE inside (CPUEi) and outside (CPUEo) the closed area over the previous 10 years multiplied by
the mean catches taken within the closed area during that quarter (Equation 9). Effort units were
standardised based on 13hr fishing days. As the units of effort for the longline fleet could not be
standardised, only purse seine fleets were considered in the redistribution scenarios.

CPUE o
C f ,closedarea
Cˆ f 
CPUEi

Equation 9

The CPUE could only be estimated for the purse seine fleet as a whole as effort was not reported
separately for FAD and free school fishing. Therefore, the predicted catch ( Ĉ f ) that would be taken
outside the closure for the same level of effort was then separated into free school and FAD catches
based on the proportion of purse seine catches that were based on FADs and free schools outside the
closed area.
The proportion of actual catches taken by each fleet within the closed area as a proportion of the total
Indian Ocean catch by that fleet was then subtracted from the predicted catches that would be taken
by each fleet as a proportion of the total Indian Ocean catch by that fleet to calculate the overall
proportion by which each purse seine fleet catches should be adjusted, αf. (Equation 10). These
values are reported in (Table 4). Coordinate references selected to represent the approximate catches
of each fleet within the networks of MPAs are given in Table 2.

Equation 10


  C f , closedarea 
Cˆ f



 Cf ,
  Cf ,
 Indianocean   Indianocean 

f  

3. Analysis of results
For all scenarios, the stock biomass initially increased to a higher equilibrium. This is due to the fact
that the fishing mortality is randomly sampled from historic values from 1999 and the mean of these
values is lower than it was in 2010 (Figure 3a) therefore causing an apparent increase in biomass.
Therefore the stock biomass remained above BMSY (2.15x106 tonnes) in all simulations. For this
reason, relative rather than absolute values form the focus of this paper. Thus, the effects of the extant
3

Catches were only redistributed for purse seine fleets as the longline effort data could not be standardised
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network (scenarios 2 and 3) and the network with extended IOTC closure (scenarios 4 and 5) are all
described relative to the baseline of no closure (scenario 1). This fishing mortality was distributed
over the age classes resulting in a combined selectivity across fleets peaking at age 5, highlighting the
high fishing pressure on young age classes (Figure 3b).
Scenario 2: Closure of network with current IOTC temporal closure (effort eliminated)
The longline catches of yellowfin tuna in the Maldives EEZ have historically been low (since
1999) relative to catches elsewhere in the Indian Ocean, so this closure had little impact on results.
The highest reductions in fishing mortality relative to the scenario with no closures resulted from
the removal of the purse seine fleet catches taken in the IOTC and Chagos areas. Total fishing
mortality was marginally lower with the closures (0.868) than with no closures, resulting in a 54%
probability of an increase in spawning stock biomass and the adult: juvenile ratio and a 56%
probability of an increase in total biomass. Mean total catches across all fleets were reduced in
2030, associated with a 76% probability, but there was little change in the catches taken by free
school and FAD associated purse seine fleets.
Scenario 3: Closure of network with current IOTC temporal closure (effort redistributed)
The redistribution of effort resulted in reduced fishing mortality on FADs compared with no closures
due to the redistribution of effort outside the IOTC closed area, but a higher fishing mortality
imposed by FAD fleets due to the redistribution of effort outside Chagos, so the overall impact on
the distribution of fishing mortality across age classes was roughly stable (Figure 4). The mean ratio
of adults to juveniles increased with a 56% probability, but stock biomass had a 64% probability of
declining.
Scenario 4: Closure of network with year-round IOTC closure (effort eliminated)
Implementing the IOTC area closure throughout the year caused the biggest reduction in total fishing
mortality (0.764) compared with no closures, with the main reduction in juvenile mortality (Figure
5). This resulted in an increase in the mean adult: juvenile ratio of 20.8% (±11.5) in 2030, with a
66% probability of increase. The mean spawning stock biomass in 2030 also increased 13.9% (±5),
with a 76% probability of there being an improvement (Figure 6). This was associated with a 7.9%
(±4.90) decline in total catch biomass. This decline was predominantly in the FAD fleet, whereas the
free school catches showed a slight increase (Figure 7).
Scenario 5: Closure of network with year-round IOTC closure (effort redistributed)
Redistributing effort outside the IOTC closed area resulted in increased catches from purse seine
fleets fishing on free schools outside the area in every quarter with a corresponding reduction in
catches on FADs. However the increase on free schools reached a maximum of 106% increase in
one quarter (Figure 7), whereas the maximum reduction in fishing on FADs only reached 38%, so
the overall fishing mortality was slightly higher than the scenario with no closures (0.893) with
relatively less of this targeted at juveniles (Figure 4). The ratio of adults to juveniles was 74%
likely to decline, based on the redistribution, and there was little change in stock biomass, which
was 54% likely to decrease with the redistributed effort.

4. Discussion
Considering first the extant situation in the Indian Ocean (network with seasonal IOTC closure),
model results suggested that the current MPA network will have little impact on the status of
7
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stocks of yellowfin tuna whether effort is eliminated or redistributed. However, extending the
IOTC area to a year-round closure within the network, and under the assumption that fishing effort
was removed entirely resulted in the most beneficial conservation outcomes. This scenario resulted
in the greatest reduction in total fishing mortality as well as a relative reduction in fishing mortality
on lower age classes resulting in a significantly higher mean stock biomass in 2030 and recovery of
older age classes. This is because the greatest reduction in fishing mortality occurred for purse
seine fleets fishing with FADs in the IOTC closed area (Table 1). It has been suggested that MPAs
placed in areas where juveniles are often caught could be beneficial in increasing juvenile survival
and so recruitment into the spawning stock (Mees et al., 2010, Grüss et al., 2011a), and has been
supported by a modelling study of bigeye tuna in the Pacific (Sibert et al.,2011).
Nevertheless, improvements were only recorded in scenarios based on the assumption of complete
elimination of effort from all closed areas (i.e. no redistribution of effort to other locations). It is
possible that overall effort may be somewhat reduced; a number of long-line vessels have already
left the ocean due to the high threat of piracy and it has been suggested that a reduction in the area
of ocean available for fishing may result in a decrease in fishing effort through vessel
decommissioning (Koldeway et al., 2010). However, a more probable situation is that fishing
would instead take place elsewhere in the ocean, and consideration of the impacts of this
possibility is necessary for a precautionary approach to management of yellowfin tuna. Neither of
the redistribution scenarios modelled here indicated any significant improvement in stock status
relative to all areas remaining open, indicating the extent to which effort displacement can
counteract the benefits (Baum et al., 2003). This may also be partly because the network was only
closed to purse seine fleets in the redistribution scenario. Therefore, the impact of the IOTC closed
area may be greater than the results indicate. However, although artisanal gear types take a
substantial proportion of total Indian Ocean yellowfin catch (~40%), there are zero historic catches
reported in the IOTC database for the closed areas and therefore zero modelled protection afforded
by the closed areas from fishing by these gear types. Artisanal catches would only be relevant to
the IOTC area, as only purse seine and longline fleets were licensed to fish in Chagos prior to
2010, and the Maldives only licensed foreign longline vessels in addition to the domestic fleet.
Furthermore, whilst the redistribution scenario only closed the network to purse seine gear,
longline catches represent only 6% of total catch from within the network, and thus the greatest
impact of the network is on purse seine catches (Table 5).
The catch removed from each area is also only accurate to the level of the data recorded, i.e., 1º x
1º for purse seine fleets and 5º x 5º for longline fleets. Therefore, coordinate references selected to
represent the MPAs were necessarily approximations of the closed area boundaries dues to the
scale of reporting. The model assumes a single stock structure, so there are no explicit assumptions
about residency, rather the change in fishing mortality is based on previous catches within the
closed areas. This method is simple enough to avoid the problems of the lack of information
regarding exact movement patterns of the tuna. Furthermore, at the present time there are no
fishery independent data or evidence from the Indian Ocean to verify an assumption that residency
occurs. The tag recoveries of the RTTP-IO provide evidence of large movements of yellowfin tuna,
supporting the assumption of a single stock for the Indian Ocean for management purposes (IOTC,
2009). If low or no residency is assumed this presents a more precautionary approach than the case
where high residency is assumed.
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The model was based on the outputs from the stock assessment conducted in 2010, which has a
high degree of uncertainty associated with it, and therefore are translated into the model presented
here. Nonetheless, this presents the best information currently available. There was also a high
degree of uncertainty related to the modelled recruitment, which was based on historic estimates.
Because of this, 50 iterations were run, resulting in the wide error bars. The assumptions regarding
fleet dynamics here were highly simplistic, and incorporation of fleet dynamics to model the
redistribution of fishing effort would provide a more realistic distribution of fishing effort, and the
results presented here do not taken into account enforcement issues. For example, considering the
case of the closure in the Gulf of Guinea introduced by ICCAT, due to lack of enforcement illegal
fishing inside the area occurred and the MPA effectively broke down (Kaplan et al., 2009).
Nevertheless, despite the caveats, the results presented in this paper for yellowfin tuna are supported
by similar results obtained through investigation into the effects of closures on bigeye tuna
populations in the Pacific (Sibert et al., 2011). This modelling study used similar assumptions
regarding the fleet dynamics and redistribution based on the average historic CPUE data and found
that the beneficial effects of the closure on stock biomass were not detectable when effort was
redistributed. With elimination of effort, benefits were apparent, but small which increased with the
addition of another fleet to the closure (<4% and 7% respectively).
Game et al (2009) argued that MPAs represent a more precautionary approach to pelagic
conservation than relying on other fishery management controls over a few species, however, based
on these results, a precautionary approach to the conservation of yellowfin tuna would involve
implementing additional management measures such as quotas or gear restrictions to be used
alongside any closures. There is a danger that MPAs can generate a false sense of security if it
assumed that they provide fisheries benefits as this may reduce the pressure for additional
management measures (Kaplan et al., 2009), so it is prudent to not overestimate the impacts of the
closures, particularly when they have been established to achieve a diverse range of objectives, not
necessarily related to fisheries. The preliminary findings presented here suggest that the current
network of closures alone is unlikely to achieve significant recovery of yellowfin tuna and a
combination of management arrangements will still be required to be consistent with the
precautionary principle.

5. Summary and Conclusions
A network of large scale closures with a range of objectives, not all related to fisheries, were
introduced in the Indian Ocean during 2010, encompassing the region occupied by IOTC managed
tuna fisheries. This paper examines the impact of the network of closures on the status of yellowfin
tuna stocks compared to a baseline of no closures and discusses management options related to the
precautionary principle. We examine the extant situation with the IOTC area closed for one month of
the year each to the longline (February) and purse seine (November) gear, and a scenario where the
IOTC area is closed all year for both the longline and purse seine fisheries. In both of these scenarios
the Chagos and Maldivian closures also applied year round. We considered only the extremes of
potential changes in fishing behaviour: complete elimination of effort that may have occurred inside
the closed areas, and total displacement and redistribution of effort, based on historic catch and effort
in each area. As redistribution of effort was only simulated for the purse seine fleet, modelling this
with longline redistributed effort is an area for further work. There is also scope to refine this to
account for a better understanding of fleet dynamics including potential infringements of the closed
9
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areas. Further research would also be useful to examine the ecological basis of the network; the IOTC
area largely protects juveniles whilst the Chagos and Maldives areas protect a greater proportion of
adults. Would additional areas be useful for fisheries management purposes?
We applied an age structured simulation model of yellowfin tuna populated with the best currently
available information which, despite uncertainties, enables the provision of precautionary
management advice in the absence of other data. Model results suggest that the extant network with
only a two month IOTC closure has little impact on yellowfin tuna stocks either with the effort
eliminated or redistributed. However, with a year-round closure of the IOTC area, the network could
deliver conservation benefits improving the status of yellowfin tuna stocks under the assumption of
total elimination of effort from the network area. Under the assumption that fishing effort was
removed entirely, stock biomass increased, particularly in the larger age classes. However, in the
scenario of a year round IOTC closure with effort reallocated evenly outside the area (for the purse
seine fleet only) there was little impact on yellowfin stock status; with no change in biomass although
a change in the age distribution of the population occurred due to the protection of juveniles in the
IOTC area. Our findings are supported by a complementary study on the impact of Pacific closures on
bigeye tuna (Sibert et. al. 2011).
Adoption of a precautionary approach to management requires us to consider that effort would be
redistributed. This analysis suggests that neither the extant network of closures, nor a scenario where
the IOTC closure is extended year round will provide sufficient management benefits for the
protection of yellowfin tuna stocks. It would therefore be precautionary to supplement closures with
additional management measures, either to reduce fishing effort, which as we have seen has the
potential to provide conservation benefits, or to apply catch controls such as the quota allocation
system required in Resolution 10/01.
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Table 1. Mean percentage changes in catch biomass of purse seine (FAD and free school, FS) and mean
percentage change in catch numbers for longline (LL) fleets with each area closure. Estimated from the
IOTC database from 1999 (IOTC, 2011a).
Chagos closure (% change
in catches)

IOTC closure (% change in
catches)

Maldives

Scenario

Quarter

FAD

FS

LL

FAD

FS

LL

LL

4 IOTC
(month),
Chagos,
Maldives
eliminated

1
2
3
4

-4.51
-0.78

-10.40
-15.48

-0.58
-1.38
-3.59
-4.14

-21.57

-8.97

-5.48
-4.77
-0.71
-5.84

-0.13
-0.35
-0.44
-0.53

5 IOTC
(month),
Chagos,
Maldives
redistributed

1
2
3
4

+10.37
+8.38

+3.55
-7.67

-

-9.53

+1.90

-

-

6 IOTC (all yr),
Chagos,
Maldives
eliminated

1
2
3
4

-4.51
-0.78

-10.40
-15.48

-0.58
-1.38
-3.59
-4.14

-30.01
-21.46
-62.45
-60.22

-4.54
-2.97
-4.66
-12.99

-5.48
-4.77
-0.71
-5.84

-0.13
-0.35
-0.44
-0.53

7 IOTC (all yr),
Chagos,
Maldives
redistributed

1
2
3
4

+10.37
+8.38

+3.55
-7.67

-

-24.12
-8.99
-18.92
-38.29

+3.49
+12.44
+105.83
+34.99

-

-
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Table 2. Coordinates used for selected areas. Of the 7 figure coordinates, the table below outlines the selected grid references used for each closed area
Purse seine data

Longline

Chagos

Chagos IOTC area

IOTC area

Other
Maldives Maldives Chagos IOTC area

Chagos

IOTC
area

Size

5

5

6

6

6

6

3

3

1

1

Quadrant

2

1

2

1

1

2

2

1

2

1

2‐9

0‐9

0‐5

0‐5

0‐5

0

0

0

0‐5

0‐5

67‐75

40‐59

65‐70

40‐55

70

70

70

40‐50

70

40‐50

Latitude
Longitude
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Table 3. Mean outputs in 2030 with 95% CIs.
Scenario

Fishing
mortality4

Stock numbers
(millions)

Adults:
juvenile ratio

Stock biomass
(1000 tonnes)

1

All areas open

0.899

275 (±16)

0.433 (±0.04)

4

IOTC (month),
Chagos, Maldives
closed - eliminated
IOTC (month),
Chagos, Maldives
closed -redistributed
IOTC (all yr),
Chagos, Maldives
closed - eliminated
IOTC (all yr),
Chagos, Maldives
closed -redistributed

0.868

267 (±13)

0.903

5

6

7

4

3,885 (±122)

Spawning
stock biomass
(1000 tonnes)
3,521 (±129)

Total catch
biomass
(tonnes)
98,998 (±6,670)

0.474 (±0.05)

3,989 (±202)

3,658 (±205)

92,326 (±5,246)

250 (±19)

0.46 (±0.04)

3,631 (±173)

3,308 (±166)

91,872 (±6,209)

0.764

279 (±18)

0.52 (±0.05)

4,378 (±181)

4,009 (±176)

91,227 (±4,849)

0.893

286 (±16)

0.397 (±0.04)

3,809 (±131)

3,433 (±137)

95,483 (±5,776)

Mean total fishing mortality over projected years
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Table 4. Differences (%) between mean values in 2030 for each closure scenario and the open scenario. 95% CIs are provided in the first set of brackets and
the probability of the difference being positive is provided in the second set of brackets.
Scenario

Fishing
mortality5

Stock numbers
(% difference)

Adults: juveniles
(% difference)

Stock biomass(%
difference)

2

IOTC (month), Chagos,
Maldives eliminated

0.868

-3.23 (±4.64)
(44%)

9.50 (±10.52)
(54%)

3

IOTC (month), Chagos,
Maldives redistributed

0.903

-9.13 (±6.75)
(28%)

4

IOTC (all yr), Chagos,
Maldives eliminated

0.764

5

IOTC (all yr), Chagos,
Maldives redistributed

0.893

5

2.66 (±5.21)
(56%)

Spawning stock
biomass (%
difference)
3.88 (±5.82)
(54%)

Total catch
biomass (%
difference)
-6.74 (±5.30)
(24%)

6.33 (±10.12)
(56%)

-6.55 (±4.46)
(36%)

-6.05 (±4.72)
(40%)

-7.20 (±6.27)
(36%)

1.36 (±6.38)
(38%)

20.81 (±11.46)
(66%)

12.67 (±4.65)
(76%)

13.86 (±5.00)
(76%)

-7.85 (±4.90)
(36%)

3.997 (±5.91)
(54%)

-8.28 (±9.65)
(26%)

-1.96 (±3.36)
(46%)

-2.50 (±3.88)
(44%)

-3.55 (±5.83)
(38%)

Mean total fishing mortality over projected years
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Table 5. Mean monthly catches by gear type in metric tonnes from 1999-2009 (IOTC database, 2011). No catches by other gear types in these areas were
recorded. Longline catches recorded in numbers were multiplied by the mean weight of an individual fish over the same time period (0.034t) to generate the
biomass estimate
2

Longline

month

Chagos

IOTC

Maldives

Free school purse seine*
Total

protected

Chagos

IOTC

FAD purse seine*

Total IO

protected

Chagos

IOTC

Total IO

protected

1

40

243

9

3549

8%

3086

963

15990

25%

242

92

845

39%

2

18

124

4

2894

5%

68

122

10515

2%

57

737

2386

33%

3

29

142

12

2696

7%

0

292

3812

8%

0

1163

3408

34%

4

24

243

11

2934

9%

0

17

2650

1%

0

456

2950

15%

5

50

163

18

2759

8%

0

79

2688

3%

0

277

1610

17%

6

29

31

8

1688

4%

0

249

6269

4%

0

713

2178

33%

7

48

32

4

1147

7%

0

185

7190

3%

0

1739

3487

50%

8

48

11

14

1226

6%

0

38

1234

3%

0

3884

5565

70%

9

55

17

9

1031

8%

0

227

1238

18%

0

4326

6880

63%

10

59

14

7

1066

7%

0

506

2738

18%

3

4548

7032

65%

11

76

54

10

1333

10%

116

1323

3372

43%

37

3043

5216

59%

12

70

227

8

2242

14%

2166

86

8633

26%

70

904

1858

52%

* mean catches from 1999-2006 (the most recent year available at the time of download: August, 2011).
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Figure 1.Location of the EEZs of Chagos and the Maldives and the IOTC closed area
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Figure 2. Spatial stratification of the Indian Ocean for the MULTIFAN-CL assessment (Langley et al., 2010).
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Figure 3: a) Total fishing mortality summed across all age classes over time (Ft) with all areas open; b) distribution
of
F
over
age
classes
when
no
area
closures
are
in
place.
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Figure 4. Difference (%) in fishing mortality-at-age for scenarios 2-5 (a-d). Age-at-maturity indicated by the solid blue
line.
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Figure 5. Difference (%) in the proportion of numbers at age, scenarios 2-5 (a-d)
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Figure 6. Difference (%) in spawning stock biomass for scenarios 2-5 (a-d)
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Figure 7. Differences (%) in FS catches for scenarios 2-5 (a,c,e,g) and LS for scenarios 2-5 (b,d,f,h).
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