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Executive summary 

The first Regional Fisheries Body (RFB) was formed at the start of the 20th Century.  From 
this beginning, the number and remit of RFBs has expanded greatly over the last 100 years.  
Almost all the world’s oceans fall under the remit of an RFB of one type or another.  Their 
role encompasses the whole spectrum from purely advisory to strongly management 
orientated, imposing penalties for non-compliance.  They may focus on a single species (e.g. 
NASCO), a specific group of fish (e.g. the tuna RFBs) or all living marine resources within 
an area (Ccamlr).  In addition to these purely fisheries-oriented bodies, there are other 
international organisations focussing on economics, research or the environment whose remit 
includes and has an impact on international fisheries.   
 
This study was commissioned by the European Parliament to assess the evolution, impact and 
future prospects of international organisation in the fisheries sector and the current and future 
role that the European Commission plays in them.  It examines 12 RFBs and six other 
international organisations with which the EU is involved as a Member or an observer.  It 
also briefly looks at two emerging RFBs. 
 
All RFBs have made progress on the conservation and management of fish stocks, especially 
in the last ten years when international fisheries law has developed rapidly.  This is due to the 
realisation that fish stocks are at threat and that high seas stocks as well as coastal resources 
need to be managed responsibly and sustainably. 
 
RFBs suffer from many of the same problems, which are presented below.  While distinct 
problems have been identified below, it is evident that most are inter-related with one issue 
creating a number of knock-on effects for the organisations.  For example, the introduction of 
new member states involved in exploitation of a fishery may be seen as essential to ensure 
better overall management of the resource, but such expansion in membership can make 
decision-making more complex and re-open debates on funding, quota allocation, data 
collection and MCS issues.  Where a problem is particularly acute, the RFBs concerned are 
mentioned in parenthesis. 
 
1. Balancing exploitation and conservation – socio-economic and biological issues 

This is the overall objective for RFBs. The current problems associated with 
achieving this balance are: 
 
•••• Equity between developed and developing Member countries (IATTC, 

IOTC, ICCAT) 

Many developing coastal states have recognised offshore fisheries as a 
resource that they are entitled to a share of rather than leaving it in the hands 
of the distant water fleet of more developed states.  Most offshore resources 
already suffer from excess catching capacity, making the division of resource 
access a highly volatile issue without new participants.  With many RFBs 
access to the resource also brings with it management, enforcement and data 
collection responsibilities that developing countries sometimes struggle to 
meet. 



International Fisheries Organisations Vol. I 

vi PE 301.075 

 

•••• Lack of data and biological knowledge (GFCM, IOTC, IATTC, Ccamlr) 

The number of stocks under stewardship of RFBs where there is still 
insufficient data available upon which to base an assessment is of concern.  
IOTC and IATTC both have data shortfalls preventing accurate stock 
assessment due to some members failing to supply rudimentary catch data.  
The adoption of the precautionary approach by most RFBs should, however, 
ensure greater effort by member states to present accurate biological data. The 
precautionary approach should also prevent management decisions being 
delayed due to a lack of certain biological information. 
 

2. Lack of compliance with management measures 

The transition of many RFBs from scientific advisors to fisheries managers continues 
to cause some difficulties (CECAF).  Ensuring that their conventions and mandates 
can deal with new issues as they arise also remains a challenge for those RFBs that 
were established initially as management bodies. 
 
•••• Representation and membership issues (GFCM, IATTC, Ccamlr, IWC) 

Four of the RFBs do not include all participants in the fishery in their 
membership.  This is difficult for the IWC to achieve as it has a global 
responsibility for all commercial whaling operations.  For the others – Ccamlr, 
GFCM and IATTC – the absence of some countries from membership has 
serious implications for their ability to manage stocks 

•••• Lack of measures to enforce compliance / punish non-compliance 

The widespread use of trade sanctions as a means of persuading countries to 
comply with fisheries regulations is yet to be seen.  Only ICCAT has the 
ability to recommend sanctions be used built into its Convention, although the 
draft SEAFO Convention also makes reference to the use of sanctions.  
Compliance within the fishery through adequate enforcement should be the 
goal for all RFBs, with trade sanctions the last resort, as economically 
powerful Members ultimately have more leverage in these negotiations. 

•••• Lack of comprehensive MCS  

The appropriate MCS co-ordinating body (RFB, regional or national) and 
method of MCS (air, sea, port) is dependent upon the particular circumstances 
associated with a fishery.  Although many RFB members have insufficient 
resources for comprehensive MCS, shifting the responsibility of MCS away 
from national control and towards a supra-national authority associated with 
an RFB is a contentious issue that continues to be debated within RFBs. 

 
3. Increasing complexity 

Establishing a balance in exploitation levels and improving compliance are problems 
that RFBs have had to deal with from the outset.  All RFBs have, however, had to 
adapt to changes in membership and/or responsibilities. 
 

•••• Lack of definitive goals and aims (GFCM, NASCO) 

GFCM has a wide remit covering all living resources in the Mediterranean, 
which causes a reactive approach to the wide-ranging issues to be addressed.  
Without a clear strategy (both annual and multi-annual) aimed at achieving 
clear goals, the work of the Commission could lose its focus.  NASCO, while 
having been reasonably successful in controlling offshore salmon fisheries, 
must be careful not to lose its focus when extending its remit to inland 
fisheries and aquaculture.  With the adoption of various agreements and new 
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approaches, all RFBs must ensure specific objectives are agreed and targets 
set. 

• Funding (GFCM, EIFAC) 

GFCM and EIFAC are two RFBs identified as currently being limited by 
financial resources.  GFCM has a large membership with highly variable 
economic wealth which, linked with an extensive remit to manage 15 assessed 
commercial stocks, makes it unable to assess all stocks year on year.  EIFAC 
does not have an autonomous budget and is therefore entirely dependent on 
the FAO. This lack of autonomy may have prevented EIFAC’s development 
into a more influential and possibly regulatory body despite it being the only 
international forum for information exchange on European inland fisheries and 
aquaculture. 

• Lack of political will among Members (IWC, GFCM, NEAFC) 

The political will of Members to make difficult decisions concerning the 
management of fish stocks in light of the socio-economic impacts of those 
decisions and to adhere to the decisions is, perhaps, the most important factor 
in the future success of any RFB to sustainably manage fish stocks. 

It is likely that the future will see a move towards more supra-national fisheries bodies with 

responsibilities for ensuring compliance with decisions as well as making them.  This is 

currently a highly contentious point involving issues of sovereignty and the freedom of the 

seas.  The move towards devolving competence for high seas fisheries regulation to RFBs 

would, however, seem to be a natural progression.  Though there are widely differing views 

on this matter at present, as the need for stronger management of fisheries resources 

(management with “teeth”) becomes greater, views are likely to change. 

 
With respect to the European Union, its continued involvement in RFBs and other 
international organisations is strongly encouraged.  The European Union should address the 
following issues in relation to its involvement in RFBs: 
 

• Compliance with RFB measures – the EU needs to ensure that RFB measures are 
being fully complied with by all Member States.  In achieving this, the EU can then 
address the issue of compliance by non-EU RFB Members with a “clear conscience”.  
It must be seen that the EU is putting its own house in order before attempting to 
ensure that other RFB Members are doing the same.  For example, EU Member States 
that exceed catch limits imposed by RFBs, could potentially be penalised by the EU 
directly through reduced quota for EU stocks. 

• With the widening remit and increasing influence of RFBs, the process of formulating 
the EU’s position on RFB decisions, and the amount of work on the part of the 
Commission in RFBs should be thoroughly assessed in terms of the staff and 
budgetary requirements both now and in the future.  It is anticipated that a larger 
allocation of resources is and will be required. 

• The increasing complexity of work with RFBs necessitates a more streamlined 
consultation process within the EU.  The involvement of the European Parliament 
earlier in Commission and Member State negotiations (ideally at the same time) 
would reduce the time taken to formulate an EU position acceptable to Member States 
and the Parliament. 

• With the increasing number of regulatory measures being adopted, translating RFB 
measures into Community and then national legislation should also be streamlined. 

• The issue of the Commission’s current and future role in the physical control of 
Community vessels on the high seas should be evaluated and resolved. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1.  Background to the study 

Nautilus Consultants were commissioned by the European Parliament to undertake a 
comparative analysis of the evolution, impact and future prospects of international fisheries 
organisations.   
 
The European Community is represented on Regional Fisheries Bodies (RFBs) as a Regional 
Economic Integrated Organisation (REIO) to which the Member States of the EC have 
devolved competence.  The EC is involved in many regional fisheries organisations either as 
a member or an observer and has regular dealings with international organisations that 
incorporate fisheries issues into a wider remit (ICES, Unesco, UNEP, FAO, WTO, OECD).   
 
The Commission has recognised that: 
 

It is essential then that the Community, ranked fourth among the world’s fisheries 
powers, play a greater role in establishing and determining a regulatory framework to 
govern fishery resources which is in keeping with its international commitments in 
order to safeguard on a lasting basis the economic interests of its high-seas fleets and 
the effective implementation of a policy of responsible fishing.”1 

 
In order for the EC to participate fully in the determination of a regulatory framework for 
fishery resources in international waters it must take an active role in the various International 
Fisheries Organisations to which it belongs.  In order to do this it must have a comprehensive 
understanding of how these varied organisations operate, their objectives and the impact of 
their actions upon the EC and Member States.  
 
The study examines twelve RFBs of relevance to the EC (as either a member or an observer) 
and a further six international organisations with a fisheries remit with which the EC has 
regular dealings.  The study also briefly examines two emerging RFBs – the South East 
Atlantic Fisheries Organisation (SEAFO) and the convention for the Conservation of Highly 
Migratory Fish Stocks in the West and Central Pacific Oceans.  These conventions have not 
yet been ratified but the EC has been involved in the establishment discussions and is 
expected to become a member when they are opened for signature.   
 
The study will: 
1. Describe each organisation 
2. Analyse the achievements, efficacy and impact of each organisation 
3. Assess the future prospects and propose recommendations for each organisation 

1.2.  Approach 

Data collection 

Background information on each of the organisations was gathered from various sources 
including convention documents, annual reports, press releases, etc. and from the 
organisations’ web sites.  Each organisation was also contacted by e-mail, telephone or in 
person.  In order to gather more specific information that could be used to assess the 
performance of the organisations, a questionnaire was devised and disseminated to the RFBs.   
 

                                                 
1 European Commission communication to the Council and the European Parliament (COM (1999) 613 final). 
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A copy of the questionnaire is presented in Annex 1.  Table 1.1 illustrates the RFBs’ level of 
response to initial enquiries and the questionnaire.  
 
Table 1.1  Responses to requests for information by the consultants 

Organisation Response to enquiries Completed questionnaire 
 (yes / no) (yes / no) 
Ccamlr yes no 
CECAF no no 
GFCM yes yes 
EIFAC no no 
IATTC yes yes 
IBSFC yes yes 
ICCAT no no 
IOTC yes yes 
IWC yes no 
NAFO yes yes 
NASCO yes yes 
NEAFC yes yes 

 
As Table 1.1 indicates, 5 organisations did not complete the questionnaire.  Reasons given 
were time constraints (3) or the RFB felt it was not appropriate for them to participate in an 
evaluation of their organisation (2).  Where the organisation did not respond, the consultants 
have endeavoured to gather the necessary information from other sources such as published 
reports and the Internet. 
 
To ascertain how the Commission interacts with the various RFBs on behalf of the Member 
States, interviews were undertaken with FISH-B, the department of the European 
Commission that deals with international fisheries organisations and fisheries agreements. 
 
Analysis and presentation 

A brief overview of the evolution of international fisheries bodies, the recent changes in 
international fisheries law and the current and future developments concerning RFBs is 
presented in Chapter 2.  This provides a backdrop to the study.   
 
The recent developments in international fisheries law and approach to fisheries management 
have been or are in the process of being incorporated into the Conventions, mandates and 
thinking of RFBs.  The degree to which RFBs have adjusted to include these changes is used 
as a measure of their adaptability.  In addition to adaptability, each RFB was evaluated with 
respect to its impacts, co-operation (within the RFB and with other organisations) and 
difficulties encountered or expected.  The responses to the questionnaire and data gathered by 
the consultants were collated in a matrix for cross-comparison of the organisations’ abilities 
and activities. This is presented in Chapter 3, which also presents an analysis of other 
international organisations that incorporate fisheries into their mandate.  An evaluation of 
these other organisations is not comparable with the analysis of RFBs as the degree to which 
other international organisations incorporate fisheries into their mandate and their approach 
to fisheries is widely variable. 
 
Chapter 4 considers the impacts that RFBs in general have had on world fisheries and the 
interactions between RFBs and other international organisations as well as between RFBs and 
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the European Commission.  The future prospects of RFBs are discussed in Chapter 5 and 
conclusions and recommendations for RFBs and the Commission are presented in Chapter 6. 
 
A data sheet has been compiled for each international organisation giving background details 
of the organisation including its structure, membership, area of operation and decision 
making process.  The data sheets also give details of the history of complaints, objections and 
non-compliance; targets that have been set, whether they have been achieved and strengths 
and weaknesses of the organisations.  The data sheets are presented in Annex 2. 
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2.  Overview of International Fisheries Organisations 

The 20th century began with the formation of the first international fisheries organisation in 
the northeast Atlantic, and ended with a detailed global framework for rational fisheries 
exploitation according to sustainable fisheries conservation and management measures.   

2.1.  Evolution of International Fisheries Organisations 

2.1.1.  The role of ICES 

The evolution of international fisheries organisations has been greatly influenced by the 
formation and work of ICES, the first international fisheries organisation.  Member States 
meeting as part of ICES special interest committees recognised at various times that the need 
for multi-lateral action was large enough to justify greater resources committed to the 
establishment of separate international fisheries organisations.  Several organisations (IWC, 
NEAFC, IBSFC and NASCO) therefore originated directly from ICES working groups or 
committees.  ICES still supply independent scientific information and advice to a number of 
RFBs. 
 
In 1899, Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands, Norway, Russia, Sweden and the UK 
convened the first International Conference for the Exploration of the Sea to address pressing 
issues in the northeast Atlantic.  Principal among these issues was the realisation that fish 
stocks were not inexhaustible.  The Conference determined that an International Council for 
the Exploration of the Sea should be established.  This was achieved in 1901 and became 
firmly founded at the ICES Central Laboratory at Christiania, Denmark in 1902, with the 
polar explorer and scientist Dr Fridtjof Nansen as its first Director. 
 
The original aims of the organisation were directed towards “the interests of fisheries” and 
the “rational exploitation of the sea by way of scientific inquiry” through co-operation and 
international agreements, and through the practical application of science2.  Early concerns 
reflected this practical focus with the first three ICES scientific committees convened in 1902 
to address the migration of food fishes, overfishing and the Baltic.   
 
From the outset, the ICES Council called for accurate and standardised catch and effort 
statistics.  During the early 20th Century, rapid progress was made in the technical, scientific 
and management methods for marine investigation, including the establishment of standards 
(e.g. scale-reading, sea water standards, and the basic principals of fisheries science), which 
established the foundations of global fisheries research.  By the 1960s, progress had achieved 
a level of science from which widespread quantification and forecasting of fish stocks was 
possible.  
 
A key recognition that had driven the establishment of ICES was the concern that fishing for 
immature or undersized fish was a major factor in the declines in stock abundance. In the 
1920s ICES proposed closed areas and minimum size regulations.  Biological and 
technological investigations on these issues culminated in the International Convention for 
the Regulation of the Meshes of Fishing Nets and Size Limits of Fish, adopted in London in 
1937, that was applicable to the entire Northeast Atlantic.  Similarly focussed regional 
conventions covering parts of the Baltic and the Skaggerak had already been adopted in 1928 
and 1932 respectively. 
 

                                                 
2 A.E.J. Went, 70 year Agrowing: A History of the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea, Rapp. 
P.-V. Réun. 165, pp 3-4. 



International Fisheries Organisations Vol. I 

 PE 301.075 6

 
These early efforts to establish the scientific basis for the management of fisheries expanded 
rapidly and an ICES committee structure evolved to cope with the widening interest in all 
species, environmental issues and information sources.  The capability of ICES was also 
recognised internationally when, in 1928, it agreed to provide advice to the League of 
Nations “in regard to the … rational exploitation of the resources of the sea”.  The early work 
of ICES led to the establishment of several conventions and commissions that have taken the 
management of fisheries forward.  
 
Key events in ICES contribution to the evolution of international fisheries organisations: 

• In 1930, the ICES Whaling Committee agreed to review the League of Nations draft 
convention on the regulation of whaling.  This was addressed at the London Whaling 
Conference in 1937 and culminated in the International Convention for the Regulation 
of Whaling in 1946 and the transfer of all research and competence on whales to the 
International Whaling Commission (IWC). 

• In 1946, the original International Convention for the Regulation of Meshes of 
Fishing Nets and Size Limits of Fish was replaced with a more comprehensive 
convention, with a Permanent Commission advised by ICES.  This was then replaced 
in 1963 by the Convention on Future Multilateral Co-operation in the Northeast 
Atlantic Fisheries, which was adapted in 1982 as a result of extended fishery 
jurisdictions following Unclos and formed the North East Atlantic Fisheries 
Commission (NEAFC). 

• The Convention on Fishing and Conservation of the Living Resources in the Baltic 
Sea and Belt (the Gdansk Convention) entered into force in 1974 and established the 
International Baltic Sea Fisheries Commission (IBSFC), which receives advice from 
ICES. 

• The Convention for the Conservation of Salmon in the North Atlantic Ocean entered 
into force in 1983 and established the North Atlantic Salmon Conservation 
Organization (NASCO) in 1984.  Article 9 (a) of the Convention established formal 
recognition of advice from ICES. 

 
The processes leading to the establishment of these Conventions and Organisations largely 
stems from the pioneering activities of ICES, which firmly established the recognition that 
co-operation, international agreements, and the provision of impartial scientific advice are 
key to rational fisheries management.  ICES also serves this function through the Advisory 
Committee on Fisheries Management (ACFM) established in 1978, which comprises 
representatives of all Member States in the European Union. 
 
2.1.2.  The role of the UN  

The first specialised agency of the United Nations, the Food and Agriculture Organization 
(FAO) was formed in 1945 with constitutional means to establish subsidiary organisations 
with regional and functional specialisations.  The regional organisations are essentially of two 
types: 
 

• FAO Constitution Article VI organisations are established by resolution of the FAO 
Council, with statutes promulgated by the Director-General of FAO. 

• FAO Constitution Article XIV organisations are established by full constitutional 
agreements that are generally open for acceptance and signature by FAO members. 
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There have been gradual developments and adaptations to these bodies since the founding of 
the FAO, many resulting from a need to adapt to changing regional circumstances and the 
advent of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (1982).  Table 2.1 shows the 
chronology of events. 
 

Table 2.1.  Chronology of FAO fisheries bodies 

Date Body  Article Comment 

    
1948 Asia-Pacific Fisheries Commission  

(APFIC) 

VI Formerly the Indo-Pacific Fisheries 
Commission (IPFC) 

1949 General Fisheries Council for the 

Mediterranean (GFCM) 

XIV Now the General Fisheries 
Commission for the Mediterranean 

1957 European Inland Fisheries 

Advisory Commission (EIFAC) 

VI  

1959 Co-ordinating Working Party on 

Fisheries Statistics (CWP) 

VI Formerly concerning statistics only 
in the north Atlantic, now global 

1967 Fishery Committee for the Eastern 

Central Atlantic (CECAF) 

VI Now considering reformation to a 
full Commission under Article XIV 

1971 Committee for Inland Fisheries of 
Africa (CIFA) 

VI  

1973 West Central Atlantic Fisheries 
Commission (WECAFC) 

VI  

1976 Inland Fisheries Commission for 
Latin America and the Caribbean 
(COPESCAL) 

VI  

 Regional Commission for Fisheries 
(RECOFI) 

XIV Countries bordering the Arabian 
Gulf 

1996 Indian Ocean Tuna Commission 

(IOTC) 
XIV First post-Unclos commission.  

Evolved from the Indian Ocean 
Fisheries Commission (IOFC) 

 South West Indian Ocean Fisheries 
Commission (SWIOFC) 

 In preparation - EU a probable 
member 

Note:  Bold indicates EU membership  
 
The UN system has expanded the number of specialised agencies with mandates to include 
some aspect of research into the aquatic environment, including: 
 

• United Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organization (Unesco), which 
includes the Inter-governmental Oceanographic Commission (IOC). 

• United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), which latterly developed the 
Regional Seas Programme. 

 
2.1.3.  Other Treaties, Conventions and Organisations 

The years after World War II saw a rapid expansion of fishing industries, particularly distant-
water fishing on the high seas and in coastal waters of tropical and sub-tropical regions.  The 
international community began to recognise the importance of regional co-operation and 
agreement in response to the clear need to establish international frameworks for fisheries 
development and management.  More areas of the world’s oceans and specific fisheries were 
taken under the umbrella of treaties and conventions of varying character.   
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In the northwest Atlantic, the tropical eastern Pacific, throughout the Atlantic tuna fisheries 
and in the Southern Ocean, international conventions and their organisations established 
mechanisms for co-operation.  Most were originally principally concerned with research but 
later they developed to include the management and control of exploitation.   
Other organisations have also considered fisheries issues, including the OECD (formed in 
1961) and the WTO (formerly the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade -GATT). 

2.2.  Impacts of international law on the development of international fisheries 

organisations 

At the start of the 20th century, the “freedom of the seas” was considered a right of all 
nations, particularly for the purpose of free passage.  Most countries had claimed only limited 
territorial waters to three, six or twelve nautical miles from shore.  The post-war impacts of 
expanded and distant water fishing began to be felt by countries in many regions.  Coastal 
States argued for (and sometimes unilaterally declared) wider fishery jurisdictions in support 
of their expanding fishery sectors.  
 
The UN recognised that these practices required formalisation, to promote peace and 
agreement on the use of the oceans for mercantile, fishery, seabed exploitation and other 
issues.  UN Conferences for an international law of the sea entered a protracted phase that 
culminated in the Third UN Conference at which the concept and extent of the 200 nautical 
mile Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) was finally agreed.  In 1976, countries largely 
accepted this limit and began declaring national sovereignty over their EEZs through their 
domestic legislation, using as the basis for their EEZ management the Informal Composite 
Negotiating Text.  In some States the full scope of the extension was limited to fisheries only, 
known as Extended Fishery Jurisdictions. 
 
The United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (Unclos) was finally opened for 
signature on 10th December 1982.  It codified State’s rights and responsibilities and made 
clear the important roles of sub-regional, regional and global organisations, both within EEZs 
(Part V) and on the High Seas (Part VII).  The implicit requirement is that all areas of the 
world’s oceans would require appropriate organisations to promote co-operation between 
States since fishing occurs virtually everywhere.  Organisations that already existed began 
changing their constitutions and mandates to fit Unclos (e.g. NEAFC in 1982) and new 
organisations were established (e.g. South Pacific Forum Fisheries Agency in 1979; Ccamlr 
in 1980).  
 
This enclosure of ocean regions and the application of management rules for access, mainly 
to 200-mile EEZs, was a positive movement to respond to the rights and responsibilities of 
Unclos.  Conflicts did, however, continue to arise due to interpretation of Unclos, particularly 
with regard to straddling and highly migratory fish stocks, especially tunas, and fishing 
vessels registered under flags of convenience over which the States operating open registries 
would not or could not apply control.   
 
The international response to these issues was twofold: 

• In 1993, the issue of re-flagging fishing vessels to avoid conservation measures on the 
high seas was addressed through the formalisation of an agreement under Article XIV 
of the FAO Constitution - Agreement to Promote Compliance with International 
Conservation and Management Measures by Fishing Vessels on the High Seas (also 
know as the FAO Compliance Agreement).  25 instruments of acceptance are required 
before it enters into force.  At present there are only 18. 
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• In 1995, the issue of straddling and highly migratory fish stocks was addressed 

through the UN Agreement for the Implementation of the Provisions of the United 
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea of 10 December 1982 relating to the 
Conservation and Management of Straddling Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory Fish 
Stocks (also known as the UN Fish Stocks Agreement).  30 instruments of ratification 
or acceptance are required before it enters into force.  At present there are only 28. 

 
2.2.1.  The EU Common Fisheries Policy 

In 1981, the EU introduced the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP), which established the 
framework for members’ co-operation and co-ordination in all marine fisheries matters.  Part 
of this policy initiative was to establish a framework for all EU external relationships with 
RFBs that covered ocean regions where European fishing interests operated.  Europe’s distant 
water fleets were involved in almost all areas from the Antarctic to the tropical Atlantic and 
Indian Oceans, although there was only limited presence in the Pacific.  Thus, the European 
Commission was mandated to participate in the deliberations of RFBs, in addition to direct 
bilateral relationships with countries where access agreements to EEZ fisheries are 
negotiated.  Competence to negotiate with countries and to participate in regional fishery 
bodies was devolved from individual EU members to the Commission’s Directorate-General 
for Fisheries (DG-FISH). 
 
This new mandate and competence meant that a whole range of changes to membership 
relationships was required.  Individual membership of RFBs by EU States would lapse and be 
replaced with a single EU membership representing all Member States.  Inclusion of this 
change in participation within international agreements and organisations was achieved 
through a general definition of a Regional Economic Integration Organization (REIO), for 
example in the FAO Compliance Agreement, as follows: 
 

‘ “regional economic integration organisation” means a regional economic 

integration organisation to which its member States have transferred 

competence over matters covered by this agreement, including the authority 

to make decisions binding on its member States in respect of those matters’3. 
 
Or, in the revised Ccamlr conventions (and several others), as follows: 
 

‘This Convention shall be open for accession by regional economic 

integration organisations constituted by sovereign States which include 

among their members one or more States Members of the Commission and to 

which the States members of the organisation have transferred, in whole or in 

part, competences with regard to the matters covered by this Convention. The 

accession of such regional economic integration organisations shall be the 

subject of consultations among Members of the Commission’
4
. 

 
The replacement of a number of individual Members by a single REIO Membership has an 
effect on the number of votes that can be cast.  In some RFBs, REIOs have only a single vote 
while in others, such as GFCM, the REIO has the same number of votes as it does Member 
States, although there is a rule to avoid double counting when an individual EU Member 
State wishes to vote.  
 
 

                                                 
3 FAO Compliance Agreement, Article 1 (e) Definitions.  
4 Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources. Article XXIX. 2. 
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EU representation does not extend to overseas territories or dependent territories of EU 
States. Where States have overseas or dependent territories they may represent them on 
RFBs, for example, UK for St Helena and its Dependencies, and Denmark on behalf of the 
Faeroe Islands.  

2.3.  Current and future developments  

The general role of regional fishery bodies in the management of fisheries exploitation is 
expected to expand.  The competencies and powers of new RFBs, whose conventions are in 
the development process, far exceed the earlier models.  At present, there are two 
conventions in the final stages of discussion.  
The Convention for the Conservation and Management of Fishery Resources in the South 
East Atlantic Ocean makes explicit reference to the UN Fish Stocks Agreement and the FAO 
Compliance Agreement.  The European Commission has been a party to the discussions since 
inception.  The convention provides for competencies of the South East Atlantic Fisheries 
Organisation’s (SEAFO) Commission to undertake the hitherto ‘normal’ activities of RFBs 
(i.e. research and advice through a Scientific Committee).  Specific reference is also made to 
monitoring control and surveillance through a Compliance Committee, allocation of fishing 
opportunities and other practical management matters in the Convention Area. 
 
The Convention on the Conservation and Management of Highly Migratory Fish Stocks in 
the Western and Central Pacific Ocean also takes into account the UN Fish Stocks Agreement 
and provides for the establishment of a Commission, which will be advised by a Scientific 
Committee and a Technical and Compliance Committee.  The European Commission has 
been a party to the formulation of this Convention. 
 
The European Commission has also been a party to the discussions that are expected to 
establish a new South West Indian Ocean Fisheries Commission under FAO Constitution 
Article XIV.  This Commission is likely to replace the Committee for the Development and 
Management of Fisheries in the Southwest Indian Ocean (SWIO) of the now disbanded 
IOFC.  This commission will not cover tuna or tuna-like species as these are covered by the 
IOTC. 
 
Most of the world’s oceans are now incorporated into conventions and organisations that are 
taking, or will take the new regime of the seas into account within their mandates and 
practices.  Global agreement is also taking shape through International Plans of Action that 
take forward the desiderata of the Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries, particularly 
with regard to planning the reduction of fishing capacity and the control of illegal, unreported 
and unregulated fishing (IUU fishing), both within EEZs and on the high seas.  In addition, 
the general adoption of the Precautionary Approach, which was agreed as a basis for all 
human interactions with the environment at the United Nations Conference on Environment 
and Development (UNCED), informs and limits natural resources exploitation.  The 
Precautionary Approach, through which fisheries sustainability is addressed and risks to it are 
assessed, is explicit in the new agreements and is being adopted and developed by nations 
and RFBs. 
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3.  Comparative analysis of International Fisheries Organisations 

3.1.  The types of organisation 

For the purposes of this study, a classification of the types of international fisheries 
organisation has been used as a basis for the comparative analysis.  The classification is based 
on the type of fisheries involvement and the constitutional establishment of the organisation.   
 
The first basic division of organisations is between those that have a solely fisheries remit 
(Regional Fisheries Bodies – RFBs) and those that have a much wider remit but maintain 
some interest in fisheries.  Figure 3.1 illustrates the structural classification of international 
fisheries organisations used in the report. 
 
3.1.1.  Regional Fisheries Bodies 

FAO RFBs 

The FAO is a specialised agency of the UN with it’s own Fisheries Department with a 
specific remit (see below).  The FAO Constitution, however, provides for the adoption of 
resolutions to form RFBs.  Article VI bodies are established by resolution of the FAO 
Council, with statutes promulgated by the Director-General of FAO.  Article XIV bodies are 
established by full constitutional agreements that are generally open for acceptance and 
signature by FAO members. 
 
RFBs formed by FAO resolutions are separate entities to the FAO Fisheries Department but 
have the full administrative support of the FAO Fisheries Department and the FAO as a 
whole.  Any Member of the UN may join an FAO RFB whether or not they have an interest 
in the fishery in question (i.e. whether or not they are a coastal state or participate in the 
fishery with which the RFB is concerned). 
 
Non-FAO RFBs 

Non-FAO RFBs tend to be groupings of States based on mutual interest.  The construction of 
their conventions / constitutions may limit membership through conditions5 or prior 
associations. 
 
3.1.2.  International organisations 

UN Organisations 

As with the FAO, any Member of the UN may join one of the specialised agencies.  There are 
three main UN agencies with an interest in fisheries – the FAO, Unesco and UNEP.  The 
FAO has a specialised Fisheries Department and, as outlined above, is empowered to adopt 
resolutions to form RFBs. 
 
Non-UN Organisations 

Non-UN organisations have been further divided into those concerned with scientific 
activities and those concerned with economics and trade.  ICES falls into the former category 
and has close links with fisheries science and many RFBs, providing scientific advice on fish 
stocks to governments, RFBs and other organisations.  ICES also undertake scientific work 
concerned with the marine environment but unrelated to fisheries. 

                                                 
5 In the case of Ccamlr, for example, membership of the Commission requires that ‘The Contracting Parties, 
whether or not they are Parties to the Antarctic Treaty, agree that they will not engage in any activities in the 
Antarctic Treaty area contrary to the principles and purposes of that Treaty and that, in their relations with each 
other, they are bound by the obligations contained in Articles I and V of the Antarctic Treaty.’ Convention for 
the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources, Article III. 
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The economics and trade organisations (OECD and WTO) have a less direct fisheries 
mandate.  They are primarily concerned with economics and trade issues, such as barriers to 
free trade, undertaking economic studies or reviewing market developments. 
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3.2.  Regional Fisheries Bodies 

3.2.1. Performance indicators 

Performance indicators have been identified to analyse and assess the RFBs.  Some are more 
applicable to certain RFBs than to others.  Not all the RFBs being assessed supplied 
information directly due to the limited staff resources available to some RFBs and the short 
time-scale involved.  In addition, two of the organisations contacted (Ccamlr and ICCAT) 
stated that they were unable to participate in the study.  The consultants have attempted to 
collect as much information as possible on the organisations that did not respond or were 
unable to participate in the study from public data sources.  The performance indicators have 
been sub-divided into sections.  Tables illustrating the performance indicators are presented 
below. 
 
Each RFB is then examined in turn to assess the impact it has had in recent years, its ability 
to co-operate (within the organisation and with other organisations), to adapt and any 
difficulties it has or may encounter are examined. 
 
General information and membership 

Table 3.1 presents general RFB information and membership issues.  Of the eleven RFBs 
examined, seven have a specific management mandate, while four have only an advisory role.  
A purely advisory capacity does not necessarily limit the impact the RFB can have.  NASCO, 
for example, has experienced a great deal of success and the majority of its advice is closely 
heeded and implemented by its Members, despite the socio-economic impact of some of that 
advice.  A more important factor than whether the role is advisory or management seems to 
be the political will of the Member States involved in conserving and managing the stocks 
involved. 
 
Four of the RFBs do not include all participants in the fishery in their membership.  This is 
difficult for the IWC to achieve as it has a global responsibility for all commercial whaling 
operations.  For the others – Ccamlr, GFCM and IATTC – the absence of some countries 
from membership has serious implications for their ability to manage stocks.  IATTC in 
particular has experienced difficulties with membership due to disagreements between 
Members and between Members and non-members.  The activity of non-members in the 
Ccamlr area is also a cause for concern for the organisation. 
 
NAFO and NEAFC have both experienced a number of recent objections to proposed 
management measures.  This can undermine attempts to manage resources but could also be 
indicative of attempts to introduce radical measures or approaches to management.  Both 
NAFO and NEAFC have increased their level of activity in recent years and it may be that 
Members need some time to come to terms with the changes taking place both within the 
organisations and in international fisheries management as a whole. 
 
All RFBs operate budgets that are calculated either totally or partly based on catch by 
member state vessels. Exceptions to this are CECAF, which is reliant on the FAO for funding 
and IWC, which could not rely on catch-related income given the lack of commercial 
whaling. 
 
The European Union’s contribution to RFB budgets varies from 3.4 and 4 per cent in the case 
of NAFO and Ccamlr respectively to almost half (49 per cent) of ICCAT’s annual budget.  
NAFO and Ccamlr do, however, benefit greatly from the monitoring and enforcement duties 
carried out by the EU at a cost that is far greater than the total budget of either organisation. 
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For those RFBs with a management function, member states are responsible for ensuring 
compliance by their own nation’s vessels.  Should RFB responsibilities expand to an 
enforcement role, RFB budgets would have to increase substantially.  Contributions by 
member states would, therefore, increase but this should prove cost-effective with reduced 
commitments for member states’ enforcement agencies. 
 
For many RFBs debates relating to financial contributions are always on meeting agendas as 
situations change year on year.  Two problems being addressed by many are: 
• For depleted stocks a member states’ revenue from the resource and therefore their 

willingness to pay may decrease even though the need for adequate financial resources to 
provide sound management is as great if not greater. 

• Smaller or developing countries may not be in a position to contribute equally or at all, 
which could reduce their influence in the RFB. 

 
Taking into account both the extent of tasks carried out and the ability to increase annual 
budget if required, GFCM and EIFAC are two RFBs identified as currently being limited by 
financial resources.  GFCM has a large membership with highly variable economic wealth, 
which, linked with an extensive remit to manage 15 assessed commercial stocks, makes it 
unable to assess all stocks year on year.  EIFAC does not have an autonomous budget and is 
therefore entirely dependent on the FAO.  This lack of autonomy may have prevented EIFAC 
from developing into a more influential and possibly regulatory body despite it being the only 
international forum for information exchange on European inland fisheries and aquaculture. 
 
Ecosystem status 

Six of the organisations have adopted the Precautionary Approach, while only four have an 
ecosystem approach to the management of stocks.  None of the RFBs request that their 
Members supply them with ecosystem data.  NASCO has, however, recently requested 
ecosystem information from ICES, which supplies the Organization with scientific advice. 
 
In adopting the precautionary approach, ICES has introduced this approach into the decision-
making process of the RFBs it supplies scientific data to (NEAFC, IBSFC, NASCO and 
ICCAT). 
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Table 3.1.  RFB general information and membership 

 
 

 NAFO Ccamlr NEAFC IOTC IBSFC NASCO ICCAT GFCM CECAF IATT

C 

IWC 

            
Year established 1978 1980 1963 1996 1973 1984 1966 1949 1967 1949 1946 
            
No. members 18 23 6 15 6 7 29 22 32 12 40 
            
Mandate  
(management / 
advisory)1 

Man. Man. Man. Man. Man. Adv. Adv. Man. Adv. Adv. Man. 

            
All participants  
(y / n)2 

y n y y y y y n y n n 

            
Objection period 
 (days) 

60 90 50 120 90 60 180 120 - * 90 

            
No. objections  
(last 5 yrs.)3 

17 - 9 0 1 0 - 1 - n/a - 

            
Annual budget 
 (€’000) 

724 1,212.3 811 1,192 347.5 551.5 1,050 828.7 FAO 6,298.
5 

2,433 

EU contribution 
 in 2000 (€’000) 

24.75 46.57 344.5 367.2 139.6 210.8 518.1 / / obs** obs** 

EU % 
 contribution 

3.4 4 42 31 40 38 49 / / / / 

 

                                                 
1 Is the mandate a management or advisory one? 
2 Are all participants in the fishery Members of the RFB? (yes / no) 
3 The number of objections that have been lodged in the years (1995 - 1999). 
* IATTC has no objection period because all decisions are made by unanimous vote. 
** Observers. 
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Table 3.2.  Ecosystem and statistical information 

 
 

 NAFO Ccamlr NEAFC IOTC IBSFC NASCO ICCAT GFCM CECAF IATTC IWC 

            
Precautionary 
approach (y / n) 1 

n y y y y y n y - y y 

            
Ecosystem 
approach  
(y / n)2 

n y n y n y n y - y n 

            
Ecosystem data 
(y / n)3 

n n n n n * n n n y n 

            
Unreported 
(y / n)4 

n y n y n y y y  n n 

            
Illegal (y / n)5 n y n n n y y n  n n 
            
Catch (%)6 89% 57% 100% 87% 100% 100% 48% 100% - 100% - 
            
Fleet data (%)6 0 0 0 40% 100% n/a 0 36% - 100% - 
            
Non-target (%)6 89% 0 0 13% 0 100% 21% 0 - 100% - 
            
Discards (%)6 89% 0 0 0 0 100% - 0 - 100% - 

 

                                                 
1 Has the Precautionary Approach been adopted? 
2 Has an ecosystem approach to management been adopted? 
3 Is ecosystem data supplied by Members (yes / no) * NASCO has recently requested ecosystem information 
from ICES who supplies the Organization with scientific advice. 
4 Are unreported landings taken into account in stock assessments? 
5 Are illegal landings taken into account in stock assessments? 
6 Percentage of Members providing target data, fleet data, non-target catch data, discard data. 
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Table 3.3.  Stocks and fisheries  

 
 

 NAFO Ccamlr NEAFC IOTC IBSFC NASCO ICCAT GFCM CECAF IATTC IWC 

            
No. stocks RFB 
is responsible for 

25 - 18 16 7 1 16 - n/a 7 - 

            
No. of those 
assessed 

25 - 4 3 7 1 9 15  7 8 

            
% stocks 
assessed1 

100% - 22% 19% 100% 100% 56% -  100% - 

            
Stock status2            
% depleted 16 40 24 10  100 25 15    
% overexploited   24    25 8 12   
% over-fully 
exploited 

       34 40 40  

% fully exploited  60 30 24 40 100  40 28 24 40  
% moderately 
exploited 

24 30 20 20   10 15 16   

% not known   5 30     8 20  
 

                                                 
1 Percentage of stocks for which RFB is responsible that are assessed. 
2 Status of the stocks the RFB is responsible for in terms of level of exploitation according to FAO. 
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Table 3.4.  Monitoring, control and surveillance 

 
 

 NAFO Ccamlr NEAFC IOTC IBSFC NASCO ICCAT GFCM CECAF IATTC IWC 

            
RFB obs* 
(y / n)1 

y n n n y n n n - y n 

            
Regional 
obs*(y / n)2 

y - y n n n n n - n n 

            
Member obs* 
 (y / n)3 

y - some y y y y - - y n 

            
Port (y / n)4 y y y y y n y n - y n 
            
RFB aerial 
(y / n)5 

n - n n n n n n - n n 

            
Regional 
aerial (y / n)6 

y - - n n y n n - n n 

            
Member 
aerial (y / n)7 

y y y y y y n y - n n 

            
VMS in place 
(y / n)8 

n partly partly y - n some 
Members 

n - n n 

Planned 
(y / n) 

y y y n/a - n n n - n n 

 
 

                                                 
1 Is there a regionally co-ordinated observer programme operated by the RFB? 
2 Is there a regionally co-ordinated observer programme operated by the Member States? 
3 Are there observer programmes operated by individual Member States? 
4 Is there a port inspection programme? 
5  Is there a regionally co-ordinated aerial surveillance programme operated by the RFB? 
6 Is there a regionally co-ordinated aerial surveillance programme operated by the Member States? 
7 Are there aerial surveillance programmes operated by individual Member States? 
* Observers. 
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Stocks and fisheries 

RFBs whose remit incorporates “all living marine resources” (Ccamlr, GFCM) cannot 
monitor and assess all stocks to the same extent.  GFCM concentrates on those most utilised 
by commercial fisheries, while Ccamlr’s ecosystem approach attempts to incorporate all 
species into an holistic management approach.  As indicated in Table 3.3, both areas of 
operation have a number of stocks that are currently assessed as depleted by FAO.   
 
Stock status should be seen as a crude snapshot of the situation, but trends in stock status are 
still towards over-exploitation.  A proportion of depleted stocks under RFB management does 
appear to be the norm rather than the exception at present even for RFBs with a single species 
focus such as NASCO.  None appear to be close to sustainable management of resources 
other than IBSFC.  All seven stocks under IBSFC management are ‘fully exploited’.  As part 
of Agenda 21 the IBSFC has set a target of sustainable management of marine resources by 
2030, but this should be achieved far earlier. 
 
The number of stocks under stewardship of RFBs where there is still insufficient data 
available upon which to base an assessment is of concern.  IOTC and IATTC both have data 
shortfalls preventing accurate stock assessment due to some members failing to supply 
rudimentary catch data. 
 
Most RFBs have taken on responsibility for specific species and stocks rather than all marine 
resources in an area of operation, but the degree of assessment varies widely.  NAFO assess 
the state of all 25 stocks for which it is responsible while NEAFC and IOTC monitor less 
than a quarter of the stocks they have responsibility for.  This is understandable in the case of 
IOTC, which is a relatively recent RFB that is still finding its feet.  IOTC also includes a 
number of developing countries that presently struggle to meet the data demands of the 
organisation, but it is working towards more comprehensive data collection and assessment 
within a tight budget.  NEAFC, on the other hand, should direct more effort into assessing the 
state of stocks within its area.  The state of many of the stocks is poor and directed fishing is 
discouraged. 
 
Ccamlr, NASCO and ICCAT take into account the level of illegal and unreported fishing that 
takes place when making stock assessments.  The other RFBs assessed here do not factor in 
IUU fishing at present.  This may be due to a reluctance to accept that such practices take 
place or a difficulty in quantifying the levels of such activity.  It is important, however, that 
estimates of IUU fishing be incorporated into stocks assessments as it can account for a 
substantial portion of fishing pressure.  ICES incorporate such information into the stock 
assessments used in EU fisheries and has done so for a many years. 
 
The majority of RFBs collect target catch data and the degree of coverage is generally good, 
but does range from just under 50 per cent (ICCAT) to 100 per cent data coverage (Table 
3.2).  The number supplying additional data such as that relating to discard, bycatch and fleet 
size is much poorer.  The level of discarding and bycatch occurring can vary widely 
depending on the fishery and can also have a significant impact on the health of both target 
and non-target stocks.  Bycatch levels are a particularly high-profile issue in tuna fisheries 
because the bycatch of marine mammals is an emotive public concern.  RFBs and their 
Members should strive to collect and incorporate this data into their stock assessments and 
management schemes. 
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Political, social and economic status 

None of the RFBs in question collect data concerning the socio-economics of the fisheries for 
which they are responsible, except the IBSFC, which collects information relating to the 
number of fishermen in the Baltic region.  NASCO recognises the importance of socio-
economic issues but the question of whether to include socio-economic factors into 
management measures and, if so, how remains an issue in many RFBs. 
 
An emerging and future problem for RFBs with developing country members will be how to 
fairly apportion fishing rights / access among Members, some of which have no historic track 
record of catches because their fleets did not have the technical capability to fish in 
international waters off their coast.  Members with existing / historic catches in these waters 
are likely to be unwilling to relinquish their access rights, but it is similarly unfair to deny a 
developing fishing nation access to resources.  
 
Monitoring, control and surveillance 

Table 3.4 presents the findings concerning RFB MCS operations.  CECAF does not operate 
any MCS activities, as it is an advisory body.   
 
The appropriate MCS co-ordinating body (RFB, regional or national) and method of MCS 
(air, sea, port) is dependent upon the particular circumstances associated with a fishery.  
Despite a number of recent studies, no generic optimal MCS configuration has been 
identified.  It is, however, acknowledged that satellite vessel monitoring systems (VMS) 
allow better targeting by enforcement authorities and, once installed, are more cost-effective 
than constant patrolling by inspection vessels or aircraft.  Useful comparative analysis of 
MCS is, therefore, limited at this level of detail other than suggesting that a major constraint 
for the effectiveness of RFBs is often inadequate MCS.  A lack of co-ordinated MCS within 
an RFB’s area of operation will limit the effectiveness of enforcement efforts. 
 
Three RFBs operate a co-ordinated observer programme – NAFO, IATTC and IBSFC.  The 
NAFO programme has been in operation for a number of years and provides data concerning 
catches and scientific data such as length, weight and age at catch for use in stock 
assessments.  Some Members of Ccamlr, IOTC and ICCAT operate their own observer 
programmes but only a minority of member states undertake these and their effectiveness is, 
therefore, questionable.   
 
NEAFC is the only RFB assessed to co-ordinate aerial inspections.  Its Members also 
undertake their own aerial inspection schemes, as do five other RFB Members.  Again, the 
coverage is not complete and the effectiveness of aerial surveillance by only a few Members 
is questionable. 
 
Five RFBs operate port inspection schemes.  As a means of MCS, land-based inspections are 
not as capital intensive as aerial and at-sea surveillance.  Catch and scientific data can be 
collected and gear can also be inspected.  Port inspection schemes offer a real alternative 
means of ensuring compliance, especially for developing countries that cannot afford to 
undertake expensive observer programmes, at-sea inspections and aerial surveillance 
operations.  Their use should be encouraged and inspection procedures extended along the 
production chain to buyers and processors to increase the likelihood of compliance.  The 
Ccamlr Catch Documentation Scheme and the IWC’s efforts to closely monitor the trade in 
whalemeat are examples of such schemes in operation.  Neither scheme has been in operation 
long enough to judge its effectiveness. 
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VMS schemes are in operation or partially in operation in four RFBs and planned in a further 
three.  VMS has, however, only been adopted by some Members of ICCAT and the 
Commission has no plans to introduce it throughout the organisation.  VMS is relatively 
costly to introduce and some Member States may not be able afford the cost of VMS units for 
vessels and the equipment and trained personnel needed to monitor vessels.  VMS systems 
are also limited to the type of data they can collect.  It is possible to tell where a vessel is and 
whether it is fishing or not, but it is not possible to say what the vessel is catching and what 
gear it is using.  VMS systems, therefore, need to be operated in tandem with other MCS 
operations. 
 
Shifting the responsibility of MCS away from national control and towards a supra-national 
authority associated with an RFB is a contentious issue that continues to be debated within 
RFBs.  Advocates would suggest that a supra-national authority would be more equitable 
than national authorities dealing with their own nationals; would avoid potential international 
incidents between one nation’s fishing vessel and another’s enforcement authority and would 
be more cost effective.  Those against supra-national control argue that such an authority 
would still require legal status in particular member states and would set a dangerous 
precedent with respect to national sovereignty. 
 
3.2.2. Ccamlr 

Impacts 

The Convention was established mainly in response to fears that fishing for krill in the 
Southern Ocean could have a serious effect on organisms in the area that depend on krill as a 
food source.  The krill fishery has been successfully regulated by Ccamlr and by the end of 
the 1980s, Ccamlr had prohibited fishing for most finfish species or had imposed strict catch 
limits.  Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated fishing is, however, a serious problem in the 
Convention Area which undermines Ccamlr’s conservation efforts.  IUU fishing poses a 
particular threat to Patagonian toothfish stocks.  Evidence suggests that it is vessels of both 
non-contracting parties and of contracting parties that are undertaking IUU fishing 
operations. 
 
Co-operation 

Within the organisation, conservation measures are determined by the Commission based on 
advice from the Scientific Committee.  This has lead to tension between the two internal 
bodies in the past as the advice of the Scientific Committee is acted upon by the political 
representatives of Contracting Parties on the Commission.  Such tensions were particularly 
evident in the 1980’s when two nations blocked the consensus voting on the grounds of 
insufficient scientific data.  Whether the data was lacking or had simply been withheld by 
nations trying to protect their fishing industries is unclear.  The Scientific Committee’s data 
has been given greater value throughout the 1990’s but Ccamlr still requires proof of 
environmental damage before fishing access is restricted.  This could be seen as contradicting 
the Precautionary Approach.  A possible solution to this problem would be to reverse the 
burden of proof so that fishing activities must be proven not to cause damage before they are 
permitted, rather than proving they are harmful before they can be restricted.  This is likely to 
prove an extremely contentious issue. 
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Adaptability 

The Commission was a pioneer in the use of an ecosystem approach to management and in 
this respect is much farther along the road of integrating fisheries management into a wider 
view of management than other RFBs that have traditionally divorced fisheries from the rest 
of the environment.  It has also fully adopted the Precautionary Approach and implemented 
the Compliance Agreement and the UN Fish Stocks Agreement.   
 
Ccamlr has also adapted to practical changes in fishing patterns in the Convention Area.  In 
response to the high levels of IUU fishing for Patagonian toothfish, a Catch Documentation 
Scheme (CDS) has been devised.  It aims to monitor the international toothfish trade, identify 
the origins of imports / exports, determine whether catches have been made in accordance 
with Ccamlr conservation measures, and gather catch data for the scientific evaluation of 
toothfish stocks.  
 
Legal, financial and operational difficulties 

Until recently, all nations fishing in the Convention Area have either been Members of 
Ccamlr or have acceded to the Convention.  New entrants that are not Members and do not 
accede to the Convention have recently entered the toothfish fishery.  This has compounded 
efforts to combat IUU fishing and poses a definite threat to both the toothfish stocks and 
Ccamlr’s future ability to conserve and manage stocks. 
 
3.2.3.  IBSFC 

Impacts 

The IBSFC has successfully controlled unrecorded fishing in the Convention Area and has 
begun to adopt management strategies for stocks with specific target reference points.  Such 
strategies include the Long Term Management Strategies for cod and sprat and the Salmon 
Action Plan.  The Salmon Action Plan has already achieved an improvement in the state of 
some wild salmon stocks through the setting of low TACs.  The Commission aims to achieve 
sustainability in Baltic fisheries by 2030 through the implementation of its Baltic 21 
Initiative. 
 
Co-operation 

In recent years most recommendations have been adopted unanimously.  In the last 12 years, 
there have been only four objections to TACs or technical measures.  This suggests a high 
level of co-operation among the Members of the Commission.  The good collaborative 
relations between Baltic States did, however, mean that in the past TACs might have been set 
higher than conservation efforts demanded due to socio-economic pressures in the various 
Baltic States.  The Commission has, however, adopted a more forward-looking conservation-
minded attitude to management and more stringent TACs in recent years has lead to the 
recovery of some stocks. 
 
Adaptability 

Regulatory measures applied by the Commission are in line with the Code of Conduct and 
the Precautionary Approach was formally adopted in 1997.  The adoption of an ecosystem 
approach to the management of stocks is currently under discussion by the IBSFC.  These 
discussions and the Commission’s goal of achieving sustainability in the fisheries by 2030 
mark it out as a progressive group in terms of its thinking and approach to fisheries 
management.   
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Legal, financial and operational difficulties 

The IBSFC only covers waters within the national jurisdiction of its various Member nations 
and does not, therefore, encounter the difficulties concerning jurisdiction on the high seas that 
other RFBs do as waters are always within the national jurisdiction of one Member or 
another.   
 
The Commission’s membership includes a number of Baltic States that are working towards 
accession to the European Union, or have expressed accession as a long-term goal.  As the 
number of countries to join the EU increases, the number of Members of the IBSFC will, 
effectively, decrease.  The future of the IBSFC may, therefore, be as a bilateral or multilateral 
agreement between the EU and non-EU countries, rather than as a true regional fisheries 
body. 
 
3.2.4.  IATTC 

Impacts 

The Commission set TACs for yellowfin tuna from 1966 to 1979.  The Commission has not 
set quotas for yellowfin tuna since 1979.  The impact that quotas could have had has been 
undermined by the reluctance of Member countries to implement them when non-member 
countries fishing in the same area are not bound by them.   
 
The dolphin mortality programme, carried out in collaboration with the IDCP has, however, 
succeeded in reducing dolphin mortalities in the tuna fisheries. 
 
Co-operation 

Policy disagreements among Members and between Member and non-member coastal States 
has lead to Members leaving the Commission or some coastal States not joining the 
Commission.   
The relationship with some non-member States that participate in the fishery has lead to 
management measures being undermined.  Some Member countries have been reluctant to 
implement catch quotas when there is no assurance that they would be observed by non-
member countries participating in the same fishery. 
 
Adaptability 

The IATTC Convention Resolution of 17th June 1998 noted that the Convention as it stands 
does not take into account the 1982 Convention, Compliance Agreement or other changes 
made in international law since the signing of the original IATTC Convention in 1949.  In 
response to this the Commission established a working group to review the functions of the 
Commission and formulate any necessary amendments.  The UN Fish Stocks Agreement is 
being implemented but the Compliance Agreement and Code of Conduct remain under 
discussion. 
 
Legal, financial and operational difficulties 

The ability of the IATTC to effectively manage the fisheries under its remit has been lessened 
by the fact that not all coastal states and participants in the fishery have been Members of the 
organisation in the past.  Mexico and Panama both left the Commission because of 
disagreements over the management of stocks.  Not only does this undermine management 
measures, it also puts additional financial strain on the remaining Members who have to 
make up the shortfall in budgetary contributions.  The alternative to the remaining Members 
having to raise their annual contributions is for the Commission to reduce its expenditure, 
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which would have knock-on effects on its ability to manage the stocks effectively.  Both 
Mexico and Panama have now rejoined the Commission, but it remains the case that not all 
participants in the fishery are members.   
 
3.2.5.  IWC 

Impacts 

The IWC was initially formed to regulate the catches of commercially harvested whales.  
Despite being protected for a considerable time, many populations of “great whales” remain 
endangered with populations of 500 individuals or less.  Some are, however, showing some 
signs of recovery. 
 
The IWC decided in 1982 that there should be a pause in commercial whaling on all whale 
stocks.  Since 1985 / 86 commercial catches have been set at zero.  This ban has been adhered 
to by all Members, except Norway, who officially objected to a moratorium and harvests 
minke whales within its territorial waters.  The ban does not affect aboriginal whaling and 
quotas are set each year for the whaling operations permitted in Greenland (fin and minke 
whales), Siberia (gray whales), St Vincent and The Grenadines (humpback whales), and 
Alaska (bowhead and gray whales).  The IWC does urge Members with aboriginal whaling 
operations to improve the humaneness of their hunts and to provide advice on the nutritional, 
subsistence and cultural needs of aboriginal communities on specific whale stocks. 
 
The problems of illegal trade in whale product remains.  The IWC is attempting to overcome 
this by requesting that Member governments provide information regarding any stockpiles of 
whalemeat and introduce measures such as a DNA database of all whalemeat that legally 
enters trade and forward this to the IWC. 
 
Catches by non-members also have the potential to undermine the effectiveness of IWC 
conservation measures.  The Commission has called on these governments not to authorise 
the catch of whales, especially from endangered populations. 
 
The Commission has adopted measures to reduce incidental whale mortality caused by 
human activity such as shipping.  The Scientific Committee is also working to assess the 
effects of environmental change and human activities such as global warming, pollution and 
whale watching activities on cetaceans. 
 
Co-operation 

Co-operation within the Commission has been good in the past with all Members adhering to 
the moratorium on whaling on the high seas.  Norway has, however, lodged and still 
maintains its objection to the ban and has exercised its right to set national catch limits in 
territorial waters for minke whales. 
 
A major area of discussion within the Commission has been the issuing of scientific permits 
by Member States for the harvesting of whales for scientific research.  Article VIII of the 
IWC Convention gives Member States the right to issue such permits and requires that the 
animals be used once the scientific data have been collected.  Since the moratorium, Japan, 
Norway and Iceland have issued scientific permits but in the last five years, only Japan has 
issued scientific permits.  Recent discussions have centred on accusations that permits have 
been issued merely as a way of circumventing the moratorium.  All proposed permits are 
submitted for review by the Scientific Committee but the ultimate responsibility for their 
issue lies with the Member nation. 
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A serious bone of contention in recent years has been the Revised Management Procedure 
(RMP) which was accepted and endorsed by the Commission in 1994 but has yet to be 
implemented.  The RMP is designed to allow sustainable harvesting of whale resources for 
commercial purposes but has polarised the Commission into those that support the 
resumption of commercial whaling and those that are opposed to it.  Ireland has introduced a 
proposal for discussion intended to break the deadlock but reaching consensus is proving 
extremely difficult.   
 
Another point of disagreement is the IWCs role in regulating the catches of small cetaceans 
such as dolphins, porpoises and small whales.  The Commission has always regulated the 
commercial catch of large species but Members disagree over the legal competence of the 
IWC to regulate the incidental and directed catches of the smaller cetaceans.  The IWC is 
working to promote co-operation to help conserve and manage these species. 
 
Adaptability 

The IWC has always regulated the commercial harvesting of whale species but has recently 
begun to turn its attention towards other factors that could compromise the health of whale 
stocks.  In 1998, the Commission established a regular agenda item entitled “Environmental 
Concerns” which would monitor and address the impacts of environmental change on 
cetaceans and other marine mammals.  The Commission has also adopted the RMP in 
anticipation of a resumption in commercial whaling when stocks are deemed sufficiently 
healthy to support harvesting.  
 
The forward planning shown in the development of the RMP and the adoption of 
programmes that recognise that environmental and anthropogenic factors other than the 
commercial harvest of whales are now affecting whale populations worldwide shows that the 
IWC is capable of recognising and responding to change.  The continuing disagreements over 
the RMP and other issues and the lack of progress on these matters could be indicative of 
serious inertia within the Commission that could impede its ability to implement measures 
responding to changing times, despite the Commissions ability to recognise such change.  
This could hamper its ability to function effectively in the future. 
 
Legal, financial and operational difficulties 

As mentioned in above, some Members have questioned the legal competence of the 
Commission to regulate the catch of small cetaceans.  If this issue cannot be resolved, the 
conservation and management of these species could, by default, fall to other RFBs with a 
less global view.  This could compromise the health of some stocks of small cetaceans. 
 
Costa Rica, Kenya, Peru and Senegal have all suffered long-term sanctions by the IWC in the 
form of loss of voting rights and receive no IWC documentation because of a failure to pay 
their annual contributions. 
 
3.2.6.  NAFO 

Impacts 

NAFO has implemented TACs and other measures to control the exploitation of commercial 
stocks within the Convention Area.  The use of large-scale driftnets has been reduced and 
there was no use of this fishing method reported during 1997 / 98.   
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Unauthorised fishing within the national jurisdictions of Member nations has been effectively 
controlled and the Organization has adopted a scheme to promote the compliance of non-
contracting parties fishing in the Convention Area.  There does, however, continue to be a 
problem with flagship vessels and with IUU fishing in the Convention Area.  Diplomatic 
actions have been taken by NAFO against countries that continue to allow flagship vessels to 
operate (Belize, Honduras, Sao Tome & Principe and Sierra Leone). 
 
Groundfish stocks, especially cod, continue to be a cause for concern and NAFO has advised 
that the moratorium on these stocks continue during 2001.  Some stocks have, however, 
shown a steady improvement (Greenland halibut and Yellowtail flounder) and it is the view 
of the Secretariat that the stocks for which NAFO has responsibility are on the verge of 
restoration.  This may be true for some stocks but it is clear that some groundfish stocks are 
not currently able to sustain commercial harvesting at the levels proposed. 
 
Co-operation 

The Secretariat states there have been few objections or instances of non-compliance during 
NAFO’s history, suggesting a high degree of co-operation among Members.  Bulgaria and 
Romania have, however, not been in contact with the Organization for many years, despite 
being Members.  Attempts to contact the countries are continuing, but they have given no 
indication as to whether or not they wish to continue their membership or not.  There is also a 
current disagreement between Canada and other Members regarding Canada’s decision to set 
a TAC for cod within its own waters.  This is not consistent with management measures for 
the rest of the stock in international waters.  Other Members have argued that because it is the 
same stock inside and outside Canadian national waters, Canada’s actions could undermine 
the conservation efforts of the groundfish moratorium. Before the accession of the USA, 
Canada held a very dominant position within the Organization.  The situation has now 
changed with no one Member’s view dominating proceedings.  The balance of power shifts 
depending on the issue under discussion. 
 
NAFO is currently discussing ways to improve the transparency of its proceedings, decision 
making process and dispute settlement procedures.  It is also seeking to establish closer co-
operation with other RFBs with the aim of sharing information and promoting compliance 
with NAFO conservation measures. 
 
Adaptability 

The Organization has established a joint Scientific Council and Fisheries Commission 
Working Group on the Precautionary Approach to explore the concepts, management and 
implementation of the Precautionary Approach to NAFO stocks.  The Scientific Council has 
already recommended the Precautionary Approach be applied to several model stocks (cod, 
Yellowtail flounder and shrimp in specific NAFO areas). 
 
The Organization is also discussing the establishment of dispute settlement procedures, as set 
out in the UN Fish Stocks Agreement.  The discussions are still at a relatively early stage and 
it is unclear if introduction of dispute settlement procedures would require an amendment to 
the NAFO Convention.  The implementation of the Compliance Agreement and the Code of 
Conduct is also under discussion by the Organization. 
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Many recent discussions within NAFO have focussed on issues such as increased 
transparency, adopting new procedures and the new international agreements.  This is partly 
because NAFO recognises the need to adapt but also partly because the Organization has had 
time to focus on these issues because the state of the stocks is so poor that management 
measures other than the moratorium have not been needed. 
 
Legal, financial and operational difficulties 

Bulgaria and Romania have not contributed financially to the Organization for many years 
and efforts to clarify these Members position as to their continuing membership of NAFO 
have been unsuccessful.  It is not sufficient that countries with an interest in the fisheries are 
members of the relevant RFB but it is essential that all Members contribute to the decision 
making process and adhere to the management measures imposed.  Lack of commitment to 
the RFB by any Members has the potential to undermine management measures. 
 

3.2.7.  NEAFC 

Impacts 

The NEAFC has responsibility for stocks in an area that has been heavily fished for a great 
many years.  This is reflected in the poor state of many of the stocks in the area.  The main 
target the Commission is currently working towards is the implementation of the agreed 
Scheme of Control and Enforcement relating to vessels fishing in the Convention Area 
outside the limits of national jurisdiction.  The Scheme utilises satellite surveillance and a 
system of reporting.  The Commission reports great progress so far but states that there is still 
some way to go before all Contracting Parties can comply with the Scheme. 
 
Until relatively recently, NEAFC focussed on issues that were not likely to provoke difficult 
discussions among Members or cause controversy.  Since the mid-1990s, it has, however, 
become much more dynamic as can be seen in its development of the sophisticated control 
and enforcement scheme.  The scheme has not been extensively tested and its effects on fish 
stocks are yet to be seen. 
 
Co-operation 

In recent years, participation at NEAFC meetings has been very high – with virtually all 
Members attending.  There have, however, been some objections to proposed management 
measures in the past five years.  Russia and Poland objected to the recommended 
management measures for Oceanic Redfish in 1996, 1997 and 1998.  Russia objected again in 
1999 and Iceland objected to the management measures for Oceanic Redfish in 2000.  Russia 
and Iceland also objected to the multi-annual management measures for mackerel in 1999 
and 2000. 
 
There is also currently a great deal of discussion regarding the operation of primarily Russian 
trawlers in the waters west of Rockall, which recently became international waters after 
sovereignty was relinquished by the UK.  The UK and Irish fishing industry maintain that 
Russian vessels are exerting excessive fishing pressure on the Rockall stocks and are not 
respecting territorial boundaries.   
 
Adaptability 

The UN Fish Stocks Agreement and the Code of Conduct have been adopted by the 
Commission but the Compliance Agreement and the adoption of the Precautionary Approach 
remain under discussion.  This suggests a high degree of adaptability to the changing face of  
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fisheries management, as does the introduction of the Commission’s control and enforcement 
scheme, which uses up to date satellite monitoring as well as a more traditional system of 
reporting.  In order to achieve its goal of ensuring the conservation and optimum utilisation of 
the fishery resources in the Convention area, the Commission needs to respond rapidly both 
to changes in the approach to international fisheries management and to specific issues 
affecting the fisheries within the Area as and when they arise. 
 
Legal, financial and operational difficulties 

NEAFC have not experienced any significant difficulties in recent years.  Some Members of 
the EU are having operational and financial difficulties in ensuring sufficient monitoring of 
fishing vessel activities in the NEAFC Area.  The European Commission has agreed to assist 
in this matter in the short-term.  Such difficulties suggest that there may be problems in 
ensuring compliance from vessels in the Area if sufficient monitoring does not take place.  It 
could also signal future difficulties in Members ability to monitor and ensure compliance 
with management measures as NEAFC increases the number of stocks to which measures are 
applied. 
 

3.2.8.  NASCO 

Impacts 

The prohibition on salmon fishing on the high seas is contained in the NASCO Convention.  
This activity has ceased apart from IUU catches, fishing by non-contracting parties and 
bycatch by pelagic fisheries, which have all been addressed by NASCO in recent discussions. 
 
Another founding objective of NASCO was to develop agreement in regulating the intercept 
fisheries of West Greenland and the Faeroe Islands.  NASCO established regulatory quotas 
for these fisheries as well as encouraging members to introduce stricter national regulations.  
NASCO agreements have been highly effective in regulating the intercept fisheries and 
fishing in international waters, despite significant negative socio-economic impacts on the 
communities affected by quota limitations and subsequent cuts.  As quota allocations have 
largely been adhered to by Greenlanders and the Faeroese (in 2000 down to 20 tonnes and 
2,600 tonnes respectively), there are increasing calls by these parties for action on unreported 
catches, now thought to account for 120 tonnes per year.  A problem remains with the 
regulation of remaining small intercept fisheries by the French colonies of St. Pierre and 
Miquelon.  NASCO is currently in the process of persuading France to become involved in 
discussions to bring tighter control on the fishery. 
 
Priorities and issues in salmon conservation have broadened to include those relating to the 
state of origin as well as international fisheries.  Topics for discussion within NASCO 
meetings now include: 

• the impacts of aquaculture 
• impacts of acid rain 
• freshwater habitat management 
• impacts of introductions and transfers 
• impacts of transgenic salmon 
• predators and prey of Atlantic salmon 
• by-catch of salmon in pelagic fisheries 
• fishing in international waters by non-contracting parties 
• application of the precautionary approach to salmon management 
• co-operative research programmes 
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NASCO has improved Members and NGOs understanding of the above issues in its role as a 
forum for instigating and disseminating scientific information.  Many of these issues are, 
however, either beyond the remit of NASCO or are still being investigated.  It is expected 
that findings and recommendations on many of the issues mentioned will be put to members 
when studies are completed. 
 

Co-operation 

Requests for scientific information are put to ICES.  A level of co-operation is therefore 
required between the two organisations in terms of deciding what information should and can 
be provided.  This is facilitated by the information originating from the members of NASCO. 
A MoU has been put in place to facilitate co-operation further (see below). 
 
NASCO has also successfully achieved agreement with the WTO that measures to protect 
salmon stocks were not in conflict with WTO agreements.  The WTO has recognised 
NASCO as the competent authority with regard to Atlantic salmon. 
 
A good level of co-operation exists between NASCO and observer NGOs.  These NGOs have 
been awarded increasing participatory rights as the dialogue process has evolved.  It has been 
found that the NGOs co-ordinate responses and therefore co-operate between themselves as 
well as with NASCO.  This is mutually beneficial as NASCO is more likely to recognise a 
co-ordinated single response rather than from each of the 20 plus NGOs. 
 
At its 1999 meeting NASCO also decided to broaden the basis for its present co-operation 
with the North Atlantic salmon aquaculture industry and to initiate new links on an 
internationally acceptable code of containment and other issues of mutual interest.  NASCO 
is eager to co-operate more closely with the salmon aquaculture industry in the North 
Atlantic, as there are risks of adverse genetic, disease, parasite and other interactions with the 
wild salmon. 
 
NASCO also has regular dialogue with other RFBs, such as IBSFC, on areas of commonality. 
 
Adaptability 

The organisation has evolved from a need to regulate high seas fisheries, to a central role in 
co-ordinating research and discussion on a number of issues.  In 1996 the Parties introduced 
an amendment to the prohibition of fishing beyond 12 nautical miles to permit scientific 
fishing.  There have, however, been no major changes to its convention.  The Convention is 
seen by the organisation to be flexible enough to accommodate the Code of Conduct and the 
Compliance Agreement without the need to change the convention. 
 
In 1998 NASCO adopted the Precautionary Approach for management of North Atlantic 
salmon.  At the 1999 meeting, NASCO and its Contracting Parties agreed that they should, as 
the next step, address the application of the Precautionary Approach to freshwater habitat 
issues and the bycatch of salmon in other fisheries.  This is leading to an ecosystem approach 
to the management of salmon evolving as scientific knowledge of the species increases.  This 
has resulted in advice now being sought on a number of indicators including oceanographic 
factors and environmental indicators both in the freshwater and marine habitats.  Information 
requests and management decisions do, however, remain directed primarily towards the 
conservation of Atlantic salmon rather than the ecosystem as a whole. 
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Legal, financial and operational difficulties 

NASCO, despite being an advisory rather than a management body, appears to have strong 
influence over the management decisions made by its members.  With most decisions 
requiring a unanimous vote, when decisions are made, they are generally adhered to.  The 
membership also contains very powerful and wealthy members such as the North Americans 
who have historically pushed for tougher conservation regulations and are able to encourage 
compliance by other members. 
 
A problem in the timeliness of scientific advice supplied by ICES is not resolved to 
everyone’s satisfaction, but progress has been made.  The MoU developed by ICES 
formalises the charging for scientific advice to RFBs, which NASCO feels is now a fairer 
policy.  The MoU does not, however, guarantee dates for provision of information, instead 
mentioning it will be provided “as quickly as possible”. 
 
Iceland is not happy with the way in which contributions are calculated at present as it has a 
large salmon ranching programme, which is included in the calculation of “nominal catch”, 
while all other truly wild catches have decreased.  The definition of the term “nominal catch” 
is, therefore, being discussed.  There are suggestions that this and other aquaculture 
production should be included in future contribution calculations as more aquaculture issues 
are discussed. 
 
The future inclusion of aquaculture interests in NASCO’s activities is potentially 
problematic, as there are several issues where the conservation of wild salmon and the culture 
of farmed salmon appear diametrically opposed.  NASCO’s record of no withdrawals or 
formal objections along with their inclusion and dialogue with NGOs of varied interests is, 
however, impressive, suggesting the organisation will at the very least be able to maintain 
open channels for dialogue. 
 
Overall the state of North Atlantic salmon stock continues to be of great concern to all 
involved and the stock decline has not been halted or reversed by NASCO agreements.  
Without NASCO the state of the stock could be far worse.  The organisation has both reacted 
to and instigated changing priorities in the conservation of salmon.  The broadening of the 
organisation’s horizons to deal with state of origin issues and aquaculture brings with it 
difficulties that will be more difficult to achieve agreement on than its original tasks of high 
seas regulation. 
 
3.2.9.  IOTC 

Impacts 

IOTC has only been operational since 1996 and therefore impacts of its actions are not 
evident as yet.  Accurate data has not been available from all members involved in fishing, 
making it impossible to assess and regulate fishing for most stocks.  Of the 16 stocks over 
which it has responsibly, only three are assessed and only one (Bigeye tuna) has 
management measures put in place.  Longline catch rates have been in decline for the last 15 
years and effort limitation measures are now in place. A moratorium on purse seine fishing 
for Bigeye using FADs is being considered. 
 
To get to the position of members agreeing some management measures and discussing 
others is an achievement given the short time scale and varied membership of regional and 
distant water fleets using a variety of fishing methods. 
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A major short-term objective of the Commission through its Science Committee is to 
improve data provision and collection to a point where management decisions can be made.  
This will take a number of years, particularly considering the mix of developing and 
developed countries. 
 

Co-operation 

The IOTC has close collaborative links with local organisations in the Indian Ocean ports of 
Thailand, Malaysia, Singapore, Indonesia, Mauritius and South Africa through the 
Commission’s sampling programme, which aims to provide data on longline fleets that are 
not supplying log book data. 
 
Eleven countries and organisations were consulted regarding the ecosystem approach to 
management; specifically regarding predation by marine mammals on longline caught tuna. 
 
It is anticipated that the new fisheries organisation for highly migratory species in the west 
and central Pacific will have close links with the IOTC due to an overlapping area of 
operation.  The Commission co-operates closely with the Commission for the Conservation 
of Southern Bluefin Tuna (CCSBT) and other tuna conservation groups.  An objective of 
greater collaboration is to improve co-ordinating management of highly mobile fleets moving 
between oceans due to management pressures. 
 
Adaptability 

The IOTC is able to implement the new UN agreements that are relevant to the conservation 
and management of tuna stocks due to its relatively recent establishment.  Establishment 
under Article XIV of the FAO Constitution allows the IOTC to perform management 
functions.  This has proved to be a necessary element with the progressively important role 
given to RFBs by subsequent UN fishery instruments.  The Commission has, therefore, been 
able to implement management measures on Bigeye tuna and is expected to introduce further 
measures as catch data becomes more complete and scientific knowledge of the stocks 
increases. 
 
The IOTC has implemented the UN Fish Stocks Agreement and is considering the 
implementation of the Compliance Agreement and the Code of Conduct.  The delay in 
adopting the Compliance Agreement and the Code of Conduct is due to a number of 
individual Member State’s concerns over their ratification of the agreements rather than 
inflexibility of the Commission’s Convention. 
 
Legal, financial and operational difficulties 

The major issues affecting the IOTC’s operation are a lack of adequate catch data, IUU 
fishing and flag of convenience vessels, all of which undermine the IOTC’s efforts to assess 
stocks.  It is thought that recent increases in effort, partly through fleets from coastal states 
now fishing further afield, are not sustainable creating an over-capacity problem.  Inadequate 
data prevents clarification of this assumption. 
 
The 1999 session noted that 30 per cent of funding remained outstanding from delayed 
transfer of funds from IPTP and contributions from some members.  While this did not affect 
the functioning of the RFB due to operational delays, it is recognised that any future delay in 
payment will itself be the reason for operation delays and thus reduce the efficacy of the 
Commission. 
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The IOTC and developing coastal Members are concerned that a lack of resources could 
constrain certain Members’ ability to participate in technical activities implemented by the 
Commission.  Both the IOTC and individual Members are looking at bilateral and 
multilateral fund agency sources to help achieve equal levels of participation by each 
member.  This is to be discussed at the next meeting in December 2000. 
 
The IOTC membership consists of a difficult mix of developed countries from Europe and 
Asia operating distant water fleets and developing countries in the region that have or wish to 
develop similar fleets.  At the 1999 meeting, several developing nations stressed that the 
IOTC should “take actions to guarantee that developing coastal members should be able to 
share in the exploitation of tuna resources in the Indian Ocean”.  The balance between the 
historical fishing rights of distant water fleets and coastal state fleet development will be 
difficult to reconcile given the general assumption that many tuna stocks are at or beyond full 
exploitation levels.   
 
The need to reduce fleet capacity, reduce IUU fishing and decide an agreeable division of 
Indian Ocean tuna resources will test the ability of the IOTC to reach agreement and enforce 
its decisions. 
 
3.2.10.  GFCM 

Impacts 

The GFCM is one of the oldest FAO RFBs, established in 1949 and coming into force in 
1952.  It has recently undergone restructuring and in 1997 changed the name from a Council 
to Commission, agreed the concept of an autonomous budget, opened membership to REIOs 
and extended the mandate to incorporate aquaculture as well as capture fisheries.  The impact 
that these changes have on the fish stocks of the Mediterranean and Black Seas is yet to be 
seen. 
 
The majority of stocks in the Mediterranean are fully exploited, overexploited or depleted and 
incomplete data mean that it is difficult to accurately asses the health of many stocks.  The 
number of stocks assessed also varies from year to year, depending on priorities determined 
by the Commission. 
 
Co-operation 

GFCM co-operates closely with ICCAT as their mandates overlap with respect to tuna stocks 
in the Mediterranean.  Recommendations adopted by ICCAT that apply to the Mediterranean 
have also been adopted by GFCM. 
 
Adaptability 

The GFCM’s recent restructuring should allow it to take on board current thinking in 
international fisheries management more effectively.  It has adopted the Precautionary 
Approach and advocates the use of an ecosystem approach, which is wise, given that it 
suffers from a lack of consistent data and changes the number of stocks it assesses.  It has not, 
however, given consideration to adopting the Compliance Agreement of the UN Fish Stocks 
Agreement but the adoption of the Code of Conduct is under discussion.   
 



International Fisheries Organisations Vol. I 

 PE 301.075 35

 

Legal, financial and operational difficulties 

There remains uncertainty surrounding the claims of coastal States to the waters under 
GFCM’s remit.  Not all states have made claims to the seas and there remain contradictory 
and contested claims to some areas so it is not always clear where the high seas begin and 
who has jurisdiction in which areas.  This only compounds the problem of MCS in the 
Convention Area. 
 
Incomplete data is also a problem within the Commission.  GFCM cannot compel Member 
States to supply scientific data and some Members supply more information than others do.  
For example, not all Members supply information concerning the size of their fleet and the 
Secretariat cannot publish such statistics unless a complete data set is available. 
 

3.2.11.  CECAF 

Impacts 

CECAF was established under Article VI of the FAO Constitution and has no management 
mandate or regulatory powers.  Its recommendations are not, therefore, binding on 
Commission members.  Its mandate is to facilitate the co-ordination of research and 
encourage education and training while advising on the establishment of rational resource 
policies management.  In this respect, CECAF has been very successful.  It has played a key 
role in co-ordinating the management of fisheries in West Africa and in raising awareness of 
the economic importance of fisheries.  CECAF’s advisory function has lead to it 
recommending various management measures that have been successfully implemented by its 
Members.  Some recommendations have, however, failed due to lack of interest from 
Members to implement them. 
 
 

Co-operation 

The FAO and CECAF collaborate very closely because CECAF relies on the resources of the 
FAO for its funding and staff.  It also collaborates with other FAO RFBs and organisations 
with which the FAO co-operates regarding living marine resources within the CECAF Area, 
such as ICCAT, CSRP and COREP. 
 
Adaptability 

The Code of Conduct, Compliance Agreement and UN Fish Stocks Agreement have all been 
adopted by the FAO.  They have, therefore, also been adopted by CECAF.  A regional 
strategy to apply the Code of Conduct and the Agreements to CECAF fisheries is in the 
process of being discussed and developed.  As an advisory body, CECAF is more able to 
adapt to changing thinking towards international fisheries management because it does not 
have to get consensus and agreement on adopting new approaches from its Members.   
 
Legal, financial and operational difficulties 

The Committee is wholly dependent on the FAO for financial support and staffing and does 
not have an autonomous budget.  Expenses are met by the FAO’s Regular Programme and by 
voluntary contributions from Member States.  This can lead to financial difficulties for 
CECAF if the budget of the FAO Fisheries Department is stretched and budgetary priorities 
lay elsewhere.   
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The establishment of CECAF under Article VI of the FAO Constitution means that it does 
not have a management mandate and is essentially only an advisory body.  Its Members are 
not obliged to follow any of its recommendations and this can mean that conservation and 
management advice provided by CECAF is not implemented, with all the associated risk for 
stock health.  
 

3.2.12.  ICCAT 

Impacts 

ICCAT aims to keep tuna populations at a level to allow maximum sustainable catches to be 
taken.  It has, however, never managed to achieve this goal and despite setting TACs for 
commercially exploited species, stocks are not healthy.  A serious problem has been caused 
by the fishing activity of non-contracting parties in the Convention Area, thus undermining 
the effectiveness of ICCAT conservation measures.  The Commission has, however, 
dramatically reduced the use of FADs in many tuna fisheries. 
 
ICCAT was the first RFB to recommend the use of trade sanctions against countries whose 
fishing vessels undermine Commission conservation measures to its Members.  In 1996, it 
recommended that members take measures against Belize, Honduras and Panama and 
prohibit the import of Atlantic bluefin tuna products in any form from these three countries.  
This was the first time that such measures have been authorised by an international fishery 
management organisation to ensure co-operation with agreed conservation and management 
measures.   
 
ICCAT was also the first RFB to incorporate rules into its compliance agreement whereby 
members have to repay any over quota harvests.   
 

Co-operation 

ICCAT and GFCM co-operate with respect to the management of tuna stocks in the 
Mediterranean.  ICCAT holds joint sessions with GFCM, which is of great benefit to ICCAT 
as many non-members of ICCAT are Members of GFCM.  The two bodies have agreed a 
number of joint research programmes.  ICCAT and FAO also co-operate closely and 
exchange catch data. 
 
ICCAT also collaborates closely with the Commission for the Conservation of Southern 
Bluefin Tunas (CCSBT) regarding Southern Bluefin tuna, which assesses and manages the 
stock. It also has a working relationship with FAO and various other organisations that are 
invited as Observers to ICCAT meetings - Caribbean Community & Common Market 
(CARCOM), Greenpeace, IATTC, Natural Resource Defence Council (NRDC), Seaweb.  
Co-operation with SEAFO is anticipated when the Organisation is up and running. 
 
Adaptability 

The Commission has implemented many progressive measures to ensure compliance with 
management measures and has introduced penalties that have more “teeth” than other RFBs.  
The severity of such measures could, however, be off-putting to non-members and may 
contribute to their continued unwillingness to accede to or join the Commission.  It has 
implemented both the Compliance Agreement and the UN Fish Stocks Agreement and is 
considering the implementation of the Code of Conduct.  The Convention does, however, 
make no specific reference to responsible fishing and the implementation of the Code could 
require amendments to the Convention.   
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Legal, financial and operational difficulties 

The Commission does not currently have any serious difficulties.  Its use of trade sanctions 
and closed ports could, however, lead to difficulties in the future if countries formally object 
to the use of these measures to the WTO.  Until now, the sanctions that have been 
recommended by ICCAT are compatible with WTO rules and countries to which sanctions 
have been applied have instigated no official proceedings. 
 
3.2.13.  EIFAC 

Impacts 

EIFAC deals with inland fisheries so the waters with which the organisation is concerned are 
wholly within the jurisdiction of individual nations.  The Commission cannot, therefore, 
manage these waters, as this is the sole responsibility of Member States.  EIFAC does, 
however, provide a forum for discussion and dissemination of information. 
 
It is currently working towards a Code of Practice for Recreational Fishing.  Although many 
countries already have codes of practice they are of varying quality and scope.  EIFAC aims 
to produce a harmonised Code that can be applied to recreational fisheries throughout the 
EIFAC region and beyond.  It is also hoping to make progress on standardising the way in 
which the value of inland fisheries is assessed. 
 
Co-operation 

The Commission has close ties with the FAO and any Member Nation of the FAO that is not 
a Member of the Commission and any Associate Member that has a special interest in the 
work of the Commission may, attend EIFAC meetings as an observer.  Nations who are not 
Members of the FAO but are Members of the UN may also be granted observer status.  The 
Commission also has a close working relationship with the Federation of the European 
Aquaculture Producers (FEAP) and with ICES, of which it is a client.  The growing 
importance of the aquaculture sector offers opportunities to strengthen co-operation with 
aquaculture organisations.  A working party focussing on fish diseases has been collaborating 
closely with the European Association of Fish Pathologists. 
 
Adaptability 

The new Agreements and views regarding the management of high seas fisheries cannot be 
applied directly to EIFAC and inland waters within national jurisdiction.  The ideas behind 
some of the Agreements, such as the promotion of responsible resource use and sustainability 
can, however, be applied to EIFAC’s thinking.   
 
The Commission has shown adaptability to new thinking regarding the socio-economic 
aspects of inland fisheries in its establishment of a new Sub-Commission in 1996 to deal with 
socio-economic issues.  The recognition of the increasing role of aquaculture and its 
associated issues and the changing use of inland waters in many parts of Northern Europe 
from commercial to recreational also illustrates EIFAC’s ability to recognise and adapt to 
changing issues. 
 
Legal, financial and operational difficulties 

Reliance on funding from FAO has meant than some projects have not been able to progress 
as EIFAC would have wished.  The mapping of fish distribution and habitat has been delayed 
due to lack of both funds and institutional support.  



International Fisheries Organisations Vol. I 

 PE 301.075 38

 

3.3.  International Organisations 

The analysis of the functions and achievements of regional fisheries bodies is not directly 
applicable to other forms of international organisation involved in fisheries.  The specialised 
agencies of the United Nations system (FAO, Unesco, UNEP) or other international 
organisations (ICES, WTO, OECD) have no direct management role in fisheries 
conservation.  They are, however, often directly involved in policy and research, or co-
ordination and programme management that may have significant impacts on the global 
understanding of the aquatic environment, and on co-operation between nations on the 
conduct of fisheries towards sustainability.  An analysis of the nature and scope of these 
international organisations, therefore, requires an alternative form of evaluation against a 
general set of criteria which, ask the basic question, do they provide services to the 
international community that RFBs and their members can use for sustainable fisheries 
conservation and management?   
 
 
Instead of comparing performance indicators this study compares the roles and coverage of 
the key organisations of which the Community is a member (or its Member States are 
involved).  These are summarised in table 3.5 below. 
 
From the table it is clear that the five key themes within fisheries are well covered by the 
international organisations. 
 
The four main themes of comparison used in the previous section on regional fishery bodies - 
impacts, co-operation, adaptability and legal, financial and operational difficulties - are 
outlined for each of these organisations. 
 
Table 3.5. Contributions of international fisheries organisations to fisheries. 

Issue / Involvement FAO Unesco UNEP ICES WTO OECD 

       
Biology and Stock 

Assessment 
X - - X - - 

Environment and 

Ecosystems 
X X X X - - 

Economic and 

Social 
X - - - - X 

Trade 

 
X - - - X X 

Institutions 

 
X X X - - X 

 
3.3.1.  FAO  

Nature and scope of role 

The FAO’s role is one of co-ordination, facilitation and advice.  It is the premier global 
organisation on all aspects of renewable natural resources production.  The Fisheries 
Department focuses on three medium-term strategic objectives: 
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• Promotion of responsible fisheries sector management, especially the use of the Code 

of Conduct, the problem of over capacity and the strengthening of RFBs.  
• Promotion of increased contribution of responsible fisheries and aquaculture to world 

food supplies and food security, focussing on reduction of waste in fisheries 
(particularly discards) and aquaculture.   

• Global monitoring and strategic analysis of fisheries, with priority given to 
development of statistical databases and analyses for global availability and the 
preparation of the biennial State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture (SOFIA). 

 
Impacts 

The FAO has been involved in many fishery development projects, providing advice on 
assessment, fleet development and processing; conducting training and feasibility studies; 
and generally promoting the fisheries components of the UN law of the sea conferences and 
the resulting convention. 
 
The greatest impact of FAO in recent years has been the co-ordination of activities 
contributing to the development of the Code of Conduct.  Since general agreement on the  
Code, the FAO has embarked on other programmes likely to have a major impact on global 
fisheries, in particular the development and adoption of International Plans of Action6.  
 
Co-operation 

The central role of the Fisheries Department as an information-gathering and dissemination 
institution for all marine and freshwater fisheries worldwide has long been recognised as its 
principal strength but it is entirely dependent on co-operation from FAO Member and 
Associate States on the provision of this information.  As part of its work to provide the most 
comprehensive and complete data sets for global fisheries, FAO has undertaken major co-
operation and training exercises.  In some instances international fisheries organisations have 
entered into memoranda of understanding with FAO that include co-operation on the 
provision of data and scientific results (e.g. ICCAT). 
 
The co-ordination and co-operation on the provision of data between international fisheries 
organisations has been facilitated through the Co-ordinating Working Party on Fishery 
Statistics (CWP).  The role of the CWP in co-ordinating fisheries information activities has 
been extensive, and its outputs have become the standards for a wide range of issues, in 
particular the classification and adoption of data standards (codes, methodologies) that are 
now used worldwide. 
 
The FAO Fisheries Department has also facilitated discussions and the development of 
programmes of activity between the FAO and non-FAO regional fishery bodies and 
international fisheries organisations.  In addition, FAO is a member or observer of a large 
number of international organisations that have at least some fisheries focus, such as ICES, 
OECD and the other UN agencies. 
 
Adaptability 

As with any large institution, FAO has taken time to respond to changes in policy direction, 
strategic objectives and programme focus.  Nevertheless, it is generally perceived that the

                                                 
6 IPOAs - Seabirds and Longlining; Fishing Capacity; Illegal, Unregulated and Unreported Fishing (draft) and 
Status and Trends Reporting (draft). 
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Fisheries Department has responded well to the exigencies of international fisheries needs. 
This has been achieved through a combination of: 

• decentralisation to regional offices 
• adoption of strategies than emphasise the normative role rather than project / 

programme delivery 
• focussing on issues of governance and through this the support and strengthening of 

regional fishery bodies 
• co-ordination with other international organisations, in particular Unesco / IOC on the 

issue of oceanography  
 
Legal, Financial and Operational Difficulties 

There are no current legal difficulties facing FAO.  As constituted within the United Nations 
system, it forms a stable basis for continuing its input into global forums, in particular 
contributing to the requirements of the UN Secretary-General to report on the state of the 
oceans and fisheries to the General Assembly. 
 
The growth in responsibilities of FAO-constituted regional fishery bodies is causing 
difficulties with regard to finance and operations.  FAO RFBs have often been funded 
through FAO’s regular programme, in many cases directly supporting participation by 
developing countries.  The changes to the mandates and programmes of RFBs that are now 
under way will lead to an expansion of their activities, which will incur increased costs.  The 
source of additional funding for many countries, particularly developing countries is 
uncertain.   Increased mandates and activities without increased funding will cause 
operational difficulties.  Some efforts are being made to make up these shortcomings by 
introducing user-pays principles, along with other components (population, dependence, 
benefits, etc), into the formulae for membership contributions.  
 

3.3.2.  Unesco  

The European Community is not a member of Unesco or the IOC, but all its Member States 
are.   
 
Nature and scope of role 

Unesco, responds to an extremely wide range of issues and, like FAO facilitates and 
promotes co-operation on these issues.  In 1960, it founded the IOC with the overall aim of 
promoting global and regional research on the nature and resources of the oceans.  The IOC 
is involved in living and non-living marine resources, tectonics, bathymetry, hydrography, 
pollution and meteorology.  It focuses on co-operative activities designed to increase global 
knowledge of the oceans and operates global and regional committees, including the 
development of information and experimental standards, and co-ordination mechanisms.  
 
Impacts 

The IOC has rapidly accelerated global knowledge and understanding of the oceans.  The 
effect of recent recognition that global warming and climate change may have serious 
consequences for the oceans has added further urgency to these tasks and provided impetus to 
such international and intergovernmental research programmes such as the World Ocean 
Current Experiment (WOCE) and the Global Ocean Observing System (GOOS). 
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Co-operation 

The IOC co-operates with a wide range of other organisations including subsidiary bodies of 
the IOC.  In many senses its functions are similar to those of FAO, setting baselines, 
standards and prescriptions such as: 
 

• General Bathymetric Chart of the Ocean (GEBCO) - IOC and the International 
Hydrographic Organisation (IHO). 

• Integrated Global Ocean Services System (IGOSS) - IOC and the World 
Meteorological Organisation (WMO). 

• International Oceanographic Data Exchange (IODE) - IOC with nation oceanographic 
institutions and international organisations. 

• Committee for the Global Investigation of Pollution in the Marine Environment 
(GIPME) - IOC with the United Nations Environmental Programme (UNEP), the 
International Maritime Organisation (IMO) and the International Atomic Energy 
Authority (IAEA).  

 
IOC has memoranda of understanding for co-operation with ICES in the North Atlantic and 
PICES in the North Pacific, and has specifically designated responsibilities under a number 
of international conventions including the Framework Convention on Climate Change and 
the Convention on Biodiversity. 
 

Adaptability 

The structure of IOC subsidiary bodies is highly adaptable because it recognises the special 
characteristics of all regions.  There are editorial boards for bathymetry and geophysical 
atlases by ocean and regions within oceans, plus regional committees for the Caribbean, the 
Southern Ocean, the Western Pacific, the Indian Ocean, the Atlantic Ocean and the Black 
Sea.  The particular problems of the El Niño Southern Oscillation (ENSO), are addressed by 
a joint working group drawn from the IOC, WMO and the Comision Permanente del 
Pacifico-Sud (CPPS - the regional commission for fisheries of Chile, Colombia, Ecuador and 
Peru). 
 
Legal, Financial and Operational Difficulties 

The membership of Unesco has fluctuated significantly over the years, contributing to 
financial instability.  The current position is favourable, particularly in relation to programme 
and project development as more than 30 per cent of Unesco finance (approximately €145 
million per year) comes from extrabudgetary sources. 
 
3.3.3.  UNEP 

The European Community is not a member of UNEP, but all its Member States are, including 
13 Western European States, which have permanent seats on the 58-seat Governing Council. 
 
Nature and scope of role 

UNEP’s principal role is in the co-ordination of regional programmes around the world 
relating to specific environmental characteristics and problems.  The most important of 
UNEP’s activities affecting fisheries is the Regional Seas Programmes, which encourages 
countries that share common seas to find regional solutions through the adoption of Action 
Plans.  The first Action Plan was established 1975for the Mediterranean.  There are now 17 
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Regional Seas Programmes involving more than 140 countries.  In some cases, Regional Seas 
Conventions have been formulated with a “tailored” approach to specific environmental 
concerns.  The particular problem of the high seas beyond national jurisdictions has also lead 
to the Global International Waters Assessment Programme. 
 
Impacts 

One of the most significant international agreements that has focussed the attention of 
countries on the ways international co-operation can be used effectively in environmental 
problems has been the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild 
Fauna and Flora (CITES), which is administered by UNEP.  Although the focus of CITES 
has been the most endangered large mammals, Appendix I, which includes all species 
threatened with extinction that are or may be affected by trade, lists eight fish species.  
Appendix II includes 28 fish species that are not necessarily currently threatened with 
extinction but may become so unless trade is subject to strict regulation.  
 
Since the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development, to which UNEP had 
significant input, a further major agreement has been prepared under its auspices - the 
Convention on Biodiversity.  The application of this convention is in progress and, as with all 
major conventions will take time to put into practice, but it will form an essential part of the 
armoury that supports the consensus view that sustainable fisheries require ecosystem and 
precautionary approaches to management. 
 

Co-operation 

UNEP co-operates with numerous international organisations such as FAO and IOC and also 
with the World Bank and other regional development banks assisting in the incorporation of 
guidelines and methods on environmental issues into lending and development financing 
arrangements.  It is also involved in the arrangements in place through UNDP and the World 
Bank on issues related to the financing of interdisciplinary and management-focused regional 
programmes from the Global Environment Facility.  
 
Adaptability 

Since its establishment in 1973, UNEP has sought to reflect and keep pace with the growing 
global environmental concerns, latterly the issue of climate change and the effects of 
pollution, in particular on the marine environment.  It is clearly adaptable in responding to 
perceived issues. 
 
 

Legal, Financial and Operational Difficulties 

The funding for UNEP comes from a number of sources, including a Regular Budget from 
assessed contributions from UN members, a voluntary Environment Fund, Trust Funds and 
Counterpart Contributions.  The scale and uncertainty of some of these components means 
that financing arrangements may sometimes be insufficient for the tasks it is set or, as is often 
the case with trust funds, tending to focus on particular problems and interests of trust fund 
donors. 
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3.3.4.  ICES  

Nature and scope of role 

ICES is an intergovernmental scientific advisory body focussing mainly on the north east 
Atlantic.  In 1999, ICES published its Strategic Plan7 incorporating a vision and a mission 
that extends beyond the northeast Atlantic.  ICES is composed of 16 member governments, 
involving more than 1,600 scientists, with 12 committees, and nearly 100 working and study 
groups.  It has a solely advisory role and has adopted two key scientific goals: 

• develop a challenging core science programme to fulfil the ICES Mission  
• provide sound, credible, timely and understandable advice relevant to today’s and 

future societal needs. 
 
ICES is the largest marine science organisation in the world but remains detached from the 
application of management on the stocks and oceans which it studies.  It provides scientific 
advice to IWC, NASCO, NEAFC and IBSFC, its member governments and the European 
Community with which it has established a formal memorandum of understanding 
concerning the provision of scientific advice. 
 
Impacts 

The impacts of ICES extend far beyond the body of scientific knowledge and understanding 
that has been gathered since its inception and its importance in the evolution of RFBs has 
been discussed in more depth in Chapter 2.  It has set many standards and methodologies and, 
in so doing, has provided much of the current basis for global fishery and marine 
environmental scientific investigation.  It was used as a direct model for the Agreement for 
the Establishment of the North Pacific Marine Science Organisation - PICES, or the Pacific 
ICES, with which it has close ties.  It also set some of the early frameworks for international 
co-operation in fisheries management, much of which stands intact today in the RFBs and 
other clients that it advises, even with the changes resulting from the Law of the Sea. 
 
Co-operation 

It is perhaps a measure of ICES international esteem that countries beyond the North Atlantic 
(such as Australia, South Africa and Greece) have been granted scientific observer status, and 
more than 40 international organisations have observer status including FAO, IOC, IMO, 
WMO and UNEP.  One of the Institutional Goals that the Strategic Plan incorporates relates 
specifically to ICES co-operation with other organisations - to “Establish and maintain 
partnerships that are mutually beneficial in fulfilling the ICES Vision”, including with 
national science institutes, regulatory commissions, intergovernmental scientific 
organisations, and non-governmental scientific organisations.  
 

Adaptability 

Throughout its history ICES has changed rapidly with changing international circumstances 
and scientific needs and advances.  Continuing confidence in its ability to provide credible 
and independent scientific advice, particularly with regard to stock assessments that may be 
used by client governments and intergovernmental regulatory bodies is critical.  Part of ICES 
adaptability lays in its use of working and study groups composed of national scientists to 
address short, medium and long-term issues relevant to problems of methodology or on 
specific stocks or scientific problems.   
 

                                                 
7 ICES (1999) Towards the 21st Century: A Strategic Plan for ICES. 
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Legal, Financial and Operational Difficulties 

There are no legal issues or difficulties with regard to the constitution of ICES and the 
establishment of the organisation.  Some of the problems of recent years between ICES and 
intergovernmental organisations stemmed from financial and operational difficulties that 
arose out of disparities between financial contributions and the timeliness of the provision of 
advice.  These difficulties have been addressed through the implementation of memoranda of 
understandings between ICES and client organisations (including the European Commission). 
 
3.3.5.  OECD  

The European Commission takes part in all the work of the OECD, including the Committee 
for Fisheries, which was formed in 1961 when the organisation was established.  The 
membership of OECD has expanded to include countries from all world regions, and the 
Fisheries Committee includes all but the land-locked countries.  The Committee for Fisheries 
Secretariat is the Fisheries Policy Division of the Directorate of Food, Agriculture and 
Fisheries, which largely focuses on economic policy and trade issues. 
 
In response to the recognition of OECD member and global fishery problems, in particular on 
overexploitation and overcapacity, the Committee for Fisheries Expert Group has conducted 
a recent programme of research activity in association with the Secretariat and consultants. 
(The overall study8 was supported by individual country reports on national fishery 
management policies and thematic issues papers.) The report reiterates the widely recognised 
requirement for an integrated and holistic approach to fisheries management, noting the poor 
results achieved by the isolated use of management measures. 
 
The OECD conducts and co-ordinates many activities that also have a bearing on issues 
related to developing countries.  For example, recognising the importance of information in 
supporting developing country economies and assistance programmes, a Joint UN / OECD / 
WORLD BANK / IMF Senior Expert Meeting on Statistical Capacity Building was held at 
OECD on 18th – 19th November 1999 as part of the PARIS219 initiative.  
 

3.3.6.  WTO 

The WTO and its direct predecessor, GATT, have played increasingly important roles in the 
development of world trade in the second half of the 20th century.  While some specific issues 
are addressed, the general nature of its influence is in the establishment of trade regulations, 
including tariff and non-tariff barriers to trade.  The WTO maintains an Appellate Panel to 
which trade issues and conflicts between countries may be referred for arbitration.  
 
In a recent case the WTO was asked to make a ruling concerning the application of import 
controls by one country on other countries that undertook shrimp fishing in ways that had 
undesirable consequences for the general conservation of marine turtles.  While the WTO 
ruled that the issue fell within the ambit of the GATT exception relating to the conservation 
of natural resources, its implementation amounted to "arbitrary and unjustified 
discrimination".  The WTO also stressed its preference for the use of multilateral agreements 
and negotiations in securing agreements to conserve sea turtles before the enforcement of an 
import prohibition.  Such referrals and rulings may increase in the future as countries engage 
with conservation issues more intensely and disparities arise between the concerns and 
practices of different countries. 

                                                 
8OECD (1997) Towards Sustainable Fisheries: Economic Aspects of the Management of Living Marine 

Resources. 
9 Partnership In Statistics for development in the 21st Century. 
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4.  Impacts of RFBs 

4.1.  Impacts of RFBs on conservation and management 

Several RFBs have been in existence for a number of decades.  Their activities with relation 
to the management of stocks and the use of regulatory measures such as TACs, size limits 
and closed areas, although in existence for many years, have only begun to be truly exercised 
in the last ten years.  The number of RFBs in existence has also increased during this time.  
This spurring into action of regional fisheries groups has been partly triggered by the growing 
importance of high seas and distant water stocks as coastal and near shore stocks become 
depleted due to overexploitation, habitat degradation and other causes.  It is also partly due to 
the development of international agreements such as the UN Fish Stocks Agreement, the 
Compliance Agreement and the development of the Code of Conduct.  The development of 
these new international agreements and codes have themselves been initiated by the growing 
importance of offshore fisheries and the realisation that they need to be properly controlled 
and regulated if they are not to suffer the same fate as inshore fisheries. 
 
That many of the world’s fisheries are classified as being fully exploited, overexploited or 
depleted might suggest that RFBs have had little impact on the conservation of fish stocks.  
The role of RFBs is largely preventative, making it difficult to estimate what the state of 
stocks would be like without the interventions of RFBs.  The general assumption is, however, 
that the many fisheries covered by RFB agreements would be in a far worse state without 
those agreements. 
 
Many organisations have achieved substantial goals.  NASCO has all but eliminated 
interceptory salmon fisheries, paving the way for stock recovery.  Ccamlr has successfully 
regulated krill fisheries in the Southern Ocean, greatly improving the future security of an 
integral part of the food chain.  ICCAT has dramatically reduced the use of FADs and other 
RFBs have had similar successes and impacts on fish stocks. 
 
The achievements that RFBs have made in initiating and maintaining channels of dialogue 
between often widely different Members on scientific assessment, management and 
exploitation of fish stocks should be applauded and have, no doubt, contributed to a greater 
awareness of the need for more rational exploitation of fisheries resources.  The 
dissemination of scientific information through RFBs and between organisations has 
contributed to increasing global knowledge of fish stocks, fisheries and the environment.  
That they have achieved so much through consensus and the political will of Member nations 
without resorting to imposing penalties or widespread trade sanctions is remarkable.   
 
The level of non-compliance in RFBs remains a cause for concern and IUU fishing by both 
Members and non-members is a continuing problem for the majority of RFBs, seriously 
undermining their conservation and management efforts.  The move towards more formal 
agreements on compliance and MCS points towards a future in which non-compliance and 
IUU fishing will be tolerated less and less.  
 
The focus of RFBs has shifted from one of scientific research and the provision of advice and 
a forum for discussion to a more active role in the management and control of fishing 
operations. 
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4.2.  Interactions between RFBs and other International Organisations 

The interaction and co-operation between RFBs and international fishery organisations has 
improved over the past 25 years following recognition of the need to address the aquatic 
environment and its resources holistically.  The need to take a precautionary approach in the 
face of uncertainty and to take fishery exploitation into account within the overall ecosystem 
has not only become a general awareness, but has also been framed within progressive and 
adapting constitutions and practices.  
 
The web of networks, programmes and meetings required to address issues is growing 
rapidly.  Some are based on formal funded relationships where RFBs can participate or 
observe, others based on institutional or expert linkages that support particular issues.  For 
example, international organisations that undertake general oceanography and meteorology 
have become well placed to provide information and understanding to enable RFBs to 
include oceanic environment information in their assessments.  RFBs have also participated 
in and helped to initiate numerous inter-agency programmes and projects, for example: 
 
• Globec - Global Ocean Ecosystems Dynamics 
• GIPME - Global Investigation of Pollution in the Marine Environment 
• Gesamp - Joint Group of Experts on the Scientific Aspects of Marine Pollution 
• WOCE - World Ocean Circulation Experiment 
• TOGA - Tropical Oceans and Global Atmosphere Programme 
• JGOFS - Joint Global Ocean Flux Study 
 
The membership of these activities, many of which are co-sponsored by Unesco / IOC, 
UNEP, WMO etc. (and hence directly supported by EU Member States), and the information 
resulting from them contribute to global and regional understanding of the oceans from which 
RFBs can draw. 
 
Global Environmental Facility (GEF) financing for ocean related programmes most often 
takes a regional focus that corresponds to large marine ecosystems (LMEs) which may form 
all or part of an RFB’s area of competence, for example the upwelling systems of the 
southeast Atlantic and east central Atlantic where the RFBs SEAFO and CECAF will have 
considerable interest and involvement. 
 
An important interaction concerning the EU is its relationship with ICES.  ICES remains the 
key adviser to the Community on all managed stocks within Community waters.  ICES also 
provide advice to the RFBs of the north Atlantic, which have mandates that include the high 
seas.  The impact of these RFBs on the work of ICES has been considerable in recent years, 
not least the focussing of their requirements for specific and timely advice through 
Memoranda of Understanding.  The pace and direction of activities within ICES (supported 
by expert participation and their individual governments) has necessitated strategic 
reorientation to include many of the relevant issues of the Code of Conduct, in particular 
what it means to take the precautionary and ecosystem approaches, and how these might be 
achieved. 
 
Like individual countries, the EU is often a member of both RFBs and international 
organisations and thus can facilitate and co-ordinate fisheries policies and practices that serve 
its collective interests.  The EU’s membership of the FAO and the FAO fisheries committees 
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and commissions is an example of this interaction.  Regional fishery bodies, having been 
given a special and clear role under the Unclos, now have clear mandates to co-ordinate and 
co-operate with other international organisations and programmes.  The Code of Conduct for 
Responsible Fisheries, for example, establishes that States should interact on relevant issues 
with the WTO and the IMO.  
 
In general, the global oceans are becoming subsumed to the mandates and competence of 
RFBs.  In parallel to this, the complex institutional interactions required to develop the 
knowledge upon which fisheries sustainability may be based are becoming increasingly 
covered through more detailed and structured relationships between RFBs and other 
international organisations with related mandates. 

4.3.  The interaction between the European Commission and RFBs 

EU Member States have devolved exclusive competence to the European Commission to 
represent their interests on nine RFBs (Ccamlr, CECAF, GFCM, IBSFC, ICCAT, IOTC, 
NAFO, NASCO and NEAFC).  The Commission also represents the Member States as an 
observer on IATTC and has applied for membership of the organisation.  EU participation in 
RFBs allows the Commission to contribute to discussions concerning management measures 
that will affect the operations of Community vessels and ensures that Member States’ 
interests are taken account of.  
 
The Commission department that deals with international fisheries organisations and 
agreements is FISH-B.  It is headed by a Director and sub-divided into four units – a co-
ordinating unit and three regional units dealing with different geographical regions and the 
fisheries bodies within those regions. 
 
The European Commission holds co-ordinating meetings with Member States to put forward 
the Commission’s view for action to be taken at RFB meetings.  The process of formulating 
the Commission’s position is quite plastic and often involves informal discussions with 
Member States before a position is presented to all Member States for more formal 
discussions.  These informal discussions can highlight and resolve problems before the co-
ordinating meetings take place.  
 
If one or more Member States disagree with the proposed position, the Commission must 
attempt to resolve the issue through discussions in order to present a common EU position at 
RFB meetings.  If the issue cannot be resolved, a vote is taken.  Decisions require a qualified 
majority but the Commission tries to gain a consensus whenever possible.  DG-FISH also 
consults other departments on fisheries issues, such as DG-Development, if the decision is 
likely to impact on the work of another area of Commission competence. 
 
When a recommendation or measure is adopted by an RFB of which the EU is a Member, it 
has to be translated into Community legislation.  The Member States then have to implement 
the legislation via their own national legislation.  This is a lengthy process.  Unless the EU 
has objected to a decision made by an RFB, it and all the Member States are bound by that 
decision once the RFB’s objection period has expired.  This can be anything from 50 days to 
180 days.  It may, however, take longer than this for the decision to be translated into 
Community and national legislation.   
 
Depending on the sensitivity or complexity of the initial RFBs recommendation, it can take 
between one and three months for the Commission to achieve all the internal and inter-
services consultations.  Then, it has to be transmitted to the Council.  The Council examines  
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the text in its "External Fisheries Policy Group" and it is also sent to the Parliament for 
consultation. 
 
After discussions in the "External Group" of the Council, a text compromise is presented by 
the Presidency at the next Council of Ministers.  With the timing of debates and procedures in 
the European Parliament (commissions, rapporteurs, plenary), however, there is often some 
delay to advice being presented.  Only after that, can the Council formally adopt the proposal.  
Normally, this process lasts about six months from the adoption of the proposal by the 
Commission to obtaining a Council regulation. 
 
Since the beginning of the 1990’s the number of regulatory measures introduced by RFBs has 
increased dramatically and this has lead to a large increase in the workload for FISH-B and 
the Commission as a whole.  Some measures adopted by a number of RFBs can sometimes 
be amalgamated into a single Council regulation, but many technical and control measures 
are specific to a fishery or area of operation and therefore require an individual Council 
regulation. 
 
For example, in 2000 the Commission made several proposals to the Council of Ministers.  
Once advice from the European Parliament is received, these will be transposed into ‘Council 
regulations’ to adopt the principles contained within the proposal and ‘Commission 
regulations’ in order to implement those principles. 
 
The following proposals expect to be formally adopted in March or April 2001: 
 
-"Council regulation establishing a catch documentation scheme for Dissosticchus spp.", 
which transposes a measure adopted by the Ccamlr, 
 
-"Council regulation laying down some technical measures concerning highly migratory 
species", which transposes many recommendations from various RFBs (ICCAT, IATTC, 
IOTC), 
 
-"Council regulation laying down some control measures concerning highly migratory 
species", which transposes many recommendations on control from various RFBs (ICCAT, 
IATTC, IOTC). 
 
The increase in the number and activity of RFBs in the past ten years has lead to increased 
regulatory measures being imposed in addition to any national or EU fisheries regulations 
that EU Member States must comply with.  This has resulted in a situation whereby some 
Member States argue that because the Commission makes the decisions, it should pay for 
their implementation.  The Commission does not have the budget to do this.  The 
responsibility for implementing fisheries decisions remains with the individual Member 
States.  Competence for making decisions in RFBs has been transferred to the Commission, 
but competence for their execution remains with Member States.  It has been suggested that 
competence for executing decisions is transferred to the Commission but there is wide 
division between Member States on this issue, as it would mean relinquishing sovereignty to 
the Commission.   
 
A transfer of competence from Member States to the Commission would require an increase 
in the Commission’s budget in order to finance the task of implementing regulations and 
ensuring compliance.  Twenty-five EU fisheries officers ensure that Member States are 
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undertaking their MCS duties but they do not directly monitor the compliance of fishing 
vessels in the EU fleet.  The only exception to this is in the case of the NAFO Area where 
competence to implement and monitor compliance has been taken on by the Commission.  
An EU fisheries vessel and fisheries officers operate in the Area and are paid for with the 
Commission’s budget.  A similar arrangement has been suggested for the NEAFC Area but 
the Commission did not want to take on this role due to financial and operational constraints.  
It has, however, agreed to assist with the execution of NEAFC regulations in the short-term. 
 
With reference to the RFBs that deal with inland fisheries (NASCO and EIFAC), the EU has 
never used its legislative powers in inland fisheries and until it effectively exercises that 
competence, inland fisheries will remain the responsibility of the individual Member States.  
Member States want to maintain as much competence and sovereignty as possible but if they 
find themselves in a position that they cannot resolve, they may request that the Commission 
becomes involved.  This has occurred recently in a dispute between Finland and Norway over 
a salmon river which has its source in Finland but its mouth in Norway. 
 
The Commission will continue to represent the Member States’ interests on RFBs but as 
more countries join the European Union, the task of reaching consensus may become more 
and more difficult.  Staff and financial resources are currently stretched and the future will 
require that additional resources are made available if the Commission is to adequately 
represent Member States in the face of an expanding Union and an increasing number of 
international fisheries bodies’ regulations.   
 
The issue of who should ensure that fisheries regulations are complied with and take on the 
task of MCS – Member States or the Commission – will need to be resolved.  Some existing 
Member States’ MCS operations are not capable of the task they are set and it is unlikely that 
new Members of the Union will have MCS capabilities equal to the task of ensuring 
compliance with international fisheries regulations.  The Commission is likely to come under 
increasing pressure to take on the physical task of control as well as the legal task it currently 
executes.  As discussed above, this task would require significantly more funds than are 
presently at the Commission’s disposal and would also require Member States to devolve 
competence to the Commission, a step that some are unwilling to take. 
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5.  Future prospects  

The institutional framework for global conservation and management of fishery resources is 
changing and international fisheries organisations are a key part of the process.  The post-
Unclos processes through which the detailed agreements to address the problems of fisheries 
sustainability are gradually being put in place.  Notwithstanding the current status of many 
fish stocks, the key problems are beginning to be addressed, but there remain many 
difficulties to overcome.  

5.1.  Conservation and sustainability 

The future prospects for the conservation and sustainability of fish stocks and the impact that 
RFBs can have on conservation and sustainability depends on a number of factors.   
 
Coverage 

In order to secure the long-term sustainability of fish stocks, all areas of ocean and all fish 
stocks including those that are currently exploited and those that may potentially be exploited 
need to be incorporated into international agreements and fisheries bodies.  The majority of 
the worlds’ oceans are included in the remit of at least one RFB and the remaining gaps are 
being plugged.  The formation of SEAFO and the development of the convention on the 
Conservation of Highly Migratory Fish Stocks in the West & Central Pacific Oceans take 
another step towards the aim of including all international waters in a management 
organisation or one type or another.   
 
Membership 

The membership should include all countries in the region in question and any others that 
have an interest in the fishery and its conservation.  The absence of participants in the fishery 
from an RFB and the decision-making process that determines the management measures to 
be taken weakens the impact the body can have on the continued health of the fisheries.  
Countries are recognising the importance of ensuring long-term sustainability and the role 
that international co-operation plays.  RFBs should continue to encourage membership and 
active observer participation. 
 
Compliance 

It is essential that Members of the body implement any management measures swiftly and 
ensure that vessels under their competence adhere to those measures if the effectiveness of 
conservation and management measures is to be maximised.  Compliance is currently a 
problem in all RFBs and national fisheries and will continue to be a problem in the future.  
The future of fisheries regulation and management is discussed further below. 
 
Political will of Members 

The political will of Members to make difficult decisions concerning the management of fish 
stocks in light of the socio-economic impacts of those decisions and to adhere to the 
decisions is, perhaps, the most important factor in the future success of any RFB to 
sustainably manage fish stocks.  Without this will, RFBs will find it difficult to achieve the 
goal of long-term sustainability and rational management. 
 
Scientific knowledge and data coverage 

Accurate, up to date and comprehensive knowledge of the fishery and stocks is fundamental 
in the ability to make informed decisions about management.  RFBs should strive to increase 
the knowledge of the fish stocks within their remit and encourage Member State’s
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 participation in the collection of comparable data on catches, discards, bycatch, fleet size and 
fishery economics and social importance. 
 

5.2.  Environmental and ecosystem stability 

A more holistic view to management is beginning to be adopted and non-target species and 
the ecosystem effects of fishing activities are being recognised as important issues.  This 
more inclusive view will become more widespread but will increase the complexity of issues 
RFBs must address and will lead to conflicts between fishing and conservation arising.  It 
will be important to strike a balance between resource use and conservation and to resolve 
any conflicts expeditiously.  The present lack of dispute resolution procedures in some RFBs 
will make this task more difficult.  The importance of formal dispute resolution procedures 
has been recognised by the international community and the adoption of such procedures by 
RFBs is beginning to occur. 

5.3.  Regulation and management 

The regulation and compliance with those regulations is recognised in the development of the 
Compliance Agreement.  This has not been fully integrated into all RFBs as some Members 
have not yet ratified the Agreement and are, therefore, concerned about any RFB to which 
they belong agreeing to something that they, as individual nations have not yet agreed to.  
 
MCS needs to be undertaken to ensure that vessels adhere to any management measures.  The 
question of whether MCS is undertaken by the RFB or by the contracting members is less 
important than whether or not it is undertaken at all.  Where RFBs do not have a management 
mandate but an advisory one, it falls to the contracting Members to ensure that management 
advice is heeded and that any conservation or management measures are adhered to. 
 
The issue of whether RFBs should become competent for the execution of decisions and 
physical MCS operations is one that will grow in importance in the future.  At present, 
countries are unwilling to devolve this competence to RFBs as this would transform them 
into supra-national organisations.  The ability of developing countries to adequately 
undertake MCS activities themselves is restricted by a lack of funds and infrastructure.  
These nations may be more willing to devolve this competence to RFBs than others are.   
 
The use of objection procedures to circumvent the adoption of management measures serves 
to undermine the effectiveness of the measure and of the organisation as a whole.  In the 
main, it seems that objection procedures have not been brought into use in many of the RFBs 
in this study.  As the number and severity of management measures increases in an effort to 
conserve dwindling stocks, the use of the objection procedure may become more widespread.  
The removal of the objection procedure would be beneficial for conservation but would also 
mean the formation of supra-national organisations with the ability to impose rules on whole 
countries. 

5.4.  Economics and trade 

The inclusion of economics and trade issues as well as socio-economic issues in the decision-
making process of RFBs is another contentious issue.  An FAO panel of experts cautioned 
against RFBs becoming too involved in socio-economics as it could impinge on national 
sovereignty.  Others are against the inclusion of such factors in the decision-making process 
because of the “watering down” effect it could have on conservation and management
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 measures.  A further argument is that the socio-economic impacts should be taken into 
consideration because management measures directly impact on fishers’ ability to sustain 
themselves, either directly by reducing their ability to catch food or indirectly by reducing the 
opportunities to source their primary resource.   
 
Difficult decisions regarding fish stock management have been made in the past and they 
have had serious impacts on the lives of fishermen.  The decision by NASCO Members to 
eliminate interceptory fisheries had a marked impact on the lives of fishermen in several 
Member States.  It is clear that similar tough decisions will have to be made in the future.  It 
is impossible for RFB Member nations not to consider the implications that management 
decisions will have on fishermen but the weight given to socio-economic arguments is a 
matter yet to be resolved. 
 
The issue of the use of trade sanctions has economic and trade implications for the nations 
against which sanctions are imposed and the nations imposing the sanctions.  The widespread 
use of trade sanctions as a means of persuading countries to comply with fisheries regulations 
is yet to be seen.  Only ICCAT has the ability to recommend sanctions be used built into its 
Convention, although the draft SEAFO Convention also makes reference to the use of 
sanctions.   
 
The use of sanctions in the future could bring RFBs into conflict with the WTO.  One of the 
WTO’s tasks is to settle trade disputes.  It is possible that the WTO could be called in to rule 
on decisions taken by RFBs to implement trade sanctions against nations not complying with 
management measures.  This has not yet occurred, although the WTO has been called in to 
settle trade disputes involving the trade in seafood, notably sanctions imposed by the USA 
against shrimp fishing nations that did use Turtle Exclusion Devices (TEDs). 
 
There is also a moral argument that developing countries that are ill equipped to ensure 
compliance from their vessels should not be subject to sanctions; particularly when more 
developed countries have a similarly poor record of ensuring compliance, but are more able 
to defend themselves against the implementation of sanctions.   



International Fisheries Organisations Vol. I 

 PE 301.075 54

 



International Fisheries Organisations Vol. I 

 PE 301.075 55

 

6.  Conclusions and recommendations 

The role of RFBs covers the whole spectrum from purely advisory to strongly management 
orientated, imposing penalties for non-compliance.  They may focus on a single species (e.g. 
NASCO), a specific group of fish (e.g. the tuna RFBs) or all living marine resources 
(Ccamlr).  Though their roles and remits vary widely, they suffer many of the same problems: 
 
•••• Balancing exploitation and conservation – socio-economic and biological issues 

This is the overall objective for RFBs. The current problems associated with 
achieving this balance are: 
- Equity between developed and developing Member countries  
- Lack of data and biological knowledge  

•••• Lack of compliance with management measures 

The development of some RFBs from scientific advisors to fisheries managers 
continues to be a difficult transition.  Even for those that were established as 
management bodies initially, ensuring that their conventions and mandates can to deal 
with new issues as they arise remains a challenge. 
- Representation and membership issues  
- Lack of measures to enforce compliance / punish non-compliance 
- Lack of comprehensive MCS  

•••• Increasing complexity 

Establishing a balance in exploitation levels and a improving compliance are 
problems that RFBs have had to deal with from the outset.  All RFBs have, however, 
had to adapt to changes in membership and/or responsibilities. 
Lack of definitive goals and aims  

- Funding  
- Lack of political will among Members. 

 
RFBs must set definite goals so that both Members and non-members are certain of the role 
of each body.  They should strive to become more inclusive in their membership and work 
together with other organisations (RFBs, NGOs, other international organisations) in the 
same area to achieve common aims and share knowledge. 
 
In order to make informed decisions about management, fisheries bodies need up to date and 
accurate data.  A lack of comparable and comprehensive data is a problem experienced by 
many RFBs, and is not just confined to RFBs with developing country Members. All RFBs 
need to work towards collecting standardised data that they and others can use in developing 
management measures and measuring the effectiveness of those measures. 
 
One of the most important issues that needs to be addressed is that of compliance.  IUU 
fishing and non-compliance continues to be a problem for all RFBs. Conservation and 
management measures will only be effective if they are adhered to. RFBs need to ensure that 
vessels comply with measures and that non-compliance is punished and discouraged.  Only 
ICCAT currently has the ability to punish non-compliance by advocating the use of trade 
sanctions but these carry with them potential problems.   
 
There appears no real alternative to RFBs as a mechanism for managing international fish 
stocks.  Devolution of responsibilities to individuals or groups could lead to corporate control 
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and the formation of a single entity similar to the International Sea Bed Authority would 
result in the loss of the freedom to fish.  Such a move would most likely be vehemently 
opposed by fishing nations worldwide.  The move towards devolving competence for high 
seas fisheries regulation to RFBs would seem to be a natural progression.  Some 
organisations are already moving towards a more supra-national status and it is likely that this 
will be increasingly seen in the future.  There are widely differing views on this matter at 
present, but as the need for stronger management of fisheries resources, management with 
“teeth”, becomes greater, views are likely to change. 
 
RFBs have achieved a great deal in the past century since the formation of ICES.  Their role 
and importance in international fisheries management has increased greatly in the past ten 
years.  The future of international fisheries management and of RFBs depends, therefore, on 
the resolution of these problems.   

6.1. Regional Fisheries Bodies 

Specific issues that need to be resolved are outlined below for each RFB.  Several issues are 
common to more than one body, such as IUU fishing and a lack of data.  Common problems 
spanning RFBs have been outlined above. 
 
6.1.1.  Ccamlr 

The Commission needs to address the problem of non-compliance with management 
measures and IUU fishing, especially in the Patagonian toothfish fishery.   
 
The Commission should also investigate the situation surrounding the burden of proof when 
applying the Precautionary Approach. 
 
6.1.2.  IBSFC 

The impact of Baltic States joining the EU on the membership structure and function of the 
Commission should be addressed. 
 
6.1.3.  IATTC 

The IATTC needs to work towards all participants of the fishery becoming Members of the 
Commission.  It also needs to address the past problems caused by Members leaving the 
organisation and the reluctance of Members to accept and adhere to catch limits. 
 
6.1.4.  IWC 

The Commission needs to resolve the disputes surrounding the implementation of the 
Revised Management Procedure (RMP).  It appears to be in a stalemate situation at present 
and an inability to resolve the conflict could have serious implications for the future 
effectiveness of the organisation.  Similarly, conflicts concerning the Commission’s 
competence to regulate catches of small cetaceans needs to be resolved as do issues relating 
to the granting of scientific whaling permits. 
 
Illegal catches and trade in whalemeat products remain a problem that the Commission 
should continue to address.  It should also work towards increasing its membership and find a 
solution to the problem of some Members not contributing to the Commission financially. 
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6.1.5.  NAFO 

NAFO should incorporate the level of IUU fishing in stock assessments.  The Organization 
should also try to resolve the current dispute between Canada and other Members over 
Canada’s decision to re-open a directed fishery for cod within its EEZ.   
 
Efforts should continue to be made to answer the question remaining over Bulgaria and 
Romania’s membership. 
 
6.1.6.  NEAFC 

NEAFC should look towards increasing the number of stocks that it monitors.  NEAFC has 
seen a number of objections lodged in recent years and efforts should be made to ensure that 
all Members accept and comply with management measures.  Some members may be 
experiencing difficulties in ensuring sufficient monitoring of their vessels and solutions to 
this problem need to be found.  As with many other RFBs, IUU fishing remains a problem. 
 
6.1.7.  NASCO 

The biggest potential problem for NASCO is its changing remit and its increasing 
involvement in the freshwater and aquaculture aspects of Atlantic salmon in its Area.  The 
Organization needs to clearly define what its goals and involvement in these areas will be.  
The issue over how financial contributions are calculated also needs to be resolved but this is 
linked to the issue of NASCO’s involvement in aquaculture. 
 
6.1.8.  IOTC 

The IOTC is still a relatively young organisation and its abilities have not yet been fully 
tested.  It has, however, encountered some problems that need to be resolved sooner, rather 
than later.  A major problem is the lack of adequate catch data.  Delays in payment of 
contributions also need to be eliminated, as a lack of funds will hamper the Commission’s 
ability to function. 
 
A future problem will be how the Commission balances the needs of nations with historical 
fishing rights with those of emerging fishing nations wishing to expand further offshore. 
 
6.1.9.  GFCM 

GFCM also suffers from a lack of adequate, comparable data.  It also has an extremely wide 
remit, covering all living marine resources.  Without clear goals, the work of the Commission 
could lose its focus.  Contested claims to access in the Mediterranean also compound 
difficulties of MCS and compliance in the region. 
 
6.1.10.  CECAF 

CECAF has achieved much as an advisory body but has little direct impact on the regulation 
of fisheries in the Area.  This is currently being addressed.  The move from an Article VI to 
and Article XIV FAO body should also eliminate the financial problems CECAF has 
experienced in the past.  Some management measures have suffered from a lack of interest on 
the part of Member nations.  If this continues in the future it will affect CECAF’s ability to 
manage the fisheries under its remit. 
 
6.1.11.  ICCAT 

It must be ensured that ICCAT’s tough stance on non-compliance is applied equitably to all 
countries.  The use of trade sanctions and port closures must be applied carefully to ensure 
that conflicts between ICCAT and the WTO do not arise.  Membership of non-members 
should also be encouraged. 
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6.1.12.  EIFAC 

A problem EIFAC has suffered from in the past is a lack of funds and institutional support.  
This needs to be tackled to ensure that EIFAC’s work is not unnecessarily delayed.  
 

6.2. The European Union 

The EU supports the regional approach to international fisheries management embodied by 
the various RFBs.  It allows issues and contributions to be tailored to the specific needs of 
different regional fisheries.  This is seen as preferable to an all-encompassing body 
responsible for global fisheries. 
 
The EU and the Commission should continue to be involved in RFBs, to represent the 
interests of Member nations in areas where the Community fleet operates.  The workload 
concerned with RFBs has increased dramatically in the last few years and will continue to do 
so.  This situation will become exacerbated as the number of EU Member nations increases 
and the number of RFBs in which the EU participates increases.  The Member States must 
ensure that the Commission is sufficiently funded to be able to fulfil its task and effectively 
represent the interests of Member State fishermen in international fisheries. 
 
The current process of translating RFB measures into Community and national legislation is 
complex and protracted.  The Commission is already encountering situations where the 
lengthy procedures within the EU are delaying RFB operations.  Ways in which the process 
can be streamlined must be investigated.  The Commission is formulating a method of 
streamlining the process in relation to the translation of certain RFB measures that occur 
regularly such as setting TACs.  This includes a mechanism for involving the European 
Parliament in the process at an earlier stage, rather than after RFB decisions have been made 
and must be translated into Community legislation.  Any solution must be efficient and 
transparent to ensure that all Member States are aware of the measures being put in place and 
have sufficient input into Community legislation.  The matter of sovereignty with respect to 
streamlining this process must be resolved.  
 
Overall, the European Union should address the following issues in relation to its 
involvement in RFBs: 
 

• Compliance with RFB measures – the EU needs to ensure that RFB measures are 
being fully complied with by all Member States.  In achieving this, the EU can then 
address the issue of compliance by non-EU RFB Members with a “clear conscience”.  
It must be seen that the EU is putting its own house in order before attempting to 
ensure that other RFB Members are doing the same.  For example, EU Member States 
that exceed catch limits imposed by RFBs, could potentially be penalised by the EU 
directly through reduced quota for EU stocks. 

 
• With the widening remit and increasing influence of RFBs, the process of formulating 

the EU’s position on RFB decisions, and the amount of work on the part of the 
Commission in RFBs should be thoroughly assessed in terms of the staff and 
budgetary requirements both now and in the future.  It is anticipated that a larger 
allocation of resources is and will be required. 
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• The increasing complexity of work with RFBs necessitates a more streamlined 

consultation process within the EU.  The involvement of the European Parliament 
earlier in Commission and Member State negotiations (ideally at the same time) 
would reduce the time taken to formulate an EU position acceptable to Member States 
and the Parliament. 

 
• With the increasing number of regulatory measures being adopted, translating RFB 

measures into Community and then national legislation should also be streamlined. 
 

• The issue of the Commission’s current and future role in the physical control of 
Community vessels on the high seas should be evaluated and resolved. 
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