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Presentation Notes
Four separate high seas areas. I will focus on the largest area, to the south, as that is the only one which has area closures to protect VMEs.Note the high Arctic. No fisheries in that high seas area, and that is unlikely to change without good advance notice. This is because fisheries that may lead to high seas fisheries there in the future will almost certainly start within EEZs of coastal States and develop further North over time.People that are very interested in Arctic issues are usually disappointed to hear this, but this is nevertheless the case.Fisheries are sometimes seen as a marginal issue. That attitude overlooks important issues.EnvironmentalFish are a very important component of the marine ecosystem. Depletion of fish stocks can have wide-ranging ecosystem consequences. Fishing can also affect other parts of the marine ecosystem, e.g. coral reefs.EconomicAnnual landed value of just the species NEAFC manages (i.e. only those that occur in the high seas) is around £1.5 bn (approx. $2.3 bn) every year. This does not include the most valuable stocks (such as Barents Sea cod) and is only landed value and thereby does not count the value after processing. Total economic value is therefore much greater (literally several billion pounds every year).
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Protection of VMEs

• Started closing VME areas in 2004: before UNGA 
resolutions and FAO Guidelines

• NEAFC’s general approach was then later 
developed to ensure consistency with UNGA 
resolutions and FAO Guidelines

• Reviewed in 2012: Consistent with UNGA and 
FAO, but could still be improved

• 2014: New comprehensive NEAFC 
Recommendation

Presenter
Presentation Notes
NEAFC started to implement measures to address the possible adverse impacts of bottom fisheries in the early 2000s. Measures were directed at conserving the deep-sea fish species (target resources and by-catch species), but were also aimed to address the effects of bottom fisheries on other components of the marine ecosystem, in particular epifauna susceptible to lasting damage from bottom-touching fishing gear (i.e. VME taxa). The first area closures to protect VMEs were agreed in 2004, following a proposal by Norway. Over the following years, closures were seen as a primary tool to protect VMEs but then as an integrated element of a more general comprehensive approach. This approach included 1) defining the 'existing bottom fishing areas', i.e. areas that had been recently fished and where fisheries could continue relatively unrestricted, and 2) ensuring that bottom fishing outside these areas (i.e. in 'new bottom fishing areas') where only exploratory fisheries subject to various restrictive conditions. These conditions now include a pre-assessment of the proposed activities. Proposed exploratory bottom fisheries can only commence after having been assessed by PECMAS and approved by the CommissionInitially, the work accomplished in NAFO was used as a basis in formulating the general approach for NEAFC. If ICES advice suggests that VMEs are present or likely, subareas within both the areas defined as 'existing bottom fishing areas' and 'new fishing areas' have been closed to bottom fishing to prevent significant adverse impacts on VMEs. The parts of 'existing bottom fishing areas' that are not closed are subject to various measures, including reporting duties and an encounter protocol. An encounter with a VME results in a temporary closure in the relevant area. Similar encounter provisions are valid for exploratory fisheries in 'new fishing areas' and vessels have observer requirements. NEAFC's work to protect VMEs began a few years before the adoption of UNGA Resolution 61/105 in 2006, and the Resolution was therefore obviously not influencing the initial development of NEAFC's measures to protect VMEs. However, the Resolution and the FAO International Guidelines for the Management of Deep-Sea Fisheries in the High Seas (2008) became important documents for the continued development of NEAFC's regulations.An extensive review of NEAFC's bottom fishing regulation was carried out in 2012. It concluded that the measures that were in place were sufficient for NEAFC to be acting consistenly with the relevant UNGA Resolutions and the FAO Guidelines. However, it also suggested various further improvements to NEAFC's regime. This led to the adoption of Recommendation 19:2014, which replaced previous general measures to protect VMEs.
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Protection of VMEs
• Identifying VMEs and adopting appropriate 

management measures (including area closures)
• Adopting precautionary measures in areas where 

VMEs are likely to occur
• Ensuring that encounters with VMEs result in an 

appropriate reaction (such as temporary closures)
• Ensure that prior assessments are made before 

exploratory fishing begins in new areas
• Ensure that new areas are only open to bottom 

fisheries after assessing results from fishing 
under exploratory fishing plan
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Presentation Notes
These are the points that NEAFC has placed emphasis on regarding VMEs.In accordance with this emphasis, NEAFC has created three categories for areas beyond national jurisdiction.The measures that are in place ensure that the only areas where bottom fisheries take place in the NEAFC Regulatory Area, apart from the restricted exploratory fisheries, are in areas that are well known bottom fishing areas where the best available scientific advice has suggested that VMEs do not occur or are unlikely to occur. As the possible fishing areas where VMEs are known to occur or likely to occur have either been closed to bottom fishing or lie in 'new fishing areas' that are likely to remain largely unfished, fishing vessels are not expected to encounter VMEs. However, NEAFC maintains the encounter provisions for both 'new' and 'existing' fishing areas as an important intrument to ensure that any encounters, however unlikely, will be reacted to in an appropriate manner.The currently used bottom fishing areas in the NEAFC Regulatory Area are therefore only areas where the best available scientific information indicates that there is unlikely to be significant adverse impacts on VMEs.Fishing vessels conducting bottom fisheries in the NEAFC Convention Area are also subject to various other mesures. This includes management measures for deep-sea species, and various control measures such as catch reporting, at-sea inspections and VMS surveillance.
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In ‘existing bottom fishing areas’:  move-one rule applies, 
reporting, temporary closure.  

In ‘new bottom fishing areas’:  no bottom fishing without 
exploratory fishing plan, prior assessments, observers, 
move-on rules, temporary closures

In closed areas: no fishing with bottom fishing gears

Encounter protocol:  an encounter with a VME indicator is 
defined  in terms of a quantity of VME indicator species 
sponges caught in a fishing operation.

Move-on rule: move away certain distance, report, 
temporary closure

Protection of VMEs

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The “existing bottom fishing areas” are areas where bottom fishing has taken place during the reference period, and occurrence of VMEs is not considered likely. However, the NEAFC mechanisms include the possibility that VMEs might be unexpectedly encountered and therefore include rules on moving on from the area where the VMEs were encountered, reporting the encounter so its significance can be assessed, and closing the relevant area temporarily while that assessment is carried out.The “new bottom fishing areas” are areas where no bottom fishing took place during the reference period. Bottom fishing is significantly restricted in these areas. The only bottom fishing that can be authorised in the “new bottom fishing areas” is fishing in accordance with an exploratory fishing plan, and with an observer on board. Assessments of the results of fishing under exploratory fishing plans can result in an area being opened up for bottom fishing (if SAIs on VMEs are not considered likely) or being closed to protect VMEs.No bottom fishing can be authorised in “closed areas”. These are either a) areas where VMEs have been identified (including in “existing bottom fishing areas”, which are thereby closed to bottom fishing), or b) areas that have been closed as a precautionary measure to protect VMEs.Scientific advice to NEAFC is provided by the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES). ICES is asked every year for advice on the need to revise the areas on the basis of any new information. The areas are therefore subject to continuous review, rather than review at regular intervals. 
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NEAFC has closed large areas that would otherwise have been open to bottom fishing.This is the Rockall and Hatton Banks.Green is existing bottom fishing areas and light purple is closed areas. 
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Slightly out-dated map, but sufficient to make the point I am making. You can see the latest map on the VME Database.Light brown area is where the depth is less than 2000m. Deeper than that is not realistic for bottom fishing, neither from a technical standpoint nor the availability of resources to fish for.Consequently, only the light brown areas are relevant for bottom fisheries. This map shows “existing bottom fishing areas” in dark blue. They constitute a significant part of the Hatton Bank and Rockall Bank, and also a few areas on the Mid Atlantic Ridge. 
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On this map, the “closed areas” have been added in red to the dark blue “existing bottom fishing areas”.On the Hatton Bank and Rockall Bank, this is to a large extent closures of “existing bottom fishing areas” where bottom fishing might well take place if the areas had not been closed. This shows very clearly the willingness of the NEAFC Contracting Parties to close areas where VMEs have been identified even if this limits their possibilities to conduct bottom fishing. This also shows how active NEAFC has been in identifying VMEs to the extent possible on the basis of available information.On the Mid Atlantic Ridge, the area closures are largely precautionary measures to prevent new bottom fisheries developing in areas where there are particular reasons to expect this to lead to SAIs on VMEs.It should be stressed that only the areas that are dark blue on this map can be considered “open” to bottom fisheries (and even then their fishing is subject to various management measures). All the high seas areas that are neither red nor dark blue on the map are “new bottom fishing areas” where bottom fishing is significantly restricted.This means that the proportion of this area that can be considered “open” to bottom fisheries is a very small proportion of the whole area.Actually, this map is a bit out of date as it does not include the latest closures, such as the Eudora Bank. It is nevertheless close enough to being correct to get the message across that closed areas constitute a much bigger area than areas where bottom fisheries are authorised, and that the areas that are closed include areas where fisheries would probably be taking place if the area had not been closed.
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Linkages, cooperation and 
coordination

The marine ecosystem is infinitely complex.

However, we only affect human activities.
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Linkages, cooperation and 
coordination

The high seas are not “global commons”.

Freedom of the high seas is not absolute, but 
clearly and explicitly limited.

Control of all relevant human activities, on a 
sectoral basis. Some regional, some global.
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Where is the actual gap?

Lack of:
• full coverage of relevant bodies,
• proper linkages, cooperation and coordination.

NEAFC is already involved in addressing this, 
through its work with OSPAR and hopefully soon 
also ISA and IMO.
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Solution?

Give FAO and other relevant organisations the 
funding they need to strengthen and establish the 
relevant bodies and to ensure proper participation 
by relevant states.
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Conclusion

• We already know what must be done.

• However, it costs money to actually do it.

• Real question is not exactly what form linkages, 
cooperation and coordination will take, but 
whether states are really willing to pay for it.
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