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Introduction:
Today we meet here in the vibrant city of Bangkok, within one of the world’s most dynamic regions, as members of an industry that relies on a form of production in existence since prehistory: hunting. The fishing industry is the last major industry relying on hunting, and within that industry tuna is one of the most significant sectors. We are amongst the last of the world’s professional hunter-gatherers. The industry trades more than four million tonnes of fish each year, and employs millions of people worldwide. For some small countries, the tuna industry is a major, and in some cases the major, source of economic activity and an important part of the national diet. 

Much of the tuna’s life cycle is spent in international waters beyond national regulation. Tuna, like other highly migratory species, can only be effectively managed throughout their ranges. This was recognized by, and formalised in the U.N. Fish Stocks agreement of 1992. Regional Fishery Management Organisations (RFMOs) have existed since 1949 when the Inter American Tropical Tuna Commission was inaugurated. Since then, the ICCAT (Atlantic) in 1966, IOTC (Indian Ocean) in 1996 and WCPFC (Western Pacific) in 2004 have all come into being. The results achieved by these RMFOs have been disappointing. The consensus-based decision making processes under which the RMFOs operate, the diversity of the participants and the difficulties associated with enforcement outside areas of purely national jurisdiction are major impediments to the efficacy of these organisations. Nonetheless, without the RFMOs the situation today would undoubtedly be much worse.
Wild caught tuna is a wonderful natural resource: nutritious, tasty, versatile, and still quite abundant. However, the catch trends for some species are not good, threatening declining future catches and negative consumer attitudes. Although the northern bluefin fishery is not part of this presentation, its story is a sad and cautionary tale. An extremely valuable and relatively abundant tuna species has been allowed to decline, year after year, in spite of nearly forty years of ‘management’ by the relevant RFMO. It behoves us all to ensure that the same fate does not await the bigeye, yellowfin, albacore, and eventually even the skipjack species.
Catch Perspective:
First, a summary of catch trends in recent years. 
The relative importance of each ocean area is shown below:

[image: image1.emf]Total Tuna Catch by Ocean (1985-2006)

2,062,698

1,128,700

596,511

390,475

0

500,000

1,000,000

1,500,000

2,000,000

2,500,000

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Annual Tonnage (MT)

WCPO

Indian

EPO

Atlantic

*Data source: WCPFC, IATTC, ICCAT, IOTC


These are the total catches of the four main species, over the past twenty years.

The Western Pacific produced 49 per cent of the world catch in 2006, the Pacific as a whole 64 per cent.

Atlantic Ocean:
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With the exception of the skipjack catch, which has recovered since 2003, the catch of all species has declined since the early nineties. The yellowfin and bigeye stocks may both be in an over fished state. We should note that purse seiner numbers declined in the 1990’s, but are increasing more recently.
Indian Ocean:
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Yellowfin catch has increased steadily over a twenty year period, with fairly stable catch in the nineties and a steep increase between 2002 and 2004. Since then catch has declined sharply. Over fishing seems to be occurring, but the stock may not yet be over fished.
Skipjack catch has increased steadily since the early eighties. Bigeye has declined gradually, and albacore has been quite stable.

The number of purse seiners recorded by the IOTC increased from 50 in 1985 to 83 in 2006, accompanied by an increase in the average size of vessel. 
Eastern Pacific:
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Yellowfin catch was quite stable during the nineties, during which time IATTC regulated the catch. In 2001 the controls were lifted, and catch increased dramatically in the first three years of this decade, followed by a precipitate decline. Overfishing may be occurring, and the fishery may already be overfished.
Skipjack catch has been on a steady, if erratic upwards trend since the mid nineties.

Bigeye catch, having peaked in 2000, has declined to pre-1998 levels. Overfishing is probably taking place, and the stock may be in an over fished state.
Albacore catch, having risen in the 2000 – 2003 period, is now declining.

Western Pacific:
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Yellowfin catch has been remarkably stable since the early nineties, but the scientific advice is that overfishing may be taking place. There has been apparent catch stability in spite of a large increase in purse seiner effort and fishing efficiency.
Skipjack catch has been increasing for the past twenty years, largely due to an increasing and increasingly productive purse seiner fleet. Scientific advice is that the stock could be fished more heavily without overfishing occurring. 
Bigeye catch has been fairly stable, but the scientific advice is that overfishing is occurring, and the stock is close to being overfished.
Albacore catch has been stable.
Summary of World Tuna Catch:
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The panorama can be summarized as follows:

1) Declining catches of yellowfin in all oceans: most pronounced in the more mature Atlantic and Eastern Pacific fisheries, but evident also in the Indian Ocean and Western Pacific fisheries in recent years. Overfishing probably occurring in all oceans.

2) Strong growth of skipjack catches in three oceans. A declining trend in the Atlantic, but recovering since 2003. Apparently no overfishing at present.

3) A declining trend for bigeye catches, and fully exploited everywhere. In the Western Pacific overfishing is occurring and the stock is borderline overfished. In the Eastern Pacific there is overfishing and the stock is probably overfished.

4) A gradual decline of albacore fisheries. Full to over exploitation in the Atlantic.

Yellowfin and bigeye stocks appear to be most in need of effective conservation measures. With the exception of the Eastern Atlantic, skipjack seems to be able to support increased catches. Unfortunately, it is difficult to introduce measures to curtail yellowfin and bigeye catches by purse seiners without affecting the skipjack catch in this multispecies fishery. The portion of the world’s skipjack catch taken from aggregating devices was reckoned quite recently to be about 50%. However, this situation could be changing quite fast, as vessels fish more and more on such devices, partly in response to soaring fuel costs.

The need for effective management measures is clear, not only for yellowfin and bigeye, but for albacore and skipjack also. Skipjack is abundant and scientific opinion is that it could bear increased exploitation. We all hope that is the correct assessment, but with due respect to our friends in the scientific community, there are many examples of fisheries, once abundant, now severely depleted. In the nineteenth century, the great British scientist and polymath Thomas Huxley chaired a commission to investigate the possibility of overfishing the North Sea stocks. This is the view he subsequently expressed:

“I believe that it may be affirmed with confidence that, in relation to our present modes of fishing, a number of the most important sea fisheries, such as the cod fishery, the herring fishery, and the mackerel fishery, are inexhaustible. And I base this conviction on two grounds, first, that the multitude of these fishes is so inconceivably great that the number we catch is relatively insignificant: and secondly, that the multitude of the destructive agencies at work on them is so prodigious, that the destruction effected by the fishermen cannot sensibly increase the death rate”.
The key phrase is:  “in relation to our present modes of fishing”. Huxley had not foreseen the great technological advances, such as modern electronics and satellite imagery that have so dramatically increased fishing efficiency. The certainty of one of the leading scientists of the era that those fisheries were inexhaustible should remind us that what is billed today as inexhaustible is in fact only too easily exhaustible. If ever there was a moment to implement management measures and apply them according to the precautionary principle it is now. 
Management measures under discussion today consist mainly of capacity limits, catch retention, area closures and FAD fishing restrictions.
Capacity Limits:
Tuna catches have been increasing worldwide, mainly due to the increase in the number of fishing vessels, their capacity and efficiency. The most significant influence is the purse seiner fleet. FAO estimated that there were 570 large purse seiners in 2000, which then took 58% of world tuna catch. Information available from RFMOs today shows that there are now about 640 vessels – an increase of about 12%. The number is rising.
The number of longline vessels has probably been increasing, albeit with a trend towards smaller vessels, and the contribution of the longline fleet to overfishing of mature yellowfin and bigeye is not insignificant.

[image: image7.emf]Global Tuna Catch by Gear (1985-2006)

561,109

2,754,256

477,126

536,520

0

500,000

1,000,000

1,500,000

2,000,000

2,500,000

3,000,000

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Annual Tonnage (MT)

Longline

Purse Seine

Pole-and-line

Other

*Data source: WCPFC, IATTC, ICCAT, IOTC


Within the Western Pacific the purse seiner fleets of various coastal States and DWFNs have increased in recent years. More recently, South American vessels have fished regularly within the WCPFC area. Poor fishing and closures in the Eastern Pacific have made fishing in the WCPFC area more attractive, particularly for the larger vessels. If Indian Ocean fishing continues to be poor we can expect movement of vessels from that Ocean to the Western Pacific.
The US fleet declined during the early nineties, reaching a low of 11 vessels in 2006, but is now resurgent: about thirty-five vessels are expected to be active by the end of 2008. This has been caused by several factors: 
· Changes to the US Coast Guard manning regulations which reduced the number of US officers required onboard from three to one.

· The relatively low US Treaty license fee.

· Tightening access (the US Treaty is a binding international treaty, which allows vessels almost unlimited access in the region).

· The desire of US brands to have US origin fish to pack for US Government contracts and for trade under the auspices of a possible free trade agreement between Thailand and the US.

The number of purse seiners in the Western Pacific was limited in the main fishing areas by The Palau Arrangement (PA), established in 1989 by the Parties to the Nauru Agreement (PNA), comprising Federated States of Micronesia, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, and Tuvalu, within whose EEZs eighty per cent or more of the Western Pacific purse seiner tuna catch is taken. The PA set a limit of 205 vessels in 1992, allocated to specific distant water fishing nations (DWFNs) and domestic fleets. This limit had the merit of clarity, and could be monitored quite easily. The 205 limit was not reached in terms of vessels on the Palau Arrangement. However, it was almost certainly exceeded if non-registered seiners operating in high seas areas were taken into account. The problem with the vessel limit was that it also allocated the vessels to specific flag States. PNA member country’s ability to operate domestic vessels was restricted the 52 ‘domestic’ vessel slots allocated under the scheme
(as agreed at May 2004). Furthermore, there was no provision for new entrants, e.g. China and the EU. Some new entrants were allocated slots on the basis that the US fleet had declined, and were to have been removed if and when the US fleet increased.  Whether or not the political will to do so existed we shall never know. After some years of study the PNA group abandoned the vessel limit, and replaced it with a Vessel Day Scheme (VDS) in December 2007. Under the VDS fishing days are allocated to each of the PNA countries, after allowing for US Treaty and other regional multilateral licensing. In 2005 the WCPFC had incorporated the proposed PNA VDS into its Management Measure 2005-01 for the conservation and management of bigeye and yellowfin tuna, which called for the number of purse seiners to be limited to the 2004 number, or the average of 2001 to 2004.
It was understandable that PNA members should have wanted to abandon national allocations. By doing so, more fishing States would be able to participate, thus creating more competition for licenses, as well as satisfying larger Government policy objectives (e.g. accommodation of important diplomatic partners). The VDS abolished national allocations, and opened the fishery to “all comers” (albeit within the constraints of the WCPFC). Incidentally, there is a contradiction here: many developing countries, including Pacific Islands members, have been arguing strongly at the WTO against the banning of access fees paid on Government to Government basis. However, a VDS in the form now established must surely be more efficient if the days are bought by individual vessel operators – not national Governments. A market driven scheme would be better left to the market to operate. 
New vessels continue to be built. With no limit on vessel numbers, efficient operators have an interest in building new, more efficient, powerful and well equipped vessels. The fleet as a whole, even at State level, does not take these decisions: they are taken by individual owners whose goal is to maximise catch and stay ahead of the competition – not to establish a sustainable fishery management regime. These owners are encouraged by shipbuilders who are naturally keen to build new vessels, and an understandable desire to enter the fishery before any possible closure or curtailment. The replacement of old vessels by new is a normal and healthy part of the industrial process. Fleets need to be renewed; better technology should be introduced. The problem is that new vessels are entering the fishery at a greater rate than old vessels leave. When an owner buys a new vessel the old vessel is usually sold to another operator, perhaps in the same region, perhaps in another. It is no exaggeration to say that today; seiner capacity in the WCPFC is out of control.

For the VDS to be an effective management scheme it must be enforced rigorously. 
However:

· The scheme relies heavily on the Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA) VMS which is the key means of vessel monitoring. 
· The vessel length provisions may allow some vessels to buy only half the correct number of days – or put another way: effort will be double that recorded for some vessels. 
· There is a concern that faced with pressure from vessels requesting licenses, countries will find ways to satisfy the demand (using revenue enhancement as justification), if necessary by ‘borrowing’ days from subsequent years, and perhaps even by increasing the total days available. The undesirable result would be that each vessel in an expanding fleet will be able to fish unimpeded. 
The increasing size and efficiency of the US fleet is already problematic for the VDS, as the number of vessel days used by the fleet has increased significantly since the time the scheme was planned. These extra days, secure within the Treaty provisions, reduce the number of days available to Members for sale to others.

Furthermore, the free flow or ‘trade’ in days between countries having excess, and those having shortage may not be smooth: the days may prove to be ‘sticky’. If a country with a relatively small allocation of days experiences high demand for licenses early in a year, those countries with larger allocations may not want to transfer any of their days, in case they need them later in the year. The country concerned will then be forced to forego licensing, perhaps unnecessarily if there are unused days later in the year. More likely, the country concerned may simply choose to ignore the limitations. It is already apparent that some countries do not have sufficient days, and are unable or perhaps even unwilling to obtain extra days from countries having excess.  This issue is fundamental to the integrity and effectiveness of the scheme.
Whilst many observers see the theoretical potential of the VDS, wish it well and hope that it will be fully and properly enforced, they are also very concerned that it is highly ambitious, untried elsewhere on such a large multinational scale, requires a level of technical support not obviously available today, and implies that Government Fishery Officers will become adept traders of days. It would be prudent for the VDS to be backed up by a vessel limit. A vessel limit and a VDS need not be mutually exclusive. It should be noted that when the limit was introduced in 1990, vessels with 1,000 tonnes capacity were unusual. Today they are commonplace, with many vessels of 1200-1500 tonnes, and some (some South American, but particularly European) up to and over 2,000 tonnes. At the same time, daily freezing capacities, winch and power block capacities, and net sizes have all increased pari passu. The sophistication of electronic aids to navigation and fish finding has also increased dramatically, including the technology of buoys for marking and locating floating objects and aggregating devices. The satellite imagery available to a purse seiner today, and the range of high speed communications, would have seemed visionary twenty years ago. 
FFA member countries are vehemently opposed to capacity limits on the grounds that such limits would prevent members from developing their own fleets, by “locking in” the present State allocations. However, a capacity limit need only be an overall limit, and need not allocate numbers between flag States: FFA members could retain their right to give fishing license priority to domestic vessels. One reason why FFA members are keen not to limit capacity is that they wish to establish catch histories of their own which would eventually support their claim to allocations of any future TAC set by the WCPFC. Whilst this is understandable it does make the agreement of capacity limits much more difficult.

There has been a huge increase in purse seiner catching capacity. Comparing the catch per purse seiner in 1992 with the catch in 2006, the 196 vessels registered in 2006 were equivalent to 330 vessels in 1992 – an increase of 68%. At December 2007 222 vessels were recorded – an increase of 11% compared to a year earlier. Additionally, the VDS will usher in an “Olympic” style fishery. Owners will introduce more efficient vessels to better utilise existing days. Owners will also want to fish down their allocation of days as soon as possible, before the quantum of days each year is exhausted.

The PNA countries EEZs account for eighty percent or more of the Western Central Pacific purse seiner catch. They have the authority to manage the tuna fisheries within those EEZs. They should do so, in a manner which is consistent with sound fishery management principles, and in accordance with the best scientific advice available. They can do so effectively only if they coordinate their efforts very closely and act as one body.

In the Eastern Pacific the situation is also difficult. The IATTC first introduced capacity limits in 1999, based on fish well capacity. The estimated purse seiner well capacity required to take the existing catch was 158 thousand cubic metres, approximately equal to the then extant capacity. When the limits were introduced they equalled about 180 thousand cubic meters, but lasted only for a year because member governments could not agree any extension. By late 2002 the capacity had increased to about 200 thousand cubic meters: a twenty seven per cent increase in about three years.

In 2002 the IATTC again resolved to limit purse seiner capacity. Measures included the adoption of a definitive register of vessels, limitation of registration to Member State vessels and those that cooperate with the IATTC conservation programmes, and barring of non eligible vessels. A central feature of the registry is that capacity quotas are assigned to vessels – not Governments. Vessels can move between participating States, but an increase for one State must be matched by an equivalent decrease in another, thus limiting capacity. In addition, five coastal States were allowed to add a total combined carrying capacity not exceeding twenty thousand tons.

Unfortunately, since the inception of the limitations the participants have not agreed on the issue of transferability. The result was that a number of vessels were deleted from the register by their flag States, with the risk of becoming IUU vessels. In order to resolve this problem the participants allowed those States to which vessels were being transferred to increase their capacities. At the same time they also agreed to allow the States from which the vessels were being transferred to retain their capacities. Capacity limitation was in effect abandoned; with the result that capacity has increased to an estimated 229 thousand cubic metres – about 45% greater than the recommended optimum size.
In the Indian Ocean the IOTC introduced numerical limits for all fishing vessel types in 2003, using the number of vessels over 24 metres at that time as a reference point. A further resolution in 2006 limited all fishing vessel types to those notified to the IOTC in 2006, to be applied in 2007, 2008, and 2009, after which the measure will be reviewed. The Resolution provides for further fleet expansion by coastal States.
In the Atlantic Ocean the ICCAT introduced effort limits for yellowfin in 1993, which sought to limit the effective effort to the 1992 level. This measure has been in effect each year since. ICCAT also introduced various bigeye management measures in 2004 which included inter alia limiting the total number of fishing vessels to less than the average number fishing in 1991 and 1992.
Capacity limits are not a perfect tool: vessels can become more efficient whilst maintaining capacity limits set in terms of vessel numbers or well size. In certain circumstances they could promote economic inefficiency. Nonetheless, over-capitalization is a worldwide problem, and a limit does have the merit of relatively easy monitoring and enforcement. In our view, management measures which do not address capacity issues are deficient.
Purse seiner capacity is growing, and is likely to continue to grow, particularly in the Western Pacific. The situation is exactly as described in Garret Hardin’s 1968 essay “Tragedy of the Commons”. The marginal utility of a single new vessel accrues fully to the benefit of the owner immediately. The disutility caused by overcapacity is shared by each stakeholder over time. To quote Hardin: “Freedom in a commons brings ruin to all.”

Catch Retention:

The issue of catch retention has largely been overtaken by market prices. Today vessels have every incentive to retain small fish onboard.  Catch retention as a sole management measure would be meaningless.
Time Closures:
The IATTC has implemented total closures of the purse seiner fishery since 2002, when purse seining was banned during December that year. The closure was extended in 2003 to 42 days in August/September, plus a December closure in a small area off Central America. From 2004 to 2007 the 42 day closures were allowed in either the August/September or November/December periods. At this time, there is no agreement for closures in 2008. The IATTC will meet in June with the intention of defining the closures for this year and beyond. If there is no agreement, some countries, e.g. Ecuador, have pledged to maintain the same closures as 2007.
In 2005 the WCPFC passed a conservation and management measure which inter alia called for the development of a proposal to close the purse seiner fishery consistent with IATTC measures. However, there was eventually no agreement to progress the matter. In the Western Pacific some vessel owners support closures, but FFA members have adamantly resisted them on various grounds, including economic inefficiency and sustaining of over capacity (a problem they acknowledge but are unwilling to address), but mainly because closures are expected to result in a significant reduction of skipjack catch in FFA waters. Ironically, the FAD closures favoured by FFA will probably result in a larger reduction of skipjack catch. 
The lack of progress towards closures in the West may eventually cause problems in the East. A recurring question within the IATTC is:  why should we stop fishing when there is no closure in the West? If there are no closures in the West the argument within IATTC will intensify, with the possibility that closures in the East will break down. Notwithstanding the conventional scientific view that the stocks of yellowfin and bigeye in the East and West are discrete, we cannot deny that events and actions in the IATTC and WCPFC areas do have ramifications for each other.
The efficacy of the EPO closures is not certain. Boat owners use closure periods to undertake maintenance and repairs, thus allowing the vessels to fish harder for the rest of the year. This may be an important point for older vessels that need a lot of maintenance. It is not so important for newer vessels which could be expected to go two years or more between major maintenance periods (e.g. the most productive oriental fleets in the Western Pacific). It should also be noted that whilst 42 days is about 11.5% of the year, purse seiner capacity in the EPO increased by about the same amount during the period 2003 to 2006, thus offsetting the effect of the closures. Nonetheless, it seems certain that the situation would have been much worse if there had been no closures, and it is incorrect to state that closures have failed.

FAD Closures:

There is concern that catches taken under FAD’s include small yellowfin and bigeye, and that therefore, such fishing methods should be restricted. This management tool has so far had limited use. ICCAT closed floating object fishing in the November/January period from 1997 to 1999, but not since. The closure resulted in a substantial drop in the skipjack catch. In 1998 IATTC established quotas of bigeye, which when reached would trigger closure of floating object fishing. The fishery was duly closed in 1998, 1999 and 2000, but since then the quotas have not been reached.
In the Western Pacific PNA countries have recently announced that they will enforce a three month FAD closure within their EEZs from 2009. There are doubts about the efficacy of such a measure. 
· It would need 100% observer coverage. 
· The temptation to cheat, particularly over such a long period will be great. 
· Part of the attraction to fishery administrators is founded on a fallacy: that vessels can easily convert to school fishing. 

· FADS (and other floating objects) will continue to aggregate tunas. 
· The definition of a floating object set will be difficult.

Some vessels may choose to tie up. Most of those that continue to fish will most likely experience significant catch reductions, mainly skipjack. PNA countries oppose time closures because they fear the consequent drop in skipjack catch will reduce licensing revenues; but a three month floating object closure could have even greater impact on skipjack catches. 
In a world that increasingly seeks economies of fossil fuel consumption it is relevant that floating object fishing is much less fuel intensive than school fishing (which involves steaming long distances, often at maximum speeds, and in many cases the use of helicopters). Some would say that floating object fishing should be encouraged, not demonised.
Other Options:

Catch related management tools are theoretically possible, but have not attracted much attention so far:
Total Allowable Catch Quotas:

The major problem with TAC’s is simply measuring the catch. With multiple unloading ports in a truly multinational fishery timely and accurate recording of catches would be extremely difficult. The multispecies nature of the purse seine fishery would also complicate administration. Yellowfin, bigeye and skipjack would each need TAC’s, and unless technology improves significantly it might be difficult to close one species fishery without closing all. There is too much temptation to “high grade” catches by discarding the least valuable parts. The setting of the TAC’s would become a source of political contention, as the science is debated by stakeholders.
Rights Based Management:

Over capitalization and the “race to fish” are two of the greatest threats to the health of fish stocks, fishermen, and fish resource owners. A solution that has worked in some other fisheries is rights based management. Resource owners retain their sovereign rights over fish stocks within their EEZ’s, but in effect “lease” them to fishing entities for periods of time. The relevant RFMO’s would make matching allocations in the high seas areas. Such allocations can then become part of a strategic plan which takes into account the interests and goals of each party. In effect, and in an informal way, this partially happens when fishing entities agree to invest onshore in return for access. The move towards a formalized rights based management programme should not be too difficult. Given the migratory nature of tuna stocks a RBM scheme would need a significant degree of regional cooperation, to ensure that fishing vessels could fish effectively throughout the year. Achieving the regional cooperation may be more difficult than achieving satisfactory resource owner/fishing entity relationships.
Small Scale Fisheries:

Purse seiners take most of the world’s tuna catch, and should expect to bear most of the conservation burden, but we cannot ignore the significant impact made by small scale fisheries in some specific areas, where the landing of small fish, and in some cases gillnetting is prevalent. Fisheries in the Indonesian and Philippines waters of the Western Pacific, and the Indian coastal region fall into these categories. States having significant domestic small scale fisheries should be active and effective members of their respective RFMO’s.
Sustainability & the Way Forward:
Sustainability is probably the most important issue facing tuna fisheries in the coming years. Over-fishing is an increasingly ‘hot’ global topic amongst consumers and NGO’s. Just as the dolphin issue wrought drastic changes in the industry, so could the over-fishing of tuna stocks. The growing trend towards eco-labelling is a straw in the wind that the industry (in its widest sense) cannot ignore. There are today at least six certifying organisations. There will be more in the future: certification is becoming a growth market, a sure sign that there is demand for certification. We can expect action by major retailers and brands to ensure that their products are sourced from sustainably fished resources. A widespread perception by consumers that tuna is being fished unsustainably could have a very negative effect on sales. There is definitely a stigma attached to eating endangered species! The consequences would reverberate throughout the supply chain: all the way back to fishermen and resource owners. 
It is not implausible that in future there might be two tuna fisheries/markets: one certified as sustainable, the other not. The certified fishery would enjoy strong demand and firm prices. The uncertified would find itself selling into a more restricted market, with consequently weaker prices. Lower prices would drive vessels to catch more, which in turn would push prices further down. If RFMO’s fulfil their responsibilities the fisheries will be sustainably fished, and should be instrumental in the certification process. 
What then is the way forward? I would offer these suggestions (not in any order of priority) - not as a final solution by any means, but as a way to progress towards the goal of sustainability. 
· Capacity limits for all categories of fishing vessels. Markets can do much to influence fishing capacity, but it is fallacious to assume that those markets can regulate themselves completely.
· Where, based on scientific opinion overfishing is taking place, there should be time closures.

· Floating object closures should be considered only when enforcement is certain, and then only as an alternative to time closure.
· Those who buy tuna should ensure that they do not buy from the catch of vessels listed on the IUU list of any RFMO.
· Purse seiners take most of the catch, and should bear most of the conservation burden, but the longline fleet should not be exempted. In particular, capacity limits are needed for the longline fleet also. 
· Measures must be applied throughout the range, i.e., in all ocean areas, including archipelagic waters, notwithstanding coastal State’s sovereignty over territorial waters. We hear much of “sovereign rights” – we need to hear more of “international responsibilities”.
· RFMOs should work towards TAC’s and allocations – and the means to monitor and enforce them.

· Regional groups should work towards rights based management schemes.

The membership of each RFMO is a microcosm of the United Nations: rich countries, poor countries, developed countries, developing countries. Large countries and small countries. Countries with no fishing industries, countries with large fishing industries. Countries with great fishing grounds, countries with none. Landlocked countries. Reaching consensus within such diverse groups is never going to be easy. Considerations of sovereignty and national pride play an important part in the process. Historical fishing activity should be respected, even if it is not perpetuated. In the search for ways forward many compromises will need to be made. RFMO’s should not let the perfect become the enemy of the good. If we all insist on maximum positions the prospects for achievement will be dim indeed. Industry should be heard more within the RFMO’s, and in turn, industry should have more to say, and be more ready to speak with one voice on key issues.
We, the industry gathered here today, have the most to lose if tuna stocks are unsustainably fished. If we don’t suffer the penalties, our successors certainly will, and they will condemn us for our fecklessness. Many fisheries have declined or even collapsed while the participants procrastinated. I will leave you with a quotation from the Spanish born American philosopher George Santayana:
“Those who cannot remember the past are condemned to repeat it”.
Ladies & Gentlemen, thank you.
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