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Abstract 

The Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Ocean (WCPO) is the world’s largest tuna fishery 

accounting for more than 50% of the world tuna catches, most of which is caught in the 

exclusive economic zones of Pacific Island States.  Tuna are highly migratory species and 
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capacity building attuned to meet the needs of SIDS.  These challenges also present 

opportunities for Tonga, and all SIDS, to regain control of their marine resources and to 

maximise the long term, social and economic benefits from these resources for their States 

within the limits of sustainable resource management.   
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1 Introduction 

The Pacific Small Island Developing States (SIDS),1 small and resource poor, traditionally 

regard the oceans as an important way of life.  One of the most important resources is tuna 

which represents an important renewable resource that can provide not only a source of 

protein, but also major economic benefits for the people of the Pacific.  The importance of the 

marine resource, in particular tuna, to the SIDS of the Pacific cannot be underestimated, and is 
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particular Tonga, face in discharging and implementing their obligations as a member of the 

WCPFC.   

 

It will be shown that SIDS such as Tonga face numerous challenges including participation at 

WCPFC meetings; meetings its assessed contribution as a member of the WCPFC; difficulties 

with a small fisheries administration to meet data collection, analyses and reporting 

obligations; challenges to implement the MCS actions; and understanding and implementing 

the legal and policy requirements of the WCPF Convention and its decisions.  It is argued that 

these challenges can be addressed with, amongst other things, increased capacity building, 

provision of technical and financial support and assistance in a range of issues and 

development of long term training and operational planning attuned to the needs of Pacific 

SIDS.   
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2 International legal framework for the management of highly 

migratory species  

This chapter discusses the legal framework for the management and conservation of highly 

migratory species.  It starts by providing a brief historical background leading to the adoption 

of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea of 10 December 1982 (hereafter: 

LOSC) before discussing the framework provided by the LOSC for the management of highly 

migratory species.  In addition, series of both binding and non-binding instruments were 

adopted after the LOSC to fill the gaps in the management of highly migratory species.  Some 

of these initiatives are also discussed in this chapter. 

 

2.1 Background 

Prior to the adoption of the LOSC, the seas were largely subject to a laissez-faire regime.  

Beyond the narrow belt of the coastal seas, most of the world’s oceans were high seas and the 

resources therein considered common property which was open and free for use by all.3  

Freedom of the seas was advocated during this era, where ships were small, technology was 

limited and fish thought to be inexhaustible.4  Most of the marine resources were located on 

the high seas as waters under jurisdiction of the coastal States were mostly only up to three 

nautical miles.5  However, the narrowness of the three nautical mile jurisdiction can make 

protection of living marine resources difficult to realize.  Grotius advocated the “freedom of 

the seas” doctrine based on the premise that fish is inexhaustible and trade and freedom of 

navigation was the paramount concern.6  Nevertheless, there were two implications of the 

“freedom of the seas” doctrine on fisheries management:  first, coastal States did not have any 
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rights to the resources beyond the territorial sea and second, the doctrine did not promote 

effective conservation of the marine resources.7 

 

The premise that fish is inexhaustible was challenged in the 19th century.8  In 1956, the United 

Nations convened the First Conference on the Law of the Sea (hereafter: UNCLOS I), 

resulting in four treaties being concluded in 1958, collectively known as the Geneva 

Conventions.9  One of these treaties, the Convention on Fishing and Conservation of Living 

Resources of the High Seas, made some attempt to address the issue of the conservation of 

fisheries resources in the high seas.  In 1960, the United Nations held the Second Conference 

on the Law of the Sea (hereafter: UNCLOS II) but did not produce any treaties.  As 

technology advanced, particularly post-World War II, and the premise that fish is not 

inexhaustible became clear, extension of coastal States maritime jurisdictional area was 

becoming a focus of international legal activity in the 1970-s up to today.  These developments 

culminated in the Third United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea (hereafter: 
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2.2 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea of 10 December 1982 

The LOSC opened for signature on 10 December 1982 in Montego Bay, Jamaica and 

subsequently came into force on 16 November 1994, with 320 articles and nine annexes.  

Currently, there are 157 signatories and 160 parties to the LOSC.10  With respect to its 

relationship with the Geneva Conventions, Article 311 of the LOSC states that “this 

Convention [LOSC] shall prevail, as between State Parties, over the Geneva Conventions on 

the Law of the Sea of 29 April 1958”.11   

 

Intrinsically, the LOSC provides a framework where it sets forth rights and obligations of 

States regarding their use of the ocean and its resources.  This is reflected in the preamble 

where it states that the LOSC established  

“a legal order for the sea and oceans which will facilitate international 
communication, and will promote the peaceful uses of the seas and 
oceans, the equitable and efficient utilization of their resources, the 
conservation of their living resources, and the study, protection and 



 6 

 

different management and conservation regimes, the most important for the management of 

highly migratory species, in particular tuna, is the EEZ and the high seas.  The contiguous 

zone is established for the purpose of customs, fiscal, immigration or sanitary14 enforcement 

therefore is irrelevant to tuna management and thus is not mentioned further here.   

8/9/01 42

LEGAL REGIMES OF THE OCEANS AND
AIRSPACE
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Therefore, the coastal State has the competence to prescribe regulations governing these 

waters by vessels of whatever nationality.  Further, the coastal State has the legal authority to 

enforce such regulations.  The only exception is the right of innocent passage through the 

territorial sea granted to foreign ships under Article 17.17  As such, management of resources 

in waters under sovereignty of the coastal State is largely at the discretion of the coastal State, 

as it is treated as sovereign territory of that State.   

 

On the other hand, zones under sovereign rights are those of the EEZ18 and the continental 

shelf.19  The EEZ is subject to the specific legal regime established under Part V of the LOSC 

where  
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provides a list in Annex 1, most of which are tuna or tuna-like species.25  It is worth noting 

that the LOSC takes a single species-group approach to management, evidenced by provisions 

made for individual species such as shared and straddling stocks,26 highly migratory species,27 

marine mammals,28 anadromous stocks,29 catadromous species30 and sedentary species.
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In addition, the conservation and management of tuna, needs to take into account the highly 

migratory nature of some of the tuna species.  Some tuna species travel considerable distances 

throughout the ocean, sometimes travelling through several zones of national jurisdiction as 

well as those of the high seas.  The LOSC recognise that tuna knows no political or man-made 

boundaries, thus, Article 64 calls on: 

The coastal State and other States whose nationals fish in the region for 
the highly migratory species listed in Annex I shall cooperate directly or 
through appropriate international organisations with a view to ensuring 
conservation and promoting the objective of optimum utilization of such 
species throughout the region, both within and beyond the exclusive 
economic zone.  In regions for which no appropriate international 
organizations exists, the coastal State and other States whose nationals 
harvest these species in the region shall cooperate to establish such an 
organization and participate in its work. 
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(a) their treaty obligations; 
(b) the rights and duties as well as the interests of coastal States provided 

for, inter  alia, in article 63, paragraph 2, and articles 64 to 67; and 
(c) the provisions of this section.47 

 

As stated before, Articles 116 to 119,48 together with Article 64 expressly qualify the freedom 

to fish on the high seas, imposing a duty on flag States and relevant coastal States to cooperate 

and adopt conservation and management measures to ensure highly migratory species are 

conserved and managed responsibly.  Burke point out that Article 64 deals with highly 

migratory species within the EEZ and beyond, joining Article 56, 61 and 62 for application 

within the EEZ and Articles 87 and Articles 116-119 for application beyond the EEZ.49  

Specifically, Article 119 provides the criteria to achieve conservation of the living resources of 

the high seas.   

 

                                                 
47 Ibid Article 116 
48 LOSC Articles 116 to Articles 119 are under Section 2 (Conservation and Management of the Living 
Resources of the High Seas) of Part VII (High Seas) 
49William T. Burke, “Highly migratory species in the new law of the sea”, Ocean Development and International 
Law, Vol. 14 No. 3, 1984, pp.285 
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2.3 Post-LOSC initiatives 

After the adoption of the LOSC, negotiations and adoption of a series of ‘hard’ and ‘soft law’ 

followed, adding to the growing legal framework that deals with fisheries related issues today.  

Hard law are binding instruments and although soft law are non-binding, they represent 

commitments made by negotiating parties.  Of particular relevance to tuna conservation and 

management are: 

·  The 1993 Agreement to Promote Compliance with International Conservation and 

Management Measures by Fishing Vessels on the High Seas (FAO Compliance 

Agreement), in force from 24 April 2003 

·  1995 Agreement for the Implementation of the Provision 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 (UNFSA), in force from 11 December 2001 

·  The 1995 FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries 

o Various FAO International Plans of Actions addressing specific key issues 

of the 1995 Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries  

 

The growing body of both hard and soft law show that international fisheries law is evolving 

in response to a number of political and economic issues and a growing component being 

environmental in nature.  The following discussion will look at some of these initiatives and 

how it has contributed to the conservation and management regime governing tuna. 
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2.3.1 FAO Compliance Agreement 

The 1993 Agreement to Promote Compliance with International Conservation and 









 17 

 

systems, complementing the flag State jurisdiction with port States’ and coastal States’ 

jurisdiction.  UNFSA summarize the basic guidelines for fisheries governance, which have 

been repeated and, to some extent, strengthened in more recent developments.  

 

2.3.3 FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries 

The 1995 FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries (hereafter: “the Code”) was another 

initiative under the auspices of the FAO.  The FAO Committee of Fisheries meeting in 1991 

call for more responsible practice and better management and in the 1992 Cancun Conference 

on Responsible Fishing, the conference requested FAO to prepare a Code of Conduct to 

address this issue.  Technical consultations took place between 1992-1995 leading to the 

adoption of the Code by consensus at the 28th Session of the FAO Conference on 31 October 

1995, with twelve articles and two annexes.  The Code is voluntary and global in scope75 and 

its objectives are succinctly listed in Article 2.76  It seeks to provide sustainable benefits from 

fisheries in terms of food, employment, trade and economic well-being for people throughout 

the world by providing principles and standards applicable to the conservation and 

management and development of all fisheries.   

                                                 
75 FAO, Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries, Article 1.1 
76 Ibid, Article 2 
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3 The Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission 

This chapter provides a background on the Western and Central Pacific Ocean (WCPO) 
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Figure 2. The WCPFC Convention Area 

(Source:  
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The compositions of actors show the diversity of the interest involved.  Here are some of the 

most powerful States of the world which come together with some of the smallest and poorest 

islands States of world, with the aim to ensure, through effective management, the long-term 

conservation and sustainable use of the highly migratory species of the WCPO.89  As the 

Pacific Island States and territories make up majority of the composition of the WCPO region, 

it is worthwhile to present a profile on these States and some of the initiatives they have taken 

in implementing the international legal requirement
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3.1.2 Status of tuna fisheries 

Globally, key fish stocks are rapidly depleting.  The latest statistics reports that 77%, of the 

world fish stocks are significantly depleted, fully exploited or overexploited and 23% 

underexploited or moderately exploited.90  Overall, the Western Central Pacific accounted for 

fourteen percent (11.2 million tonnes) of the world



 22 

 

1980s, due mainly to increases in the purse seine fleet.97  Total catch of target species 
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Figure 3. Catch (mt) of albacore, bigeye, skipjack and yellowfin in the Convention 
Area 

 
 (Source: Peter Williams and Peter Terawasi, (2010) “Overview of tuna fisheries in the Western and 
Central Pacific Ocean, including economic conditions – 2009”,  paper presented at the Sixth Regular 

Session of the Scientific Committee, SC6-2010-GN-WP 01, Nuku’alofa, Tonga, 10-19 August 2010, pp.2) 
 

At the global level, the 2008 Food and Agriculture Organisation Status of Fisheries and 

Aquaculture (FAO SOFIA) publication reported skipjack and yellowfin on the ten top species 

caught in 2006.102  Total global tuna reached a new maximum in 2006 at more than 6.4 million 

tonnes, of which skipjack catches was higher than ever, recorded at 2.5 million tonnes.103  In 

comparison, skipjack catch in the WCPFC convention area in 2006 was recorded at 1,537,524 

mt.104  Thus, more than 60% of the world’s skipjack supply came from the WCPFC 

convention area.  At the global scale, yellowfin catch in 2006 was recorded at 1.1 million 

tonnes, reported to have decreased by about 20 percent from the peak reached in 2003.105  In 
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nearly 40% of the world’s yellowfin supply.  As evident from the figures provided, the 

WCPFC convention area contributes significantly to the global tuna catch. 

 

On the other hand, looking at the catches based on gear type, the following evolves.  The purse 
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The latest stock assessment for the four main targeted tuna species, by the SPC-OFP,109 

concluded that overfishing is occurring in the bigeye tuna stock.110  On the other hand, 

skipjack is moderately exploited and that overfishing is not occurring,111 yellowfin also is not 

experiencing overfishing112 and the South Pacific albacore stock is not in an overfished 

state.113   

 

                                                 
109 The Oceanic Fisheries Programme of the Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC-OFP) entered into a 
formal arrangement with the WCPFC to provide the majority of the WCPFC’s science services.  This 
arrangement was formalized at the first regular ses
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3.2 
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of the African continent.115  However, total land mass only accounts for 553,357 km², 84% of 

which is Papua New Guinea alone (see Table 1).  They are also resource poor and have very 

small populations - only Papua New Guinea has a population greater than one million.116  

Majority of these States and territories have limited land-based resources, but vast EEZ areas.  

Thus, marine resources become critically important to these States and territories, particularly 

those with a large EEZ, a small population and a tiny land mass.  For some of these Pacific 

Island States, especially the Federated States of Micronesia, Kiribati, Marshall Islands and 

Tuvalu, tuna is their most important economic resource.117  In the case of the Federated States 

of Micronesia, Tuvalu and Kiribati, the value of fish caught in their EEZs exceeds their gross 

national income while in the Marshall Islands, Samoa and Solomon Islands it is almost half of 

their national income.118  The demographic, economic and geographical profile of these States 

and territories (Table 1) thus, highlights the plights of the Pacific SIDS. 

 

The possible maritime boundaries for these 22 island States and territories are shown in the 

map in Figure 5.  Although all FFA members have claimed EEZ, many are yet to finalize 

delimitation of their boundaries.  Figure 5 shows Provisional Treaty Lines (PTLs), adopted by 

the FFA members for purposes of distributing the license fees and satisfying reporting and 

enforcement activities pursuant to the US Treaty.119 

                                                 
115 Transform Aqorau, “Illegal Fishing and Fisheries L
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Figure 5. FFA Map for Pacific Island EEZs 

Source:  FFA 
 

Due to the smallness and lack of land-based resources within these States, the ocean represents 

a major source of livelihood for its people.  Fishing in the past was mostly carried out just 

outside the reef with traditional canoes or inshore by traditional methods.  The development of 

industrial fishing in the Pacific Ocean commenced in the pre-World War II era with United 

States and Japan as the main super powers to attemp
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seining, longlining and pole and line fishing.121   The fishery expanded rapidly from the mid 

1980s following the development of the purse seine fishing gear technology.   

 

In terms of conservation and management of the tuna
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coherent and coordinated way”.129  Under the 1979 FFA Convention, the agency consists of 

the Forum Fisheries Committee (hereafter: FFC) which is the governing body, with its 

Secretariat based in Honiara, Solomon Islands.130  The functions of the FFC131 and the 

Secretariat,132 do not have any management responsibilities, but merely facilitate management 

decisions taken collectively and in some cases indi
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the Federated States of Micronesia Arrangement, Driftnet fishing Convention, and others 

which will be briefly presented here. 

 

In 1989, concerned with the effect of high seas driftnet fishing in the South Pacific albacore 

fisheries, the FFA members’ concluded the Convention for the prohibition of fishing with long 
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World’s Oceans and Sea.  In December 1992, there was a global ban on high seas pelagic 

driftnet fishing. 141   

 

Another initiative of the Pacific Island States was the Nauru Agreement Concerning 

Cooperation in the Management of Fisheries of Common Interest142 (hereafter: Nauru 

Agreement) was concluded in 1981 by the Federated States of Micronesia, Kiribati, Marshall 

Islands, Nauru, Palau, Papua New Guinea and Solomon Islands.  Tuvalu became a party in 

1991.  These States, recognising the fact that DWFNs were able to weaken their negotiating 

positions by playing one State against another, adopted the Nauru Agreement, which sought: 

“without any derogation of their [parties] respective rights, to co-ordinate 
and harmonise the management of fisheries with regard to common 
stocks with the Fisheries Zones, for the benefit of their peoples”.143    

 

The key elements of this subregional Agreement incl
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Federated States of Micronesia Arrangement for Regional Fisheries Access of 29 November 

1994 (hereafter: FSM Arrangement).152  The Palau Arrangement, in the preamble stated, it 

takes into account the LOSC, in particular Article 56(1) (a) [granting coastal States sovereign 

rights] and Article 61 [conservation].  The major fisheries management initiative under The 
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In addition, PNA adopted in 2008 the 3rd Implementing Arrangement through which a three 

months FAD Closure was prescribed, 100% observer coverage, retention of all fish caught and 

the closure of the two high seas pockets in the central Pacific.158  Follow on from the PNA 

initiative, the FFA’s Polynesian countries; Cook Islands, Niue, Samoa, Tokelau, Tonga 

including New Zealand, established early this year, the ‘Te Vaka Moana’ group, in a collective 

effort to enhance sustainability and derive greater economic benefits from the South Pacific 

longline fishery.159    

 

Collectively, the FFA members have put in place initiatives to discharge their obligations 

required under the international laws for the conse
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3.3.1 Historical Overview (MHLC 1 – 7) 

The first MHLC (MHLC 1) was of exploratory nature with the objective to promote the full 

implementation of responsible fishing operations in the South Pacific region.170  Its main 

outcome was an agreement to hold a technical consultation “to consider options for improved 

provision of complete catch and effort data and compilation and exchange of data” and 

“options under which scientists from all parties involved in the fishery can more fully 

participate in the stock assessment process”.171   

 

MHLC 2172 represented the first stage of the negotiation process as it had a specific mandate to 

discuss the development of comprehensive management arrangements for the region’s tuna 

fisheries, consistent with LOSC and the UNFSA.173  The most important outcome of MHLC 2 

was the adoption of the Majuro Declaration174 outlining guiding principles on which the 

continued process was to be based.  The declaration also committed Parties to a timeframe of 

three years for the negotiation of a legally binding conservation and management mechanism 

in accordance with the LOSC and the UNFSA.175  

 

MHLC 3176
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Pacific Ocean was adopted by majority vote.183  The Convention was opened for signature for 

12 months from 5 September 2000 to all States that participated in the MHLC process.  All 

except Japan signed the Final Act on 5 September.184  Taiwan signed a separate agreement 

with the chair providing for its participation in the Preparatory Conference and its agreement 

to be bound by the provisions of the Convention.   

 

The period between the adoption of the Convention and its entry into force (2000-2004) was 

taken up by a series of Preparatory Conferences (also known as PrepCon), in accordance with 

the resolution adopted in Honolulu.  The task of the Preparatory Conferences was to lay the 

foundations for the Commission to commence its work and to ensure that no vacuum would 

exist in the period between the adoption of the WCPF Convention and its entry into force.185  

The PrepCon process was to establish the organisation and financial framework for the new 
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of the adoption of the Convention, three DWNFs have not acted, the Convention would still 

enter into force six months after the deposit of the thirteenth ratification, acceptance, approval 

or accession.189   

 

                                                 
189 WCPF Convention, Article 36 (2) 
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3.3.2 WCPF Convention 

On 19 June 2004, the WCPF Convention, consisting of twelve parts and four annexes, entered 
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Part I of the WCPF Convention provides the general provisions, objective, area of application 

and relationship between this Convention and the LOSC.194  The objective as stated in Article 

2 is: 
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be applied by coastal States within areas under national jurisdiction in the exercise of their 

sovereign rights enshrined in the LOSC.207   

 

Further, members have a duty to cooperate to ensure that measures adopted for the high seas 

and the areas under national jurisdictions are compatible.208  This recognizes the necessity to 

manage fish stocks in their entirety, taking into account their “biological unity and other 

biological characteristics”, as stated in the UNFSA.209  Coastal States are also required to 

ensure that measures adopted within areas under its national jurisdiction do not undermine the 

effectiveness of measures adopted by the WCPFC.210  Unlike the UNFSA which gives 

preference to coastal State measures, it has been argued that Article 8(3) of the WCPF 

Convention raises practical difficulties, in that, it is unclear which measure would take 

precedence in the event that a conflict arises between measures applied by coastal States and 

those adopted by the WCPFC.
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members.224  The WCPFC’s Financial Regulation225 provides the formula for assessing the 

financial contribution of members. 

 

In addition, as a general rule, decision making in the WCPFC shall be by consensus.226  If all 

effort to reach consensus is exhausted, on questions of procedure, decisions shall be taken by 

majority of those present and voting.  Otherwise, if it is on a question of substance, a two 

chamber voting system is employed.227  A member can seek a review of the decision by a 

review panel within 30 days of the adoption of the decision.  During this time, the decision is 
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dealing with highly migratory fish stocks and activities of vessels flying its flag in the 

Convention Area.  Further, members also, shall to the greatest extent possible ensure its 

nations comply with the provisions of the WCPF Convention.231  These data are reported to 

the Scientific Committee through members Annual Report Part 1232 and to the Technical and 

Compliance Committee through members Annual Report Part 2. 

 

Part V, in Article 24, require members to discharge their duties effectively as a flag State by 

exercising control over their vessels, both in areas under national jurisdiction and on the high 

seas.233   Members are to ensure that vessel flying its flag, comply with national laws of other 

States and where it is operated in the high seas, shall comply with the terms and conditions set 

out in Annex III of the WCPF Convention.234  Members also are required to maintain a record 

of fishing vessels entitled to fly its flag and authorized for fishing in the Convention Area235 

and provide these information, as set out in Annex IV, on an annual basis to the WCPFC.236  

Moreover, any addition and deletion from the record of fishing vessels shall promptly be 

communicated to the Commission.237  The Commission shall use the information provided to 

maintain its own record of fishing vessels and circulate it periodically to members.238  In 

addition, members shall require its fishing vessels that fish for HMFS on the high seas and in 

areas under the national jurisdiction of another member to use near real-time satellite position 

fixing transmitters.239   

 

Part VI sets out the compliance and enforcement provisions for fishing vessels in the 

Convention Area.  Each member is required to investigate fully any alleged violation by 

fishing vessels flying its flag, at the request of any other member.240
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3.4 Conservation and Management Measures (CMMs) and Resolutions 

The subsidiary bodies of the WCPFC, in carrying out its functions as stipulated under the 

WCPF Convention, meet annually and make recommendations to the regular session of the 

WCPFC which normally meets in December.   The regul
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3.4.1 
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Res.-2008-01 on aspirations of SIDS and territories elaborates Article 30 of the WCPF 

Convention258 articulating the special requirements of developing States.  The resolution 

resolves that CCMs will develop, interpret and apply CCMs in the context of, and in a manner 

consistent with the LOSC as articulated in Article 4 of the WCPF Convention and the UNFSA.  

As such, CCMs shall cooperate to enhance the ability of developing States, particularly the 

least developed among them and SIDS and Territories in the Convention Area, to develop 

their own fisheries for highly migratory fish stocks, including but not limited to the high seas 

within the Convention Area.259  Developed CCMs are also called upon to make concerted 

efforts and consider innovation options to reduce and or restructure their fleet to accommodate 

aspirations of SIDS and territories in the convention area.260  CMMs are to make efforts to 

achieve the goal of ensuring that by 2018, the domestic fishing and related industries of 

developing States, in particular the least developed SIDS and Territories, accounts for a 

greater share of the benefits than what is currently realized of the total catch and value of 

HMFS harvested in the Convention Area.261  The resolution also provided a number of 

principles that the Commission when adopting CMMs should take into account.262  In essence, 

the resolution seeks to reverse the tide of constra
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3.4.2 Vessel identity measure 

Current CMMs’ that seeks to identify vessels fishing within the WCPO is presented in a 

summary form below and briefly discussed individually, there under. 

Table 3:  Vessel identity CMMs 
Conservation and Management Measure Symbol Date 

adopted 
Date in 
force 

WCPFC Record of Fishing Vessels and Authorization to 
Fish (Revised) 

CMM 2009-01 11-12-2009 09-02-2010 

Specifications for the Marking and Identification of 
Fishing Vessels 

CMM 2004-03 8-12-2004 8-02-2005 

Charter Notification Scheme CMM 2009-08 11-12-2009 09-02-2010 
Source:  http://www.wcpfc.int/conservation-and-management-measures  

WCPFC Record of Fishing Vessels and Authorization to Fish (Revised) (CMM 2009-01) 

CMM 2009-01 replaces CMM 2004-01 and obliges members264 to exercise its flag State duties 

consistent with Article 24 of the Convention.265
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In essence, CMM 2009-01 places a substantial number of reporting and data requirements on 

members.  This includes provision of substantial vessel information270 to the Executive 

Director within 15 days, or 72 hours before fishing, of any addition, change or deletion to the 

member’s RFV.  In addition, a member is to respond to vessel information request from the 

Executive Director within 15 days of such request.  Further, before 1 July each year, each 

member is to submit a list of vessels in its RFV plus the WCPFC identification number (WIN) 

for each vessel and an identification of whether the vessel “fished” or “did not fish” in the 

preceding year.  The vessel information required by CMM 2009-01 as listed in paragraph 6 is 

mandatory to be provided by members to the Executive Director however, in the past, 

members have submitted incomplete information due t
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by the decisions and the CMMs of the Commission.  The vessel operation shall also pay a 

nominal fee of US$2500.272  The measure anticipates that after the annual regular session of 

the Commission, majority of the bunker and carrier vessels will be flagged to members.   

 

Specifications for the Marking and Identification of Fishing Vessels (CMM 2004-03) 

CMM 2004-03 includes specifications intended to implement the FAO Standard Specifications 

for Marking and Identification of Fishing Vessels and to be applied to all fishing vessels 

authorized to fish in the Convention Area beyond areas of national jurisdiction.  It obliges 

members to mark their vessels with the International Telecommunication Union Radio Call 

Signs (IRCS) or  with the characters allocated by the International Telecommunication Union 

(ITU) to the member of the Commission concerned or such other characters of national 

identification as may be required under bilateral fishery agreements and followed by, as 

appropriate, the fishing authorization or vessel registration number assigned to the vessel by 

the member of the Commission concerned.





 58 

 

3.4.3 
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WCPFC required CCMs to submit data on their catch of albacore and the number of vessel 

fishing for albacore.
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level experienced either in 2004 or the annual average of the period 
2001–2004.  However, even if fully implemented and complied with, 
CMM-2008-01 is extremely unlikely to achieve its most important 
objective: reducing fishing mortality on the WCPO bigeye tuna stock to 
at least 30% below the level experienced either in 2004 or the annual 
average of the period 2001–2004. Furthermore, if the high seas pockets 
closure results in effort being transferred to high seas areas to the east, 
where bigeye tuna generally form a greater proportion of the purse-seine 
catch, the objectives of CMM-2008-01 will be even less likely to be 
achieved.”292   

CMM 2008-01 is aimed at purse seine fishery, spelling out what measures to be taken in 2009 
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operating under charter, lease or other similar mechanism as part of their domestic fishery 

south of 20°S; and any other vessels fishing within their waters south of 20°S.295 

 

Conservation and Management Measure for Pacific Bluefin Tuna (CMM 2009-07) 
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3.4.4 
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fishing vessels authorized to fish in the Convention Area in accordance with CMM 2004-01, 

which are: 

·  fishing exclusively on the high seas in the Convention Area, and  
·  vessels fishing on the high seas and in waters under the jurisdiction of 

one or more coastal States, and vessels fishing in the waters under the 
national jurisdiction of two or more States. 

In turn, ROP is to be implemented according to the schedule in Attachment K, Annex C, 

setting out the timeframe for all vessels in each fishery to reach coverage of at least 5% by 30 
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eleven pages, incorporating the different section identified above (see the measure in 

Appendix 1). 
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WCPFC IUU Vessel List (paragraph 25 – 29) and Review (paragraph 30).  Two controversial 

issues consistently discussed throughout the past years in this measure are paragraph 3(j) and 

paragraph 15. 

 

In 2007, at the regular session of the Commission, Korea sought to remove paragraph 3(j) of 

the measure which calls for the description of IUU activities to include vessels that “are under 

the control of the owner of any vessel on the WCPFC
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The measure encourages CCMs to take necessary measures to prevent such vessels from 

undermining CMMs and report any sightings to the Secretariat. 

 

3.4.5 By-catch mitigation measures 

In addition to the target species, the WCPFC recognize the importance of by-catch species.  

Specific CMMs dealing with by-catch species are presented in a summary form below and 

briefly discussed, there under. 

Table 6:  MCS CMMs 
Conservation and Management Measure Symbol Date 

adopted 
Date in 
force 

Conservation and Management Measure to Mitigate the 
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fishing vessels fishing for swordfish in shallow set, reduce their sea turtle interaction rate 

starting on 1 January 2010, prescribing a number of requirements for implementation.  These 

includes only using large circle hooks, use only whole finfish for bait and use any other 

measure, mitigation plan or activity approved by the WCPFC.310
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sharks caught incidentally and are not used for food or other purposes.316  As can be seen, 

CCMs have a lot of obligations under this CMM.  The challenge faced is that of 

implementation and enforcement, for example, ensuring vessels observe the 5% fin to carcass 

ratio.   

 

Fundamental to SIDS is that the measure succinctly states that nothing in the measure shall 
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3.4.6 Vessel control measure 

CMMs that regulate the conduct of fishing by fishing vessels allowed to be fishing in the 

WCPO are presented in a summary form below, and briefly discussed individually, there 

under. 

Table 7: Vessel control CMMs 
Conservation and Management Measure Symbol Date 

adopted 
Date in 
force 
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The WCPFC 6 adopted CMM 2009-02, to be read together with CMM 2008-01 which 
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essence, HMFS covered by the Convention shall not be transhipped at sea by purse seine 

vessels outside the Convention Area consistent with
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3.4.7 
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fear that as the membership increases, the allocation of a TAC when it is set by the WCPFC 

will become smaller and smaller.  
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4 Challenges facing implementation by SIDS: a focus on Tonga 
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With the development of the EEZ concept during UNCLOS III, Tonga enacted legislation 

claiming a 12nm territorial sea and an EEZ of 200nm in 1978337 which was revised in 1987.338  

A Maritime Zone Act (2009) is currently in draft form.   

 

Tonga’s EEZ is dominated by Lau Basin (2,500-3,000m) to the West and Tonga Trench 

(greater than 6,000m) located to the east of the Tonga Ridge.339  It is estimated that Tonga has 

potentially an EEZ area of at least 700,000 square kilometres sharing borders with Fiji to the 

West, Wallis and Futuna, Samoa and American Samoa to the North, Niue to the East and high 

seas to the South.  Tonga has not finalized EEZ boundaries with its neighbours except for 

Wallis and Futuna and American Samoa.  The challenge now for Tonga is to negotiate and 

agree on boundaries with Fiji, Samoa and Niue although boundary negotiations between 

Tonga and these neighbouring States are understood to be ongoing.  The boundary depicted in 

Figure 2 is used by the FFA for the purpose of the US Treaty340 but other view of Tonga’s EEZ 
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Figure 6. Tonga: Historical National Boundary and Exclusive Economic Zone 

Source:  Hanns J. Buchholz, Law of the Sea Zones in the Pacific Ocean, Institute of Southeast Asian 
Studies, Singapore, 1987, pp.86 

 

 

4.1.2 Tuna fisheries 

The historical tuna fishery (1952-1982) in the EEZ of Tonga was dominated by the DWFNs, 

namely Japan, Korea and Taiwan, after which, tuna fishery in Tonga has been dominated by 

Tongan flagged vessels and locally based foreign vessels. 341  The main fishing method used is 

longline fishing with very insignificant pole-and-line and purse seine fishing.342  Commercial 

tuna operations in Tonga only started in 1967 on an experimental basis as initiated by the 

Government, when it received its first longliner “Ekiaki” from Japan.   A second long liner, 

“Tavake” (maximum storage capacity of 40 mt) was do
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Figure 7. Historical annual catch (mt) and effort (no. hooks) by primary species, for Tongan longliners, 

active in the CA, 2005-2009 
(Source: Tonga’s Annual Report Part 1 to the SC, WCPFC, pp.5) 

 
 

4.1.3 Economy 

Tonga has a GDP per capita of only UDS$2,629.346  Tonga’s economy heavily relies on 

remittances, tourism, agriculture and fisheries.  The Ministry of Finance estimated economic 

grown to contract 0.4% in 2008/09, a downward revision from 0.4% growth estimated in the 

Budget Statement for 2009/10.  Tonga’s primary export commodity, squash, experience 

decline in 2008/09 and total fish exports were subdued for the year ending June 2009 but the 

entrance of sea cucumber into the export market has contributed to the development of the 

export sector.347   

 

                                                 
346 SPC 2010 Pocket Statistical Summary 
347 National Reserve Bank of Tonga, Annual Report 2008/09, pp.2, 
http://www.reservebank.to/docs/ANNUAL%20REPORTS/2009/NRBT_AR_0809_English.pdf accessed 
16/08/2010 
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The Fisheries Division Annual Report 2009 reported the major export (value) of marine 
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Table 10:  Fisheries Division Permanent Posts as at
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In terms of financial capacity, the total budget allocation for FY 2009/2010 was T$1.68m 
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As can be deduced from the names of these regulations, these regulations are very recent and 

one of the major focuses was to incorporate regional obligations such as those from the 

WCPFC, into Tonga’s national legislations.  In addition, Tonga’s National Tuna Management 

Plan 2010-2014 has recently been finalized.  The Plan’s goal is “to manage Tonga’s national 

tuna fisheries resources through an ecosystem-based, sustainable use and economically 

efficient tuna fisheries business”.356  At the international level, relevant to tuna management, 

Tonga is party to the LOSC and the UNFSA.  Although it is not a party to the FAO 

Compliance Agreement, Tonga incorporates most of the instrument’s provisions into its 

national legislation.357  At the regional level, Tonga is a party to the WCPF Convention, and 

the FFA Convention.   As stipulated under the FMA 2002, no fishing vessel shall be used in 

the fisheries waters without a license, permit or other authorisation required under the Act.358  

Application for the license shall be made in the prescribed form and every fishing license 

issued is subject to the conditions provided by the Act and any that may be prescribed.359  

Currently, Tonga does not license foreign and locally based foreign fishing vessels for the tuna 

fisheries but only Tongan flagged vessels. 

 

                                                 
356 Tonga National Tuna Management Plan 2010-2014, pp.8 
357 Tonga, Fisheries Management Act 2002 dedicates Part VIII to High Seas fishing, containing Section 44 – 
Section 64 
358 Tonga, FMA 2002 Section 21 
359 Ibid, Section 22 
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4.2 Challenges: 

The WCPFC Convention is hailed as a major achievement in that it provides a framework for 

the management of the highly migratory species in the WCPO, particularly in previously 

unregulated areas, such as the high seas.  WCPFC will provide benefit for the Pacific Island 

States to realise potential fisheries development aspirations however, on the other hand, it can 

also pose a threat in that, it can be used as a vehicle by DWFNs to dilute sovereign rights of 

the Pacific Island States in the exploring, exploiting, conserving and managing the highly 

migratory resources, particularly within the areas under national jurisdiction.  In addition, the 

WCPF Convention and the decisions of the Commission impose obligations on member 

countries.   However, SIDS lack the capacity and re
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Convention directly creates a number of meetings - the WCPFC, SC and TCC360 and other 

subsidiary bodies established under its auspices: the Ad Hoc Task Group for Data (AHTG 

[Data]) and the Inter-sessional Working Group for the Regional Observer Programme (ROP-

IWG).361  As seen from Table 11, since its inaugural session in 2004, there have been four 

WCPFC directly created meetings each year that Tonga had to cover in 2005 to 2010. 

Table 11:  WCPFC and its subsidiary bodies meetings, 2004- 2010 

 
Source:  The above information in this table were extracted from the Fisheries Division annual reports and 

Fisheries Division training database 
* Tonga did not attend the ROP-IWG 3 and attended NC 5 as an observer 

 

Furthermore, in the past, during the WCPFC and its subsidiary bodies meetings, it is common 

to hold different working groups and breakout sessions in the margin of these meetings.  For 

                                                 
360 WCPF Convention Article 9(3) for the WCPFC meetings and Article 11(3) for the subsidiary bodies meetings 
361 WCPF Convention Article 11(6) allow the Commission to establish other subsidiary bodies as it deems 
necessary, thus the creation of the AHTG[Data] and the ROP-IWG 
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the meetings in Table 11, the WCPFC funded the participation of one participant from each 

developing State party.362  In the past, the number of participants Tonga send to these meetings 

is 1 to 3 officers with the exception of WCPFC 3 (see Table 11).  Funds available in the past to 

send additional participants to the WCPFC and its related meetings include the fund 

established under Part VII of the UNFSA and Tonga’s share of the Project Development Fund 

(PDF) from the US Treaty.  However, Tonga’s delegation to these meetings, like most SIDS, is 

by large very small and limited in expertise compared to other delegations.363  The DWNFs 

usually send a substantial number of participants w
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such, it is submitted that the WCPF Convention has directly and indirectly generated immense 

number of meetings which SIDS such as Tonga finds c
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The capacity of the Tonga to cover these meetings in a year is demonstrated using 2009 as an 

example.  Using the information in Table 12, the graph below shows the number of meetings 

per month for 2009, the number of Tonga Fisheries officers attending these meetings as well as 

the total number of meeting days.  For example, in February, there was one meeting with 

duration of 5 days, attended by 2 officers.  In March, there were 2 meetings attended by two 

officers (one officer to each meeting), with a combined number of days of 9 days taken up by 

these two meetings.  If two or more meetings are held back to back, for example, for 

December there were the FFA preparatory meeting to the WCPFC 6 and the WCPFC 6, this is 

counted as one meeting.  It is also worthwhile to note that the number of days presented is 

only for the actual number of days for the meeting, not counting the number of days that is 

loss when the officer spend travelling to the meeting.  A conservative estimate of the number 

of days officer(s) attending FFA preparatory meeting, the SC/TCC/WCPFC and the travelling 

days required to get to the meeting usually mean the officer(s) is/are away from Tonga for at 

least, two weeks for each meeting.   
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in, the regional meeting is compromised.  There is also a lack of consistency and continuity in 

officer(s) attending these regional meetings and a lack of debriefing at the end of the meeting, 

at the national level, thus corporate knowledge is not shared.  In Tonga, although there is a 

reporting template for staff to submit report upon returning from a meeting, this report is very 

minimal.   

 

The discussion above have shown that the WCPF Convention have both directly and indirectly 

created enormous number of meetings which SIDS such as Tonga struggle to participate in.  

The SIDS’s participation is both discussed not only in terms of being able to attend the 

meetings but also of being able to participate effectively during the meeting.  The preceding 

discussion highlighted issues which contribute to undermine the effectiveness of Tonga’s 

participation at the WCPFC and its related meetings.  In not being able to participate 

effectively, the national interest of a member such as Tonga is marginally represented and at 

the same time, national delegates do not fully comprehend the implications of the decisions 

agreed to, at the national level.  As pointed out by Hanich and others, some Pacific Island 

States lacked the capacity and confidence to negotiate at international levels and often found 

them overwhelmed by the speed in which the discussion took place at the WCPFC.367   

 

                                                 
367 Quentin Hanich, Feleti Teo, Martin Tsamenyi, “A collective approach to Pacific islands fisheries 
management: moving beyond regional agreements”, Marine Policy, no.34, 2010, pp.88 
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4.2.2 Financial contribution and obligations 
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The budget is adopted on an annual basis by consensus at the annual regular sessions of the 

WCPFC.  Following adoption of the budget, the assessed contribution is payable in full within 

60 days of the receipt of communication from the Executive Director.371  Historically, Tonga’s 

assessed contributions, in USD, to the WCPFC’s budget have been as follows: 

Table 13:  Tonga’s annual assessed contribution to the WCPFC 

Year Assessed Contribution (USD) 
2004 4701 372 
2005 4701 373 
2006 8304 374 
2007 13,160 375 
2008 15,144 376 
2009 19,016 377 
2010 26,016 378 
2011 31,396 – indicative 379 
2012 32,635 – indicative 380 
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27% for operation.  Hence, in 2009, only T$453,600381 is available to Tonga Fisheries to carry 

out all its duties and obligations, one of which is to meet its assessed contribution to the 



 96 

 



 97 

 

4.2.3 Reporting obligations 
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Table 15:  Some other reporting requirements 

Source:  CMMs identified in the Table 

The challenge Tonga encountered with meeting Part 1 and Part 2 Annual Report submission 

for Tonga was manifold; and primarily due to the number of available officers within Tonga 

Fisheries, the ability of the available officers to complete these reports, the ease with which to 

understand the requirements of the reports, the user-friendliness of the report template and the 

availability of the data required to be reported.  Data required to be reported needs to be 

available and with this, most CCMs especially SIDS such as Tonga found it challenging, 

which will be discussed under data obligations in section 4.2.4.   

 

The availability of officers and the ability of the officers to complete these reports (Part 1 and 

Part 2) play a major role in Tonga’s ability to fulfil its reporting obligations.    As shown in 

Table 10 and discussed in section 4.2.1 (participation), Tonga Fisheries have very limited 

number of senior officers.  In 2009, there were 10 key senior officers, 8 of which have in the 
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discussion in section 4.2.1).  Of these 8 officers, one is on study leave and one has left in early 

2010 leaving only 6 available officers.   

 

For these reports to be confidently put together, firstly one has to be available and secondly, 

one has to understand and be aware of the issues involved.  This relates to participation at 

meetings as one needs to, in order to be aware and understand the issues involved.  At the 

moment, the 6 key officers alluded to earlier have participated in a SC, TCC or WCPFC 

meeting – 3 officers have attended one TCC meeting each.  The Head of Fisheries, although 

have consistently participated in most of the meetings is, due to the requirements of his post, 

normally plays a minimal role in the preparation of these Part 1 and Part 2 reports.  In essence, 

currently there are only three officers at Tonga Fisheries who can prepare these annual reports 

with some certainty.  Of these three officers, one 
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is required to be reported and by when.  A clear example is the requirement by CMM 2009-01 

to submit to the Executive Director, before 1 July each year, a list of all vessels in the national 

record of fishing vessels, together with WCPFC identification number (WIN) and an 

indication of “fished” or “did not fish”.  Often, because these reporting requirements are 

contained in either the CMMs or the record of proceedings of the meetings, it can easily be 

forgotten.  This requirement is often forgotten and in Tonga’s case, was not updated for the 

past number of years.   

 

The challenge of fulfilling Annual Report Part 1 and Part 2, for Tonga, is exacerbated by a lack 

of in-house process within Tonga Fisheries to ensure that these reports are prepared to be 

submitted on time.  In addition, it is the practice that the task of preparing the reports is the 

responsibility of the officer attending the meeting.  However, identifying officers to attend 

meetings is largely done on the fly, thereby leaving the identified officer not enough time to 

prepare the required report leading to late submission.  In addition, no specific officer(s) is 

identified to keep track of the reporting requirements other than Part 1 and Part 2 report, thus 

these requirements can easily be forgotten.  In essence, the lack of available and capable 
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report to the authorities of the fishing vessel within this timeframe, the authorities of the 

inspection vessel shall inform the authorities of the fishing vessel and shall specify the time 

period within which the report will be provided.392  In addition, prior to leaving the vessel, the 

authorized inspector is to provide to the master a copy of an interim report on the boarding and 

inspection.393  These are more reporting requirements that Tonga must fulfil should it 

participate in conducting boarding and inspection in the high seas. 

 

                                                 
392 CMM 2006-8 paragraph 30 
393 Ibid paragraph 24(e) 
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Table 16:  Examples of operational catch and effort data required under CMMs 
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On the other hand, observer coverage is sometimes not sufficient.  The requirements for all the 

data required under Table 16 can be validated using observer data, particularly those for 

seabirds and sea turtles.  In 2007 and 2008, number
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Table 17:  Extract from CMM 2009-01 
CMM 2009-01 
(WCPFC RFV) 
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4.2.5 Legal and Policy implementation 

The need for an effective legal framework is paramount in order to properly regulate and 

manage tuna fisheries at the domestic level.  Hanich and others, in 2008, found that some 

Pacific island States continue to suffer from an inadequate legal framework to effectively 

implement their annual goals and regional obligations.403  In some cases, there was no 

effective domestic framework, or the existing framework was inadequate, to properly regulate 

and manage fisheries.   

 

In Tonga’s situation, past legislations and regulations were drafted and finalized with the help 

of the FFA and other donors, such as the Commonwealth Secretariat.  This helped put legal 

framework in place.  In 2005, a legal officer was recruited to Fisheries, in recognition of the 

lack of in-house legal capacity to deal solely with fisheries related matters.  Tonga Fisheries 

has put in place legal framework in place for the management of tuna.  However, there is a 

real challenge in keeping up to speed with the development at the regional and international 

level, and incorporating Tonga’s obligations from regional and international agreements, into 

the domestic framework.  This will be aggravated with the current lack of staff at the fisheries 

management and planning section of the Fisheries Division, which formulates management 

and development plans for each fishery and provides management and policy advice.  Both 

key senior officers in this section left the Division, one in 2009 and another in early 2010 with 

no recruitment to-date, due to current government policy. 

  

                                                 
403 Supra note 365, pp.87; Quentin Hanich, Feleti Teo, Martin Tsamenyi, “Closing the Gaps: Building Capacity in 
Pacific Fisheries Governance and Institutions”, ANCORS, 2008 pp.104-106 
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4.2.6 MCS challenges 

Two of the most important MCS measures in place are CMM 2007-01404 for observers and 

CMM 2007-02405 for Vessel Monitoring System.  These measures form the backbone for the 

WCPFC MCS regime.   CMM 2007-01 established the Commission Regional Observer 

Programme (ROP).  The objective of the ROP is to collect verified catch data, other scientific 

data, and other information related to the fishery in the Convention Area and to monitor the 

implementation of the CMMs.406  The measure state that the ROP shall apply to fishing vessels 

authorized to fish in the Convention Area in accordance with CMM 2004-01, which are: 

·  vessels fishing exclusively on the high seas in the Convention Area, 
and 

·  vessels fishing on the high seas and in waters under the jurisdiction of 
one or more coastal States, and vessels fishing in the waters under the 
national jurisdiction of two or more States407 

 

CMM 2007-01 states that the ROP is to be implemented on a phased basis.  CCMs are to 

ensure that fishing vessels, except for those that fish exclusively within waters under national 

jurisdiction of the flag State, are prepared to accept an observer from the Commission ROP if 
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A related issue to the VMS is the boundary delimitation with respect to Tonga’s EEZ.  SOPAC 

is the regional agency working on boundary issues for the Pacific Island countries.  As 
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However, whilst the LOSC provides a comprehensive framework for the conservation and 

management of tuna resources in the EEZ, the high seas was largely unregulated.  Recognising 

the trans-boundary nature of tuna, and the need to provide a framework for the high seas, a 

number of instruments were adopted, most importantly the UNFSA and the FAO Compliance 

Agreement.  The UNFSA provided the impetus to the negotiation of the WCPF Convention, 

enabling coastal States and DWFNs to fulfil their duty to cooperate for the purpose of 

conserving and managing this important resource.   

 

The adoption of the WCPF Convention is hailed as a major success as it puts in place a RFMO 

in the WCPO to regulate fishing activities in the region.  However, there are obligations for 

parties to the WCPF Convention.  The Pacific Island States and territories are members of the 

WCPFC and as such, have obligations to discharge in implementing the conservation and 

management of the resources under the purview of the WCPF Convention.  In addition, the 

WCPFC adopts measures and passes resolutions annually that add to the responsibilities and 
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these prolific meetings can be challenging, let alone effectively participating during these 

meetings.  The lack of in-country planning and strategy further aggravates this problem.   

 

Furthermore, the conservation and management of the tuna resources must be underpinned by 

an adequate and appropriate legal and policy framework.  Keeping in pace with the 

development and decisions of the WCPFC and incorporating them into the national legal and 

policy framework is a challenge.  In addition, data obligations and reporting obligations are 

continuous requirements of the WCPFC.  However, this is one of the major challenges facing 

SIDS, such as Tonga including the challenge of implementing and enforcing these WCPFC’s 

decisions. 

 

In conclusion, these challenges are encountered predominantly due to the lack of resources 

available to Pacific SIDS such as Tonga, whether it’s financial, technical, operational or 

human resources.  However, Pacific Island States as coastal States of the WCPO have a vested 

interest in the success of the conservation and management measures put in place by the 

WCPFC for the sustainability of tuna and other marine resources under the purview of the 

WCPFC.  Thus, it would be the coastal States who have much to lose should the WCPFC fail.  

These challenges also present opportunities for coastal States, such ie.  
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5.2 
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of its obligations under the WCPFC, the most obvious being, meeting the data and 

reporting requirements to the WCPFC in a timely manner. 

 

3. Ensure an appropriate mechanism is in place for the identification of appropriate 

officers for attendance at meetings.  Advance identification of these appropriate 

officer(s) is necessary in order to allow time for proper collation of national views and 

preparation prior to attendance at these meetings.  The FFA calendar of events is 

available on the FFA website at the start of each year, and is updated throughout the 

year.  This maps out most, if not all, of the meetings relevant to all FFA members, 

including Tonga.  It is advocated that the Fisheries Division do-away with current 

practice of identification of officer(s) for workshops/trainings/meetings on the fly but 
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also thereby ensuring that the WCPFC decision are understood and implemented at the 

national level. 

 

5. Technical and financial support is significantly needed for SIDS such as Tonga to help 
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vital.  Some of the long-term opportunities currently available to the Tonga Fisheries 

Division, and is recognized with appreciation, include, inter alia: 

i. The UN-NF Fellowship; 

ii.  FFA-USP Fisheries Postgraduate Scholarship Programme; and 

iii.  Aid funded scholarships (eg. AusAid, NZAid, Japan government 

funded). 

The above opportunities are some that are currently available, however the Fisheries 

Division must have a training plan that prioritise training accordingly.  It is also 

proposed that as short term trainings or secondment should be sought from regional 

agencies to immediately address some of the vital skills lacking within the Division. 

 

9. In closing, it is vital that the whole WCPFC membership, in particular the developed 

CCMs, give serious consideration to the reality faced by SIDS and their capacity to 

implement and enforce the CMMs adopted in order for these measures to have their 

desired effect.  To this end, the idea discussed at the 7th Regular Session of the WCPFC 

that every proposed CMMs should be accompanied by at least a one page impact 

assessment on SIDS is advocated here.  This can be used by individual SIDS as a 

starting point in further analysing the impact of the propose CMM at the national level. 
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