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[Letterhead]

26.04.12 No. Z. 1-15/2197

To: Mr A. Wright

Executive Secretary

Commission for the Conservation

of Antarctic Marine Living Resources

Dear Mr Wright,

Re: Managing fishing capacity in the exploratory Antarctic toothfish fishery (Comm Circ 12/34 of 08
March 2012)

In accordance with CCAMLR's circular letter of 8 March 2012 (COMM
CIRC 12/34; SC CIRC 12/16), the European Union's (EU) proposals ongfishi
capacity and effort restrictions in CCAMLR exploratory fisksrihave been
circulated to all Members of the Commission. Having considered the proposals
from the Head of the EU delegation, we would like to convey the following.

As Antarctic marine livingresources are the subject of further scientific
research, it is obvious that measures taken by the Coromisased on results
of such research need to be revised constantly in order to be improved and to
achieve the objective of the Conventianter alia as it is understood in
paragraph 2, Article 1.

At the same time, we believe that the background provided in the EU
Proposal on Fishing Capacity and Effort restrictions i$ swfficient for
introducing such restrictions.

In our view, having adopted the Conservation Measures in force, the
Commission has fully observed paragraph 3 in Article IIl of the Convention. At
present, there is no information confirming that the Antarctic todtlsdieck in
the Ross Sea is reducingo“levels below those which ensure its stable
recruitment” (subparagraph (a)). Nor has any disruption “of the ecological
relationships between harvested, dependent and related populations ofi@ntarct
marine living resources” been noted (subparagraph (In) our opinion, the
measures currently taken by the Commission prevent changes or ritimais
risk of changes in the marine ecosystem quite effectively (subparagraph (c)).

With improvements in fishing gear, search equipment dtds guite
naturalthat the patterns of the fishery are also changing.

In addition, as a result of ongoing research undertaken by international
scientific observers aboard fishing vessels, fishermen have become awae of
interrelationship between stocks and certain envirorehgatiables. There was
no such information in the early stages of exploitation in Area 88.



The assessment of parameters for Antarctic toothfisulptbpn that is
based only on models using tagging results may not be entirely justifiadle, a
the Commission Members should ask the Scientific Committee hef t
Commission if it would be possible to use different empirical @fotecause, in
our view, the specific material gathered during obsesmaits sufficient to use
alternative models.

Moreover adult toothfish are known to be quite sedentary and not prone
to longdistance migrations.

At the same time, it is known that juvenile toothfish formt pafr
macroplankton aggregations, and there is a good reason to believe thatdhere is
exchange ofienetic material between separate spawning stocks of this species.
Unfortunately, at present, it is very difficult to detemmithe extent of the
relationship between separate units of toothfish stock since theskeagefield
research which used to barried out by scientists of the USSR (in Subarea 58.4
—mainly by Ukrainian scientists) is now virtually nexistent.

In some divisions of Subarea 58.4, the TAC is set at an extremely low
level and the area available for exploratory fishing idi@idily and unjustifiably
reduced. We believe that it may be more worthwhile g gubarea is actually
open to exploratory fisheries. Otherwise, we will not be able to solve the
problem of assessing the actual Antarctic toothfish stock in the forseeabyk f

Ukraine’s bad experience in other regional fisheries management
organisations shows that the proposals to take into accoatled historical
experience while imposing restrictions on fishing cdpeci are quite
discriminatory and explicitly unfair, and contradict tbet spirit of the
Convention and the spirit and letter of the United Nations Agreement for the
Implementation of the Provisions of the United Nations Convention on the Law
of the Sea of 10 December 1982 relating to the ConservatioriManagement
of Straddling Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks (UN FSA).

The absence of vessels flying a Member country's flag at any given
moment of time does not mean that that country is not interested in fishing in
Antarctica and undertakg research on Antarctic marine living resources. The
assessment of each Member's actual contribution totdieesearch is only
possible on openly subjective basis. In our opinion, it is not quite apgitepoi
raise this issue at all.

As for relagging vessels of one Member to another Member, this is an old
practice which is quite often used by the Member countries in Antarctic waters
Ukraine raised this question at the previous Commission meeting, afidahe
version of the Conservation Measures in this part has been adopted by
consensus.

We believe that addressing the issues of cost efficiency of individual
shipowners should not become a subject for discussion within the Commission.

At the same time, we are ready to discuss in the Ussmon any
proposals concerning improvement of the Conservation Measures in order to
achieve the objective of the Convention.



Please circulate this letter to all CCAMLR Members.

Best regards,

Oleg Ovcharuk
Acting Chairman
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