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Introduction

This report is a fifth in the series that attengpptovide economic indicators with the objective of
developing and implementing a system to monitor @wameters of the WCPO tuna fishery and its
impact on FFA members. The project commenced iy ea®06 with the FFA Secretariat
restructure, establishment of the Fisheries Ecoc®niidvisor position, the commencement of
sourcing and collating data, and the developmena @irocess to enable collection of domestic
development indicators data from FFA member coeston an on-going basis.

This paper reports on a range of data that has datscted so far using recommended indices in a
paper produced by the World Bank Tuna Industry datdirs presented at FFC 59, some of the
additional indices suggested in the last seriesfeedback on these reports. The indicators reported
on in this report come under two broad headingseobnomic conditions in the fisheries’ and
‘domestic development indicators’ under which taege of indicators considered are as follows:

e Tuna production and values trends in WCPO and FeAber waters

e Tuna price trends

» Catch and value trends per unit of effort

* Fuel cost relative to fish price trends

» Access fees estimates

* FFAfleet size

* FFA Tuna fishing contribution to GDP

» Employment trends in FFA countries

* FFA tuna export value and composition trends
With respect to domestic development indicators, data collection process has been facilitated
through appointment of individuals at the natiolesfel during 2008/09. These appointments were
made on contractual arrangements with the conttagchs covering regular quarterly data
submission of selected indicators and remuneratibinere is expectation of further improvement in

the process, however, including provision of thiérfange of data required on a timely basis. Where
there has been apparent shortfall in the procélssr data sources have been used.

All catch and effort data in this report for WCPQDR-CA and FFA member waters are based on
SPC-OFP provisions, noting that the data for 20@%eeliminary.

2. Global tuna production

Global tuna catch of the four major tuna specidéisaore, bigeye, skipjack and yellowfin) came to
4.2 million metric tonnes in 2009, a marginal deeliof 0.7% from the previous year but a 4.5%
decline from the peak of 4.4 million Mt in 2005. i@pared to 2005 levels, production in all oceans
declined except in the WCPO which increased by atn300,000 Mt, from 2.17 million to 2.44
million Mt. The major decline occurred in the Indi®cean at almost 300,000 Mt. On account of the
increase in WCPO production in 2009 relative to20Me proportional share of WCPO in total
production rose from 49% to 58% compared to deslineother shares. Other ocean shares were
Indian Ocean 21% (26% in 2005), Eastern Pacific {#1886) and Atlantic Ocean 7% (9%).

Production by species indicates that the greategt ith 2009 relative to 2005 was in yellowfin, by
close to 300,000 Mt. Skipjack catch in 2009 rose dgund 100,000 Mt. The global catch



distribution by species in 2009 were skipjack 6@%% in 2005), yellowfin 26% (30%), bigeye 9%
(10%) and albacore 5% (5%).
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Figure 1. Global tuna production by ocean area
Sources: WCPO and EPO from SPC (2010), Atlantic @&een ICCAT www.iccat.int/atl.asp; Indian Ocean from
wwi/w.iotc.org/English/data.php

3. Purse seine fishery
3.1 Economic conditions in the fishery
3.1.1 Supply

Global purse seine production for lightmeat in 2009e 1.3% to 2.99 million metric tonnes, a
second consecutive record level that follows frod@& 2.95 million Mt. Purse seine catch in the
WCPO registered an increase in 2009, a moderatd#e Indian Ocean production dropped by
4% while in the Eastern Pacific a drop of 3% wasorded. In the Atlantic Ocean, purse seine
production increased 14%.

The global production trends for lightmeat by these seine fleets by ocean area since 1979 are
provided in Figure 2. While production varied betwe/ears, with stagnancy over several years (e.g.
1991 to 1997), total production by the end of 2602.99 million Mt was more than five times that
of 565,000Mt in 1979. The long-term uptrend in fhese seining catch at the global level has been
underpinned by production increases in the WCPO.
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Figure 2. Global purse seine production by ocean aa
Sources: WCPO and EPO from SPC (2010), Atlantic @&een ICCAT www.iccat.int/atl.asp; Indian Ocean from
wwi/w.iotc.org/English/data.php



The WCPO share of global purse seine productioB009 was 63% or 1.89 million Mt. In the
period 1983-2009, the share of the WCPO purse sgioduction ranged 39 to 69% that had
followed from the range of 16 to 33% in the perid®¥9-1982. Purse seine production in the Eastern
Pacific in 2009 at around 0.54 million Mt represehtl8% of the global production. The Indian
Ocean contributed 13% and the Atlantic Ocean 5%.
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Figure 3. Global distribution of purse seine prodution by ocean, 2009
Sources: WCPO and EPO from SPC (2010), Atlantic @&een ICCAT www.iccat.int/atl.asp; Indian Ocean from
wwi/w.iotc.org/English/data.php

The FFA member waters are the most productiveenMCPO (Figures 4). Total production in FFA
waters in 2009 was a record 1.1 million Mt, up 4862008 and accounting for 57% total catch in
WCPO. Over the period 1997-2009, the catch from Mi#ers ranged between 0.5 and 1.1 million
Mt, with the last four years showing increasingtte consistently above the 1.0 million Mt mark.
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Figure 4. WCPO purse seine production by water
Source: SPC-OFP (August 2010)

3.1.2 Purse seine product prices

The oversupply in lightmeat canning raw materialdaals the end of 1998 to 2000 saw dramatic
reductions in both skipjack and yellowfin pricesl®9 and 2000. Prices remained low until the end
of 2003, when prices only gradually picked up. Natil 2007 did lightmeat prices see major
increases underpinned by shortages in canning raterral supplies, dramatic increases in fuel costs
as well as food costs at the global level. Theseefbimpacted on purse seine fish prices well into
2008 before the severity of the international fitiahcrisis reversed the trends. 2008 nonetheless
registered record price levels with SKJ and YF$B700 and $1,896 respectively.

From peak levels in mid-2008, prices trended dokar@y well into the first quarter of 2009. There
were moderate improvements towards mid-2009 howpniees declined again over the rest of the



year. These overall declining trends in lightme&tgs were accompanied by reversals in the trends
of some of the important factors that previously kaiven up fish prices, including trends in global
food and oil prices as well as skipjack supplie2009. The WCPFC conservation and management
measures for this fishery undoubtedly will alsor@asingly have very important influences on price
trends.

Skipjack prices in 2009 averaged around 30% lotvan 2008 prices while yellowfin prices were lowgr b
28%.
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1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009

SKJ|1,130| 993 | 652 | 536 | 788 | 751 | 700 | 889 | 873 | 918 |1,319|1,700| 1,154
YFT|1,454|1,408| 935 | 863 | 960 |1,074]1,093|1,080|1,278|1,375/1,696|1,896|1,373

Figure 5. Thai import frozen prices, 1997-2009

3.1.3 WCPO purse seine fishery values trends

Total estimated delivered vafuef the WCPO purse seine fishery in 2009 was $2li8iy 57% of

total estimated delivered value of $4.1 billion & tuna fisheries catch in WCPO. The $2.3 billion
in 2009 represents a 29% ($940 million) decreas® fihe previous year that reversed the increase
of 32% ($800 million) the previous year. The sigraht decrease in 2009 came principally from
price declines as purse seine production increbyed% (58,200 Mt). In the previous year the
significant improvement came from both productiord grice increases. The downtrend in purse
seine delivered value in 2009 follows from strongreases since 2004 underpinned by increases in
both production and prices. The annual trends o$eseine catch, price and delivered value are
illustrated in Figure 6 below.
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Figure 6. WCPO Purse seine values, catch and priteends, 1997-2009

1
Delivered value of the purse seine fishery reprsstire value of the catch at the unloading poirfirafl market destination whether it is delivered
by the fishing vessel or transhipped.



3.1.3.1 Total Valuerelative to other fisheries

The growing significance of the purse seine fishieryhe context of the WCPO tuna fisheries, in
value terms, is further shown in the contributiemgotal WCPO values. Prior to 2005, the share of
purse seine catch value ranged between 33% and8R&yver, as of 2005 this had exceeded 50%.
In 2009 the proportion averaged 57% (Figure 7). Oheer main fishery has always been the
longline fishery which historically has the moreluable catch. However, with the strong recent
uptrend in purse seine prices and increased efierggainst the extended stagnancy in the sashimi
market and down-sizing of distant water fleets,\thkie of purse seine fishery has become the most
important contributor to the value of WCPO tundéses.

, Other
B fisheries
Purse ) 43%
seine
fishery

57%0

Figure 7. Proportional values share of purse seinfesshery in WCPO, 2009
3.1.3.2 Values by species

Skipjack as the primary target species of the paesee fishery generally accounts for between 70
and 80% of total purse seine values. Figure 8 stibeglistribution of purse seine catch values by
species in 2009 with skipjack at 81%, yellowfin 1a%g bigeye 2%.

YFT
17%

SKJ\ Other
504

81%

Figure 8. WCPO purse seine value proportions by spees, 2009
3.1.3.3 Values by waters

The distribution of the delivered values of thegauseine fishery in the WCPO by waters reflects
easily the importance of FFA member waters. In 2@d%he total purse seine delivered value of
close to US$2.3 hillion, 56% (US$1.3 billion) wascaunted for from the waters of FFA member
states (Table 1). The proportional shares of valesvater indicate that over the thirteen-year
period 1997-2009, between 50 and 61% of total W@RB3e seine delivered value was from FFA
member zones. The proportion for FFA waters is riksly to increase further from anticipation of
the impact of existing and potential managementson@s such as the seasonal FAD and proposed
high seas closures.

The estimated WCPO purse seine fishery taken fratividual FFA member waters in the last five
years is provided in Table 1. Table 1 indicates #mually in the last four years the value of the
purse seine fishery take from FFA waters is moaa thl billion and in 2008 when prices for purse
seine products were at record levels, the valuechese to $2 billion.



Table 1. WCPO Purse seine delivered from FFA membewaters, 2005-2009 (US$ millions)

FFA members 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Australia - - - - -
Cook Islands 0 0 0 2 1
Fiji 0 0 0 1 0
FSM 207 198 209 155 132
Kiribati 198 167 235 400 373
Marshall Islands 19 16 16 48 17
Nauru 48 57 90 103 65
New Zealand 10 6 14 15 5
Niue - - - - -
PNG 293 429 653 825 517
Palau 2 5 1 7 1
Samoa - 0 0 0 0
Solomon Islands 88 107 140 198 112
Tokelau 4 1 1 7 8
Tonga - - - - -
Tuvalu 13 15 58 69 78
Vanuatu - 0 - 0 -
Total 883 1,000 1,418 1,830 1,308
3.1.3.4 Value by fleet

The purse seine fleets with considerable importand®@CPO include US, Japan, Taiwan, Korea,
more recently FFA members’ fleets (local and fomeipcally- based) and Indonesian and
Philippines fleets. The individual and combinechdigance of these fleets is highlighted in FigQre
and Table 2 below.

While the Philippines / Indonesian fleets accoughificantly for the WCPO catch, most fishing
activity is undertaken in their own EEZs.

The FFA-flagged vessels share of delivered valdethe WCPO purse seine fishery value have
increased over the years, from 9% in 1997 to a pé&<% in 2004 and 2005 but lowering to 19%
in 2008 and 2009). The overall rise in this conttibn is attributed to the extent to which some FFA
member states have succeeded in domesticatingutise peine industry through both establishing
own fleets and in having foreign fleets based lgcahnnual variation is explained by vessel

movement between fleets through re-flagging.
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Figure 9. WCPO purse seine catch values by flee2)09



Table 2. WCPO Purse seine catch value by flag, 2002009 (US$ million)

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Korea 193 25] 356 433 332
Japan 244 26b 354 480 337
Taiwan 181 201 314 354 225
Us 81 67 121 364 314
FFA fleet 415 39( 592 597 451
Indo / Phil 366 42] 621 834 547
Other 55 77 124 221 136
Total 1,536 1,668 2,481 282, 2,342
FFA fleet % share 27% 23% 24% 18% 14

)%

3.1.4 WCPO purse seine CPUEs and CPUE values
3.1.4.1 CPUEs (catch per day)

The unit of effort used in the calculation of capmr unit of effort (CPUE) for purse seine fleeds i

fishing day$. For purposes of this report, CPUE as an indicatdne performance and relatedly the
health of the fishery, is based on data for a nunobaelected fleets only, namely those of China,
Japan, Korea, Taiwan and US. The calculationsar€PUEs within FFA member waters only. The
catch and effort (2005—-09) by these selected fiedtsA and other waters are presented in Table 3.

The annual variability in catch rates would normdile explained by a combination of variations in
fishing conditions, vessel catching efficiencigafiss of stock and quality of data.

Table 3. Selected fleets catch and effort in FFA ahOther waters, 2005 - 2009

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Catch ('000 Mt) 541 633 627 673 693
FFA waters -
Days effort (‘000) 20.8 21.3 21.3 22.8 21.5
Other Catch (‘000 Mt) 245 201 272 299 358
waters Days effort (000) 8.8 7.2 85 10.8 116
Catch ('000 Mt) 785.6 833.6 898.8 971.7 1,050.8
All waters
Days effort ('000) 29.6 28.5 29.8 33.6 33.1
% catch in FFA waters 69% 76% 70% 69% 66%
% days in FFA waters 70% 75% 71% 68% 65%

The annual trends of the total/overall CPUEs basedelected fleets are presented in Figure 10
below. Also included are species CPUEs for skipgatt yellowfin.

Broadly, over the 13-year period considered, theraVtrend had fluctuated narrowly, for the most

part between 25Mt and 30Mt per day in the perio8i812005. Between 2006 and 2008 catch rates
sustained at an higher average of 30Mt per dagsualtrof improved skipjack catches. In 2009, purse
seine catch rates in FFA waters improved furtheart@average of 32Mt per day, the best ever over
the period. This result also benefitted from recoatiches for skipjack that more than offset the

decline in yellowfin catch rate.

2 Fishing day is defined as fishing or searching.
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Figure 10. Selected fleets CPUEs in FFA waters

Comparison of selected fleets CPUESs in FFA watedsia other waters, principally in high seas, is

provided in Figure 11. While the earlier years aadé contrasting patterns of variation between
years broadly at around 25Mt a day, overall catks in more recent years, 2006 to 2009, have
been at around 30Mt per day.
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Figure 11. Selected fleets CPUESs in FFA waters amdher waters

The selected individual fleet catch rates in FFAams are shown in Figure 12. The Korean fleet
consistently out-performs other fleets with earlyjears catch rates of around 30Mt, improving to
35Mt between 2006 and 2008 and in 2009 also reddiue highest catch rate of 41Mt per day. The
Japan fleet performed closest to the Korean fleet.

Metric tonnes per day

1997|1998 | 1999|2000 | 2001|2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009
——CN 13 20 24 15 19 19 20 22 24
—8— JP 25 34 22 23 26 26 26 24 29 32 32 30 30
—&—KR | 25 35 23 29 28 31 29 25 30 33 34 35 41
—e—TW | 17 29 21 27 27 29 24 25 24 27 28 25 27
us| 19 27 35 25 22 20 18 16 27 26 31 29 32

Figure 12. Selected fleets CPUESs in FFA waters, 162009
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3.1.4.2 CPUE values

Value of a fishing day for the selected fleets thagrated in FFA waters is derived by dividing the

respective calculated catch values in FFA waterthbycorresponding number of days expended in
FFA waters. The estimated day values are essgntd®livered market values” as prices applied in

the catch valuations are delivered prices.

The annual trends in the average value per undéffoft for the years between 1997 and 2009 are
presented in Figure 13 and the respective indivileat day values for the years 2005 to 2009 are
presented in Table 4. As expected, the day valokswf closely the annual trends of fish prices
where the period between 1999 and 2006 was a dgnarperiod of slump and recovery. During
this period, the average day value of a purse switeh in FFA waters ranged between $18,000 and
$29,000. In 2007 the day value improved signifigatd $40,000 and in 2008 increased further to
more than $50,000 but declined to $39,000 in 2@08sh prices declined.

At the individual fleet level, the Korean and Japl@ets consistently had higher day values which,
in the most recent three years ranged between @ 30d $62,000 per day (Table 4).
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1997|1998 |1999|2000| 2001 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009
‘—O—Awem@e 25 32 19 18 22 23 19 22 25 29 40 52 39

Figure 13. Annual trends of selected fleets averaghay values in FFA waters

Table 4. Selected fleets day values in FFA wate@)05 — 2009 (US$'000s)

Year/Flag China Japan Korea Taiwan us Average
2005 17 30 28 22 26 25
2006 19 36 34 27 25 30
2007 27 41 47 37 42 40
2008 41 67 62 43 51 52
2009 25 51 48 32 38 39

3.1.4.3 Fuel costs and purse seine fish prices

Diesel oil price is the single most important operaal cost for fleets. Given that different fleets
access different supply sources for their fuel,g8pore spot diesel price is used as proxy to
generalise about fuel cost tren@ngapore is the regional hub for oil refining goel imports in
the Pacific are sourced largely through the Singapearket and the prices theaakso serve as the
basis for fuel purchased from tankers operatinipenWestern Pacific even though fanel may not

be shipped out of Singapore.

The trend at which fuel cost has escalated overydwas, relative to fish prices, has been a
continuing threat to the viability of fleets. Figui4 compares the trends of average purse seine
prices (weighted average of purse seine skipjadkyatiowfin) and that of fuel prices.
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Comparison of the trends would imply that whatgwerfitability levels the fleets were at in 2000,
assuming other operational costs remain constahtcatth rates broadly unchanged or improved,
those profitability levels would have deteriorataidleast over the next three years as fish prices
declined and levelled off while fuel costs rose #awklled off as well. The uptrend in purse seine
average prices relative to stable fuel costs in52&@d 2006 to an extent would have reversed the
earlier deterioration in profitability. And moskély this would have been maintained in the most
recent two years given the broadly similar raténcfeases/decreases in fuel costs and fish price in
2008 and 20009.
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1,400 + 1 200
1,200 +
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—&— Fuel cost —e— Fish price
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Figure 14. Annual trends of fuel costs and purse see average prices, 2000-2009

13



4. Longline fishery

In this section of the report we examine conditioekting to South Pacific albacore and the
whitemeat tuna market and for sashimi longline baumggeye and yellowfin in the WCP-CA. As
well, comparison of fleets in terms of their revemperformances is made.

Longline vessels target both albacore, predomigalgstined for the whitemeat canning market, and
yellowfin and bigeye, predominantly destined fog #ashimi markets.

4.1 Economic conditions in the fishery
4.1.1 Supply

4.1.1.1 Albacore

Global catch levels of albacore rose rapidly thiotige 1990s rising from 156,100 MT in 1991 to
around 262,500 MT in 1999, an increase of 68% (feidb). This increase was driven primarily by
a large increase in catch from the North Pacifie@cwhere catch increased more than three-fold
from 37,900 to 122,200 MT (Figure 16).
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Figure 15. Annual trends of global albacore produdbn by ocean area
Sources: South Pacific and North Pacific Oceans f&&C (2010), Estimates of Annual Catches in the WCBRGstical Area
(2010); Atlantic Ocean from WCPO and EPO from SP@. (@, Atlantic Ocean from ICCAT www.iccat.int/atlmdndian Ocean
from wwi/w.iotc.org/English/data.php
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Figure 16. Annual albacore production trends by ocan area
Sources: South Pacific and North Pacific Oceans f&°C (2010), Estimates of Annual Catches in the WCPBRGstical Area
(2010); Atlantic Ocean from WCPO and EPO from SP@L(, Atlantic Ocean from ICCAT www.iccat.int/atl@dndian Ocean
from wwi/w.iotc.org/English/data.php
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Since 1999, global catches have been on a downtnerd with catches in 2008 of under 211,000
Mt, about 20% below the record 2002 level, drivgnsoibstantial declines in the North Pacific
(down by 26 per cent to 77,500 Mt) and Atlantic @tédown from by 69 per cent to 18,900 Mt).
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Figure 17. Proportional shares of albacore productin by ocean
Sources: South and North Pacific Oceans from SPO0j2E&stimates of Annual Catches in the WCPFC SizdlsArea (2010);
Atlantic Ocean from, Atlantic Ocean from ICCAT wwecat.int/atl.asp; Indian Ocean from ww/w.iotc.ongdish/data.php

Albacore catches in the South Pacific Ocean hallewed a different trend with catch ranging
between 31,400 and 40,500 Mt between 1991 and 2@J0re increasing dramatically in 2002 and
2009 to reach more than 67,000 MT. Catches in 200& marginally lower than 2002 at around
62,500 Mt and then increased to a record 67,000 2009.

The decline in catch from the North Pacific in netcgears and the corresponding increase in catch
from the South Pacific Ocean has resulted in aifsignt change in the composition of global
catches since 1999. The proportion of the glodad@ire catch taken in the North Pacific declined
from 47% in 1999 to 37% in 2009, while the propmmtiof the global catch taken in the South
Pacific rose from 14% to 32% over the same peride proportion of the global albacore catch
taken from the Atlantic has decreased from 26% % & er this period while the Indian Ocean
component of the catch rose from 14% to 23%.

4.1.1.2 Longline caught Bigeye

Figures 23 to 25 provide a breakdown on global lioegcaught bigeye catches by ocean area over
the period 1997-2009. The WCPO and Indian oceansige the main sources of bigeye tuna
fishing and broadly account for similar proportiaddotal production in recent years.
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Figure 18. Global trends of bigeye production by cgan area

Sources: WCPO and EPO from SPC (2010), Atlantic ®émen ICCAT www.iccat.int/atl.asp; Indian Ocean from
wwi/w.iotc.org/English/data.php
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Figure 19. Annual trends for bigeye production by cean area
Sources: WCPO and EPO from SPC (2010), Atlantic @émen ICCAT www.iccat.int/atl.asp; Indian Ocean from
wwi/w.iotc.org/English/data.php
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Figure 20. Proportional shares of bigeye productiofy ocean area
Sources: WCPO and EPO from SPC (2010), Atlantic @&men ICCAT www.iccat.int/atl.asp; Indian Ocean from
wwi/w.iotc.org/English/data.php

4.1.1.3 Longline caught Yellowfin

Figures 26 to 28 provide a breakdown on global liaegcaught yellowfin catches by ocean area
over the period 1991-2009.
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Figure 21. Annual global trends of yellowfin prodution by ocean area
Sources: WCPO and EPO from SPC (2010), Atlantic ®@&men ICCAT www.iccat.int/atl.asp; Indian Ocean from
wwi/w.iotc.org/English/data.php
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Figure 22. Annual production trends of yellowfin byocean area
Sources: WCPO and EPO from SPC (2010), Atlantic @&een ICCAT www.iccat.int/atl.asp; Indian Ocean from
wwi/w.iotc.org/English/data.php

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20% ¥
100 . . o=

0% -
1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

B Atlantic [ Eastern Pacific & Indian Ocean E Western Pacific

Figure 23. Proportional shares yellowfin productionby ocean area
Sources: WCPO and EPO from SPC (2010), Atlantic @&men ICCAT www.iccat.int/atl.asp; Indian Ocean from
wwi/w.iotc.org/English/data.php

4.1.2 Price trends

The price indicators for longline caught fish asefallows: For fresh longline prices, the Japanese
fresh yellowfin and bigeye import prices from Oceaare used. For yellowfin caught by frozen
longline vessels Yaizu market prices (in Japan)ldagline caught yellowfin are used. For bigeye
caught by frozen longline vessels frozen bigeyeepat selected major Japanese ports are used. For
albacore caught by fresh and frozen longline vesBe&i import prices are used.

4.1.2.1 Albacore

The trends in Thailand frozen import prices (cd) &lbacore are shown in Figure 24. The trends
show that prices have fluctuated widely over thargefrom lows of less than $2000/Mt to highs
exceeding $2,500/Mt. The average price fell fromuad US$2,200/Mt in 1997 to US$1,910/Mt in
1999. In 2000 and 2001 prices increased substhnt@inearly US$2,500/Mt. In 2002 price fell
sharply, to around US$1,790/Mt, the lowest levelsecord. Albacore prices showed steady uptrend
over the following years to peak at close to US$Q,in 2006. Prices have since declined, reducing
to an average of US$1,950 in 2007. Prices haveéctp strongly in the last two years, averaging
$2,488/Mt in 2008 and increasing further to an agerof $2,643/Mt in 2009.
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Figure 24. Thai import frozen albacore prices

4.1.2.2 Longline caught bigeye and yellowfin prices

Figure 25 illustrates movements in average annued$ of selected indicator prices. Over the years
2000 to 2002, all longline prices declined sharply.

Frozen longline prices (for both bigeye and yellowftrended down sharply between 1999 and
2002. Frozen bigeye tuna price declined from a p#akore than $9,094/Mt to $5,182/Mt and

frozen yellowfin prices declined from a peak of 8/Mt to $3,496/Mt. Between 2002 and 2006
prices for both species were relatively stagnard aot until 2008 and 2009 did noticeable

improvements occur. In US$ terms, frozen sashirodpects showed new peak levels in 2009 with
bigeye prices averaging $9,560/Mt and yellowfincesi $6,580/Mt. It is noted however that these
improvements are in US$ terms and the impact o§thstantial Yen appreciation against the Dollar
in recent years must be taken into account. (Toeefr sashimi fleets in fact were the worst affected
fleets during the 2007/2008 period especially friwmal price hikes and slump in sashimi grade
products that led to significant reductions in fileet size)
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Figure 25. Japan fresh and frozen sashimi prices

Fresh sashimi product prices generally followedilsimirends except in 2009 when both fresh
bigeye and yellowfin prices declined somewhat fr2008 levels. Nonetheless fresh prices are only
marginally lower from peak levels in 2008. The 2G0&rage prices were $9,932 (0.3% down on
2008) and $8,638/Mt (3% down on 2008) for bigeye wellowfin respectively.

Overall, price movements in the last two years Haeen favourable for the fleets.
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4.1.3 WCP-CA longline fisheries catch values

Total estimated delivered value of the WCP-CA lamglfishery in 2009 was $1.2 billion, 30% of
total estimated delivered value of US$4.1 billioh WCPO values. The $1.2 billion in 2009
represents a marginal 1% ($9 million) increase ftbenprevious year that follows from the previous
year’s significant increase of 24% ($234 millioA)he marginal increase in 2009 came from
marginal increases in both production of 1% (2,946to 210,504 Mt) and price. In the previous
year the significant improvement in values camenffrice increase alone as production marginally
dropped (by 2,564 Mt to 207,558 Mt). The annuahdie of longline estimated delivered value,
catch, and composite price are illustrated in Feg26 below.
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Figure 26. Annual trends of longline values, catchnd composite price, 1997-2009

4.1.3.1 Values by species

Bigeye tuna catch values in the WCP-CA by far In@sgreatest importance compared to the values
of other longline target species of yellowfin aridagore. The annual trends between 1997 and 2009
are shown in Figure 27. For 2009, of the totalneated longline value of $1.2 billion, 47% was the
value of bigeye, 35% yellowfin and 18% albacore(ife 28).
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Figure 27. Delivered values of longline fishery witin the WCP-CA by species, 1997-2009
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Figure 28. Proportional distribution of longline values by species, 2009

4.1.3.2 Values by water

The distribution pattern of estimated values of kivegline fishery by waters show a consistent
pattern — the highest proportion of between 40% %0 is normally attributed to international
water catches, around 30% to other national wateds20% to 27% for catches from FFA member
waters (Table 5). In 2009, the proportion of theglkine value from FFA member waters was at 20%
(21% in 2008), one of the lowest in the last 5 ge@f the US$1.2 billion longline value in 2009,
56% was attributed to catch from international wsatend 24% as value of catches from other
national waters.

Table 6 provides individual FFA member country datathe value of longline catches in their
waters between 2005 and 2009.

Table 5. Estimated delivered longline values by wats ($millions)

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
FFA waters 202 292 266 253 244
Other national waters 302 316 293 316 297
International waters 512 500 421 645 682
Total 1,016 1,109 980 1,213 1,223
% in FFA waters 20% 26% 27% 21% 20%
Table 6. Estimated longline values in FFA member wars, 2005 — 2009 ($ millions)
2005 2006 200 200 2009
Australia 16 21 19 24 16
Cook Islands 1( 8 6 1 17
Fiji 16 24 15 31 2b
FSM 30 37 34 15 1p
Kiribati 23 37 51 49 52
Marshall Is 15 19 24 23 a7
Nauru 0 D 0 0
New Zealand 3 3 2 . 3
Niue 0 1 1 0 0
PNG 15 21 16 23 26
Palau 20 31 21 31 0
Samoa s 7 8 11
Solomon Is 19 46 40 15 17
Tokelau 0 0 0 0
Tonga 3 4 2
Tuvalu 4 D 8 4 3
Vanuatu 23 33 17 19 22
Total 202 292 266 253 244
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4.1.3.3 Values by fleet

The longline fishery in the WCP-CA is dominated fbgets other than those of FFA member
countries. The longline fleets with considerablgpamance in WCP-CA include Taiwan, Japan,
Korea, China and Other countries, in that orderttan basis of fleet catch values. As Figure 29
illustrates, the FFA fleet contributes $162 million 13% of the $1.3 billion total longline catch

value in the WCP-CA in 2009. The trends in the gati FFA fleet catches in the last five years
show annual variations, largely a reflection of hpact of variations in economic conditions and
entry and exit into the fishery.
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Figure 29. WCP-CA longline values distribution by fag, 2009

Table 7. WCPO purse seine values distribution by mar flags, 2005-2009

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
FFA 135 171 123 157 162
China 75 1156 74 144 198
Japan 279 319 314 306 26H
Korea 147 12p 112 192 211
Taiwan 209 21p 195 230 20B
Other 170 16b 161 185 178
Total 1,016 1,109 980 1,213 1,228

4.1.4 WCP-CA Longline Catch composition, CPUEs, CPBvalues

Comparative operating data and revenue performavfcsee distinct longline fleets in the WCP-
CA are presented below. The fleets comprise of:

* Fresh sashimi — China, Japan and Taiwan vesselicHzsed
* Frozen sashimi — Japan and Korea DW vessels

» South Pacific albacore fleets — all FFA and FFAdoaforeign fleets under charter or joint
arrangements

4.1.4.1 Species catch composition

The prime distinctions between the fleets comparedthe target species and the form with which
the products are marketed. Figure 30 provides cosgraof average species catch composition of
the three fleets based on recent historical caath. d\s illustrated, the fresh sashimi fleet pritgar
targets bigeye tuna (55%) while the frozen fleihoaugh primarily targeting bigeye, also has greate
flexibility to switch targeting between bigeye, lslfin and albacore as fishing and market
conditions dictate. The frozen fleet species catmmposition typically had the proportions of 45%
bigeye 41% yellowfin in the last five years. ThezZen fleet also has a higher albacore proportion
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than fresh fleet, 14% compared to 11%. The southfiPalbacore fleet with albacore as the prime
target species, typically had around 80% of catwhprising of albacore with yellowfin around 15%
and bigeye 7% in recent years.

Fresh Frozen SP albacore fleet

EALB ®BET BYFT

Figure 30. Species catch composition for fresh, fren and south albacore fleets

4.1.4.2 CPUEs

The comparison of CPUEs is facilitated using a whieffort of one hundred hooks (hhks). The
trends between 1997 and 2009 show clearly therdiifees between the fleets as Figures 31 shows.

The data suggests that catch rates among the ftaete are quite distinct with the frozen sashimi
fleet consistently posing the highest CPUE broadlyin the range of 40 to 50Kg/hhks, the south
Pacific albacore fleets between 30 and 40Kg/hhks e fresh sashimi fleet between 20 and
30Kg/hhks.

All the fleets appear to have experienced overatlides in catch rates as the trend lines for the
respective fleets CPUEs show. These trends hawrsey somewhat in recent years however. For
the frozen longline fleet, the decline was mosadyebetween 1997 and 2005 with CPUE reducing
from more than 50Kg/hhks to a low of less than 40iKgs in 2005. Despite a moderate recovery in
the following year it reduced again to less thaKglhks in the two years that follow and only in
2009 that the catch rate improved significantlpatmost 50Kg/hhks.

The decline in the catch rates for the fresh sasHamat has been less steep. There was only a
gradual reduction from just under 30Kg/hhks in 198720Kg/hhks in 2002, This trend reversed

moderately over the next four years and though sdewine occurred again in 2007, there have
been steady improvements since and the CPUE fdtaehas remained above 20Kg/hhks through
to 2009.

The performance of the south Pacific albacore léebadly has been consistent with overall trends
in other fleets. However, the deterioration in batates was particularly sharp between 1997 and
2003, from more than 40Kg to 27Kg/hhks. The steadgvery in the three years that followed were
reversed again in the next two years. In 2009, ¢hteh rate for this fleet improved quite
significantly to 40Kg/hhks, broadly comparable wilie good years between 1997 and 2000.

Overall, catch rates in 2009 were an improvemer2@38 and 2007 for all fleets.
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Figure 31. CPUE trends for fresh and frozen sashin&nd south albacore fleets

4.1.4.3 CPUE values

Values per unit of effort performances of the lomglfleets in terms of per hundred hooks and per
day basis are provided below. The two determinahtgalues performances of the fleets are price
and catch rates where the higher the catch rate fibeet is relative to another, the greater the
difference in the value per unit of effort. Agaitise backdrop of catch rates and price trends noted
above, Figures 32 and 33 provide estimates of ggbee unit of efforts trends for the different tiee
between 1997 and 2009.

As shown in Figure 32, all fleets have experienaeerall declining per unit of effort values trends
until recently.

The frozen sashimi fleet, on account of higher ltattes and despite prices being lower than fresh
sashimi products, on a per hundred hook basis eaons. 2009 appears to have been the best year
for the frozen longline fleet to date, with earrénger hundred hooks at $369 compared to the

previous year's $259 and previous peak level ofl$Bbth the catch rate and price improvements
contributed.
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Figure 32. Annual trends of revenue rates for fleet, 1997-2009

The fresh sashimi fleet performance was also tetbedate with values per hundred hooks at $224
compared to the peak of $215 in 1997. As in the céshe frozen fleet, the uptrend in 2009 was a
continuation of the trend in 2008 that had beecguied by two years of declines. The higher catch
rate and price in 2009 contributed.
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The south Pacific albacore fleet values on a padiad hook basis ranges between $100 and $150,
lower than other fleets considering the lower valmget species that more than offset the higher
catch rate compared to the fresh sashimi fleeROBO, against improvement in both catch rate and
price, value was $158 per hundred hooks, the hebkilast eight years.

Values on a per day basis for the respective flaetshown in Figure 33. Generally, a similar trend
in values per hundred hooks is seen, however therrddference is in the south Pacific albacore
fleet displaying almost the same level of perforomias fresh sashimi longline fleets. The main
reason is in the number of hooks per day set. @weyears, the level of effort in terms of hooks pe
day set by the albacore fleet is noted to have y@wexceeded those of the fresh sashimi fleet.
Furthermore, while data indicates that the fresthisai fleet has increased effort in terms of hooks
per day set over the years, so did the albacost. flthe data also indicates an almost constant
number of hooks per day set by the frozen sashiet,fexcept in the last two years that show
substantial reduction.

Taking a day as a unit of effort and valuing th&cleaates on this basis using the same price isets,
is shown that on a day, the frozen fleet genetagééseen $4,000 and $7,500. The trend has been on
a sharp decline in earlier years up to 2008 bedoneticeable uptrend was shown. In 2009, a day’s
catch value for the frozen fleet was $7,020, thet bethe last ten years.

For the fresh sashimi and albacore fleets, theaamdetween $1,500 and $4,000. In contrast to the
frozen fleet, there was only moderate declines eetn1997 and 2002. In the years following up to

2009, there has been a clear upward trend, lagggiputed to the increasing trend in hooks per day
set by both fleets. In 2009, the estimated earnpegglay by both fleets averaged $4,000.
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Figure 33. Annual trends of per day earnings rateby fleets, 1997-2009

3.1.4.3 Fuel costs and fish prices

Diesel oil price is the single most important operaal cost for fleets. Given that different fleets
access different supply sources for their fuel,g8pore spot diesel price is used as proxy to
generalise about fuel cost tren@ngapore is the regional hub for oil refining &nel imports in
the Pacific andsingapore prices also serve as the basis for fuehpsed from tankers operating in
the Western Pacific even though thel may not be shipped out of Singapore.

The trend at which fuel cost has escalated overydwas, relative to fish prices, has been a
continuing threat to the viability of fleets, esjadly longline fleets. Figures 34 and 35 below e

to illustrate the trends of fresh and frozen saslpintes and albacore prices relative to that el fu
cost trends.
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For the sashimi product prices it is evident thatdecline and stagnancy between 2000 and 2006 is
contrasted by the escalation in fuel costs as 6#42ihd even more in 2007. Despite some upturn in
prices in 2008, the rate at which fuel costs esedlaould probably more than wipe out any gains
from fish price increases. In 2009, the fuel pesealation reversed sharply while fish prices vatre
2008 level or improved.

Similarly, for the frozen albacore prices, the ttemelative to fuel price trends indicate that ptally

the worst years were in 2002 when albacore prit@®mpeted against relatively stable fuel prices
and more recently in 2007 and 2008. In 2007 allmgpoices once again plunged while fuel costs
increased sharply, continuing into 2008 at everndrigncrease rate that exceeded the increase in
albacore prices during the year. As for other fieeevelopments in 2009 have been a significant
improvement relative to preceding two years expees.
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Figure 34. Annual trends of sashimi grade fish pries and fuel costs, 1997-2009
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Figure 35. Annual trends of frozen albacore price ad fuel costs, 1997-2009
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5. Domestic tuna industry development indicators

This section of the report focuses on FFA membeantes (excluding Australia and New Zealand)

development indicators. These indicators includads in: access fees, tuna fishing contribution to
GDP, employment in the tuna sector and tuna proexjgbrts. The following indicators have been

compiled from SPC catch and effort data, Scien@@mmmittee Country Reports from SC5, FFA

market and industry data, and publicly availablpanm data from importing countries. Some of the
proposed domestic indicators reported on last gadrintended to be improved upon with updated
data series were obtained during the course ofdghe but with further room for improvement in the

collection of these data. The established procéssollecting economic data through appointed

agents at national levels has come a long waysaagpected to continue to improve over time.

5.1 Access fees

Access fees, though identified as an essentiataboli to monitor the trend of benefits from access
granted in exchange for fishing rights in FFA EEdsfortunately has not been possible to collect to
the extent desired. This is understandable givenstnsitivity around this data, specifically fees
under bilateral arrangements, although the Sedetaould only publish aggregated data to reduce
this sensitivity.

For purposes of highlighting the possible trendd ema lesser extent the magnitude of what may
have been received in access fees over the yehet, fallows is aggregation of multilateral fees

under the US Treaty and FSMA with 6% of value afchaby fleets under bilateral arrangements.
The basis for the 6% is that typically bilateralamgements require 5-6% of landed catch value in
access fees. In actual fact, countries receive i@e 5 or 6% of catch values, as high as 8% to
12% or even more, depending on the fee structurglane, the extent to which licensed fleets

actually take up the opportunity to fish, and aktfish price and catch rates which may differ from

historical values used in the initial fees caldolas.

Catch values for each gear type and for each ofFfh® member zones are available and the
approach to approximate fees receipts has beepply 6% of catch values of purse seine catches
and 5% on longline catch values.

5.1.2 Purse seine fees

The access fees values for the purse seine fighary bilateral and multilateral arrangements are
shown in Figure 36. Over the years 2000 to 2009 ttbad has been increasing. The major
component is from bilateral sources contributingieen $40 and $60 million in the last three years.
The $60 million peak in 2008 follows from an estieth $50 million in 2007. The substantial
increases in these two years relative to prioryeame from the rise in catch value in FFA zones
from increased effort and substantially improveshfprices. The drop off in 2009 to $40 million is
attributed to fish price declines.

In aggregate, estimated access fees for 2009 wasnion compared to $92 million in 2008 and
$80 million in 2007.

26



100.0
90.0
80.0
70.0
60.0
50.0
40.0
30.0
20.0
10.0

US$ millions

2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009

BFSMA| 16 1.9 2.8 3.7 3.7 7.8 9.0 10.4 | 10.7 10.7
B UST 19.1 19.3 | 183 185 | 21.9 215 | 181 19.4 | 209 21.9
B Other | 17.8 226 | 25.9 22.0 | 253 29.1 | 36.9 50.1 | 60.6 | 40.5

Figure 36. Access fees under multilateral arrangenmés and 6% of catch value of bilateral partners

5.1.3 Longline fees

Access fees from longline fishery is based on 5%aonfled catch values of major fleets including
China, Japan, Korea and Taiwan. There has beeppament decline over the years despite recovery
in 2006 and 2007. In 2009, an estimated 5% of lorgtatch value was about $4 million as against
more than $9 million in 2000.
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1 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009
O China 0.8 0.7 0.4 0.6 0.8 0.9 1.3 1.2 1.0 1.1
B Japan 3.8 2.5 1.6 1.9 1.4 1.6 2.6 2.2 1.0 0.3
@B Taiwan| 1.3 0.7 0.5 0.8 1.3 1.6 2.4 2.0 2.1 1.2
B Korea 3.6 2.4 2.2 1.2 2.0 1.0 1.6 2.7 1.8 1.1

Figure 37. Estimated 5% of longline catch values dfilateral fishing partners

5.1.4 Comparative access fees between purse seind bngline

Comparison of the fees contributions from purseeseand longline fleets are shown in Figure 38.
From the estimates made, between $70 and almo&t ®illon in the last three years with purse
seine accounting for more than 90%.
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2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009
O Longline 9.4 6.4 4.6 4.5 5.4 5.0 8.0 8.1 5.9 3.7
B Purse seine 38.5 43.7 47.0 44.3 51.0 58.4 64.0 79.9 92.2 73.1

Figure 38. Estimated proceeds under multilateral ad bilateral access arrangements
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5.2 FFA fleets — Local and Locally-based foreign

The FFA fleet has grown substantially in the lastatle or so, facilitated by domestication policies
that have resulted in growth of both domestic andthektically based foreign purse seine and
longline vessels. The trends in the growth of thiesg seine and longline fleets are shown in Figures
39 and 40. In more recent years there has been sentng down in the fleet size however. In the
case of purse seine fleet, this is more a conseguehreflagging while for the longline fleet it
relates more to economic conditions for the fleet.

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Figure 39. FFA No. of purse seine vessels
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Figure 40. FFA No. of longline vessels

5.3 Tuna fishing contribution to GDP

The significance of the growth in fleet size ighe contribution this makes to the additional flofv
economic benefits to national economies in varifuums. Measurements of the contributions to
GDP by local and locally based foreign fishing fiedfacilitated through use value added rati@s), i
presented below in Figure 41 and country-spectita ih Table 8.

As Figure 41 shows, the overall contribution ofadishing to GDP has markedly increased over the
years parallel with the trends of increases intftapacity. Tuna fishing in 2009 contributed $206

million, a decrease from the previous year’s $2@8an on account of lower purse seine value. The

overall trend of contribution is largely determinbg the contribution from the purse seine fleet

because of the magnitude of the value of outpumfpoirse seine fishing relative to other fishing.
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Figure 41. Tuna fishing contribution to GDP by geartype, 1997-2009
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The contribution the pole and line fishery is ngifflie. By country, the contribution from the PNG
purse seine fleet has been the major contributotpf to this uptrend. Since 2002, more than 50
percent of the total tuna contributions to GDP cémom PNG — Table §.

Table 8. Tuna fishing contributions to GDP by yeaby country (US$ millions)

1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2009 | 2008
Cook Islands - - - - 0.0 0.2 0.8 1.7 1.y 1.5 1i1 1.41.2
Fiji 2.5 2.1 2.2 5.8 6.1 5.1 5.8 10.1 6.4 8.6 50 87 7.1
FSM 45 6.9 4.1 6.9 7.0 7.7 108 11i6 11.4 4.7 10.05.0 | 12.2
Kiribati - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Marshall Is - - - 1.8 12.2| 12.4 11.6 179 222 16.833.9 | 24.7| 225
Nauru - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Niue - - - - - - - - 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1
PNG 10.3| 23.6| 1221 184 340 44}/4 547 890 96.80.210 135.9| 153.4 110.8
Palau 0.0 - - 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0. - - - - -
Samoa 5.6 5.5 4.5 5.2 5.4 3.4 2.2 2|1 1.6 2.7 P9 .9 P 3.8
Solomon Is 28.4| 25.§ 16.9 6.1 7.2 8.3 109 125 9 8.139| 135| 1238 9.9
Tokelau - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Tonga 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.7 1.0 0.8 0.6 0.3 0|5 0.6 06 6 0 0.2
Tuvalu - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Vanuatu - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Total 51.7 | 64.2| 40.4| 452 73.( 824 97|3 1452 149.6 214202.9| 218.7 167.3

5.4 Employment

Employment data in the tuna industry shows an optieetween 2002 and 2008 with 2009 data
showing slight decrease from 2008. Presently mbas 112,000 people are engaged in the tuna
industry, either on vessels or in onshore facditi©f the total, about 3,400 are on vessels (imetud
observers) and the rest in onshore facilities (lgdR). The trend has been up since 2002 when
around 8,500 employment in the tuna industry wasrded, with around 3,000 on vessels and 5,500
in onshore facilities.

Table 9 shows the respective country data on empadoy in their respective tuna industry and
between periods.
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Figure 42. Tuna industry employment in FFA member ountries for selected years

3 Values for the annual tuna fishing contributionGBP were derived by obtaining the gross valuededt foroduction and applying the estimated
country and fleet-specific value-added-ratios ®rspective catch values and then aggregating flugses. The prices applied to obtain catch \alue
are those used as the main price indicators, kbt adjustments made to exclude estimated freigstisc@he value added ratios were obtained from
recent studies conducted under DEVFISH to estirtiet@conomic contributions of domestic longline pndse seine fleets to FFA members.
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Table 9. Tuna industry employment in FFA countriesfor selected years

5.5 Exports

Local Jobs on Vessels Local Jobs in Shore Facilisie

2002 2006 2008 2009 2002 2006 2008 2009
Cook Is. 50 15 12 8 15 15 10 1p
Fiji 893 330 150, 590 1496 2200 1250 990
FSM 89 36 323 98 131 24 140 199
Kiribati 39 15 157 479 47 80 70 0
Marshall 5 0 547 539 457 100 414 616
Nauru 5 0 2 0 10 2 0 (
Niue 5 0 4 0 0 14 18 [t
Palau 1 0 4 0 11 5 20 g
PNG 460 110 944 905 2,701 4,000 6,715 6,000
Samoa 674 110 277 1771 108 90 g0 65
Solomon 464 66 107 90 422 330D 827 732
Tokelau 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 [0
Tonga 161 75 57 30 85 35 3b 20
Tuvalu 59 20 65 218 36 1 10 D
Vanuatu 54 20 175 258 3( 30 3D 2
TOTAL 2,959 797 2,825 3,392 5,585 6,985 9,599 8,p72
Sources: FFA (2010), FFA (2009), Gillet (2008), Ggk 2002

The trends of tuna product export values by FFA bemstates provide useful indications of the
progress and status of development of the tunastndat the domestic harvesting and processing
levels. Export data from FFA member states, thowgiv collected from member countries, are as
yet incomplete. As such, the alternative of solgdata from export destinations is the more refiabl
and the import data and trends presented belor@rethese sourcésFocus is on export trends to
three major export destinations - EU, US and Japarkets — in the last decade. The following are

the highlights.

The overall annual export values trend to the ES,dud Japan have shown steady growth
over the years, from $65 million in 2000 to $169liom in 2005 and increasing further to
195 million in 2009.

The US has been the major export destination inastedecade, consistently accounting for
more than 40% of export values and increasing t# 54 2008 and 2009. The most
important product export to this market has beem tioins, traditionally from Fiji but more
recently increasingly from PNG and to a lessermarshall Islands. Other product forms
include canned and pouched products, in brinelor oi

The EU as the second most important market accdantsetween $80 and $100 million
worth of exports from FFA member countries, prifyafor canned tuna products that enjoy
duty free access. PNG, Solomon Islands and Fijehsen the sole suppliers but PNG has
been the more consistent and on an uptrend.

Japan provides the main market for fresh sashiwidlymsts. The overall trend of exports to
Japan has been on the decline in recent years lkowtargely due to the economic
difficulties experienced by FFA fresh longline fiee

4 Adjustments were made to the cif import valuethefEU and Japan to approximate FFA export valudsh terms.
The EU import values were adjusted down by a fact@0% and Japan by a factor of 30%. No adjustrhaatbeen
made to US import values as these are expressed(frae alongside ship) which sufficiently approate fob values.
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Figures 43 to 46 highlight these key features dwednore detailed composition of exports to these
markets.
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Figure 43. Tuna export values trends and distributbn by major markets, 1997-2009
Sources:_http://www.st.nmfs.gov/stl/trade/index;ht
http://www.customs.go.jp/toukei/download/index_d0&htm
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/gextarnal _trade/
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Figure 44. Tuna export values trends to major markes, 1997-2009
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Figure 45. Tuna export values trends and distributbn by product, 1997-2009
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Figure 46. Tuna export values trends by product fran FFA countries, 1997-2009

5.5.1 Exports to EU market

The FFA tuna exports to the EU are presently froree sources — Fiji, PNG and Solomon Islands.
The range of exports is confined to canned tunatana lesser extent tuna loins. Total value of
exports to EU market in 2009 was $58 million, $4illiom (around 70%) of which was value for
canned tuna. Figure 47 shows the annual trendgpafres by the respective countries. PNG, since
2003, has accounted for the highest value of egporthe EU.
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Figure 47. Tuna export product values trends from FA countries to EU, 1999-2009
5.5.2 Exports to US market

The value of tuna and tuna products from the FFAnber states to the US market over the past
decade or so has risen, from only $28 million i02@ $78 million in 2005 and to $100 million in
in 2009.

Exports to the US is presently dominated by tumaslavith Fiji as the principal supplier (Figures 48
and 49). The canned tuna exports comprises onblbafcore (not in oil) but these have not been
consistent and in relatively small values with PM® sole supplier between 2006 and 2007. The
fresh exports to the US consists of albacore, ldgayd yellowfin. Fiji is the main supplier of
albacore and yellowfin and Marshall Islands bigeye.
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Figure 48. Tuna export product values to US market1997-2009
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Figure 49. FFA member shares of tuna loin exportsotUS, 2009
5.5.3 Exports to Japan

The Japanese market as the major destinationriargashimi grade products is of great importance
to countries with longline fleets targeting sashgrade products. (The available data from Japanese
sources shows that bigeye was not included inntip®it list until 2002). Exports from FFA member
countries to Japan fluctuated between $30 and $iBi@mover the period 2000-2009. Exports in
2009 totalled US$37 million. Exports of fresh sasihproducts from FFA countries have been on
the decline in recent years (Figure 50).

Palau plays a relatively significant role in the@gly of fresh products to Japan. This is on accofint
the locally-based Taiwanese longline fleet therdwe®major suppliers of fresh bigeye and yellowfin
in the last three years are PNG and Fiji (Figure 51
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Figure 50. Fresh tuna export trends from FFA membes to Japan, 1997-2009
Source: http://www.customs.go.jp/toukei/download/index_d0&htm
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Figure 51. Japan fresh tuna market shares by FFA gorters, 2007-09
Source. http://www.customs.go.jp/toukei/download/index_d0&htm

33



6. Summary of results and conclusions

A summary of the analysis of the economic indicatas presented in this report and issues arising
from these, is presented below.

The WCPO, the world’s most important fishing grouiod the purse seine fishery, produced 1.9
million Mt in 2009, 3% higher than in 2008 and regented 63% of total global purse seine
production. The WCPO increase in catch in 2009ltedgudrom exceptionally higher skipjack catch

as yellowfin catch declined. Over the 1997-2008qakrthe annual catch trends for skipjack by the
purse seine fleets has generally been increasishdoaryellowfin declining. The trends in 2009 were

consistent with these following contrasting trend2008.

FFA member countries’ waters represent the maghirig ground in the WCPO for purse seine and
the share of total production in 2009 was 58%, etcard of more than 1.1 million metric tonnes.
Total delivered value of purse seine fishery prdidacin the WCPO was $2.3 billion, of which
US$1.3 billion was from FFA waters.

The economic conditions for the purse seine fleeteke WCPO in 2009 varied across the fleets, but
the overall trends of the key parameters broadiiycate important improvements. The increase in
global lightmeat raw material supply had an impatrianpact on the price for purse seine products.
The purse seine prices though declined some 3084 fexord high in 2008, was broadly matched
by reduction in the key operating cost of fuel.

Fishing conditions as measured by overall catchdpgrrates of selected fleets, improved from an
average of 30Mt in the preceding three years tot3BN009. On the basis of these considerations,
and providing other operating costs remain congtaig most likely that the fleet would have at
least maintained a comparable if not improved léwgbrofitability than in previous years. This is
despite the fact that the average value of a fislday in 2009 at $39,000 was lower than the
$52,000 in 2008.

For the longline fishery, total catch in the WCP-Cédme to 210,504 Mt in 2009, valued at US$1.2
billion comprising of the albacore fleets and sashor bigeye/yellowfin fleets. Of the total
production in 2009, 47,448 Mt valued at more thad4smillion was value from FFA waters, of
which 15,944 Mt valued at about $75 million wastbg FFA fleet in own waters. There has been
variation in the longline fleet capacities in recgears owing to preceding years’ unfavourable
economic conditions, particularly for the sashitaets.

The economic conditions in the longline fishery dily showed improvements in 2009. Frozen
longline prices for bigeye, yellowfin and albacateowed increases while fresh prices declined or
remained unchanged from 2008. Frozen longline primely recently have improved following
previous years of declining and stagnant pricegshAtsame time the catch rates across the fresh and
frozen sashimi and south albacore fleets have iwggkoresulting in improved revenue generation
performances on a per unit of effort basis. Sudffiopmance against the drop in fuel costs would
suggest that in 2009 profitability for the fleetewd have improved over 2008.

At the domestic level, development indicators oceas fees, fleet capacities, catch and catch values
and contributions of tuna fishing to GDP, employmand exports have been constructed. The
significance of the purse seine fleet contributtoneconomic activity has risen sharply in recent
years to reflect domestication policies in FFA membountries where this has been pursued, as
well as development of own fleets by some; andlanhyifor the longline fleet. The pole and line
fleet has lost its importance. Reflective of theerin the fleet capacities, the volume of catch and
catch value have also risen sharply over the yelmns has resulted in increased tuna fishing
monetary contributions to national economies. Tdtal testimated contribution from the fleets was
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$180 million in 2009, lower than previous two yesrsominal terms but substantially ahead of tuna
fishing contributions in prior years.

The overall trend in the value of exports to the EA$ and Japan markets shows moderate increases
in recent years. In 2009 total exports to theseairtons came to $195 million, a 15% increase
from five years earlier in nominal terms but 200% ten years earlier. Growth in exports has
substantially slowed from earlier years. Tuna etgp@omprises largely of loins to the US and
canned tuna to the EU, essentially from two souvaés Fiji supplying tuna loins to US and PNG
supplying canned tuna to EU. Unless processingoiégs in the two supplier countries or other
FFA member countries increase, it is likely that tverall trend will stabilise given that the fresh
export products have been on a declining trencdire

Attempt is continuing to try and improve the esisii®#d collection process of agency network. The
main issue is there still exists considerable gajke range of data provided and those requedted o
the agents. There is also the issue of promptndébsdata submissions. In all, these make any
attempt to provide regular quarterly reporting hg Secretariat on the indicators still not possible

Nonetheless, the progress to date has facilitasedofi some data previously not available on an
annual basis and this will improve as these issttsthe process get addressed.
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