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The Constitution and Terms of Reference

TheTechnicalCommittee

Since long timehe needfor conservation and management of marine fisheries was felt
across thefishingindustry. Seasonal ban is recognized as an effective means of achieving
conservation. Howevewsomedifferences of opinion prevailed on the extent of application,
duration of dosure, scientific basis etGhe Department of Animal Husbandry, Dairying and
FisheriegDAHLIXF), Ministry of AgricultureGovernment of Indigeriodicallyreviewed the
impact of seasonal fishing bdoy seeking expert opinion on the subject and made clkang

in thetime and duration of the ban asuggested by the experts

Thepreviouscommittee headed by the DirectoiCentral Marine Fisheries Research Institute
(CMFRL Kochisubmitted the report in 2010 and recommended 47 gajtosure along both
eastand West Coastat different times In the light of several representations from the
stakeholders, e Ministry had felt the need for reviewing the situatitly seeking expert
opinion on the subjectThus he DAHDF, Ministry of Agriculture, Gawexrent of India vide

its order No.30035/15/97Fy (F1) dated 7" May 2013constituted a Technical Committee
(TCXo review the duration of the Ban Period and to Suggest Further Measures to Strengthen
the Conservation and Management Aspecihie €chnial Committee consistedof the
followingnine members:

Dr G Syda Rafill 31 July 2013)

Dr A GopalakrishnagFrom 01 August 2013) Chairman
Director

Central Marine Fisheries Research Institute, Kochi

Shri B Vishnu Bhat Member
Fisheries Development Commizsér
Representative of DAHDF, MoA, New Delhi

Director of Fisheries Member
Government of Karnataka, Bangalore

Shri C Munianathan Member
Director of Fisheries
Government of Tamil Nadu, Chennai

DrY S Yadava Member
Director
Bay of Bengal PgpammelGO, Chennai

Dr E Vivekanandan Member
Emeritus Scientist
Research Centre of CMFRI, Chennai

Dr Leela Edwin Member
Principal Scientist
Central Institute of Fisheries Technology,
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Kochi (Representing Director, CIFT)

Shri Rambhau &til Member
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brGA2ylFf CAaAK 22N]JSNRQ C2

Dr K Vijayakumarattill 08 October 2013) Member Convener
Shri Premchandfrom 09 October 2013)

Director General

Fishery Survey of India, Mumbai

Cooption of Members

The followingtwo ientissfrom/ a CwL @SNB Ay @2t SR Aythei KS / 2YY
beginning and, therefore, they weie-opted as memberdrom the second meeting of the
Committee

Dr P U Zacharia Dr K Vijayakumaran

Principal Scientist and Head, DFD Principal Scientist

Central Mame Fisheries Resedr Institute MRC of Central Marine Fisheries
Kochi Research Institute, Chennai

The Terms of Reference (TOR)
The Committee is tasked with the following works:

1. To assess the impact of fishing ban in view of lieekhissues, fish landings etc. on
the available data of coastal states and UTs and review its duration.

2. To suggest ban on purse seine fishing operation in the Indian Coast

3. To suggest further measures for strengthening conservation and management
measuresn marine fisheries.

4. To suggest measures for strict implementation of the Marine Fishing Regulation Acts
(MFRA).

The EBchnicalCommittee has been directed to assess the issues from all angles and submit

its report on or before 31.12.2013 with the suggess and recommendations, after
O2yRdzOGAY3 GKS ail 1 SK2 tlue R thange2opfficirtit ke A 2y & | 2
positions both Chairperson and MembeBonvenedt G KS / 2YYAGGSSQa 62NJ
Further there was some inordinate delay imetcompletion of stakeholder consultations in

some Sate/UTscausing overall delay ibompletion of the work Accordingly he Chairman

requested the DAHDF to extend the time of the Committee further ujOtdlarch 2014
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Abbreviations
ABNJ Areabeyond national jurisdiction
A&N Andaman and Nicobar
AR Artificial reef
BOBRGO Bay of Bengal Programnieter-Governmental Organization
BRD By-catch reduction device
CIFT Central Institute of Fisheries Technology
CMFRI Central Marine Fisheries Bearch Institute
CPUE Catch per unit effort
DAHDF Department of Animal Husbandrpairying and Fisheries
DG Director General
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EEZ Exclusive Economic Zone
GER Gross energy requirement
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Hp Horsepower
HQ Headquarters
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LOA Length overall
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NFF btGA2y+f CAaAKSE2N] SNEQ C2 NHzY
NGOs Non-Governmental Organizations
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TN Tamil Nadu
TOR Terms of reference
UK Uttara Kannada
uT Union Teritory
WL(P) Wildlife (Protection)
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Executive Summary

Conservation of fishery resources isvital aspect of sustainable fisheries management.
Seasonal baon fishing or alsoreferredii 2 | & WOf i8 anSriportar® meagung af
conservation being practiced in the country. Thepartment of Animal Husbandry, Dairying
& FisheriesDAHLXF), Ministry of AgricultureNloA), based on the representatismeceived
from the stakeholdersand after taking expert opinioperiodically review the time and
duration of the ban. The preseMechnicalCommittee was constituted to provide expert
advice on the duration of the ban period and also suggest atimesisuresor conservaion
and managemenof the resources

The Committee met first in July 2013 aagreed on sstrategy and approach to finish the
task. Apart fromanalyzingthe available biological information, natiemide stakeholder
consultations were conducted and respsen gathered for deciding the appropriate time
and duration ofthe ban. The outputs of the analysis of the two sets of datare
synthesized in the background of economic and social consideratiothgliscussedh the
second meeting of the Committee hdldMay 2014.

The biological information revealed prolonged breedipgriod of most commercially
important specis. The impact ofhe ban in terns of better catch was observed for a short
period of two monthsafter the ban Stakeholders preferred ban of much longer duration
than the presentan of47 days. They aldadicatedwide range otime preference for the
ban. In this regard, #iention also needsto be paid to study the codtenefit of ban on
fisheryof aspecific resource likkarikkadishrimp.

The proposal fototal ban a purse seine was not found reasonalgensidering the heavy
investment already madeAlso optimum harvestof a significant biomass of small pelagic
could not beefficiently achievedy alternate fishing method. Instead strict regulation on
purses and ring seinesas consideredan ideal way out. In addition to adoption of closed
season the need for promoting various other conservation methods such as habitat
enhancement and technological interventiomgs also considered ssential The Marine
Fishing Regulation ACMFRA promulgated by various the coastal States/Union Territories
(UTs)need a revisito make it topical and meet the needs of the fisheries sector. Simikarly,
shift in the orientation ofthe Department of Bheries (DoFs) of the coastal States/UTs is
requiredfrom welfare activities to management and regulatiofithe resources.

Based on the outcomes of the stakeholder consultations and dekberations of the
Committee, the followingkeyrecommendations ad general recommendations accrued:

Key recommendations

1 The seasonal fishing ban shall continue to be observed in the IndidnoBE April to
14 June (61 daysjlong theEast Coasand during01 June to31 July (61 days) along the
West Coast (For the district of Kanyakumari in Tamil Nadu theéat® may notify
separately that ban period aest Coast shall prevail).
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1 The ban shall apply to all types of vessels except the traditionalmaiorised units
using no source of power for catchifigh or for propulsion using fossil fual along the
coast.

1 The ban shall apply to purse seiners and ring seineusther, their numbes and
specificationslso need to betrictly regulated

1 The Government shall promote other conservation measuresick as habitat
enhancement andtechnological interventionsapart from regulating the technical
specifications of harvesting units.

1 The MFRAromulgated by the coastal States/Ufsy be revisited and measures taken
for updatingthem through a consultativgprocess Steps mayalso be taken to bring
structural and functional changes in tiF, so that they also discharge their technical
responsibilities of sustainably managing the fisheries resources, along with other works
such as welfare of fishers, etc.

(00
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1

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1.1.Summary

1. The management of tropical mukpeciesmulti-gear fishery is a compldéask This
is due tothe inherent dynamics and variability of the fishery in response to the
environment andmultitude of players. Simplified models preferred by nagers
seldom reflect realsituations and thus are disadvantagedn offering lasting
solutions. The cost of generating data for robust models is prohibitively high.
However, considering the sustainability of thesources it is imperative to adopt
conservation and management measures.

2. Seasonal closure arfshing effort regulation are generally accepted as simple and
feasible measures of resource conservation. Catch regulation by quota systems
based on MSYs an advanced management interventjomhich is practically not
possible in themulti-species, multgear Indian fishery at the momentHowever,
effort may be taken towards implementing a few output control measures.

3. Amajor handicap for implementingegulatory instruments is the capacity gap in the
machinery available for implementation. Not recognizing this lacuna is likely to
result in failure at impemertation level. Thereforgit is important b decide on
feasible measures of regulation while making concerted efforts at the capacity
upgrade as well as filling the information gaps. Seasonal closure of fisheries has been
found to be an ideal tool from of the implementation angle as well aswider
acceptability inindia

4. Biological studies have indicatéuat there isan improvement irthe recruitment of
some demersal species into the fishemymediately after the banwhich lass for a
short duration of one to two montk On the other handno significant difference in
catch andcatch per unit effort CPUIE trends was observedbefore and after
introduction of fishing ban for different species/groups of fish alongWest Coast
However, thereis marginal improvement in catch and CPUE trends after
introduction of fishing ban for different species/groups of fish alongEhst Coast

5. The increase in catches along the Indian coast in the last two decades is essentially
due to increase in efficirey of craft and gear and spatial extension of fishing to
offshore regions.Mechanised and motorised boats have shown an incredible
tendency to expand their engine power and size in recent times. Their unbridled
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10.

11.

12.

expansion is a matter aerious concern and proper regulation of these boats is very
important.

Almost all tropical species have a prolonged spawning season lasting for 6 to 7
months with one or two peak spawning in a year. As these spawning peaks occur
during different monthsfor different species, a common time period covering
spawning period of most species could not be identified. Studies showed no
indication to suggest that fishing ban has helped recovery of stocks. Seasonal closure
of mechanisedishing has certaly helped to keep in check the increasing annual
fishing effort apart from giving respite to different habitats. Perhaps a combination
of several other regulatory measures would be neededaftitievingreplenishment

of fish stocks.

Consultations with tekeholders revealed diverse views of fishers on different issues
but a near consensus prevailed on the need for seasonal fishing ban. In general,
majority opinionconvergd on the benefits of ban even while there were concerns
about theadverse impact obss of jols and livelihoog.

Though a general agreement prevailed over the timing of seasonal ban, the duration
was felt as inadequatby the majority Though suggestions ranged from 45 days to
more than 100 days, considering the economic loss to tlitoseand the livelihood
issues of fishers, a mediutarm of 61 daysvasfelt appropriate

The suggestion for two spefisr banwas not agreed because the short spells would
jeopardize the schedule of maintenance of vessels as well as movemeng@hmi
workers in some States-urther, about sixty days time is optimum for carrying out
the annual maintenance of vessels.

Thougha majority of stakeholderssuggested application of a ban to all types of
vessels, considering the livelihogssues exempgion of traditional normotorised
fishermenwas felt necessary The uniform application of bgreriod was suggested
by the majority and therefore the present method of uniform ban for East ¥kt
CoastStatesshould be continued. The ban pericaf West Coasshouldbe from 01
Juneto 31" July every year. The ban peritat East Coas$tatesshouldbe from 15
Aprilto 14 June every year.

Loss of job and livelihosdwas a serious concern expressed by majority of the
stakeholders. Though mostif the fishermen are engaged in maintenance of the
vessed and gearetc. during the ban period, theyoiced the need fogovernment
support during the period of closure. A minimum package of support should be
made available to the fishers during the barripd. It is desirable to maintain as far
as possible uniformity of the support package given across different mar@ies.

The economic loss due to ndmarvesting of some species (such Karikkadioff
Kollan) that are abundant during monsoon ban fm&t wasconsidered as a loss to

10
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

the fishery However,more studies are required on this fishery to make a good
assessment of the losses and alsomark out a plan of action in consultation with
the local fishercommunity Any hurried action to allow expitation of this species
during the ban period, mighgenerate conflicts among fishermen aatsolead to
further complexity.

Theinter-state implications of seasonal ban were raised by majarftgtakeholders.
While local gear/area restrictions are impiented by individualSates, the
neighbouringSates must strictly follow the ban periadSimilarly,during the ban
period, strict action should be taken against the unauthorizeckignfishingvessels
if found poaching in the Indian EEZ.

Based ortechnologicaland catchcomparisonsit is seen thapurse seinesnd ring
seinesare a single generic category. diefore, both the gears need to ktecated
equally from the conservation point of view. Considering the quantum of investment
in purse seines anding seines and the lack of alternate gedos catch small
pelagics a total ban o purse seinemay not beeconomically advisable. Added to
this, the two gears arerelatively energy efficient and leave thelow carbon foot
print.

However consideing the large quantity of juveniles caughy the seinesfreezing

the number of purseseiners and ring seiners and strictly imposing gear regulations
as mentioned elsewhere in the report must be carried out by Btateswith
immediate effect. Moreover,hHe seasonal ban should also be applicable to purse
seiners and ring seiners as they belongnotorised mechanisedtategory of craft.

Technical specifications for various crgélar combinations arerequired for
effective conservatiomand management of resources. As a part of the conservation
package, habitat enhancement programmes sucBetting up ofMarine Protected
Areas MPA9, mangrove restoratiorand protection and orestoration of coastal
water bodiesare to be promoted.Technology interventions such as artificial reefs,
By-catch Reduction DeviceBRD} sea ranching, diversified fishing as well as
market interventionsalsomust be taken up in a significant waycollaboration with
scientific institutions.

Such managemat interventions must be carried out with full community
participation. Opportunities to derive synergy from the local commuriased
management systemmust also be explored.

The MFRA#ack proper implementation, largelyecause of the weak institutial
machinery in the Stat®oF The present orientation of th®oF towardswelfare
activities need to be shifted towards resource management amdgulation
Establishment of a dedicated enforcement wing in tBeFwould be useful for
implementation of theMFRA Similarly, there is also meed for education of fishers

11
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on sustainable resource management aadpacity enhancemenof the DoF to
undertake fisheries management activities.

19. For theeffective implementationof the MFRAS, the Acts should be transthinto
local languaggealong witha summary versioffor the stakeholderssuch as fishers.
As and when changes are requirettie MFRAs should beevised considering
changes in the fishergnd giving importance to community €oanagement and
EAFM. fie entire management system should mdegvards bottom up approach

1.2. Recommendations

20. Based on thedeliberations andoutcomes of thestakeholder consultationsthe
following recommendations are made:

VI.

VII.

The seasonafishing ban shall be observed in the Indian EBZ for an
extended duration of 61 days instead of the current 47 days.

The ban shall apply to all types of vessels, including purse seines and ring seines
except the traditional nommotorised units operating in the coastal
States/Union Territories

The seasonal closure ahechanisedas well asmotorised fishing may
commence froml5 April to 14 June (61 days) along tligast Coast

The seasonal closure ahechanisd as well as motorised fishing may
commence from01 June to 31 July (61 days) along Whest Coast (For the
district of Kanyakumari in Tamil Nadu tBate may notify separately that ban
period ofWest Coasshall prevail).

Poaching by foreign vesselg any, within the Indian EE&hould be strictly
controlled. Bilateral dialogues must be initiatedvith the neighbouring
countries, sharing our maritime boundarié&s regional harmonization asuch
seasonal bans and other mutually enforcimgulationsthat contribute to the
sustainability of the resources

Regulatory measures such as minimum/maximum legal size at capture, mesh
size regulatios, licensing, regulation of operation nfechanised andhotorised
boats and capping the number different categories oboatsshould be strictly
implemented

The MFRAseed revision, keeping in view the topical requirements of Indian

fisheries. Such revisions, when undertaken, should be based on a consultative
process, involving fisher community and otls¢akeholders.

12



Report of theTechnical Committee to Review the Duration of the Ban Period and to Suggest Further Measures to Strengthen
the Conservation and Management Aspects

VIIl.  Community participation in resource managemesitould be promoted through
co-management approaches. This would help in reducing the administrative
burden on the States and also encourage the community to assume the role of
stewards in resarce management.

IX. Local areal/gear restrictions may be imposed mmaritime SategUTs, in
cooperation with the neighbouringSates. The issues related to regioar
locationspecific resourcese(g. Karkkadi) need scientificassessmenand cost
benefitsneed to beworked out for appropriate policy interventions.

X. The governments may initiate massive capacity building programmes for the
DoF staff and awareness building programme®or fishers to bringin

sustainability in resource exploitation. This woullbaa facilitate community
engagement in management tife fishery resource.

*k%
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2

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background

21. The importanceof fisheries as source girotein food as well as livelihosdor
millions of coastal peoples well documented. The neefibr sustaining fisheries for
food and livelihood security is a concern shared by all countries. However,
increasing demand for fishery products and enlarging markets have catalyzed
expansion ofthe operational area and imprawg technology in fishing. As a
consequencemost of thefish stocks have shown signs of stress as indicated by
dwindling catchandreduction inbodysize

22.Barring the inherent natural fluctuations, fish stocks are subject to laogde
changes in aburahce due to fishing pressure. In 2009, of the 584 fish stocks
identified, FAO assessed 395 stocks representing 70 percent of the global catch. Of
the stocks assessed, 57.4 percent were estimated to be fully exploited, 29.9 percent
overexploited and 12.7 peent nonfully exploited (FAO, 2011). Thuke need for
judiciousconservation anananagement of the resources has become imperative all
over the world.

23.In the Indian context, marine wild catches fluctuated between 2.5 and 3 million
tonnesduring 19972007, almost indicating saturation in fishing effort aogtimal
levels ofcatch.Thereafter, from 2008 onwardbe catch showed an increasing trend
without showing any improvement in the catch per unit effort (CPUE).

24. However, qualitative aspects of Hiery, especially species and size composition
underwent drastic changes during the period. The changed finfish composition
indicated predominance of small pelagjin place of demersal and diminishitrgnd
of large predatorgAnon, 2011) Some attributedhis change to the setting in of a
WFAAKAY3 R2gy (GKS F22R 6S0Qd ¢KS BlSadzZ Ga 2
higher leved of exploitation, warranting concerted effortén conservation and
managemenbf the resources

25. Soatial and temporal closes were traditionally being practiced in some parts of the
country for conservation and managemeat the resources Howevey important
initiatives were made in th&ate of Keraleon the West Coasand in the uppelEast
Coast In generala need for consrvation and management of marine fisheries was
felt by the community andthe industry long before theSate intervention to apply
the measures uniformly along the coast became a regular feafum®m 199798

14
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onwards The uniform seasonal closure has helgedreduce conflicts between
fishermen of neighboring maritim&ates to a great extent.

26. Even when the need for conservation and management of marine fishisrfett
across the industry, differenseof opinion prevail on the extent of application,
duration of closure, scientific basistc.

27. 1t is in this context that the DAHIF-, Ministry of Agriculturdnasperiodically aiken
the expert opinion on the subject by constituting expert technical committees for
looking into the impact of seasonal fishingnband suggestg measures for
conservation and management of fishery resouricethe Indian EEZ.

28. The previous committee headed by the Director, CMRRtcommended 47 daf
closure along bothzast andWest Coastfor mechanized fishingd7 days from April
15" to May 3f' along the East Goast and from 18 June to 31 July alongWest
Coasi). Thus the mechanized fishing will start chJLine along thézast Coast and
from 1% August along théVest Coast. Boats with less tan 10 hp engine capacity
along East Goast and with less than 25 hp along thiéest Coast and all the non
motorized boatsvere exempted from the banAs usual theravere representatiors
for and against the ban period as well as inclusion and exclusion of different groups
from the purview of ban.

29. Considering the need for a further review of the seasonal closureMimistry of
Agriculture constitued the present Technical Committee (M@Je its order dated 7
May 2013with the following Terms of Reference:

I To assess the impact of fishing ban in view of livelihood issues, fish laretings

on the available data of coastal states and UTs anigweits duration.

To suggest ban on purse seine fishing operation in the Indian Coast

To suggest further measures for strengthening conservation and management

measures in marine fisheries.

9 To suggest measures for strict implementation of the Marine RgsRiegulation
Acts (MFRA).

=a =

30. The TC has been directed to assess the issues from all angles and submit its report
on or before 31.12.2013 with the suggestions and recommendations, after
2y RdOGAYI GKS &0l | SK2dudtéchahge 6affigigfsintely G G A 2y ®
positions (Both Chairperson and Memb€onvened (G KS [/ 2YYAGGSSQa 42
delayed. The Chairmanin this regardhadrequested the Ministryof Agricultureto
extend the time of the Committee.

1.2. Review of earlier studies and repast

31. Of the various tools of fisheries management, seasonal bamechanisedishing
has beendiligently followed inKerala sincehe late eightiesand inall the other

15
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32.

33.

coastal States/UTs since the late ninetieA. background of the various
develgpments thathave taken place in the past is presentediimon, 2010.

The seasonal fishing ban in Keralas lleen contested from the beginning by
different interest groups in th&ate, in particular fora specific resourcevhich is
availablein abundanceonly during the ban period. Several committdegve been
constituted on the issuefrom time to time and suggest ways for resolving the
conflicts.

Notable among them were the Babu Paul Committee (1981), Kalawar Committee
(1984), Prof Balakrishnan Nairir6) Committee (1989), Prof Balakrishnan Nair
(Second) Committee (1991pr P S B R James Committee (19¥®),E G Silas
Committee (1994), Prof Balakrishnan Nair (Third) Committee (200@Y M J
Modayil Committee (2004), andir D K Sing Committee (2006and DrK S
Mohamed Committee (2012).

1.3. Approaches and methods

34.

35.

36.

The presentCommittee held its first meeting on the 12 J@§13at CMFRI, Kochi

and discussed the present status of the fisheries conservation and management in
the country, espedily in the maritime Sates that are represented in the
Committee. The Committee also deliberated on the approacres methodsto be
followed for carrying out the business assigned to it byNtiristry of Agriculture

TheCommittee noted that the prevbus expert committee had submitted the report

in 2010. Since theravas not much addition to the biological database, a fresh
analysis to identify thempact on stock of major commercial speciesould yield

more or less the same results. Therefotiee scge for a fresh biological analysis
was ruled out and it was agreed that the results of the previous study could be taken
asstill valid.

However, the committee felt that stakeholder views are likely to change over a
period of time and are to be gathereding appropriate method It was agreed that
nation-wide consultations have to be conducted to elicit stakeholder views on the
seasonal fishing ban and other conservation measures. It was agreed that the
responsibility for conducting stakeholder consulais in different maritimeSates

and UTs shall be shared by different agencies as follows:

State/ Union Territory Agency/ Institution Responsible
Tamil Nadu and Puducherry Department of Fisheries, Garnmentof
Tamil Nadu

Andhra Pradesh, Odisha and West | Visakhapatnam &jional Centre (RQOJ
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37.

38.

39.

Bengal CMFRI

Gujarat and Maharashtra Mumbai RC of CMFRI
Karnataka and Goa Mangalore RC of CMFRI
Kerala Headquarters/RCs of CMFRI
UTs of Daman, Lakshadweep and | Fishery Survey of India
Andaman and Nicobar Islands:

It was also agreed that a uniform method shall be adopted for stakeholder
consultation and also for analysis of data so that aggregation of response could be
possible for drawin@ate-wise, coastwise summaries.

Accordingly a standard questionnaire ag prepared byDr K Vijayakumaran, the
then Member Convenerand circulated for comments among members before
finalizing. The questionnaire was translated into local languages for consultation.
Stakeholder consultations were conducted as agreed by ohenaittee.

The second meeting of the Committee held on 8@y 2014 and reviewed the
progress of work done till then. Considering the inordinate delay in completion of
the businessthe committee decided to fadrack the remaining work. It was
decidedthat the report would address the TGk that sequence with dedicated
chapters dealing witleach point.

1.4. Structure of the Report

40.

41.

42.

The Committeeexamined the outputs of the analysis done by CMFRI in connection
with the 2010 Committee. It was agreed thsihce the database remained almost
the same, since the submission of the 2010 report, fregh analysisvould not
provide any significant inputs to the work of the present Tt@vasalso agreedhat

the important findings of th010report culd be usedas such for the work of the
present Committee.

Further it was decided that the report could be arranged according to the TORs. The
output of the stakeholderconsultationsand the information collected from other
sourceswould also be orgaséd under theTORs

Thesectionon TORL dealswith the biological information s also the views ahe
stakeholdes. Tre various underlying facts of seasonal ban are deafter this TOR,
includinga special section on the Karikkadi shrimp as this species has bemom
important topic of debate within the presentdhmittee. Information on spawning
periods of commercially important fistspeciesand a report of analysis of
stakeholder responseof different maritimeSates and UTss provided asappendix
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43.

44,

45,

46.

47.

Thesectiondealing withTOR2 is specific to purse seine§o arrive at a considered
decision on continuation of purse seines in the country, a detailed analysis has been
carried out using available information on the subject.

TORS3 relates toreview of the othemmeasures of conservation and management. A
wide range of possibleconservation and managemenmeasures have been
discussed under thiSORand presented in the report

The last TORTOR4) has taskedhe Committee to come up with suggestions for
strict impementation of the MFRASThe outputs of the discussisandthe viewsof
the stakeholdersre summarizedunder thisTOR.

The summary and recommendations drawn from thar chapters dealing with the
TORsare consolidated and presented in the openingtiet of the report before
the introduction. An abridged version is provided in a single page executive

summary with key recommendations.

Important references cited in the report are provided at the end. Minutes of the
meetings, major inputs, communidgans etc. are provided in theppendix

(oo
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3

TOR1. To assess the impact of fishing ban in view of

3.1.

48.

49.

50.

51.

3.2.

52.

livelihood issues, fish landings etcon the available
data of coastal states and UTs and review its diima

Introduction

The conservationof marine wealth is a prerequisite for sustainable resource
management. All responsible states have to adopt appropriate measures of
conservation based on scientific information. The seasonal fishing ban which ha
come into existence as an annual feature along both the soafstndia has been
revised periodically with expert advice. A three pronged approach has been adopted
by this Committee to understand the impact of fishing ban and draw conclusions
and recommaedations.

The Committee first looked into the available scientific information in order to
identify the appropriate period of ban. The fundamental requirement for this
analysis is the biological data on breedpagtern of commercially important species
in time and spaceBoth published and unpublishethformation available withthe
CMFRI haibeen used for the purpose.

The Committee considered the fact that sintiee decisions on seasonal bamuld

be directly affecting the livelihoadof peoplg stakS K2 f RSNEQ 2LIAYA2Y
matters pertaining to conservation and management of resoureesuld be
valuable. Further,the stakeholder consultations might also throw additional
information that may not be presently available to the scientific community.

Apart from these two aspects, hidden informatiam the economics of resource
exploitation would be evident only if there is an objective scrutiny of the facts and
figuresbeyondthe usual frame A broader frame of analysistiserefore necessary

to undergand the individual and national gain/loss accountof various actios on
conservation Often tradeoffs have to be suggested based on hidden information,
as againstdominant stakeholder opinion. A special case stunly the Karikkadi
fishery in Kerala iattempted from this angle (Bek).

Biological Basis of Seasonal Ban

Previous studies have indicated that thdeeno significant difference in catch and
CPUE trendsf different species/groups of fishefore and after introduction of
fishing kan along the West Coast However, marginal improvement in catch and
CPUE trendef different species/groups of fisafter introduction of fishing barhas
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beenobserved along th&astCoast This aspect needs further investigation as the
impact ofrapid technological changes in fishery cannot be ignored.

53. The increase ithe catch along the Indian coast in the last two decades is essentially
due to increase in efficiency of craft amggar and spatial extension of fishing to
offshore regions. Seasonal closurexedchanisedishing has helped to keep in check
the increasing annual fishing effort apart from giving respite to different habitats.
Mechanisedand motorised boats have shown an incredible tendency to expand
their engine power and also size in the recent times. Their unlgrigkpansion is a
matter of serious concern for all and proper regulation of these baatgery
important.

54. The major biologidaobjective of seasonal closure of fishery is to protect the
spawnersduring the critical time of breeding. This warrarkaowledge on the
breedingseason of as many species as possibifrmation needed for the time
area dosure can only be generated with the establishment of dedicated scientific
monitoring machinery with necessary infrastructure. Exact prediction of breeding
and larval development is possible in discrete single species fishagem the
temperate waters.

55. The topical fishery such as indiais characterized by great diversityof species, a
large number of harvesting units, variety of habitats and ecosystems, and
innumerable number of entry points along tHeng coastline. This complexity
creates a situation where establishment of a dedicated scientific team for looking
into the breeding of all important species and generating periodic information
becomesformidable.

56. Central Marine FisherieeRearch Institute has been engaged in biological studies of
most of the commercially important species. The Committee discussed about the
available information and found that it could be used for the present study with
necessary updating. The availableoimhation on various species is summarised and
provided in the apendix The summary of information in the following paragraphs
has to be taken as indicative as the database is not complete with respect to species,
space and time.

57. The database relaigto spawning period of marine fishes given in the earlier report
(Anon, 2010) was updated for the purpose. The analysis of spawning period of
pelagic and demersal fishes revealed that many species have prolonged spawning
season. Large number of pelagic spscépawns during Mayuly along théWest
Coast Nevertheless, spawning takes place throughout the year for many other
pealgics Kig.3.1.). Many demersal fish and crustaceans spawn during January
March and molluscs during OctobeNovember January andvarch-April. On the
East Coastpelagic fishes spawn throughout the ygaith more speas spawning
during MayAugust fg.3.2.). The spawning of demersals occurs throughout the year
with more species spawning during Augisivember In the case of mituscs, more
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species spawn during Januakpril and SeptembebDecember The spawning period
of agood number of crustacean species falls during Aufestember.

Peak spawning months of four important groups along West
Coast of India

30

m pel mdem = crust m mollusc

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

(& J

Fig.3.1. Peak spawning months of pelagic, demersal, crustaceans and molluscs
alongthe West Coasbf India

58. The Committeenoted that tropical species such @lsose availablén Indian waters
have a much prolonged spawning season and at any given time there could be
several speciespawning.Therefore spawning period alone cannot be takeas
criteria for closing fishing seasoRurther, the closedseason coincides with the
period of rough weather, and therefore ensureafety of fishermen.

4 N
Peak spawning months of four important groups along

East Coast of India
25

m Pel m Dem [ crus m moll

20

15

10

0
\_ Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec )

Fig3.2. Peak spawning months of pelagic, demersal, crustaceans and molluscs
along theEast Coastf India
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59.

3.3.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

Anon (2010) while studying the impact wiotorised units on the stock of pelagics
stated that a substantial quantity of spawning biomass of oil sardine is exploited by
the motorised units along theSouth-west Coastduring JuneAugust necessitating

the regulation of the motorised units during these months. However, the
percentage of mature mackerel is lesgnintorisedunits during monsoon months.

{O0F1SK2ft RSNBQ wSaLrRyas

The Committee recognizeithe imp2 NIi I y OS 2F { (il 1 SK2f RSNAQ QA
and management of natural resources. This aspect asssigesicancéecause the

decisions directly impactthe livelihoods of stakeholders. Moreover the

reconstitution of the expert committee itself is prinipr based on the

representation from the stakeholders.

StakeholdeConsultations were carried out under the aegis of CMFRI, Fishery Survey
of India andthe State Fisheries Departments (Tamil Nadu and Puducherry) as
decided in the first meeting of the @onittee. The responseobtained from
different Sates wereanalyzedfor preparingSate-wise summaries provided in the
appendixand a national perspective provided in this section.

A standard questionnaire prepared by the Committee, translated into |loca
languages was used for collecting information on key aspects related to fisheries
conservation, especially seasonal ban. The mechanism of collection also varied,
ranging from postal method to personal interview. In several locations, stakeholder
meetings were held and among other things, a wide range of issues were discussed.
The procedure adopted for data analysis also was different for diffeBatés and

UTs as the Committee made deliberate attempt to eliminate bias due to
disproportionate represention.

Though the use of a standard questionnaire had made the consolidation and
comparison easy, the responsegre varied and diverse. This is quite natural since
the respondent as a rational individual primarily chose optionsvearent for
maximization of hisher personal benef#t before broadening the objective to
common goods. The Committee diamade every attempt to understand the ground
truths and balance outcomes to satisfy the general interests of all the stakeholders.

Perception on the BarA undamental question posed to the respondents was how
useful is the existing seasonal fishing ban. Majority of the respondents across the
coast expressed that ban is useful for the fishery. Howeataovut 13 percent of the
respondents opinedhat it is notgood for fishery and about 15 percent opined it is
good for fishery but not good for fishermen (Bi@).
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-
Stakeholder response (%) Impact of Present Seasonal
Fishing Ban
82
69 & m West Coastm East Coasi~ National

1 o 1

Good for fishery Not good for fishery Good for fishery not ~ Not very sure
good for fishermen

Fig.33. Opinion of the stakeholders on impact tiie seasonal fishing ban

65. Good effect of Bambout 75 percent of the respondents felt thatetlpresent fishing
ban allows breeding ahgrowth of young ones, about J&rcent believedhat the

ban allows stock replenishment and 15 percent of the respondents opined that it
ensures safety of fishermgfig.3.4.)

/ N
Stakeholder response (%) good impacts of fishing ban

74 76 75 m West Coast = East Coast = National

Allows breeding and  Allows stock Ensure safety of  Reduces overall
growth of young ones replenishment fishermen fishing pressure

Fig.34. Opinion of the stakehalers on impact of present seasonal fishing ban

66. Adverse effects of barThough the benefit to stock has been acknowledged by
majority, fishing ban is perceived to create loss of job and livelihood for fishermen
by a significant number of respondents (45%i)least a quarter of respondents felt
that the ban does not help in improving catdid.3.5).
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Stakeholder response (%) on adverse Impact of ban

m West Coast m East Coast m National

58

No improvement in Loss of job and Ban not applicable No impact on
catch livelihood to all breeding

Fig.35. Perception of the stakeholders on adverse impact of seasonal fishing ban

67. Appropriateness of ban periodbout 42 percent of the respondentpioed that the
period and duration of the ban is appropriate as against 20 percent expressing
opposite view. Nearly 22 percent opined that the duration needs to be changed
while 10 percent expressed the need for change in the pgfiad3.6.)

4 N
Stakeholder Response (%) on time and duration of ban

m West Coast m East Coast 1 National

50

42

35 32

29

22

10 10 10

Period and durationPeriod and duration Period is OK but Period not
appropriate not apropriate duration needs  appropriate but
change duration OK

Fig.36. Perception of the stakeholders on the appropriateness of ban period

68. Period of BanRegarding the ban period along thi¢est Coastthe stakeholder view
weighed for Junéugust (41%) while a significant number of respondents (37%),
predominantly the repondents from northern states, suggested a prolonged period
May-August(Fg.3.7.)
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Suggested ban period for West Coast

\l¢

m May July
E May August
m May September

m June-July
H June-August

m June Septemebr

5%

- J

Fig3.7. Preference of the stakeholders in th&'est Coasbn the different periods of
ban

69. Regarding the ban period along tlast Coastthe majority (30%) of stakeru#rs
agreed on ApriMay asthe ideal period, while 28 percent preferred Aprilune,
sixteen percentsuggestedMay-June and nine perceradvocated forNovember

Decemberperiod (Fg.3.8).
4 N
Suggested ban period for East Coast ®m March-June
2% m April-May

5%

2%
m April-June

H May-June
= May-July
m June-July

= June-August

m November DecembS

Fig3.8. Preference of the stakeholders in thigast Coasbn different periods of ban

70. Duration of ban Along theWest Coastviews varied widelyn the duration of ban
period. Howeverthe majority of thosewho responded (32%) were of the view that
the ban should be for 90 days in one spell while 22 percent ealtéd for 60 and 75
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days ban in one spell and 16 percent called for 45 days. A few respondents

suggested two spell$ig.39.).
4 ] _ )
Suggested duration of ban perieWest Coast
m 45 days m60 days m 75 days m90 days m>90 days
- J

Fig3.9. Preference of the stakeholders in tHeast Coason the different periods of
ban

71. Along theEast Coastthe rang of responses was more or less simple. Majority
(49%) were of the view that the ban should be for 60 days in one, sple 31
percent called for 90 days and 20 percent opting for 45 daysbBgi.00.).

4 )

Suggested duration of ban perieBast Coast

m 45 days m 60 days = 90 days

G J

Fig3.10. Preference of the stakeholdersithe East Coasbn the different periods of
ban
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72

73

74.

75.

. Application of BanOpinion varied on the application of ban to different class of
vessels. Natiorwide, majority (44%) suggested that ban should apply to all vessels.
This view was supported by overwhehgi51 percent respondents from th&/est
Coast Along theEast Coastmajority (47%) supportedhe ban to apply oly to
mechanisedoats Fg.3.1).

4 ™\
Response (%) on the applicability of ban

m West Coast m East Coast m National
51

Aplicable to mechanised Applicable to both Applicable to all type of
boats only mechanised and motorised boats

G J

Fig.311 Preference of the stakeholders on the application of ban to categories of
boats

. Spatial application of banRegarding the spatial application of the bémere was

more or less consensus among the stakeholders. The majority of the respondents
expressed the view that the ban should be applicable to vessels beyond the
territorial waters, should be uniformly applicable to neighbouring states and if
possible to neighbouring countri¢gg.3.12)

Local regulationsThe majority of the respondents were of the opinion that there
should be regional/local area/gear restriction as may be degrappropriate to
conserve specific resources. These rules should be uniformly applicable to
neighbouring maritime stateasdemanded by the spatial distribution of the species
(Fg.3.13).

Among other matterghat came to the attention of the Committeg¢he Tamil Nadu
Governmentsaid that the district of Kanyakumariin terms of its geographical
location, lies on th&Vest Coastbut the State (Tamil Nadu) as such falls onEast
Coast After deliberations the Committee agreed that the ban period\Mdst Coast
shall beapplicableto the entire coast line of Kanyakumari District starting from
Arockapuram fishing village in theast to Neerodithurai fishing villagen the west
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Response (%) on the saptial applicability of ban

m West Coast m East Coast = National
92

90

g7 88

Should same rule be  Should ban apply to all  Should same rule be
followed by neighbouringressels beyond territoriahppliable to neighbouring

state waters countries
.
Fig.312. Opinion on the spatial application of ban to a region
4 o I
Response (%) on local area/gear restriction
m West Coast m East Coast « National
90 88
83
Need for local seasonal area / gealShould there be similar restriction in
9 restriction within State neighbouring States

Fig.313. Stakeholder opinion on specific local area/gear restriction

76. A couple of questions were asked about the effective implementatidcheMFRASs.
Most of the respondents stated that there is a need for strict implementation of the
Acts. Many respondents also suggested a relook into the Acts for incorporating

necessary amendments as the current situation dentaifiOR4 extensively deals
with the MFRAS).
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3.4.

7.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

Impact on livelihood

Fishing is purely an economic activity. The fishermenratienal decision makers
with regard to their fishing effort and retusn Fromthe nationalperspective fish is

a valuable protein and foreign exchange earner. As catching fish is equivalent to
earning revenue, not catchirfigsh equak lostincome. So Wile adopting appropriate
conservation measures, it is all the more importaotensurethat no resource is
wasted for whatsoever reasons. It is in the context that the cad€aokkadishrimp

is dealt in this reportglease refer tdBox1).

The Commike critically viewed the majority stakeholder response favouring
application of ban to altategories ofcrafts and gear.Fishing ban adversely affect
the livelihood of several fishermerspeciallytraditional nonmotorisedfishermen
Therefore the Committee felt that traditional nomotorised fishermen should be
exempted from the ban.

Coming to the conservation pscts, the Committee undoubtedly agreed that fishers
do need asustainable stream of revenue maintain their livelihoods. However, at
the ground levelthe competing dynamics of the commons is in actiamerethe
fishers have a tendency to catch fisheviavailable. Acording toa fisher,a fish left
uncaught would be caught bliis neighbor. The dynamics of the ocean system
further aggravate this matter by transporting resources along with the currents.

Therefore, aninherent ambiguityexistswith regard to the benefi thata fisher is
assured to get in future by refraining from catching fish at any given point of time. In
other words, there is a disincentive for postponing the preseatich for a future
uncertain future benefit. In sucha situation, the Qate as the W { NXzi th& S
resourcé bBs to impose measurger conservationand bring in certaincontrol
measuresas may be deemed appropriate.

However, the imposition of the control should not in any way jeopardize the life of
ordinary fishers. The Committee noticed significant number (45%) of stakeholders
mentioning the issue of loss of job and liveliheotherefore, it is felt that until such

time when the fishers become economically sound to tide over the ban period
minimum support must be extended to the fishers.

In the globalized world, the poweaf the market is enormousAslong as there is a
market for a commodity,its supply will be ensured, legally ootherwise
Interventions at the markelevel are necessary for caervations to bemore
effective. TheSate and the Central Governments need to pay attention on this
aspect in near futurén addition to the present measures.
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Box1
The fishery oKarikkadic
The case of an underutilized resource

The fishery ofParapenaopsis stylifergpdpularly known aXKarikkadi inMalayalam) had

occupied a very important place in the marine fishery of south Kerala. Widely distribute|
the Indo-Pacific region, this species is a true marine species with no estuarine phase i
life-cycle. IndeedP styliferais an enigmatic species with not many studies in the rece
past. In a recent reviewarticle, Racet. al (2012) provided a comprehensive account of th
species. Though ndargein body sizerelative tothe other @mmercial species of penaeid
prawns (the commercial fishery is supported by13B mm specimen), the abundant suppl
once supported the local and export markets making it an economically important speci

Historically, prior to the development of trawly, shrimp was not an importarspecies for
traditional fishermen who focused on resources like mackerel and sardines. Subseque
the introduction of trawl and development of export markeshrimp trawling became the
most important fishing along th&uth-west Coast The abundance of Karikkadi sustaing
the supply of raw material to innumerable processing plants and peeling sheds thleng
Kerala coast. The frozen prodymeled andun-deveined(PUD) derived out of this species
formed a significant iten of the export basket.

The fishery for Karikkadi off Kerala exhibited a peculiar spatial feature in distribution dy
monsoon and nofamonsoon months (Suseelat. al, 19893. During September/October to
May most of the shrimp stocks occupy the wateiighim the 20 m depth contour while they
remain mostly in the 2@0 m depth zone during June and in the@®m depth zone during

July and August/September. However, during the monsoon period a small portion of
population, predominantly adults in spawig condition, exist very close to the shore withi
5 or 6 m depth. Further studies (Suseekin al, 1998) indicated that the movement of
'‘Karikkadi' stock extends up to 80 m depth along the Kerala coast, though the catch

recorded in depths beyond €150 m line were comparatively poor (0.3 to 18.0 kg/hr).

The economic importance of Karikkadi fishery during monsoon could be furt
substantiated with some facts and figures. The species is exploited throughout Keralg
forms about 3850 percent of te prawn landings of the State (Suseelan al, 1989).
Average production for the period 1985 was 13,963 tonne$orming 44.8percentof the
total prawn landings of thetate. Shrimp trawlers accourfor 13,148 tonnes (94.2%). Of
this, about 8,103 tonne (61.6%) was landed during the monsoon perladan earlier work
Georgeet. al (1983)had established that monsoon (JuReSeptember period) fishery of
Neendakara, mainlgf Karikkadi, formed an average of 8p&rcentduring 1973 to 1982

In the pretrawl ban period, the fishery contributed significantly to the operational econor
of the fishing vessel, especially from Koll&mwchi region. The trawl fishery of the regiol
flourished because the seasonal boon gil®y the resource was sufficient to compsate
loss, if any, during the rest of the year. With the introduction of trawl ban during I
eighties, the Karikkadi resource became unavailable for exploitation by the trawl fisher
during the time of its peak abundance.

The trawl boat operators asouth Kerala had ever been contesting the scientific basis &
economic logic behind the monsoon ban of trawling citing the economic loss due to 1
exploitation of Karikkadi shrimp. In fact the various committees constituted by 1
Government had lookednto this issue and had come up with various suggestiof
However the political pressure to impose total bam trawl prevailed in theSate.

5dzNAy 3 GKS O2dzNBS 2F (GKAA& [, 2eprésentalive itke
KeralaTrawl Boat Operators Association had reiterated their demand for opening ap
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window for exploitation of Karikkadi shrimp during monsoon. They mentioned that t
they could get the return w their investment by fishing for Karikkadi shrimp durin
monsoon alone. They ave ready to forego fishingn any other time of the year, in
compensation to fishing during monsoon. It would be worthwhile to examine the scien
basis for this demand.

A quick scan of literature would reveal some interesting facts that would befuieipr
exploring the possibility of opening up Karikkadi trawl fishery during monsoon. Susdelal
al (1989) concluded their articles with the followingportant findings

1 As spawning and early life stages of 'Karikkadi' are restricted to the shatlastal
waters within 20 m depth, the existing fishing regulations preventing operation
shrimp trawlers in these areas should be strictly enforced.

91 In order to prevent the indiscriminate capture of juvenile prawns less than 70 mn|
total length, the pesent mesh size of the cezhd of trawl nets should be increaseq
to at least 35 mm.

1 Operation of 'mini trawl' which has mesh sizes as small as 16 mm and is operat
the shallow coastal waters catching mainly the juvenile prawns6@%nm size)
shouldbe discouraged.

9 During the southwest monsoon period, since 'Karikkadi' is mainly concentratin
the off-shore waters and the trawl catch does not contain an alarming proportion
breeding population, shrimp trawling in the deeper waters beyond the 3@epth
line may be advantageous to the fishery.

Certainly if the fishery for Karikkadi during monsoon igfie 20-60 m depth zone, whereas
adult spawners and juveniles are found in shallower waters, the monsoon trawl ban ig
beneficialfor the consewration ofthe speciesOn the other hangthe traditional (including
motorised gear exploiting the neashore waters could cause some damage to th
population. A decade later Suseelanal (1998) stated in another study:

One of the objectionsaised against the operation of bottom trawls along the Kerala co:
during the monsoon period is the popular notion that monsoon trawling would advers
affect the breeding and early life stages ¢&rikkadi' and eventually lead to its low
production n the fishery. The poor representation of spawners in the trawl catch&agér
Sampadaluring JulyAugust does not lend support to this view.

This species is known twave life span of about 1718 month. Georgeet. al (1980) noted
that the size oP. styliferain fisheryduring the different months ranged from 5109 mm in
TL with dominance of specimen in sizamge 0f61-100 mm. Due to paucity of information
on the resident time and migration of the species, it is not easy to say that unexplo
stocks would be available for capture later in the year or elsewhere. However,
recurrence of the unexploited stock in the fishery is certainly ruled out because of
shorter life span. Therefore, it would be reasonable to presume that there is nogiial
sanctity in closing the trawl fishery in degtbeyond 20 m during monsoon.

However, the tug of war betweemechanisedrawlers and others in Kerala on this issue
long standing and decisions are often taken on politidisrather than on biological or
economic considerations It is very difficult to come out with a feasible managemel
measure where the resources are optimally exploited and the stakeholders are kept ol
conflict. But, submission of inability to resolve this issumild also be a sign of failure of
the civil society. Therefore, a tentative line of action is indicated here for the sustaina
management of Karikkadi fishery in Kerala.
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1 Revalidate the resource status by undertaking fresh surveys and res@arc
cooperation with the commercial fishermen. Estimate the quantity of Karikka
that can be caught annually during the monsoon period.

1 Work out the potential economic gain/loss to the economy appropriate
different scenario. Workout the optimum fishing effahd equivalent vessel hours
(in terms of fishing power of different classes of vessels) needed to exploit
estimated exploitable quantity.

I Conduct stakeholder consultations and form (Community based) managen
committees with representation of impaant groups. Design the monitoring ang
control mechanism to strictly control the catch and effort of the Karikkadi fishi
units.

1 Auction the fishing rights to the enterprising fishermen till the required fishi
capacity is reached. Issue special licenaed publicise the information. There
could be aseparatesetup under theDoFto look after this process. Based on thg¢
annual catch and other informatigrthe scientist can fixharvestabletargets on
yearto-year basis.

1 This process could generate funfts the Sate and sustain to some extent the
expenses of monitoring control and surveillance. If succestfisl,practice could
also be adopted for implementation other placeswhere similar situations exist.

1 The basic assumption for this proposalhsat the resources belong to the State
and their exploitation and management is the primary responsibility of Siate.
This would serve as a precursor to the rigfatsed fisheries management. Th¢
Sate canalso considealternate methods as deead appropriate.

(00
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A

TOR-2. To suggest ban on purse seine fishing operasan
the Indian Coast

83. While deliberating on TOR(To suggest ban on purse seine fishing operatioithe

Indian coas), the members of the CommitSS FStd (GKIFIG GKS y2YSy(
aSAYySQ YdaAad o6S GNBIFGISR Fa 3ISYSNRAO F2NJ (GKS
LJdzN1J2 8S&8 aK2dzZ R Ay Of dzRS 020K WLIz2NBS aSAySQ

gears having similar impact on the resources aeated similarly and the objectives
of conservation are not overlooked in the ambiguity created by nomenclature.

84.9 0S8y (K2dAK (GKS NAy3I aSAySa | NBodiey Sy dr2yl
ONI FG QX GKS / 2YYAi(idrdo tea dztifferenyefibm fulse’ R 2 dzd G A

seine as famstechnical specifications or catch compositions are considered. This
fact would become clear while examining some of the facts and figures presented
below.

Purse seine

85. Though experimental pursseining was tried in Indian waters under the aegis of
Offshore Fisheries Station (FSI) atite Indo-Norwegian Project from fifties
commercial purseseiners were introduced along th@&/est Coastduring 1977.
Karnataka took the lead with about 120 vessalkich by 1979 became 250. Though
purseseiners displaced the traditionehmpan in course of time the fishing spread
steadily all along the soutWest Coast

86. Currently, there are 1213 purse seiners operating in India of which maximum
number isin Maharashtra(435) followed by Karnataka (422), Goa (294) and Kerala
(60). Purse seirscontributes to the bulk of the fishery of Goa (82%) and about 22.7
percentof Maharashtra and 20.Bercentof Karnataka (CMFRI, 2013).

87. The purse seine vessels are made of woodteel (11 to 23 nLOA and equipped
with 110420 hp engine and use fish finding, navigation and communication
gadgets. The gear rang&om 4501500 m in length and 6000 m in depth. The
mesh size of the nets made of polyamide (PA) multifilaihgenerally varie from
18-46 mm. While singlelay fishing is practiced in Kerala and Karnataka, multiday
operatiors have beemeported from Goa.
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Ring Seine

88. The introduction of ring seines, a kind of mmirse seine, in Kerala duritige mid
eighties vas an important milestone in the poestotorization development in Kerala
fisheries. Ring seine fishing is fast spreading to atbastal &atesUTs Classified
as amotorisedvessel, a ring seiner is made of wood, steel or FRR{I2LOA ard
fitted with 98-550 hp engine and gadgets for fish detection, navigation and
communication.

89. Two types of ring seines are in operation aldhg Kerala coast. They are sardine
mackerel ring seine (mesh size-2@ mm, length 600000 m and depth: 8300m)
and ring seine for anchovies (mesh siz&:08mm, length: 25600 m, depth: 45/5
m) operated within 50 m depth.

90. The ring seine has become the dominant gear in Kerala. During @@aPlandings
in Kerala wre estimated to be 615,966 t of which 73.4ercent wasformed by
pelagic species such as oil sardine, mackerel and anchovies, lihtkro€aught in
ring seine. Since ring seiners were treated as traditionadtorised vessels, and
excluded from fishing ban, supply of fish was ensuredHase vessels in Kerala
duringthe monsoon ban period.

Table4.1:
Gear specifications and species caught in Purse seines and Ring seines systems

Purse seines Ring seines

Mesh size (mm) 1846 8-20

Head rope length (m) 450-1500 250-1000

Depth of ndting (m) 60-100 45100

Depth of operation (m) | 15¢85 9¢55

Loa Of vessels (m) 11-23 12-27

Major fish varieties Mackerel, sardinewhitebait, | Sardine, mekerel,

caught carangidtuna, barracuda, white bait, carangid,
seerfish, cdish, wolf sciaenid, catfishetc.
herring, pomfret,sciaenid,
tuna, etc.

91. The Committee examined the catch and utilization of purse seiners and ring seiners.
While bulk of the catch of quality fish is being used for human consumption, a
significant portion of the smalleravieties areutilized by fish meal plants. The small
meshed seines are capable of catching the juveniles of pelagiA@sbrding to
CMFRI (2012) in the year 2QHLheavy exploitation of young ones and juveniles of
sardine was noticed of which 78p&rcent of the landingsvascontributed by seine
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92.

93.

94.

net units. This is perhaps thgreatest concern which presumably might have
prompted the thought of banning purse seine.

The technical specificatie@nd mode of operation of purse seine and ring seuss
examined and the Committefelt the need to treat both the gears in the same class.
The Committee also felt that banning purse seine is not advisable at this time as this
would be an extreme measure with undesirable consequences. The facts and
arguments ptiforth in the following sections would vindicate the stand taken by the
Committee.

The Committee noticed thatac purse seiner and ring seiner emptoground 25

35 crew andsupport comparatively a larger number of dependent families per boat
(the average size of a fisher family is 4.68)ong the West Coastt has been
estimated that around 175 fishers depenth a singlepurse seine. If this figure is
multiplied with the total number of vessels, around 2,12,275 people are directly
dependng on the purseseine fishery and around 1,72,900 people are directly
depending on the ringeine fishery.

The Committee looked into the investmesinh purse seiners and ring seiners and
felt that the amount is quite significant (see tabk2, 4.3below). The fact that any
investment made in a fishing vessel cannot be put to equally viable alternate use is
especially applicable to seiners. Therefdwal ban of purse seine would be equal

to sinking the entire investment made bythe enterprising fisherran. If the
investment is financed byBank, it would amount to loss of public fund.

Table4.2
The statewise number and investment in purseeine vessels in India

State No of purse seine vessels | Investment Rs lakh
Goa 296 12728
Maharashtra 435 134&%

Karnataka 422 17935

Kerala 60 1740

Total 1213 45888

Source: Data from SEETTD, CMFRI
Table4.3
The statewise number and investment in ring seine vessels in India

State No of ring seine vessels | InvestmentRs lakh
Karnataka 5 155

Kerala 495 15345

Tamil Nadu 306 9486

Andhra Pradesh 182 5642

Total 988 30628

Source: Data from SEETTD, CMFRI
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95. The Committee also noted the fact thathe purse and ringseinersare energy

efficient fishing methods, after gilknetting. There are no better metuds for
harvesting the schooling pelagic fishes. Unlike trawls, seines do not cause any
damage to bottom. The comparative Gross Energy Requirements (GERs) for different
fishing methodswere reported by Boopendranath and Hameed (2013) as below
(Table4.4)). It could be noticed that the purse seines and ring seines form a class
apart in energy efficiency as compared to more energy intensive trawling.

Table4.4
Gross Energy Requirements (GERS) for different fishing systems

Fishing type GER:.t fisH
Gillnetting (Traditional noamotorised) : 1 0.61
Stake nets : 1 5.19
Purse seining(wooden hull, 156 hp) © 1554
Purse seining(steel hull, 156 hp) : 1591
Ring seining © 1 6.14
Purse seining (wooden hull, 235 hp) © 16.40
Mini-Trawling © 120.18
GillnettingMechanigd (wooden hull 89 hp) © 125.18
Trawling (wooden hull, 3206 hp) © 1 31.40
Trawling (steel hull, 9206 hp) : 1 36.97

96.

97.

Source: Boopendranath and Hameed (2013)

The Committee also considered various other matters with regard to the impact of
seiners in the §hery.lIt is true that the fishermen gain some economic benefit from
catching juveniles. But the juvenile fish landing causes/%Percent income
reduction in terms of foregone catches. The fishermen, even when aware of the
nature of the school they arausrounding, catch the juvenile shoals so as to increase
their returns on operational cost. Furthethere are no restrictions on landing or the
sale of juveniles in the marketvhere such catches are landed

In fact thelow value fish supplies from sudishing units are sustaining tifeshmeal
plants Due to increase in demand for fish meal fréne expandingpoultry, dairy

and coastal aquacultureactivities there is a cascading impact on thewv value
fisheryin the country in recent yearsCurrently there is virtually no discard from
the fishing unitsand the fish meal plants are generating the demand for all sizes of
low value fishes. As a consequence, the resultant reduction in the import of
fishmeal by India could be beneficial from the econopuwint of viewfor the fish
meal plants but not for the fisheries sectrom the ecosystem point of view)
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98. On perusal ofpublished informationand available factsthe Committee felt that
purse seine or ring seine fishery need not be banned in the tcpuklowever,
recognizing the potential for damaging the stocks, stringent regulatory meaatges
required for implementationby the states where these units are in operations.
Some measures are suggested in thiowing paragraphs:

99. The seasonal fishinban shall be applicable to both purse seine and ring seine
fishing boatsSince peak spawning period of important pelagic species coincide with

100.

monsoon, the ban fishing by seiners would be helpful to the stock.

The number of existing purse/ring seiers should be frozemnd no fresh
fishing licenses should be issued $oich category of fishing methods. Replacements
should be permittedwith the same specifications as that of the vessels being

decommissioned. The other specifications such aergth overall, engine horse
power for propulsion and gear dimensions may be limitethtmsegiven in thetable

4.5,

Table-4.5

Specifications of craft and gear suggested for regulation of purse seine and ring seine.

Specifications

Purse seinegr)

Ring seine(er)

Length overall

15m, 1520 m, >20 m

<20m

Horsepower 190 hp, 240 hp, >240 m <65 m
Mesh size (for sardine/mackerel) | 22 mm 22 mm
Mesh size (for anchovies) 12 mm 12 mm
Lengthof the gear <1000 m <250 m
Hung depthof the gear <100 m <50 m

101.

102.

103.

severe fine has to be imposed on violatoithe Committee felt that stringent

harbour based control measures need to be introduced for monitoring the capture

and trade inuveniles.

In order to get better control,

asked tosupply/=ll webbing ofpermitted mesh size only.

fishing gear manufacturing units must be

TheMFRA Rules and Regulationsed to be amended to accommodate the

above mentioned regulatory measure€apacity building activities need to be

undertaken for stakeholders at all levels. Similarly, awareness also needs to be
0KS aidl1SK2t RSNA |

towards a longerm solution,community based managesnt initiativesshouldbe
promoted to allow the community to take up fisheries management and other day

ONBI G4SR a2z GKI G

to-day needs of the sector
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5

TOR-3. To suggest further measures for strengthening

conservation and management measures in marine
fisheries

104. Among several fisheries management options available, seasonal closure is

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

an easily implementable and monitorable measure. However, available scientific
information (analysed and presented under sections on TOR 1 and TOR 2),
sil 1 SK2f Riond (@nnéxdSMDyJand outcome from stakeholder consultations
(Annexe E) have clearly revealed that seasonal closure alone is not sufficient for
sustaining marine fish stocks. From stakeholder consultations held across the
maritime states (Annexe E), thellbwing powerful messages have emerged:

There is an urgenheed to address several issues that are stifling the
livelihood and growth of the sectoFailure to address the issues pointed
out by the stakeholders will seriously end up in conflicts andrdation

of resources.

Except seasonal closure, no other measure in the MFRA is properly
implemented.

For sustaining fishery resources and livelihood, the central and state
governments should gear up to the next level, and adopt and implement
modern fisheres management tools that are applicable to the country.
Fishing communities and other stakeholders are not taken into
confidence and given opportunity for making policy interventions.
Fishermen are prepared to comply with a suite of new management
measures, if they are convinced with the efficiency and outcome of the
measures.

105. In this situation, the Committee feels that this is the opportune time for the

governments to strengthen conservation and management measures in the country.
To do this, India shodlrevise its strategies for restructuring fisheries to achieve
sustainable and equitable exploitation and livelihood with the objectives of
achieving ecological wdbleing and human welbeing through good governance. It is
important that India should movéowards limited access to ensure sustainability.
With catches approaching potential yield (or has exceeded the PY for a few
resources), further increase in catches should be viewed with caution. There is a
need to limit harvest to what fishery resourcedlwustain in the long run.
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106.

107.

Fisheries management can be categorized into two major types, namely,
input control and output control. Registration of fishing vessels, drarestriction of
selected types of gears, seasonal and spatial closure, mesh gidatien, minimum

legal sizeat-capture species protection, MPAs etc are input control measures. Catch
guotas, certification, ban on trade on protected species etcaafewoutput control
measures. In Indian fisheries, except ban on trade on protectedisg, there is no
adoption of output control measure. Considering recent advancements and
conflicts in Indian marine fisheries, it should be realized that seasonal closure will be
effective only ifa combination okeveral input and output control meass are put

in place.

Fisheries management is an art as well as science. Though the health of the
resources and the sustainability of exploitation assume primacy, the livelihood
issues of dependent communities, which manifest in the form of traditiogaksio
resources, is often given overwhelming importance. Very often, management
objectives are drawn on political groundsither than purely scientific basis. Thus
fisheries management requires a delicate balancing process, often deviating from
the strict tenets ofscience.

108. The Committee recognized the complexity of the Indian marine fisker

sector with vast spatial extent and diversity of ecosystems, resources, culture,
fishing gear andmethods etc. The Committee also acknowledged that in
comparism to the fisheriesin most other parts ofthe world, India had adopted
several conservation and management measures and thanks to the resilietiee of
multispecies fishery, the yield has not declined so far.

109. However, the Committee also felt that thereris room for complacence as

stocks collapses could happen abruptly due to fishery dependent and independent
factors. TheCommittee suggestethat if appropriate management measures are
applied progressivelythe cumulative impaa of such actions would ense health

and sustainability of the fishery resources.

110. The Committee reviewed the existing conservation and management

measures and agreed that larger interventions at policy level are necessary to lay
the framework of conservation and managemeasttiviies. Some of these
frameworks are already laid down by the international regulatory instruments to
which India is a signatory.

111. The Committee recognized that larger issues of management of the EEZ

spring from the ambiguity created by legal vacuum relatedhe extraterritorial
waters of EEZ. The Committee, while acknowledging the efforts taken by the
Ministry in addressing this critical area, felt that still there is scope for wider
consultations and appropriate fine tuning of the instruments on theilanv
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112. Another issue at the core of policy environment is that whdech
frameworksfully recognge the politicalboundariesof the regulatory environment,
the transboundary characteristics of the resources as well as the resultant behavior
of the harvesing units have often been overlooked. If the underlying features of the
resources are not properly understood and given primacy in the formulation of
policies, the failure of policies could not be avoided.

113. The Committee suggested that periodic revied the existing policy is
inevitable in a dynamic environment. A relook into the exisgf4 Comprehensive
Marine Fisheries Policgnd replacement with an updated version would be very
timely.

114. Capacity restrictions and technical specificati@me partof the regulatory
packageswhich when introduced with strict deterrence would result in the desired
outcome of managemeniThe MFRAs should accommodate the necessary changes
to this end.

115. In addition, the Committee felt that interventions are needed aittb
habitat and also in thaise of harvestechnology. For habitat enhancement, the
following activitieswvere identified.

116. Marine protected areas (MPAYlobally the need for promoting marine
protected areas (MPAS) is gaining importance and a numbaritidtives are being
undertaken by national and international environmental agencies. It has been
adZA3SadSR GKFG Fd t€£Srad mn LISNOSyid 2F | 02
earmarked as MPA.

117. Currently, there are 31 MPAs (33 sanctuaries and natigarks) in India.
The extent ofMPAsin India as last measured in 2010 was 7815.6. Krhis formed
1.67% of the total continental shelf area of 4,68,000 kvhich has to be increased
to 10%.India has wide range of ecosystems ranging from coral reefsgroges, sea
weed, sea grass, creeks and tidal flitss important to &sess the present MPAs are
functioning and how to make them more effective.

118. There area number of issues related tthe setting up and subsequent
functioning ofMPAs in IndiaThere is no clear definition of categories of MPAs in
Indian law. Arbitrarily selected sanctuaries and national parks declared under WL (P)
Act, 1972 and WL (P) Amendment At991 are considered as MPAs. Though these
FNE ONRdzZAKG dzy RSO SRS & NESERRAy RSNMIIRR G 6t 0 !
2001, ambiguities exisin the subjectespecially at the interface between various
ministries such as the Ministry of Environment, Forests and Climate Change

(MoOEF&CC) and the Ministry of Agriculture (MoA)

1109. Poor MPA governance, lack of clarity roles of various organizations, lack
of coordination between differenMinistriedDepartments¢in particular between
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MoER.CCand MoA, as well aState-level Fisheries andForest Departments are
ASNR 2dza A a & defigadon in HiddhdrsByQraanagdiment ialso weak.
Fisheries occupy a low position in the political and governance agenda. Therefore,
fisheries rights are not considereehile notifying and declaring protected areas. The
ambiguity in definition and clasikation of MPA has resulted ira complex set of
rules that restrict fishing to smaller confined areas putting-esdrs to hardship.

120. The Committee felt that the major reassfor the present state of affairs in
marine conservation is the lack of closeordination between the concerned
Ministries. It could be possible to resolve most of the issues if a permanent inter
ministerial jointmechanism to deal with overlapping subject of marine biodiversity
conservation and fisheries is established.

121. Mangrove restoration Restoration of mangroves f#een in the national
agenda for a few decades and theage reports that in some areas mangrove
coverage has shown improvement over the years. However, considering the extent
of damage to mangroves due to reclation and development of porfaquaculture
farmsand other economic activitieim different parts of the country, the Committee
felt that continued efforts shoulthe made for restoration of mangroves. It could be
possible to extend the restoration actii@s to the abandoned aquaculture farms of
the coastal region.

122. Restoration of coastal water bodie€oastal water bodies have become
silted, polluted or otherwise vanished over the years in the process of expanding
human habitats. The flow of rivers habered, apart from the quantity of the flow
This has disadvantaged the dynamics of the migratory species and the nursery phase
of many commercially important species. The Committee felt that every attempt to
restore the estuaries, lakes, rivers, canals atider water bodies would pay rich
dividends.

Apart from the activities of habitat enhancement, the following technology based
interventionsare also suggested.

123. Artificial Reefs (ARsArtificial reefs have been identified as one of the
effective methals of habitat enhancement. If properly installed, these structures
provide substratum for fauna and flora, shelter for smaller and largersfigitiedor
breeding and support diverse variety of fish and shellfighich could from part of
the fishery forlocal community. ThARsare also reported to protect the area from
destructive trawling, thus indirectly protecting tlezosystem as also thieterests of
the traditional fishermenHowever, there is areater concern globally that ARs
aggregate spawnsrwhich are removed efficiently. Therefo®Rs would be more
effective in MPAs

124. By-catch reduction devices (BRDEhese are a set of technical interventions
designed to reduce the incidence of capture of ftarget species or specimen of
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undesired sizeThe most popular one is the turtle excluder device (TED) for shrimp
trawls. There are some other interventions such as diamond mestch would
ensure escapement of juveniles. The Committee suggested that the State Fisheries
Departments should come up wiprogrammes to popularize theseof BRI3.

125. Sea ranchingRanching of species which are vulnerable to exploitation is
suggested world over as remediation measudoe immediate replenishment of
stocks. The Committee considered the high fecundity of méshe commercially
important species in our waters and agreed that ranching cannot in any way
compensate the natural spawning and development. However, if appropriate
technologies are available for some species with low fecundity, ranching would be
worth the effort.

126. Diversified fishingThe Committee natd that longline fishing for tuna and
tuna-like fishes covering the distant waters of the EEZ and area beyond national
jurisdiction (ABNJ) is yet to be fully developed. However, the promotional schemes
were helpful in multiplication of the small vessels fishing in the EEZ. True
diversification for norconventional resources such as oceanic squids orvwaiter
trawling for columnar fishes is yet to catch up in the country.

127. While incentive for diversificain are designed and implemented, proper
mechanism to monitor the catch and the economic availability has to be put in
place. This, the Committee felt, would help avoid unwanted investment or
overcapacity in any type of fishing.

128. Market interventions The ©mmittee acknowledged that market plays an
important role as driver of exploitation of resources. The price war that is driving
bluefin tuna to extinction is notorious. There is a lot to be done in the consumer
education to prevent unwanted capture and eabf vulnerable speciesAs
mentioned earlier, market interventions can also be used to curb use of illegal and
unwanted fishing gear by placing restrictions on their manufacture. Similarly, fishing
capacity can also be reduced over a period of time bydimg in standards and
specification for setting up of boat yards as also the boat.

129. Most often minimum legal size is prescribed for certain species. Unless the
fishing technology itself precludes the capture of such sized fish, accidental or
intentional @pture cannot be avoided. In such situation the success of the
regulations will depend purely on the combined effect of the monitoring system in
place as well as the disincentives prescribed for such actions. For the exported
species, even if the minimumze for export is prescribed, the naxport portion
will end up in domestic markets. The Committee felt that with any measures of size
restrictions there must be a vigilant monitoring system in place to ensure effective
control.
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130. Community interventionsThere has been a lot of debate on the ideal type
of fisheries management. The Committee recognized that in a country like India
where there are a large number of fishers scattered all along the long coastline,
implementation of regulatory instruments reqes robust Sate machinery. In the
absence of such machinery, the best alternative is to evolve a system where the
community is held responsible for implementation of the regulagion

131. It isfelt that in a democratic system, involvement of community inaerce
management is more meaningful. Apart from the reductionadministrative cost
incurred bythe Sate machinery, self controlling mechanism of the community
would be able to negotiate most situations in a consultative manner. In the context
of the canflicts of interests of conservation agencies and communities, there seems
to be no other alternative which would work to produce lasting resitiswever, as
a prerequisite, such changes can only be brought about when the community is
empowered in termsof knowledge and capacity to handle management of the
resources.

132. The Committee recognized thabme community based regulations are in
vogue incertainparts of the country and hae been effectiven management of the
resources Therehave been suggestis from time to timeto take advantage of the
existing community contranechanismscombined with the administrative controls
AY I A2NI 27F WLIX dzNI f ACbrantittee?stiggests tiat theSxy S y
edition of regulatory instruments should spgcally incorporate provisions for
community involvement in managemends an effective method of implementing
the rules andregulations.

I
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6

TOR-4. To suggest measures for strict implementation of
the Marine FishingRegulation Acts (MFRA)

133. India inherited a legacy of fisheries regulasdrom the colonial period. The
Indian Fisheries Act of 1897 and provincial adaptations of the same served the larger
interests of regulation of fisheries activities, especially thenttol of destructive
methods. After independence, the thrust on fisheries development resulted in
mechanization, motorization and overall expansion of fisheries. The competitions
and conflicts and multitude of issues in the newly developed sceharierendered
the earlier regulatory instruments inadequate.

134. As recommended by the O meeting of the Central Board of Fisheries in
1976, a committee was constituted, which came out with a model Marine Fisheries
Regulation Bill in 1978. THa&ill was circulatedto all maritime states and union
territories for enacting suitable legislation for enabling regulation of fisheries in their
jurisdiction.

135. The Sates of Kerala and Goa were the first to respond in 1980 with
enactment of the respective MarinBisheries Rgulation Act (MFRA) and relevant
Rules. Most of the other maritim&ates responded at various times during 1980s.
However, West Bengal (1993), Andhra Pradesh (1994) Gujarat (2003), Andaman and
Nicobar Islands (2003) and Lakshadweep (2004) were lateaitieg their MFRASs.

136. The MFRAs had among other things, provisions for licensing of fishing crafts,
fishing gears and accessories. All of them specified avédishing operations
reserved for traditional crafts and different classes robchanigd crafts. The
specifications are in terms of distance or depth or both and vary from state to state.

137. Seasonal closureme being practiced bwll the Sates as per the provisions
made in their MFRAsThe nonuniformity inthe seasonal losure h& been a cause
of conflict between the fishers of neighbouring states. This problem maie or
lesssorted out by the central government initiative, which maideo ban perios
one for the East andanother for the West Coast though someStates observe
extended period of ban along the West Coasthe summary of the spatial and
temporal restrictiongrevailing nown different maritime states is given table 6.1.
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Table6.1
The summary of the spatial and temporal restriohs in different maritime states
(adapted from Handbookof Fisheries and Aquaculture, ICAR, New Delhi, 2006)

State/ UT Spatial restrictions Temporal restrictions

Gujarat Artisanal fishery up to 9 km 10 Junel5 August
Mechanised fishing > 9 km (67 days)

Maharashtra Artisanal fishing 80 fathom July and 1 fortnight of
Mechanised (>6 cylinder engine) August
fishing >22 km

Goa Artisanal fishery up to 5 km 1 June 24 July
Mechanised fishing > 5km (54 days)

Karnataka Artisanalfishery up to 6 km or 4 June July August
fathom (90 days)

Mechanised fishing (<15m) > 6 km
Mechanised fishing (>15m) > 20 km
Kerala Artisanal fishery up to 10 km 15 June29 July
Mechanised fishing (<25 GRT) > 10| (45 days)
Mechanised fishing (>25 GRT) > 23

Tamil Nadu Artisanal fishery up to 5 km 16 Aprit31 May
Mechanised fishing > 5 km (46 days)
Andhra Pradesh Artisanal fishery up to 7 km 16 April-31 May

Mechanised fishing (<15m) > 7 km | (46 days)
Mechanised fishing (>15m) > 22 km
Odisha Artisanal fishery up to 5 km 16 Aprit31 May
Mechanised fishing (<15m) > 5 km | (46 days)

Mechanised fishing (>15m) > 10 km

West Bengal Artisanal fishery up to 18 km 16 April-31 May
Mechanised fishing > 18 km (46 days)
138. The Committee noticed that differences exist in the MFR&sween

neighbauring Sates, which are a cause of friction between the stakeholders and the
regulators There is a need for harmonization of these MFRAassto remove the
regional disparities in provisions.

139. A large majority of the Stakeholders expressed a view that MFRAs are to be
amended to accommodate the current requirements. The strict implementation of
measures such asiesh size, catch restrictiongmtensive patrolling bythe Coast
Guard, etc were suggested by most of them. They also reiterated the necessity of
strict implementation and inclusion of punitive clauses in the MFRA for reducing
violations.

140. The Committee examined the glaring gap implementation of the MFRAs
in allthe coastal tates. The existing machinery of tlb®Fin allthe maritime Sates
is pre-occupied with the welfare activities and the responsibility of regulation and
management of fisheryis redricted to observance ofregional closure The
Committee felt that there is urgent need to shift the focus of heFfrom welfare
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to management. The Committee also felt that there should be dedicated team of
peoplein the DoRo implement the provisionsfahe MFRAs

141. In the process of adopting measures for strict implementation, creation of
awareness about the AcRulesand Regulatioris imperative. The Committee felt
that the officials of theDoF must undergo refresher coursgseriodicallyon the
provisions of the MFRANd other concerned instrument§hey must also be have
sufficient knowledge of the overall fishery regulatory environment as well as the
relevant Acts and Rules of the neighbouring maritigetes.

142. Another important lacuna noticed byh¢ Committee is the absence of
information about the MFRASs in the public domain. Swipies of the ActsRules
and Regulationss well as amendments are seldom available in the websites of the
DoF It is also noticed that the MFRAs are not being made lalbe in the local
languags. Since the target audience is not aware of ghevisions in the legislatign
their adherence is something quite impossible.

143. The Committee suggested thathe MFRAs should be made available in
English, local languageand Hind. A simplified version with salient points
highlighting the penal provisions must also be prepared and made available at the
harbours and to the fishermen associations for facilitating strict compliance.

144, Since MFRAs are in place for quite some time Gbemittee felt that there
is a need for a comprehensive study of the whole set of instruments with a view to
locate the strength and weakness atite divergence between the MFRAsf the
neighbouring Sates. Tlis exercise also could help in harmonizatiaf the
instruments with other Acts of conservation such as Wildlife (Protection)efet

145. The Committee also felt that there should be flexible mechanisms to make
changes in the technical specifications of craft and gear as suggested by research
and development organizations from time to time. This implies a continuing
dialogue with the research organizations and stakeholders. The process must
assume a dynamic iterative nature where feedbacks are incorporated in the
subsequent cycle

I
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Appendix 7 a o
Notification from the Ministry

o 1 LR) : and

131 s { afte. 90

N No. 30035/15/97-Fy (T-1) \ e O»-ﬁ
@ Government of India L ey /
/ Ministry of Agriculture : ¥ o
% a5 % . . :br'_lu of
(Department of Animal Husbandry, Dairying & Fisheries) \‘ il
Krishi Bhawan, New Delhi,
‘Dated: o;hLMay, 2013

Office Order

In order to conserve and effectively manage the Marine Fishery Resources, Ministry of
Agriculture, Department of Animal Husbandry, Dairying and F