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Appendix 5: Regional MCS Coordination 

5.1 Introduction 

Regional cooperation in fisheries management, including MCS, was formally initiated in the Pacific with 
the establishment of the Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA) in 1979. Over the past 30 years member countries 
of the agency have pioneered the development of a range of MCS initiatives in support of fisheries 
conservation and management. Those based on cooperation include the Regional Register, Harmonised 
Minimum Terms and Conditions of Access (MTCs), multi-lateral licensing, the regional Vessel 
Monitoring System (VMS) and the Niue Treaty providing for joint and reciprocal surveillance and 
enforcement.  

South Pacific countries established FFA to promote and safeguard their common interest in the 
conservation and optimum utilisation of the living marine resources of the South Pacific region and in 
particular of the highly migratory species. In its first decade of existence, FFA members focused attention 
on establishing authority over their respective Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZ) and ensuring that all 
vessels that fished in these zones were licensed to do so. The focus of attention today is on maximising 
benefits through effort limits and other measures throughout the fishery and domestic development 
initiatives. As part of these efforts, FFA members are seeking to exert greater control over high seas 
fishing activity. All these activities are being pursued under the new fisheries management environment 
created by the WCPFC, and will require an effective MCS system that supports fisheries management 
objectives.  

This chapter sets out the results of Project 4: Regional MCS Coordination.  The objective of the project 
was to “to identify the benefits and means of achieving improved MCS outcomes for FFA members by 
coordinating and combining national MCS assets and other resources and activities at a regional level, and 
examine the methodology and functional specification for the establishment, funding and operation of a 
Regional MCS Coordination Centre (RMCC)”.  It is envisaged the results will be used to achieve increased 
regional MCS capability by: 

• achieving a streamlined and transparent information flow between members allowing for improved 
coordination and targeting of national surveillance and enforcement assets at the regional level; 

• improving response times and provide support for national and regional MCS operations; and 

• increasing the number and effectiveness of regional MCS responses, thereby substantially improving 
the capability to combat IUU fishing. 

5.2 Approach and Methodology 

The development of this paper has been heavily guided by the outcomes of Projects 1, 2, 3 and 5 as well as 
by FFA member inputs sought during an extensive program of in-country visits that included inter-agency 
workshops and individual stakeholder consultations. This process was augmented by a workshop and 
supplementary discussions at the 12

th
 MCS Working Group Meeting in Honiara (April 2009) to discuss the 

proposed roles of the RMCC and other frameworks for cooperation.  

This paper builds on the MCS risks and needs outlined in other projects by examining how these can be 
better addressed through improved cooperation as well as the conditions required to achieve effective 
cooperation.  The paper then examines the role, function and establishment of a mechanism to support and 
facilitate enhanced regional cooperation – a Regional MCS Coordination Centre.  

Throughout this chapter the term ‘cooperation’ has been used in its broadest sense and includes other 
forms of cooperation such as coordination and collaboration. 
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5.3 Benefits of Regional MCS Cooperation 

5.3.1 Introduction 

These projects have highlighted benefits of regional cooperation at both strategic and operational levels 
and across all components of MCS.  They have also reinforced the fact that while considerable benefits 
exist in cooperation at the regional level, significant benefits can also accrue through cooperation at other 
levels – e.g. sub-regional, bilateral and intra-national etc.  In addition, the benefits of cooperation are not 
limited to the FFA membership.  Given the transboundary nature of fish stocks and the global nature of 
modern fishing fleets, considerable potential benefits also exist through cooperation within external States 
and agencies (e.g. cooperative port State monitoring and enforcement, flag State action).   

At the strategic level effective conservation and management of regionally shared tuna stocks depends on 
the full cooperation and active participation of individual FFA member countries responsible for the 
management of distinct geographical areas through which the shared resources migrate. FFA members 
have found benefit in cooperating in fisheries management because the migratory nature and value of the 
tuna resources, the large size of national jurisdictions, the relative lack of resources each individual country 
has to develop and sustainably manage their waters.  By pooling their resources and developing 
cooperative management initiatives FFA members have together developed powerful management 
mechanisms such as the Regional Register to exert some control over fishers.  

In more recent years, strategic cooperation amongst the FFA membership has allowed PICs to extend their 
influence beyond their EEZs by acting as a bloc in the WCPFC to influence the MCS arrangements on the 
high seas.  

At the operational level, numerous examples of benefits arising from regional cooperation have been 
highlighted by these projects. It is worth noting that whilst regional cooperation may facilitate these 
operational benefits, they are generally realised at the national level where sovereign powers and 
legislative frameworks permit the direct enforcement activities such as boardings, inspections, 
apprehensions, seizures, prosecutions etc. Operational benefits derived through cooperation are 
summarised in Table 1, together with relevant examples from within the FFA region.  

Table 1: Benefits of Cooperation in MCS within the WCPO 

Benefits of Cooperation Examples for MCS within the FFA Membership 

Improved cost-effectiveness 

• Cooperative port State enforcement - (e.g. undertaking boarding and 

inspection for enforcement purposes at next port of call, rather than deploying 

expensive at surface/aerial response assets) 

• Surveillance and response asset sharing – (e.g. Niue Treaty operations to share 

responsibility for both sides of a maritime border. Ship-rider agreements 

provide MCS support at no cost to FFA members). 

• Observer sharing - (e.g. creating regional ‘pools’ of observers – e.g. through 

Regional Observer Program – reduces overall training and other costs)  

• Long-arm enforcement - (e.g. taking action under collective MCS mechanisms 

such the Regional Register or WCPFC IUU list may be more cost effective than 

undertaking at sea apprehensions) 

Greater MCS coverage 

• Cooperative port State enforcement (e.g. cooperative catch monitoring and 

enforcement arrangements between a coastal State and port State.  

Particularly beneficial for members with unsuitable port facilities – e.g Nauru, 

Tokelau – and where vessels licensed by a member do not regularly come into 

their ports). 

• Patrol vessel sharing - (e.g. Niue Treaty operations to permit other members to 

patrol areas a long way from patrol bases. Ship-rider agreements to permit 

transiting vessels to provide MCS support). 

• Observer sharing - (e.g. observer sharing between members with well-

developed observer programs and those without would help meet WCPFC and 

other coverage targets) 
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More accurate regional stock 

assessments 

• Information sharing between FFA members and SPC - (e.g. logbook information 

sharing between FFA members allows for stock-wide resource assessments 

that would be impossible without regional cooperation). 

More targeted MCS activities 
• Information sharing – (e.g. centralization of data holdings with subsequent 

analysis and dissemination of intelligence.   

Faster response times 

• Cooperative port State enforcement (e.g. networks of cooperative port State 

enforcement arrangements allows for action to be taken against suspect 

vessels at a number of ports, rather than only those in the coastal State in 

which the suspect activity occurred). 

• Patrol vessel sharing - (eg. Niue Treaty operations to permit the closest vessel 

to respond to suspected IUU activity). 

Improved deterrence 

• Cooperative port State enforcement (e.g. broad scale cooperation on port State 

enforcement allows no ‘safe havens’ for suspect vessels; a strong, visible 

presence at ports across the FFA region encourages voluntary compliance and 

is a deterrent to IUU). 

• Patrol vessel sharing – (e.g. networks of agreements under the Niue Treaty 

improve the chances of an asset being ‘just over the horizon’; also maintains 

deterrence during maintenance periods). 

• Regional Register action (e.g. suspension/cancellation of access to all members’ 

waters by committing an offence in one member’s waters provides enhanced 

deterrent through cooperation) 

Greater operational 

redundancy 

• Patrol vessel sharing – (e.g. Niue Treaty operations to provide MCS coverage 

when national vessels are undergoing maintenance). 

• Observer sharing (e.g. observer sharing better allows FFA members to meet 

WCPFC coverage targets where national observers are occupied/unavailable) 

Creation of new capabilities 
• Integration – use of patrol vessels to position and recover observers in long-line 

vessels. 

 

Many of the above benefits are being realized to varying extents by FFA members through their 
participation in regional bodies such as FFA and SPC, as well as through cooperative arrangements such as 
the Niue Treaty.  Despite that, a key message arising from these projects is that considerable potential to 
further strengthen MCS through enhanced cooperation amongst the FFA membership remains (often at 
little cost).  Rather than attempt to detail each of the numerous cooperative opportunities, the remainder of 
this section uses a number of relevant examples from across the MCS spectrum to highlight additional 
scope to strengthen MCS arrangements through cooperation.   

5.3.2 Enhanced control through regional register enforcement 

The Regional Register has shown itself to be an effective compliance tool because of the minimum 
requirement enforced by all FFA members that no vessel can be licensed to fish in the region unless it is in 
good standing on the register. Figure 1 below indicates that a total of 30 vessels have had their “good 
standing” either suspended or removed completely since 1992 as a result of an FFA member presenting 
appropriate evidence of vessel non-compliance and requesting Regional Register action

1
. Use of the 

Regional Register has not only proven effective, it is also efficient since the vessel itself does not need to 
be apprehended and negotiated settlements can be quickly agreed. A good example of swift Regional 
Register action was the 1992 case taken by Nauru against the Dongwon purse seine vessels for unlicensed 
fishing.  This case was coordinated by FFA following sighting reports from US purse seine vessels fishing 
in the area. These reports were confirmed by an aerial surveillance patrol which identified the vessels and 
took photographs. On the strength of this evidence measures were initiated to remove the vessel from the 
record of good standing and the vessel owner was advised accordingly. The owner flew to FFA 
headquarters for discussions and within two weeks of the sighting report, Nauru received compensation of 
US$1 million. 

                                                        
1 Data provided by FFA. 



 

 - 4 - 

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009

 

Figure 1: Incidents of regional registration suspension as an administrative sanction. 

Notwithstanding its effectiveness, use of the Regional Register as a compliance tool has declined markedly 
in recent years.  This may reflect a range of factors including an improvement in compliance levels of 
foreign fleets, the emergence of the WCPFC IUU list as a similar tool or a decline in awareness amongst 
FFA members of the possible benefits of Regional Register action.  Irrespective, the Regional Register 
remains an important, cooperative MCS mechanism for FFA members and considerable potential exist to 
optimise its use under a regional MCS strategy.   

5.3.3 Full vessel tracking through VMS sharing 

Increased VMS data sharing between neighbouring countries can significantly improve ‘visibility’ of 
vessels operating adjacent to a member’s EEZ. This can provide substantial improvements to the efficiency 
and effectiveness of national surveillance and enforcement programs, as well as directly responding to a 
number of high risk activities identified in Project 1 (e.g. unlicensed fishing by vessels on the FFA 
Regional Register).  While rates of VMS data sharing have improved in recent years (Figure 8), there 
remain a significant number of FFA members who do not share VMS data and are subsequently heavily 
constraining their fisheries surveillance programs. 

Figure 1 provides an example of how the sharing of VMS data from Kiribati significantly improves 
situational awareness of a deliberate VMS de-activation within Nauru.  

   

Figure 2: Increased Situational Awareness through VMS Sharing 

Fishing Vessel Deactivates 

VMS on entry to NAU

RMI Vessel on Patrol
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The benefits to Nauru might be further enhanced if it had previously activated VMS data sharing with 
Kiribati. This would enable Kiribati to simultaneously recognise the situation as deliberate VMS de-
activation instead of simply a fishing vessel departing the Kiribati EEZ where it would be expected to 
disappear from the Kiribati VMS plots. This effectively doubles the chances of an MCS Officer detecting 
the suspicious activity at no additional cost. Further cooperation through a Niue Treaty Subsidiary 
Agreement might enable the RMI Patrol Vessel to board and inspect the fishing vessel on behalf of Nauru. 

5.3.4 Expanded MCS coverage through port state enforcement   

The trans-boundary nature of fishing fleets in the FFA region, together with the limited resources available 
to conduct MCS activities at sea, make cooperative port state monitoring and enforcement particularly 
relevant to FFA members.  Most vessels within the region operate from a relatively small number of major 
ports (see Figure 2 [a] and [b]) and this centralisation of fleets offers considerable potential to cost 
effectively undertake MCS (by supporting high rates of vessel inspection, catch monitoring and other 
arrangements in these ports) as well as highlighting the need to ensure cooperative MCS relationships 
between licencing States and port States to undertake dockside boarding and inspections, collect logbooks, 
undertake pre-fishing inspections, etc.  The benefits of cooperative port State enforcement are likely to be 
most pronounced for those FFA members where licenced vessels do not come into port (e.g. members 
without suitable port infrastructure – Nauru, Tokelau – or without appropriate support infrastructure) and 
who must rely entirely on cooperating States to undertake port State enforcement on their behalf.  
Expanding cooperative port State MCS measures to support improved collection of logsheets and other 
mandatory reporting requirements (amongst other things) would directly assist in addressing high risk 
areas identified in Project 1.    

 

(a) 
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(b) 

Figure 2: Major destination ports in the WCPO region used by (a) the purse seine fleet during 2004-2006 and (b) the 

longline fleet during 2004-2008.2  

In addition to expanding MCS coverage, cooperative port State enforcement can deliver cost benefits to 
FFA members.  For example, rather than deploying a patrol vessel to apprehend a suspicious fishing vessel 
at sea, for some offences it may be more cost effective to board and inspect the vessel next time it docks in 
port.  The tracking of vessels in this scenario would be supported by port-to-port monitoring recommended 
in Project 1. 

5.3.5 Better targeting of MCS activity through information sharing 

Information sharing increases the utility of incomplete, inaccurate or inconsistent data holdings by filling 
in gaps, identifying errors and providing context. By increasing both the quality and quantity of 
information available, MCS and fisheries management programs will be better informed and able to focus 
effort against risks more confidently. This can be achieved through the dissemination of high-end 
intelligence products such as IUU alerts and vessel “compliance indices”; however these cannot be 
attained without widespread data sharing. 

In addition to the above operational benefits, information exchange also plays a valuable role at the 
strategic level by providing a low-risk entry point for cooperation. By experimenting with scalable and 
modular information sharing parties can build confidence and trust prior to engaging in more challenging 
forms of cooperation such as asset sharing and personnel exchange. 

The value of high-end intelligence products such as compliance indices has already been demonstrated to 
great effect

3
 during several of the large multilateral operations such as Operation Island Chief, Big Eye and 

Kuru Kuru. During these operations data from all available sources is centralised and analysed by a 
multilateral team for evidence of suspicious or illegal activity. Each event is “scored” against a range of 

                                                        
2 Data on the purse seine fleet represent ports nominated as the port of return on catch and effort logsheets from 12,513 trips 
and are taken from Lawson, T. (2008). Factors affecting the use of species composition data collected by observers and port 

samplers from purse seiners in the western and central Pacific Ocean. 4th WCPFC Scientific Committee Regular Session. 
WCPFC–SC4–2008/ST–WP–3. 103pp. Data on the longline fishery were provided by SPC and represent the port of unload 
recorded on catch and effort logsheets from 28,177 trips.  Data exclude a large proportion of distant water fleet activity 
whose catch and effort logsheets are not supplied to SPC.  Data from 2008 are incomplete. 
3 In response to surveys conducted during the consultation process, over 90% of PICs believed that the Multilateral 
Operations were either “more effective” or “considerably more effective” than normal day-to-day MCS operations. 
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compliance requirements using a numerical compliance index. With a uniformly derived quantitative 
understanding of compliance against a range of variables including vessels, masters, companies, agents, 
owners, flag states etc, targeted MCS becomes a simple matter of focusing effort against the highest 
known risk of the day.  

The GIS representation in Figure 4 provides an example of how compliance indices obtained through 
central analysis of shared information can highlight high risk fishing vessels (large, red indicators) 
amongst otherwise uniform fishing fleets (small, green indicators). This permits targeted aerial 
surveillance, observer placements, dockside inspections to focus on the identified highest risk. This risk- 
based approach is in keeping with MCS programmes in developed countries, even where there are 
relatively greater resources available. 

 

 

Figure 3: Data sharing and centralised analysis to focus MCS attention on high-risk activities 

It is estimated that the ability to conduct targeted operations based on compliance indices derived from 
cooperative information sharing could reduce the surface surveillance requirement by 10-20%. 
Realistically, it is likely that, these would be reinvested in additional MCS coverage to further reduce the 
threat of IUU fishing. 

5.3.6 Greater observer coverage and cost effectiveness through enhanced cooperation  

The availability and access to suitable numbers of qualified fishery observers can be significantly 
enhanced throughout the region with improved collaboration between member countries to meet observer 
coverage requirements.  Some countries with established observer programs and a greater willingness 
among nationals to work as fishery observers, would be well placed to cover shortfalls in other countries 
where nationals are either not willing to work on fishing vessels at sea and/or are unable to deploy 
observers given vessels don’t come in to port (eg. longline fleets operating in Solomon Islands, Vanuatu 
and Tuvalu).  These benefits are already being realised in the purse seine fishery with the establishment of 
the FFA Regional Observer Program to cover FSMA and UST vessels.  For example, in Nauru where 
vessels very rarely come into port, were it not for the coverage provided by FFA ROP observers - supplied 
by neighboring member countries and coordinated by FFA - Nauru may not have had any observer 
coverage of fishing activities in its waters to date.  Similar opportunities to improve coverage are also 
available in the longline sector and the need to facilitate improved cooperation has already been recognised 
in the FFA Regional Observer Strategy.   
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5.3.7 Greater coverage, cost effectiveness and improved response times through capability 

sharing 

MCS surveillance and response capabilities are extremely expensive to acquire and maintain throughout 
their entire lifecycle

4
. Current estimates of the costs of providing an MCS surveillance and response 

capability within the WCPO are estimated to be approximately USD$50M per year.5  The ability to share 
MCS capabilities between agencies and between FFA members has considerable potential to reduce the 
costs and increase the effectiveness of MCS activities. 

Some of the most significant opportunities for cost savings in MCS can be achieved through the sharing of 
patrol vessels. These assets, through their very nature, are extremely expensive to own and operate, 
particularly within remote regions with developing infrastructure. Economic constraints aside, it is also 
likely that some FFA members with small EEZ’s and/or relatively little fishing effort do not need a full 
time patrol vessel in order to provide an “adequate” level of enforcement and deterrence. Conversely, other 
FFA members with arguably greater need for resource protection presently have no capability. 

Outlined below are a range of possible modes of capability sharing that provide potential benefit to FFA 
members: 

Zones with no Surface Response Capability - Significant gaps currently exist in the capacity of several 
FFA members to conduct at sea MCS activities based on the current distribution of surface response assets 
and limitations in the coverage of regional cooperative enforcement arrangements.  Nauru, Niue and 
Tokelau, for example, licence fishing vessels, yet have no national capacity to conduct at sea boarding and 
inspections. Given the shared nature of stocks in the region this represents a significant weakness in the 
current MCS regime.   

Considerable opportunities exist to address these weaknesses through expanded use of existing 
mechanisms such as the Niue Treaty, the ADF sponsored non-PPB Nations Package and Ship-Rider 
Programs.  These options are readily implementable and can significantly enhance both capability and 
coverage in a cost effective manner.  These issues are further explored in appendix 1 and project 5. 

Shared Border Responsibility - Noting that approximately 35% of FFA member maritime boundaries are 
shared with another FFA member, it is possible that MCS enforcement and deterrence rates in the outer 
EEZ regions could be significantly improved through expanded application of cooperative frameworks 
such as the Niue Treaty and Ship Rider agreements. It is estimated that the widespread use of patrol vessels 
to simultaneously enforce and deter on both sides of a maritime boundary has the potential to save 
considerable surveillance effort throughout the region, with no reduction in enforcement or deterrent 
outcome. These savings could potentially be reinvested in additional surveillance in higher risk areas or 
other MCS activities that reduce the threat of IUU fishing. 

Surveillance and Response Outsourcing - This form of cooperation may be most applicable to FFA 
members with large EEZs or with patrol vessel bases located extensive distances away from patrol areas. 
Considerable operational savings might be possible by “sub-contracting” remote enforcement and 
deterrence requirements to neighbouring FFA members who are geographically better placed. Such a 
program would likely require cross-authorisation of MCS Officers under the Niue Treaty or multilateral 
Boarding Parties as currently conducted under the USCG Ship-Rider program.  Figure 4 illustrates 
potential savings through an example of this form of cooperation. In this instance Palau provides support to 
the Western extremities of FSM thereby saving FSM approximately 8 sea-days / 2300 NM / USD$30K per 
patrol. 

 

                                                        
4 Suitable patrol vessels and surveillance aircraft range from approx. USD$6K to USD$40K per sea-day/air hour depending 
on size and complexity. Comparable surveillance coverage from satellite can cost approx. USD$40-75K. 
5 A considerable portion of this estimate is contained within the cost of Aerial Surveillance (approx. USD$20M pa) and the 
MCS component of full PPB lifecycle capability cost (approx. USD$21M pa). 
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Figure 4: Example of more cost effective surveillance and response in remote areas through enhanced cooperation.  

Support to Adjacent US and French Territories - Given the shared and migratory nature of regional fish 
stocks there may also be value in FFA members assisting to protect stocks in non-FFA member zones 
where this can be done at no cost to the FFA member.  This could be achieved through “reverse” Ship-
Rider Agreements

6
 between geographically appropriate FFA members and US or France for surface 

support in remote territories. To be effective such a program would require fuel subsidisation from US or 
France, PPB support from appropriate FFA members and an authorised US or French MCS Officer to be 
embarked in the PPB for the duration of the patrol. Figure 5 below demonstrates how transit distances 
from home ports to remote US territories (red lines) are considerably longer (and more expensive) than 
transit distances from neighbouring FFA members (green line). 

 

 

Figure 5: Examples of how “Reverse” Ship-Rider Agreements could provide more cost effective surveillance and 

response within United States’ remote Territories 

Flexibility and Redundancy through Patrol Vessel Sharing - It is generally accepted that fishers are aware 
when a National patrol vessel is inactive due to a major defect, extended maintenance, crew leave or higher 
national priority. During this time the ability of the Patrol Vessel to make a covert detection or conduct an 
unannounced short-notice offshore inspection is clearly limited, even if the vessel is on short-notice stand-
by. The deterrent value of the vessel will be low during these periods, particularly in PICs with only a 
single vessel

7
. This lack of redundancy is more critical when vessels undergo extensive maintenance for 

long periods. In these instances, inevitable public awareness reduces both the enforcement and deterrent 
value of patrol vessels to zero

8
 for long periods. 

                                                        
6 “Reverse” Ship-rider Agreements - FFA member provides the Patrol Vessel, US or France provides a duly authorised 
Officer to lead enforcement activities. 
7 75% of PIC MCS programs have only one option for providing offshore enforcement. 
8 Examples of this include a situation in early 2009 whereby a serious defect to the Kiribati PPB meant that no enforcement 
and limited deterrence could be provided for several months. 
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One possible option for providing greater redundancy, flexibility and an increased element of surprise may 
lie in greater cooperation through NTSAs, Ship-Rider Programs and other cooperative frameworks. 

Commercial Surveillance Aircraft Sharing - The case for sharing surveillance aircraft is strong on two 
levels. Aircraft are extremely expensive to operate

9
, and secondly few (if any) FFA members could justify 

sufficient aerial surveillance requirement
10

 for a dedicated national capability operating at full potential 
(1,000 to 1,500 air-hours per year). It is likely that without the support of a major donor, regional 
supplementation using commercial providers can only be achieved through pooling of funds and capability 
sharing between a wide range of stakeholders within and outside FFA membership and the fisheries 
community. 

5.3.8 Capacity building through skills sharing 

Cooperation through skills exchange between and within FFA members has considerable potential to 
enhance national capacity through informal transfer of knowledge. This concept has long been recognised 
through FFA’s ongoing sponsorship of MCS Fellowships

11
 . These could be extended to include bilateral 

exchanges of personnel to assist in transferring knowledge between FFA members and harmonising 
regional best-practise. 

The primary mechanisms for skills sharing include cross training, pooled manpower and exchange of 
liaison officers. These mechanisms all permit personnel with overlapping requirements but different 
backgrounds to interact and transfer knowledge informally, thereby reducing reliance on formal training 
frameworks. Relationships developed during this interaction also provide the foundation upon which future 
cooperation can be developed. 

5.3.9 Expanding cooperation and trialing new technologies through multilateral operations 

A number of large and small multilateral MCS operations are conducted within the region each year. In 
addition to operational benefits such as increased rates of detection, boarding, inspection and 
apprehension, a number of extremely valuable strategic benefits exist. In particular multilateral operations 
provide: 

• an opportunity to expand participation in cooperative frameworks. During FFA member 
consultation for this project it was identified that most VMS sharing and NTSA participation has 
been driven by a desire to participate in a multilateral operation; 

• an opportunity to promote the benefits of cooperation at all levels. During Kuru Kuru 07 members 
of the Tongan cabinet, including the Prime Minister, visited the Joint Coordination Centre and 
observed representatives from over 10 countries collaborating to protect the region’s fish; and 

• an opportunity to trial the development of new technologies and tools for cooperation such as the 
FFA E-ops Room. 

                                                        
9 Market estimates of required commitment range from USD$5M per year for a minimum of 5 years to USD$10M for a 
minimum of 7 years, depending on the level of capability and complexity. 
10 Project 5 considers the requirement for, and the feasibility of, supplementing national MCS programs with contracted 
surveillance and response capabilities 
11 MCS Fellowships provide an opportunity for FFA members to gain an insight into regional best practice through short-
term postings to FFA. 
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Figure 6: Palauan Vice President Elias Camsek Chin discusses cooperation with the crew of the USN P3 

5.4 Requirements for Enhancing Regional MCS Cooperation 

Noting the considerable further potential to strengthen MCS arrangements through cooperation identified 
in section 5.3 above, this section now explores the conditions and mechanisms required to enhance 
cooperation across the region.  The section identifies a number of ‘basic building blocks’ for effective 
cooperation - effective legal frameworks, strong national MCS frameworks, standards and systems for 
cooperation, effective information exchange, standard operating procedures (SOPs) with integrated 
training and a dedicated mechanism to facilitate cooperation - assesses their current status and makes 
suggestions on possible courses of action at the regional and national levels that may enhance MCS 
cooperation. 

With many of the legal and organisational foundations for cooperation having been in place for some time 
it is suggested that the most pressing need now lies in the development and implementation of standards, 
processes and training that provide the operational framework for cooperation. The development and 
implementation of these arrangements at all levels (regional sub-regional, national) would be greatly 
assisted by a strengthened, dedicated mechanism to facilitate cooperation amongst the region. 

Detailed consideration of the various building blocks for MCS cooperation is provided in the following 
sections. 

5.4.1 Effective Legal Frameworks for Cooperation 

A range of treaties, conventions and MOUs already exist at both the regional and national levels to provide 
overarching legal frameworks for MCS cooperation (Table 2). Frameworks such as UN Fish Stocks 
Agreement and the Niue Treaty lay the foundations for structured and resilient cooperation by assigning 
broad powers and obligations to parties, as well as providing a platform for the development of more 
detailed measures under (in the case of the Niue Treaty) subsidiary agreements.  More specific frameworks 
also exist to facilitate cooperation within individual MCS components, such as the new Port State 
Measures Agreement and ship-rider programs. 

Table 2: Examples of existing legal frameworks for cooperation in the WCPO 
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Ongoing refinement of these frameworks is required to ensure they remain relevant to stakeholder needs. 
Indeed, this is currently occurring within the region with a process underway to consider expanded 
participation within the Niue Treaty and broaden its powers.  Notwithstanding these inevitable 
maintenance periods, the key weakness highlighted by these projects is not the absence of effective legal 
frameworks for cooperation, but the lack of effective ‘rollout’ of these frameworks amongst the 
membership. For example, during consultations for this project over 90% of PICs expressed a desire to 
expand cooperation through active participation the Niue Treaty, yet 17 years after the Treaty entered into 
force participation levels remain less than 20%.  

A discussion of the key legal frameworks operating in the region is provided below.  In some cases 
additional key weaknesses have been identified in legal arrangements at the national level that prevent 
parties from discharging their obligations under cooperative frameworks. These are discussed in greater 
detail in section 5.4.2 below. 

UN Fish Stocks Agreement 

The UN Fish Stocks Agreement was adopted in 1995 to address global concerns that the 1982 United 
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) did not provide sufficiently detailed rules on the 
conservation and management of straddling and migratory fish stocks. In 2001 the agreement entered into 
force and now serves as the primary implementing agreement to UNCLOS for the conservation and 

                                                        
12 The United Nations Agreement for the Implementation of the Provisions of the United Nations Convention on the Law of 
the Sea of 10 December 1982 relating to the Conservation and Management of Straddling Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory 
Fish Stocks 
13 40th Pacific Islands Forum, Forum Communique, p4. 

Cooperative 

Framework 
Relevance to FFA Members Current Status 

UN Fish 
Stocks 
Agreement

12
 

International agreement to ensure the 
conservation and management of highly 
migratory fish stocks. Requires parties to 
“implement and enforce conservation and 
management measures through effective 
monitoring, control and surveillance.” 

In force.  All FFA member countries are 
signatories. 

South Pacific 
Forum 
Fisheries 
Agency 
Convention 

Founding instrument of the FFA.  Provides 
framework for cooperation amongst FFA 
members, including “cooperation in surveillance 
and enforcement”. 

In place and ongoing with no immediate 
opportunity for expanded participation. 

The Niue 
Treaty 

This provides an overarching “umbrella” 
framework for cooperation between FFA 
members, particularly in sharing of information, 
assets and personnel. Details of the actual 
mechanisms for cooperation are contained 
within subsidiary agreements. 

Has been ratified by all FFA members, 
except Tokelau. Currently under review;  
PIF Leaders agreed that Australia would 
host a meeting in early 2010, “at which 
agreement is to be reached both on the 
form of new legal arrangements to be  
negotiated and on a roadmap for the 
negotiation process, which should 
conclude no later than the end of 2012”

13
 . 

Port State 
Measures 
Agreement 

The new “Agreement on Port State Measures to 
Prevent, Deter and Eliminate Illegal, Unreported 
and Unregulated Fishing” provides a legal 
framework to enable a multilateral approach to 
port State enforcement. 

Text agreed; currently undergoing the 
FAO approval processes prior to opening 
for signature in November 2009. 

Ship-Rider 
Agreements 

These legitimise cooperation through sharing of 
patrol vessels within a less formal framework 
that the Niue Treaty. 

USCG has ship-rider agreements in place 
with 6 PICs. Further expansion may be 
limited by restricted capacity to exercise 
the agreements on a regular basis. No 
other ship-rider agreements appear 
imminent. 

Inter-Agency 
MOUs 

These enable strong cooperative relationships 
between agencies by agreeing on definitions, 
objectives, roles, responsibilities, commitments, 
communication processes, information sharing 
and cost recovery. 

Embedded within the MCS frameworks of 
at least one FFA member. 
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management of migratory and high-seas fisheries. In addition to incorporating new environmental 
principles and provisions for compliance and enforcement, the agreement imposes a number of binding 
obligations upon both flag State and port State parties. Many of these have added significance to FFA 
members by also forming the basis of obligations upon members of the WCPFC. 

Whilst all FFA member countries have signed the UN Fish Stocks Agreement, it is clear from the findings 
of the national MCS review (Chapter 3) that several members do not have adequate national legislation 
and MCS frameworks to fully discharge their obligations to the agreement. More detailed consideration of 
national MCS frameworks is considered in section 5.4.2 below. This section concludes with a 
recommendation for a comprehensive capacity building program to assist nations to fulfill their obligations 
in exploiting their assigned sovereign rights. 

FFA Convention 

The FFA convention was developed in the late 1970s at the request of participants at the 8
th

 South Pacific 
Forum. It lays the groundwork for the formation and funding of FFC and FFA, and additionally assigns the 
important function of facilitating intra-regional coordination and cooperation for fisheries management and 
MCS purposes. Accession to the convention is the mechanism by which parties become FFA members; 
however, since all Pacific Islands Forum members are already parties to the FFA convention (and being a 
PIF member is a pre-requisite to being a party to the convention) there appears to be little scope for 
expansion at this point in time. 

The Niue Treaty 

The Niue Treaty for Cooperation in Fisheries Surveillance and Law Enforcement in the South Pacific 

Region entered into force on 20 May 1993. This Treaty provides a broad framework for MCS cooperation 
between FFA members and has been ratified by all FFA members, except Tokelau who are in the process 
of doing so.  

In addition to establishing the framework for the Harmonised Minimum Terms and Conditions of 
Licensing (HMTCs) the Niue Treaty also includes provision for information sharing and other forms of 
MCS cooperation. Whilst the Treaty provides FFA members with a framework to commit to cooperation, 
it does not determine how this should happen. This is facilitated through separate bilateral or multilateral 
Niue Treaty Subsidiary Agreements (NTSAs) which provide the operational detail to enable cooperation 
with confidence.  

The widespread collaboration that was initially envisaged for the Niue Treaty is yet to be achieved. Early 
attempts to cooperate through NTSAs were extremely unsuccessful and may have discouraged the efforts 

of other FFA members. It was nearly nine years after the first failed attempt
14

 in 1992 that Palau, FSM and 

RMI attempted to implement an NTSA. After 16 years Niue Treaty participation rates still remain low
15

, 

despite growing awareness of their potential and a strong desire to collaborate through them
16

. 

Successful implementation of the Niue Treaty has tended to occur in situations where high levels of 
political willpower exist and a clear mandate is given to officials for proactive collaboration with identified 
partners. Unfortunately this has not always been the case with several attempts to drive the process from 
the operational level foundering through lack of strategic direction and support. This represents a 
considerable challenge (and opportunity) for FFA as a potential facilitator of Niue Treaty implementation. 

Figure 7 below outlines the major inhibitors to the implementation of the Niue Treaty that were identified 
by PICs during consultation for this project. 

 

                                                        
14 The first NTSA was established between Tonga and Tuvalu in 1992. This agreement was not exercised after the first 
attempt when a Tongan patrol vessel was stranded in Tuvalu without fuel supply. 
15 On average each PIC has 3.5 nearby neighbours they could collaborate with under the Niue Treaty. Of these approx. 22% 
of these relationships have NTSAs in place that permit cooperation approx. 84% of the time (some NTSAs are only activated 
during multilateral operations). Net NTSA potential realised is approx 17%. 
16 During consultations it was identified that approx. 96% of PICs sought to expand their participation in the Niue Treaty. 
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PIC Perceptions of inhibitors 
to NTSA Participation 

Response 
Sample 
Size 

Lack of Political Willpower 46% 80% 

Lack of Political Awareness 41% 73% 

Lack of Support in 
Developing the NTSA 

50% 73% 

Lack of Accepted Maritime 
Boundary 

18% 73% 

Lack of Trust 30% 67% 
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Figure 7 - PIC Perceptions of Inhibitors to NTSA Participation 

A process is currently underway to enhance the Niue Treaty to permit broader law enforcement options 
and include US and France.  Whilst these are worthy objectives (within or outside the Niue Treaty 
framework) they should not distract attention from implementation of the existing Treaty which still holds 
all the potential for MCS collaboration originally envisaged

17
. Efforts to expand participation in the Niue 

Treaty should focus on both national capacity building to ensure adequate legislative frameworks exist to 
fulfil NTSA obligations, and regional facilitation to develop a clear and workable plan that brings 
volunteering parties together and works constructively towards formalised cooperation. 

In addition to implementation of the Niue Treaty, regional conservation and management would also 
benefit from equivalent cooperative frameworks between FFA members and Indonesia and Philippines. 
Through such an arrangement parties could agree to coordinate MCS activities, cooperate on 
implementation of internationally agreed measures, hold regular discussions on matters of mutual interest 
and formalise any shared maritime boundaries. 

Port State Measures Agreement 

As noted earlier, given that a substantial proportion of fishing fleets accessing FFA members’ waters either 
base themselves out of and/or unload/transship in foreign ports, cooperative port State monitoring and 
enforcement measures have particular utility in the FFA region.  The effectiveness of these measures is 
already evident through the number of vessels placed on the WCPFC IUU List based on port State action. 

A new legally-binding “Agreement on Port State Measures to Prevent, Deter and Eliminate Illegal, 
Unreported and Unregulated Fishing” has been developed and is currently undergoing FAO approval 
processes prior to opening for signature in November 2009.  Based largely on the earlier Model Scheme of 
the same name, substantive elements of the new agreement include: 

• Foreign fishing vessels wishing to dock will be required to request permission from specially 
designated ports ahead of time, transmitting information on their activities and the fish they have 
on board -- this will give authorities an opportunity to identify high-risk activities in advance. 

• The treaty commits countries to regular inspections and outlines a set of standards that will be 
used during those inspections. Reviews of ship papers, surveys of fishing gear, examining catches 
and checking a ship's records can often reveal if it has engaged in IUU fishing. 

• Signatories must ensure that ports and inspectors are adequately equipped and trained; 

• When a vessel is denied access, port states must communicate that information publicly and 
national authorities from the country whose flag the vessel is flying must take follow-up action; 

                                                        
17 Expansion to the Niue Treaty beyond its current capabilities could arguably be made easier if a foundation of trust and 
goodwill was first developed through implementation of the existing Treaty. 
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• The treaty calls for the creation of information-sharing networks to let countries share details on 
IUU-associated vessels, and also contains provisions intended to assist resource-strapped 
developing countries meet their treaty obligations”.

18
 

The new agreement offers considerable potential to support cooperative port state enforcement both 
amongst the FFA membership and with external States, and a number of complementary measures may be 
considered by FFA members (e.g. including as a HMTC a requirement that all catch is landed in a port 
designated by a party to the Agreement).  Nevertheless, the agreement also brings with it resourcing and 
training obligations that should be fully considered prior to signing. 

Ship-Rider Agreements 

During consultations for Project 5 (Regional Capabilities) it was identified that the limited availability of 
funds for patrol vessel fuel was a significant inhibitor to providing an effective at-sea enforcement and 
deterrent capability for many FFA members. Members further expressed an ongoing desire to explore 
innovative options for cost-effectively achieving desired levels of at-sea activity. 

In response to this need the French Navy investigated opportunities to embark authorised officers from 
Cook Islands on Naval vessels routinely transiting through the Cook Island EEZ in 2005. In 2006 
Greenpeace successfully embarked ship-riders from FSM and Kiribati for patrols within the respective 
EEZs. 

In 2007 the USCG began trialing the concept of embarking duly authorised PIC representatives within 
USCG vessels for collaborative fisheries enforcement patrols within PIC EEZs. This was based on the 
success of similar partnerships with developing nations in the Caribbean. In 2008 these agreements were 
formalised as simple but effective "Ship-Rider Agreements” which are simple bilateral agreements 
between the US and participating nations. During patrols the USCG hosts the PIC officer and maintains 
communications with the coastal State. The commander and crew of the USCG vessel are themselves 
authorised by the coastal State to assist its officer perform his duties which may include boarding and 
vessel seizure.  

Support through the USCG ship-rider program is provided at no cost to FFA members and has proven to 
be amongst the most efficient and effective surface surveillance and response activities ever conducted 
within the region. In the two years since commencement of the trial the program has conducted 10 joint 
patrols to conduct 44 boardings that have resulted in 17 serious violations. The most significant violation 
resulted in the apprehension and prosecution of a bunkering vessel that yielded over USD$5M in fines for 
Kiribati. 

By the commencement of October 2009 the US had ship-rider agreements in place with Palau, FSM, 
RMI, Kiribati, Cook Islands and Tonga. The USCG is currently investigating opportunities to expand the 
program to include other FFA members, but is also aware that resource constraints may prohibit 
meaningful implementation.  

High levels of support for other potential ship-rider programs was identified from within PICs during 
consultations for this project, as outlined in Table 3 below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
18 FAO Media Release, September, 2009, “New treaty will leave ‘fish pirates’ without safe haven” 
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Table 3: Indicative PIC Support for Potential Ship-Rider Programs 

PICs willing to establish Ship-Rider Program Support Sample Size 

RAN 88% 87% 

RNZN 73% 87% 

French Navy 88% 87% 

USCG 81% 87% 

USN 42% 80% 

Japan 42% 87% 

China 27% 87% 

Taiwan 50% 87% 

Greenpeace 58% 80% 

 

Whilst the ADF has formally stated that it will not be developing ship-rider agreements
19

, NZ and France 
have indicated (to varying degrees) a willingness to consider options for similar types of support. 
Opportunities to expand application of ship-rider programs should be encouraged at both the national and 
regional levels. 

Memorandums of Understanding  

Considerable potential exists for enhanced MCS cooperation between the various national agencies 
involved in resource protection, maritime management and law enforcement. In many cases cooperative 
relationships can be improved through formalised MOUs and other cooperative instruments. These outline 
the responsibilities of each party, information exchange protocols, cost recovery mechanisms, fine sharing 
and other arrangements. Presently PNG is the only PIC with an MOU between their National Fisheries 
Authority (NFA) and the PNG Defence Force (PNGDF). This appears to work extremely well, and may 
have applicability in other locations. Notwithstanding, formalised frameworks may not be appropriate or 
necessary in very small PICs where, for example, MCS and maritime surveillance might be conducted by 
the same agency. 

5.4.2 Strong National MCS Systems 

The effectiveness, for example, of regional and sub-regional frameworks for cooperation such as the port 
state enforcement, VMS, VDS, PNA, the Niue Treaty and WCPFC rely intrinsically upon the ability of 
national fisheries departments and enforcement agencies to implement their MCS obligations. Strong 
national systems provide the necessary frameworks that allow for cooperation and as well as mechanisms 
to effectively discharge national obligations under cooperative agreements.    

Functional MCS frameworks at the national level should include: 

• National legislation that not only facilitates participation in cooperative frameworks, but also permits 

members to discharge any obligations that follow; 

• Robust licensing systems based on the Harmonised Minimum Terms and Conditions as a minimum 

standard; 

• Presence of formalised frameworks for inter-agency cooperation such as an MOU. These include 

agreed areas of responsibility, channels of communication and liaison points, the composition and 

functions of joint coordinating committees, information management and cost recovery; 

• A standard operations procedures manual covering the day to day operations of each agency 

component, inter-agency coordination and cooperation including the procedures for the exchange of 

information, case development and prosecution procedures; 

                                                        
19 Official ADF consultation outcome. 
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• An effective multi-agency MCS committee with a lead agency responsible for oversight, broad 

coordination and policy direction; and 

• An information system that permits effective communication between national and international 
partner agencies and engagement with the industry and public. 

Project 2 found that while significant advances in MCS have been made at the regional level, delays in 
establishing legislative and management frameworks at the national level have prevented FFA members 
from fully benefiting from regional cooperation. In some cases, key flag and port State responsibilities lack 
adequate legislation and many WCPFC provisions are yet to be properly endorsed through legislation. 
Furthermore, the FFA region as a whole experiences significant weaknesses in its mechanisms to develop 
and implement WCPFC conservation and management measures (CMMs) as they arise.  

In addition, consultations for this project identified a range of other impediments to effective cooperation 
at the national level including a lack of trust amongst some members

20
,  and an inability to get relevant 

parties to sign cooperative agreements (even where policy authority for cooperation had been given).
21

    

Both FFA and FAO have been assisting FFA members develop national legislation and MCS plans to 
support cooperative MCS activities. These plans are developed in accordance with modern conservation 
and management approaches, and identify the key risks, stakeholder responsibilities, resource requirements 
and an appropriate structure of operations. Project 2 reviewed member implementation of these plans and 
subsequently recommended a comprehensive program of prioritised national capacity building activities. 
Section 5.5 below considers the roles and functions of a possible coordination centre that might facilitate 
the implementation of these recommendations.  

5.4.3 Standards and Systems for Cooperation  

In addition to overarching legal frameworks, a range of operational standards and systems are required to 
provide an architecture and infrastructure for cooperation. This includes clear, concise, efficiently 
communicated and well maintained plans, policies and procedures for cooperation. For small-scale, 
intermittent or bilateral cooperation the development of these instruments can largely be facilitated within 
existing stakeholder capacities. For more complex or larger scales of cooperation (such as within the FFA 
and WCPFC memberships) it is more usual for an independent and centralised entity to facilitate 
development. In either case, development and maintenance should be facilitated through an inclusive and 
collaborative forum (such as the MCS Working Group) so as to maximise ownership and acceptance by 
stakeholders. Where possible the status of acceptance and implementation should be measured and 
reported as part of an ongoing maintenance program. 

The existing FFA Data Sharing Agreements (DSAs) are a good example of a functioning system for 
regional MCS cooperation between FFA members. Whilst not the only system for FFA members to 
authorise information sharing

22
, the utility and flexibility of the DSA has resulted in considerably 

improved VMS sharing (Figure 8). Progress in expanding cooperation through data sharing is tracked and 
regularly reported to stakeholders, and ongoing maintenance of FFA data sharing processes is conducted at 
MCS Working Group meetings. Consideration of more detailed policies and procedures to facilitate 
expanded data sharing are provided within Chapter 4. 

                                                        
20 During consultations for this project 30% of respondents indicated that lack of trust was an inhibitor to expansion of Niue 
Treaty participation and data sharing. 
21 During consultations for this project nearly 20% of respondents indicated an inability to get relevant parties to sign data 
sharing agreements, despite over 90% seeking to expand their VMS sharing arrangements 
22 Other methods of authorising VMS sharing such as formal correspondence to FFA through diplomatic channels are also 
available. 
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Figure 8: Level of VMS Data Sharing 2001- 2009, showing the FFA DSA as an example of a 

functional system to facilitate cooperation  

5.4.4 Effective Information Exchange 

Timely, accurate and secure information exchange is fundamental to effective MCS cooperation, yet a 
number of significant weaknesses in information management systems at both the national and regional 
level have been highlighted by these projects. These include: 

• information systems had sometimes been developed in isolation with little consideration given to 
potential linkages; 

• data holdings were often inaccurate, incomplete or inconsistent; 

• data was infrequently validated or analysed to extract its full potential; 

• information was often made available late, or not at all, to stakeholders with legitimate needs; 

• information was rarely shared to its full potential; and 

• information was not always backed up, stored or transmitted securely. 

In response, Project 3 has proposed a strategy for improved information collection, storage, processing and 
exchange across the region based on (a) strengthening national capacity in MCS Information Systems, (b) 
establishing a Regional Information Management Facility (RIMF) to allow for the sharing of timely and 
accurate MCS information and support planning and targeting of MCS activities, and (c) establishing a 
regional ‘Information Exchange Model’ to guide information sharing within the region.  The establishment 
of these systems should significantly contribute to effective MCS cooperation amongst FFA members.   

5.4.5 Harmonised Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) and Training  

Harmonised MCS arrangements amongst FFA members – including the development of standard operating 
procedures (SOPs) and training for core MCS components – facilitate effective coordination by promoting 
the adoption of common systems and standards.   Regionally agreed SOPs promote seamless information 
flow and enhanced analysis by adopting standard systems for the collection and exchange of information, 
as well as supporting shared understandings during cooperative enforcement activity.  Moreover, 
structured programs of regional training develop personnel who operate to an accepted best practice, and 
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are more likely to produce outputs (and personnel) that are readily interchangeable. Regional training also 
provides an opportunity for stakeholders to form relationships and build trust that will greatly assist when 
developing other forms of cooperation at later stages. MCS training can take place in the form of 
attachments to FFA and other MCS agencies, and personnel exchanges between members.  

While SOPs and regional training packages already exist amongst some region-wide programs – for 
example the FFA VMS, Regional Observer Program and PPB Program – they are lacking in other areas – 
for example boarding and inspection, prosecutions and surveillance planning.  In many cases, these other 
activities are arguably less coordinated and successful as a result.  To that end, FFA members may benefit 
from the development of integrated packages of regionally harmonised SOPs, training and advisory 
support. These can be adapted at the national level as necessary to account for specific legislation, 
organisational and governance frameworks, existing MCS plans, treaties and international agreements.  

5.4.6 Mechanisms to Facilitate Cooperation 

While benefits of regional cooperation are largely recognised amongst the region and much of the legal 
and organisational architecture to facilitate cooperation is in place (e.g. FFA Convention, Niue Treaty) or 
could be relatively quickly put in place (e.g. RIMF), a considerable amount of ‘cooperative potential’ is yet 
to be realised.  Consultations for these studies revealed that knowledge amongst the region of many 
cooperative frameworks is quite low. Moreover, even where there is recognition of the benefits of 
cooperation and a reasonable understanding of cooperative arrangements (e.g. Niue Treaty, VMS data 
sharing), many members require assistance to capitalize on the opportunities available.  This need for 
assistance was encapsulated by one FFA member during in country consultations who, after developing a 
draft NTSA with a neighbor for over three years,  noted we “need assistance from FFA or other agency to 

provide an intermediary role in pushing the final stages of implementation through”. 

On the basis of the above there is a clear need for a strong mechanism to identify and promote 
opportunities to strengthen MCS arrangements through enhanced cooperation amongst the FFA 
membership. 

Key operational support functions undertaken to promote the development and implementation of 
cooperative frameworks might include: 

• Facilitation of participation in cooperative frameworks such as the Niue Treaty, port State 
enforcement, ship-rider agreements, and MOUs; 

• facilitation of information exchange between stakeholders; 

• management of regional programs such as VMS and observers; 

• provision of risk assessments and provision of operational alerts; 

• surveillance and response coordination; and  

• national capacity building and training; 

FFA is currently performing some of these functions with some success under the mandate provided by the 
FFA convention. However given the comparatively low uptake of cooperative opportunities, and the high 
level of member desire for expanded cooperation, efforts to lead the region towards higher rates of 
cooperation will need to be significantly intensified in the future. 

The next section outlines the possible roles and functions of a mechanism to facilitate cooperation – a 
RMCC. A central function of a RMCC should be to identify, promote and facilitate strengthened MCS 
through improved cooperation.    

5.5 The Role, Function and Establishment of a RMCC 

5.5.1 Introduction 

The previous sections have highlighted both the benefits of enhanced cooperation as well as the conditions 
required to promote effective MCS cooperation within the region.  This section explores the possible roles, 
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functions and establishment of a proposed mechanism to facilitate cooperation – a Regional Monitoring, 
Control and Surveillance Coordination Centre (RMCC).  This section has been heavily influenced by, and 
responds to, the needs identified in Projects 1, 2 and 3.   

Many of the possible roles and functions of a RMCC outlined below are already being undertaken to some 
extent by FFA. The current FFA MCS program within the Fisheries Operations Division has the core 
responsibility of providing support and development services to national MCS systems and providing 
regional MCS services such as maintenance of the Regional Register, the VMS system and coordination of 
the Regional Observer Program. Given this background, a key initial question for FFA members is whether 
there is a need for a ‘new’ centre, or whether efforts should focus on augmenting and improving existing 
structures. An important consideration is whether the delivery of services currently being undertaken by 
FFA could be improved through their incorporation into a RMCC. Noting that these questions require 
policy direction from the FFA membership and will not be resolved prior to the completion of these 
studies, we have presented a range of options here for the establishment of a RMCC.   

In considering the possible roles and functions of a RMCC, a number of important matters emerged during 
the course of the projects that have influenced the presentation of this section.  These are discussed below: 

• The TORs for Project 4 are heavily focused on the benefits of cooperation at the regional level.  
Despite that, a key outcome of these projects is that the benefits of cooperation exist at all levels – 
regional, sub-regional, bi-lateral, intra-national – as well as between FFA members and external 
countries and agencies (e.g. WCPFC).  The establishment of a centre focused solely on regional 
cooperation, while undoubtedly beneficial, would alone not be sufficient to capture a significant 
number of opportunities to strengthen regional MCS arrangements through improved cooperation 
at other levels.   To that end, we have suggested possible functions for a RMCC at both the sub-
regional and national levels below. 
 

• The TORs for Project 4 are also weighted towards ‘coordination of assets’ and seek as an outcome 
increased ‘regional MCS capability’.  While these projects have highlighted considerable benefit 
in enhanced coordination of national and regional surveillance and enforcement assets, Projects 1, 
2 and 3 have also highlighted significant benefits associated with cooperation between FFA 
members on ‘non-hardware’ assets such as human resources, information, financial resources etc.  
This broader interpretation of ‘assets’ has also influenced the discussion below.   
 

• In discussing the possible roles and operation of a RMCC amongst the FFA membership, the team 
struck a wide arrange of views.  Some interviewees appeared to have a clear idea about what the 
RMCC should do, others had a clear idea about what the RMCC should not do, and yet others 
(perhaps the majority) had no preconceived views about the centre.  In the absence of a prevailing 
view, we have structured the possible functions of a RMCC as a ‘smorgasbord’ of options from 
which the FFA membership, in developing a regional MCS Strategy, can select based on the 
combination of roles and functions they believe best suits their needs. 
 

5.5.2 Roles 

FFA members’ regional fisheries goals agreed in the Regional Tuna Management and Development 
Strategy are: 

• sustainable oceanic fish stocks and ecosystems; and 
 

• economic growth from tuna fisheries. 

The aim of any regional MCS strategy should be to support these goals by controlling and monitoring what 
is taken and simultaneously eradicating unlawful fishing activity. In turn, we suggest the overarching role 
of the RMCC should to facilitate the effective implementation of the regional MCS strategy at all levels 
from national to regional, in support of these goals.  

Within this overarching role, three more specific roles for a RMCC have been identified:  
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1. providing MCS services that are best delivered at a regional level; 
 

2. identifying and facilitating opportunities to strengthen MCS arrangements across the region 
through enhanced cooperation amongst the FFA membership; 

 

3. strengthening regional MCS arrangements by assisting members to optimise MCS arrangements at 
the national level.  

In practice there may be considerable overlap between these roles and they should operate in a 
complementary manner. 

The possible functions that fit within these roles are outlined below. 

5.5.3 Functions 

Regional Services 

Regional Register - The maintenance of the Regional Register is central to regional MCS efforts and 
would likely form a core component of an effective RMCC.  The Regional Register will have strong 
linkages to the RIMF (e.g. through compliance indexing of registered entities) and there may be benefit in 
ensuring the two functions are housed in the same facility.  

VMS - The FFA VMS system is also central to national and regional MCS regimes and there is likely to be 
benefit in incorporating this function into the RMCC, including all existing administrative, operational and 
technical support duties.  Given the importance of VMS information in supporting other possible functions 
of the RMCC – for example, surveillance and response coordination, regional risk analysis, national MCS 
support, etc – there are likely to be benefits in locating these functions within the same facility.  Staff 
members responsible for the technical and operational aspects of the VMS system may also operate in 
direct support of national VMS systems by, for example, optimising national VMS alerts, much as they do 
now.     

Observers - Information collected by fishery observers plays an important, and currently rapidly 
expanding, role in both scientific and compliance MCS-related functions.  The coordination of regional 
observer services may be best placed within the RMCC, including the current duties as coordinator of the 
Regional Observer Program in support of UST and FSMA fleets, as well as the wider functions envisaged 
under the Regional Observer Strategy agreed by FFC67 (e.g. coordination of observer placements amongst 
members to meet coverage targets; improve access to observer information, etc).

23
  The incorporation of 

the observer role within the RMCC would likely assist in meeting important roles agreed in the Regional 
Observer Strategy – for example, fulfilling data collection and exchange requirements for integrated MCS, 
improving utilisation of observer surveillance data – as well as facilitating improved use of observer data 
for compliance related purposes (e.g. regional risk analysis and planning, responding to critical incidents, 
etc), which these projects highlighted as a current weakness.   The facilitation of observer placements 
across the region may be enhanced by the RIMF observer functions proposed in Chapter 4.   
 

Regional Information Management - Effective systems for the collection, storage, verification, exchange 
and analysis of information are central to supporting effective MCS regimes.  Chapter 4 outlines a 
proposed strategy for information management across the region including the establishment of a RIMF to 
allow for the sharing of timely and accurate MCS information and support planning and targeting of MCS 
activities.  The establishment, operation and ongoing maintenance of a RIMF would form a core function 
of a RMCC. Having the RIMF centrally located with other functions that will provide inputs to (e.g. VMS, 
Regional Register), and draw heavily from (e.g. regional MCS analysis, surveillance and response 
coordination), information exchanged through the RIMF is likely to deliver considerable operational 
benefits and efficiencies.  An important role of the national support officers proposed below will be to 
assist FFA member countries in contributing information to, and receiving information from a RIMF. 

Regional MCS Analysis/Planning - An important finding from Project 1 was the need to enhance MCS 
analytical capacity across the region.  High quality analytical capability can deliver significant benefits in 

                                                        
23 FFA Regional Observer Strategy, FFC67, WP32.  
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cost-effectiveness and better targeting of MCS activities through the provision of value added intelligence 
and analysis.  Activities that might be performed under this section include (but are not limited to): 

• Updating regional risk assessments - As noted in Chapter 2, the maintenance of updated risk 
assessments is central ensuring the most efficient and targeted use of limited MCS resources.  
Analytical staff in the RMCC would be well placed to access important information sources to 
update risk assessments – data from the RIMF, VMS, Observers, etc – as well as monitor key 
drivers – e.g. climate variability, market demand and dynamics, management decisions in other 
ocean basins driving shifts in effort etc.   

• Provision of value added intelligence to support other MCS functions - value added intelligence 
can significantly improve the targeting of a range of current MCS activities.  In a surveillance 
context, good intelligence to support risk based deployment of assets can significantly reduce the 
cost of surveillance as well as improve enforcement outcomes by targeting effort at the highest 
risk areas/vessels.  Sound analysis of emerging patterns and trends in non-compliance can also 
better direct other activities such as dockside inspections. 

• Provision of operational input into the design and development of key regional MCS measures - 
This function may include providing practical advice on the development of MCS measures being 
considered amongst the FFA membership (e.g. enhancements to the Regional Register, VMS, etc), 
as well as assisting in developing the FFA position on key WCPFC MCS measures such as catch 
documentation schemes, transshipment regulation and the like. 

• Compliance planning on key conservation and management measures - A number of important 
new conservation and management measures have been adopted in recent years that are central to 
achieving FFA members’ regional fisheries goals (e.g. VDS, PNA 3IA, CMM 08-01).  While 
some measures have been included to monitor compliance with these initiatives (e.g. 100% 
observer coverage), very few, if any, have formal compliance plans to support their 
implementation.  An important role in the analytical/planning function may be to (a) in the first 
instance, provide input into the development of the conservation and management measure and (b) 
when finalised, to work with relevant members to develop formal compliance plans to support 
their implementation. 

• National analytical capacity building - In addition to working regionally, analytical staff may also 
work directly with national MCS officers to build analytical capacity and develop national level 
risk assessments where requested to do so by the member.  An analogous situation within the 
region is the Oceanic Fisheries Programme of SPC who undertake analysis at the regional level 
(e.g. regional stock assessments) as well as directly supporting members at the national level in 
fisheries science capacity building and input into national tuna plans.  

Surveillance and response coordination - Noting that oceanic fisheries enforcement is the primary focus of 
over 70% of the maritime surveillance effort within the region and that the majority of PIC respondents 
(and some surveillance providers) expressed a clear preference for the centralised coordination of the 
multilateral surveillance operations

24
 a RMCC may take on a formalised surveillance coordination role, if 

only for MCS purposes. 

Management of the surveillance bidding process is a key activity within this function. A RMCC could 
collect surveillance bids from participating FFA members and submit them to the Quadrilateral Defence 
Cooperation Operations Working Group (QDCOWG)

25
 with sufficient time to enable the QDCOWG to 

prioritise and allocate surveillance effort. Such a service would not preclude the option of FFA members 
engaging bi-laterally with the QDCOWG or individual surveillance providers on a bilateral basis should 
this be a preferred option. 

                                                        
24 In response to surveys conducted during the consultation process approximately 88% of PIC respondents, plus France, US 
and NZ preferred FFA or another central agency to coordinate the program for large multilateral fisheries operations. 
25 The QDCOWG meets biennially to coordinate activities within the region for the Defence Forces of the four Quadrilateral 
Partners – Australia, New Zealand, France and United States. 
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Hosting of Multilateral MCS Operations - A RMCC should have the capability to host and run multilateral 
MCS operations at the request of FFA members who wish to participate in multilateral operations, but who 
do not have the national capability or inclination to establish a Joint Coordination Centre (JCC) 
specifically for the operation. While JCCs have been historically hosted by member countries, it is unlikely 
that the region could expand multilateral participation without centralised hosting of the JCC

26
 (to lessen 

the burden on PICs and attached MSAs), or centralised coordination of the multilateral operations 
timetable

27
 (to maximise the availability of surveillance aircraft). FFA successfully hosted the JCC for 

Operation “Kuru Kuru 09” and considerable support was expressed during in country consultations for 
FFA or another central body to undertake this role.

28
 This could be expanded to include day-to-day 

operational coordination of Regional MCS activities (integrated with National activities) at the request of 
FFA members who see value in outsourcing this capability. This function may be particularly valuable to 
those FFA members (Nauru, Niue and Tokelau) with no national surveillance and response assets, 
coordination capability or in-country advisory support. 

Exploration of New/Innovative MCS Approaches – A RMCC should maintain an active watch on 
emerging technologies and innovative MCS approaches. Those that demonstrate potential to improve the 
cost effectiveness of MCS activities within the region should be trialed, and, if successful, implemented 
through programs that include funding and structured project management frameworks. Examples of 
contemporary (but not fully implemented within the FFA membership) technologies and approaches that 
may warrant investigation in the short to medium term might include satellite based surveillance (as 
considered in detail in chapter 6), hand-held data collection tools and enhanced mobile transmitting units 
to support more timely and accurate catch and effort reporting.  

Regional MCS Administrative Support - An important role of any coordinating body may be to provide 
regional administrative support on MCS related matters.  This would include coordination of, and 
performing secretarial duties for, MCS Working Group meetings as well as any other relevant MCS-
related forums (e.g. MCS training forums; regional surveillance forums, etc).  Another important, but 
frequently overlooked, role would be to maintain an up to date list of MCS contacts and officers (e.g. staff 
completing relevant MCS training certificates).  The availability of a central, up to date list would promote 
effective information exchange, and may also assist in promoting staff and skills exchange, amongst the 
FFA membership. 

Management of Regional Capabilities - This function is only applicable should FFA seek options for 
regional capability supplementation i.e. supplementation of regional surveillance aircraft, patrol vessels, 
satellite imagery and other potential capabilities (as considered within Project 5). In this case there would 
be a clear need for an authority to fulfill important the operational responsibilities associated with this 
activity . 

The coordination and control of these capabilities can be subsumed within the “Surveillance Coordination 
and Planning” function above, with additional watch-keeping personnel necessary to provide operational 
management on a 24/7 basis. Coordination and control arrangements would need to remain flexible to 
account for a variety of operating scenarios. It is proposed that three different modes might be sufficient as 
follows: 

• Regional capability operating within FFA member EEZs as National supplementation – In this 
instance a RMCC should support the analysis process and assist the FFA member to plan, task and 
brief the surveillance and response capability.  A RMCC should respectfully facilitate with due 
regard for national sovereignty, but not directly control the surveillance and response cycle within 

                                                        
26 77% of PIC respondents indicated a preference for FFA or another centralised body to perform the JCC role on behalf of 
participating nations. Australia, NZ and United States indicated a preference for the JCC to be hosted by a participating 
nation. France indicated a preference for a centralised agency to be formed that would include FFA, Customs, surveillance 
providers and other stakeholders. 
27 88% of PIC respondents, NZ, United States and France indicated a preference for FFA or another centralised body to 
coordinate the scheduling of the multilateral program. 
28 In response to surveys conducted during the consultation process 73% of respondents preferred FFA or another central 
agency to provide the JCC capability for multilateral operations. 
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FFA member waters unless formally requested by the FFA member, safety concerns arise
29

 or there 
is evidence of gross misappropriation of the capability. 

 

• Regional capability conducting MCS operations on the High Seas – in this instance a RMCC 
should coordinate and control the asset’s activity and pro-actively drive all stages of the 
surveillance cycle. 

 

• Regional capability transiting through FFA Member EEZs – in this instance a RMCC should 
coordinate and control the asset’s activity. 

 

The detailed functions required to effectively manage regional capabilities will vary depending on the 
ownership and operational models selected (many options exist and these are discussed in detail in Project 
5). Possible functions may include crew management, crew scheduling and logistics and maintenance 
planning. 

 “Sub-regional” Services 

The primary function under this role would be to identify and facilitate opportunities to strengthen MCS 
arrangements within the region through enhanced cooperation and coordination between members.  For 
convenience this function has been termed ‘sub-regional’, however in practice cooperation may happen at 
all levels involving two or more members (e.g. cooperation between coastal State and port State in catch 
monitoring and logbook collection; facilitating bilateral NTSAs to allow surface surveillance and response 
patrols in areas that currently have no surface patrol capability, etc). 

These projects have highlighted extensive opportunities to strengthen both national and regional MCS 
arrangements, across virtually all components of MCS, through improved cooperation.  Many of these are 
outlined in section 5.3 above, while others have been highlighted in Projects 1, 2, 3 and 5.  Despite that, 
these projects have also found that (a) some forms of cooperative opportunity are not well understood 
amongst the region

30
 and (b) even where opportunities for cooperation are recognised, assistance to 

facilitate cooperation would often be helpful in concluding agreements. 

In that light, there is a clear role for a dedicated body to promote and facilitate cooperation across the 
region.  It should be noted that similar sub-regional approaches to cooperation have been taken in recent 
years with some success.  For example, New Zealand has worked actively with the southern Polynesian 
countries to strengthen sub-regional cooperation and build national capacity in support of MCS.  These 
efforts have included a range of coordinated training initiatives (e.g. training on enforcement operations, 
surveillance and operational planning and high seas boarding and inspections [HSBI] in accordance with 
the WCPFC HSBI regime) and have led to agreement amongst the nations to work more closely on MCS.  
Applying the lessons learned from these successes more broadly across the region will be an important 
function of a RMCC. 

Importantly, we don’t envisage it would be a part of this function to create new arrangements for 
cooperation – i.e. develop new treaties etc – rather, the focus would be on promoting the benefits of 
existing arrangements (e.g. Niue Treaty, Port State Measures Agreement, etc) and facilitating their 
implementation.  This function may also extend where appropriate to facilitating cooperation between FFA 
members and non-FFA members (e.g. strengthening monitoring of catches taken in an FFA member’s 
waters and landed in a non-FFA member port).  We also note that there is likely to be considerable overlap 
between this function and that of the national MCS advisory function below, and in practice these may be 
performed by the same staff.          

National Services 

These projects have highlighted an urgent need to focus more resources on the development of national 
MCS systems.  While much of the fisheries management and MCS planning is undertaken at the regional 
level, most of the delivery is undertaken nationally.  Without strong, harmonised national MCS systems, 

                                                        
29 Navigational hazards, cyclone avoidance, crew fatigue, equipment malfunction etc. 
30 For example many members were unaware of offers made to them for reciprocal data sharing from other members. Of the 
three intended beneficiaries of the ADF sponsored non-PPB nations support package (Nauru, Niue and Tokelau), only Nauru 
was aware of its existence and potential benefits. 
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regional MCS arrangements will fail to achieve their full potential and this could have grave implications 
for the attainment of regional fisheries management goals.   

RMCC support to national MCS systems could extend across the whole range of MCS requirements 
including institutional strengthening to ensure that national agencies are fully functional and operate within 
a legal and institutional framework that is geared to support achievement of management goals at the 
national and international levels. Institutional support such as assistance with legislative development, 
MCS planning, information management and inter-agency coordination could all be based on a regional 
standard. The establishment of harmonised national MCS systems across the region, allows for enhanced 
coordination at the sub-regional and regional levels and greatly increases the chances of achieving 
conservation and management goals. 

To be fully effective, support to national systems requires hands on involvement at the national level in 
order to adapt regionally standard systems where needed and to foster cooperative relationships. One 
option to deliver these services is to have a number of MCS Advisers with dedicated responsibility for a 
(possibly sub-regional) group of countries.  These Advisers could be physically located at a RMCC, or at 
proposed MCS Hubs in key ports around the region (see ‘RMCC location’ below). Support to national 
MCS agencies should include the following elements: 

• Direct, ongoing support/advice to optimise MCS arrangements at the national level, including 
provision of ad hoc advice where necessary (e.g. on enforcement options, case building, evidence 
collection, etc); 

• Training/capacity building/institutional strengthening support; 

• Development of best practice documentation, procedures, policies  (e.g. Standard Operating 
Procedures, best practice manual for operation of National Coordination Committees, etc); 

• Assistance with satisfying WCPFC obligations; 

• Maintenance of hardware and software (in cooperation with SPC); 

• MCS information management support including optimization of national ‘compliance analysis 
engines’ (see Chapter 4) and assistance in contributing to, and drawing information from, the 
RIMF; 

• Technical support in planning, law, operations and training; 

• Advising on opportunities for enhanced MCS including with respect to joint and reciprocal 
operations and new technologies. 

5.5.4 Establishment 

Structure  

The administrative structure of the RMCC will depend heavily on the roles and functions chosen, as well 
as the level of resources available.  While the outputs of the centre are likely to be proportional to the 
resources available, the inaugural structure may require little more than an administrative amalgamation of 
existing FFA functions plus a few important additions.  Of these possible ‘extras’, we suggest very high 
priority be given to the establishment of the proposed RIMF as well as strengthening the national MCS 
advisory function.  The outcomes of Projects 3 and 2 respectively will provide useful ‘roadmaps’ to guide 
the activities of these functions.  We also suggest early priority be given to strengthening regional MCS 
analytical capability. 

While an initial structure could be based on existing FFA functions, scope should be left to expand the 
RMCC based on the needs of members, the success of the centre and the level of resources available.  As 
noted above the effectiveness of the centre is likely to be directly proportional to the amount of resources 
at its disposal and a well-resourced centre is likely to not only provide better support in services that could 
be considered ‘core’ (e.g. Regional Register, VMS, RIMF, national MCS support, etc) but also in other 
services (e.g. exploration and trialing of innovative MCS approaches) that may deliver members benefits 
in the longer term but may not be seen as immediate priorities.   
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We suggest the adoption of a phased approach to the development of the centre, commencing with a 
structure largely based on existing functions, would allow for internal systems to be bedded down while 
operating in familiar territory before taking on other functions that may be considered more challenging.   

Importantly, however, we also note that this should not preclude taking on additional services and 
functions immediately if an attractive business case is made and accepted, members are supportive, and 
resources are available.  These projects have highlighted a significant number of areas at all levels that 
would benefit from additional MCS support. 

Legal Framework 

The promotion of intra-regional coordination and cooperation in surveillance and enforcement was clearly 
intended within FFA’s founding vision

31,32
. Acceptance of this responsibility has been demonstrated by a 

number of significant MCS related programs that FFA currently coordinates: 

• The Niue Treaty, particularly FFA’s role as the lead facilitator for consultations
33

; 
 

• Management of the FFA VMS; 
 

• Management of the Regional Observer Programs; 
 

• Management of the Regional Register; and 
 

• Hosting of major multilateral operations such as Kuru Kuru 09;  
 

Other than a clear direction from FFC and the development of more robust protocols and agreements to 
enable voluntary information sharing between members (as outlined in Project 3), it is not anticipated that 
any additional legal framework will be required in order to establish the RMCC and perform the proposed 
functions.  

RMCC Location 

“Head Office” 

As discussed above, the RMCC, in an initial form, may be little more than reorganisation and 
augmentation of the existing MCS section of FFA. As such, no compelling argument has been identified 
for establishing the RMCC in any other location than at FFA in Honiara.  This is based on the fact that:  

• The RMCC will retain a fisheries MCS focus; 
 

• A considerable amount of the skills and infrastructure proposed for the RMCC already resides 

within the existing Fisheries Operations Division and Regional Fisheries Surveillance Centre 

located at FFA; and 
 

• FFA staff are currently performing many of the proposed functions. 
 

Notwithstanding, it is likely that the current “bunker” facility will not be large enough to comfortably host 
all required functions and staff of a RMCC’s in its most evolved state. Future consideration may need to be 
given to supplementary accommodation arrangements

34
.  

MCS Hubs 

While we suggest a RMCC should be located at FFA in Honiara, consideration should be given to 
delivering some services, particularly those relating to national support, through “MCS Hubs” (or RMCC 

                                                        
31 8th South Pacific Forum – Declaration on Law of the Sea and a Regional Fisheries Agency 
32 (South Pacific) Forum Fisheries Agency Convention – Art. 5.2.c 
33 Niue Treaty on Cooperation in Fisheries Surveillance and Law Enforcement in the South Pacific Region. Art. IX - 
Consultations 
34 It is suggested that the room immediately below the FFA Library that was in the past used as the FFA archives room is 
eminently suitable with sufficient floor space, no windows and single point of entry for secure access. 
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Hubs) located at key ports throughout the FFA region.    The concept of MCS Hubs is raised as a possible 
additional MCS measure by Project 1.   

The overarching purpose of the hubs would be to (a) strengthen MCS arrangements at key ports (e.g. by 
improving rates of vessel inspection and logbook and unloading report collection amongst other MCS 
functions) thereby cost effectively strengthening regional MCS arrangements and (b) assist to optimise 
national (and thereby regional) MCS arrangements in sub-regional groupings of countries attached to the 
hubs.  Ideally, each hub would be staffed by a dedicated FFA MCS officer linked administratively and 
reporting to the RMCC.  The staff member would be nominally based at the relevant key port, but would 
also travel regularly to assist MCS officers in the relevant sub-regional countries.  Key functions that might 
be performed at the hubs include: 

• Ensuring information collected at key ports is entered into the Regional Information Management 
Facility (RIMF – see Chapter 4) and is made available to relevant FFA members (licencing state, 
flag state);  

• Supporting relevant countries in the sub-region to ensure information collected in country is 
entered into the RIMF;  

• Assisting relevant national agencies to optimize MCS arrangements in country, including 
providing advice on measures to ensure full implementation of the MTCs; 

• Assisting with information analysis, investigation of suspected violations, case development and 
prosecution as appropriate particularly when the suspected violation affects a foreign State (i.e. an 
FFA member outside the port State); 

• Assisting relevant sub-regional countries in fulfilling their obligations to the WCPFC.   

As noted in Project 1, the number and location of any hubs would need to be the subject of discussion 
amongst the FFA membership.  Costs associated with hubs could be at least partially defrayed by housing 
RMCC officers in national fisheries administrations located at key ports.   

Centre Name 

Although less important than the functions it will perform, consideration should be given to the name of 
the centre.  The term “coordination” centre implies a role that may not be reflective of the full breadth of 
its functions.  While the centre may have a coordinating role in some areas (e.g. surveillance coordination, 
observer placements), other functions may be acting in direct support of member nations or performing 
services that do not require ‘coordination’ (e.g. regional risk assessment).  One option to reflect the broader 
scope of possible functions for the centre would be to remove the term ‘coordination’ from the title.  The 
centre would then become the “Regional MCS Centre”. 

Estimated Costs 

Costs associated with a RMCC will obviously depend heavily on the roles and functions agreed by FFA 
members and the level of resources dedicated to each function.  These matters will be considered by FFA 
members in association with the development of the regional MCS strategy.  Once direction on these 
issues is provided, more detailed consideration of organisational structures, manning levels, development 
stages and associated costs to support the proposed functions can be undertaken. 

Notwithstanding the above, some approximate resourcing estimates are possible based on a range of 
potential approaches to the development of a centre and the early priorities identified above. These are 
based on an understanding that many of the suggested roles and functions are already being served by the 
existing FFA Fisheries Operations Division, and that development of a RMCC would likely take a staged 
approach and be built upon this existing framework. 

Internal Restructuring - (no significant additional cost; no additional staff). In the absence of significant 
additional funding it may be possible for FFA to perform some of the suggested roles and functions 
through simple restructuring of the existing Fisheries Operations Division for more operationally focused 
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activities. These could be conducted out of the existing facilities including the Regional Fisheries 
Surveillance Centre. Whilst this “no cost” option will not be able to deliver all of the services identified as 
beneficial here (e.g. enhanced national MCS support, improved information management through a RIMF, 
stronger analytical capability), it may provide an appropriate platform upon which scalable and modular 
additions can be integrated as funding becomes available. Furthermore, if relatively small amounts of 
internal funding can be redirected towards the RMCC from within existing FFA budgets, it may be 
possible to supplement core staff with part-time external support during periods of high operational or 
administrative intensity (eg. training, workshops, surveillance operations and preparation for major 
meetings such as FFC, WCPFC, MCSWG etc). Scalable supplementation in this way might broaden the 
pool of available skills, permit core staff to provide consistent and sustained attention to core programs, 
and reduce travel and accommodation costs. Further indirect cost savings might also be achieved through 
greater involvement of external advisers such as is currently provided by the ADF for surveillance 
operations planning. 

If additional resources become available either through new or redirected funding, possible costs 
associated with the some of the suggested early priority areas include: 

National MCS Advisers – (approximately USD$600K per annum; 3 additional staff). Section 5.4.2 above 
describes the urgent need to provide additional support to optimise national MCS systems. It further notes 
options that one option to deliver these services is to have a number of MCS Advisers, each of which has 
dedicated responsibility for a sub-regional group of members.  In the longer term these Advisers may be 
located within one of the relevant sub-regional countries, however in the first instance there may be value 
in having them located within a RMCC at FFA.  Based on the indicative personnel costs in Table 4 below 
it is estimated that an additional USD$600K per annum might be required to support three MCS Advisers 
at the Professional Officer Level. This includes an additional USD$50K per annum due to the expectation 
that Advisers will travel extensively amongst relevant FFA members. These costs may be partially offset if 
one or more existing FFA staff members were re-assigned to this duty.  These officers would also likely 
play a strong role in identifying, promoting and facilitating opportunities to strengthen MCS regimes 
through enhanced cooperation amongst members (see section 5.5.3 above). 

Establishment and maintenance of a RIMF - (approximately USD$400-600K to establish; USD$100K per 
annum in ongoing maintenance). Chapter 4 proposes the development of a RIMF to support improved 
MCS information exchange and analysis within the FFA membership.   The development of the core 
components of the RIMF is estimated to cost approximately USD$400K, while a range of additions 
functions (e.g. Vessel Boarding and Inspection System,  Surveillance and Vessel Sightings System, 
Violations and Prosecutions System, Observer Management System) are possible (and recommended) for 
an additional USD$200K.  

If implemented the RIMF is likely to be a dynamic system that requires ongoing development and 
maintenance to ensure it continues to meet FFA member needs. Ongoing training will also be required to 
maintain operator skill levels throughout the region.  These services could be contracted out (Contractor, 
USD$100K), or undertaken internally (Professional Staff, USD$150K). 

Enhanced Analytical Capability – (USD$400k per annum; 1 Senior Professional Officer; 1 Professional 
Officer; 1 Locally Engaged Staff member).  Strengthening analytical capability in order to support more 
cost effective and targeted MCS is identified as an important early priority in section 5.5.4 above.  The 
possible functions associated with these positions are outlined in ‘Regional MCS Analysis/Planning’ in 
section 5.5.3.   These functions would be best supported by hiring at least one highly qualified and widely 
experienced MCS analyst. This analyst may require support from at least two data analysts to conduct risk 
modeling and to control both the quality and quantity of data being analysed. 

Additional Management Support - (Senior Professional Officer, USD$200K per year). The existing 
position of Director Fisheries Operations is heavily engaged with strategic policy issues, attendance at 
regional forums such as FFC, WCPFC and the hosting of MCSWG meetings. The workload associated 
with these important roles is considerable and unlikely to abate in the near future. Development of a 
RMCC will introduce a considerable operational focus and to be effective may benefit from a dedicated 
manager with an operational focus and limited requirement to travel away from Honiara. 

 



 

 - 29 - 

Table 4 – Indicative personnel costs 

Position 
Salaries 

(USD$K) 

Accom. 

(USD$K) 

Travel 

(USD$K) 

Misc 

(USD$K) 

Total 

(USD$K) 

Senior Professional Officer 100 40 50 10 200 

Professional Officer 80 30 30 10 150 

Locally Engaged Staff 20 15 5 10 50 

Commercial contractor 100     

 

Beyond those highlighted above, a number of other possible RMCC functions have been identified in 
section 5.5.3 (e.g. surveillance and response coordination, hosting of multi-lateral operations, etc).  Each of 
these functions may have resourcing implications either through the need to create new capabilities or to 
strengthen existing FFA capabilities and requires consideration amongst the FFA membership.  With 
greater understanding of members’ preferred direction for a RMCC more detailed cost analysis and 
implementation planning will be possible.  

Funding Sources 

A number of possible funding sources have been identified to support the establishment of an RMCC as 
follows: 

• Regional Register Funds - Core funding for all MCS operations is currently sourced from 
Regional Register and VMS register fees of approximately US$3 million annually. If all MCS 
functions are performed by the RMCC, registration fees should remain a major source of funding. 

• An MCS Fund – preliminary consideration of the establishment of an operational fund for regional 
MCS activities has been undertaken by the MCSWG and FFC

35
. More detailed models of possible 

structures are considered in the ‘Funding Models’ section below. Under the suggested model a 
percentage of trust fund distributions would become a funding source for the recurrent operational 
costs of a RMCC and other regional MCS programs. 

• Cost Recovery Mechanisms - FFA is currently developing options for a potential surveillance and 
enforcement cost recovery scheme to supplement regional and national MCS programs.

36
  

• US Treaty Funds – The US Treaty is now in its 21st year of operation. Consideration might be 
given at the next round of Treaty negotiations to the use of a portion of US Treaty Funds to fund 
the RMCC and other MCS programs;   

• NGOs and Philanthropic Organisations - There are many NGOs and philanthropic organisations, 
within the region and beyond, which might be able to offer financial support to regional MCS 
operations. Of particular note at this point in time is the offer by the Sasakawa Peace Foundation 
and its parent organisation the Nippon Foundation to “provide comprehensive support for 
construction of a tri-national unified coast guard, formed between the Republic of the Marshall 
Islands, the Republic of Palau, and the Federated States of Micronesia”

37
. The foundation has 

provided over $130 million to fund similar capacity strengthening in the straits of Malacca and 
Singapore over the past 40 years

38
 

• Traditional Aid-based Donor Pool - The traditional donor pool of regional government and other 
aid agencies should also be considered as potential long term future funding sources.  

 

                                                        
35 MCSWG10 WP12 and FFC64 WP14 
36 MCSWG12/WP.19: Update on the User Pay Policy to Support National and Multilateral Operations 
37 Sasakawa Peace Foundation Website - http://www.spf.org/e/newsevent/081023.html 
38 Joint Communique - 8th Micronesian Presidents Summit, Pohnpei - 19 Nov 08 
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• National Contributions – This option provides members with the ability to “purchase” additional 
support from the RMCC should they identify a need beyond regionally allocated levels. The “user 
pays” principle could be applied for users of the MCS operations, especially those other than 
fisheries related authorities. 

Funding Models 

Figure 9 below describes one option for a regional MCS funding model to support the recurrent 
operational costs of a proposed RMCC (and other MCS programs). Key elements include: 

• A diverse a range of funding streams to dampen cash-flow and provide long term funding 
predictability; 

 

• The option for donors to target funding at specific programs if desired; 
 

• The development of an MCS Operations Fund to store funds designated for MCS operations 
purposes; 

 

• Sub-accounts within the MCS Operations Fund for separate MCS programs – observers, VMS, 
RMCC, surveillance and response, etc. 

 

• It is proposed that the MCS Operations Fund would be administered by the FFA, with FFC to 
provide governing oversight and determine how funds within the MCS Operations Fund are 
apportioned. 

 

• An option for National funding streams permits FFA members to purchase additional regional 
support if they need to do so. Existing FFA funds (such as the VMS Fund) may provide a suitable 
platform for broadening into an MCS Operations Fund, thereby negating the need for new 
structures. 
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Figure 9: Regional MCS Funding Model 

A variation of the above Regional MCS Funding Model might include an MCS Investment Fund. The 
objectives of this fund would be to: 
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• Provide a long-term predictable income stream that would help to dampen cash-flows and provide 

the confidence for investment in long-term (and possibly expensive) programs; 

• To provide a mechanism to accumulate wealth for important MCS capabilities that are presently 

beyond the reach of existing donors or FFA members; 

• To promote funding independence for ongoing operational costs; 

Numerous examples of good (and bad) Sovereign Wealth Funds and Trust Funds exist within the region. 
Whilst detailed consideration of Trust Funds is beyond the scope of this project, it is suggested that a 
suitable model would include the following features: 
 

• A reasonable amount of kick off capital to generate an immediate and tangible annual dividend; 
 

• Clear separation between capital and dividends – with financial outputs to fund MCS activities 
coming exclusively from dividends; 

 

• Clear separation between donors and recipients to reduce concerns of donor influence over the 
operational aspects of MCS programs; 

 

• A portion of distributions reinvested back into the capital to promote growth; 
 

• A Management structure that includes a board of directors, professional fund management, 
international, external auditors and an advisory committee; and  

 

• High levels of transparency to disclose the size and source of funds, audit results, internal checks 
and balances, disclosure of relationships; and holdings in private equity funds. 
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Figure 10: Regional MCS Funding Model with MCS Investment Trust 


