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Thank you Chairman 

 

On behalf of the SVEs I would like to make a few broad observations on Article III 

before moving to some specific comments. 

 

For the SVEs this is the most crucial component of the Chair’s text- a fact which you 

yourself recognized given the number of dedicated sessions you held prior to presenting 

your text and given the number of proposals tabled by delegations on this issue. I make 

specific reference here to the three proposals which had been tabled by the SVEs in 

particular W/210.  

 

As we have said before, we do commend you for your efforts to seek a balanced and 

appropriate solution for S&D but we do have some major concerns with components of 

the article which could possibly have unintended negative consequences for small coastal 

states. S&DT has traditionally been seen as a mechanism to take into account the 

differential capabilities and capacities of developing countries and has been used as an 

engine to allow these countries to assist themselves to enhance their level of interaction 

and integration into world trade. The S&DT which we are discussing today moves away 

from that understanding and instead has many different levels of conditions which in 

practical terms could prevent some developing countries from fully realizing the intended 

benefits. This is S&DT with conditions. Conditions related to Article I.2, Article IV, 

Article V and Article VI. These are sustainability, trade, fisheries management and 

notification conditionalities. A fairly substantial set of conditions to even enter the Article 

III room. Many developing countries, including the SVEs had recognized and conceded 

from an early stage in the negotiations that if there was to be the so called triple win, 

there would be a need to have sustainability criteria, so the conditionalities are not 

unexpected, or even unwelcome, as a concept, but the important thing is to ensure that 

they work as they are expected to, and that they do not unduly punish or restrict those 

developing countries with under capacity, under exploitation, low share in the global 

trade in fisheries, but with a developmental plan to expand the role of fisheries in their 

economies. I say all of this to place on record what I think has been an important 

concession by developing countries- S&D with conditionalities.  

 

With that out of the way let me move to the specifics in the text. The SVEs welcome the 

flexibility which you have accorded to LDCS as we believe it is important to promote the 

growth of the fisheries industry in the coastal LDCs and the text implicitly recognizes the 

important role that subsidies could play in these economies. It would be equally 

important that these LDCs be assisted to develop their fisheries in a sustainable manner 

and that they have access to the appropriate technology and assistance to do so hence we 

believe there is merit in strengthening para III.4 on technical assistance for all developing 

countries but particularly for the LDCS and the SVEs.  

 



Article III.2.a is what we have termed the ‘subsistence’ paragraph and we view this as a 

useful and welcome inclusion for subsistence fishers who rely on fisheries for their 

livelihood. However, as we have indicated in the past, for some SVEs, especially in the 

Caribbean, there are few fisheries which can really be categorized as subsistence in 

nature- the idea of communities that fish to eat is not widespread in the sub region so the 

vast majority of our fisheries would not be covered in this category. Nevertheless we 

recognize that for other developing countries this will be an important category. If this 

flexibility is able to have some practical effect for the limited subsistence fisheries that 

we do have it would be necessary to make two changes in the definition. First of all we 

highly recommend the removal of the phrase in the third line ‘non-mechanized net 

retrieval. As we have said in the past we do not believe there is any merit in including 

these kinds of technological parameters in a definition which focuses on the aim of the 

fishery- in this case subsistence. It is natural that over time some subsistence fishers 

would have access to some form of technological innovation whether it is mechanized 

nets, motors, or even ice buckets. Because some may be able to have access to this 

technology does not change the purpose of the fishery and may not even change the 

capacity in real terms if measured in number of fish caught. In addition having this 

conditionality will lock these communities or fishers into only the most primordial form 

of fishing and does not allow them to even slightly modernize with the times. We 

welcome the inclusion of the concept of ‘small profit trade’ in line 7 but would 

recommend that the language be changed to the following ‘the activities may include a 

small profit trade’ instead of ‘do not go beyond a small profit trade’. We welcome the 

fact that these subsistence fishers are given some flexibility in terms of the adaptation of 

fisheries management measures. 

 

For the SVEs the majority of our fleets would fall under your definitions in Article III b 

and it is here where our major concerns are. We will discuss the Article V provisions at 

the next cluster but let us state on the record now that we do have some concerns about 

the extent of the commitments under that article. It is important to state this, because our 

perspective on Article III b is very much related to the commitments in Article V and the 

transparency and surveillance elements in Article VI. We welcome Article III b.1 but for 

this flexibility to be effective there must be inclusion of Article I.i.c. Yesterday we heard 

how important and crucial flexibilities for operating costs are for developed countries and 

some of the larger developing countries so there is no need to reiterate that these forms of 

operational costs subsidies are even more crucial for small coastal states. From the 

beginning of these negotiations we have said that there should be no disciplining of 

developing counties of the value added component of the fisheries production chain- 

including processing and we stand firm on that. On that note let me also say that we 

would resist any initiative to discipline developing countries in the areas of subsidies for 

marketing, and on land storage which some members raised yesterday. With the checks 

and balances in Article IV and Article V and the notification, transparency and 

monitoring procedures in Article VI we see no reason why SVEs should not be allowed 

to use the subsidies under Article Ii c for all of their vessels. These checks and balances 

should be enough to capture an incident where a developing country is applying 

operational costs to a fleet which is fishing in exploited or overfished waters and to 

prevent them from doing so.  



 

With regards to Article III.b.2 we welcome what you have attempted to do here Chair and 

to mirror what the SVEs have said about the treatment of SVEs in the NAMA text- we 

like the structure but the numbers are far too low. In the event that vessel length was used 

as a condition for differentiated treatment we had stated a length of 25 metres would be 

appropriate for SVEs. In reality we question the need to have this further differentiation 

based on vessel length if all of these elements are conditioned by Articles IV to VI. In 

any event we would be unable to agree to the vessel length of 10 metres as provided. 

 

On Article III.b3, as we had stated above we believe that Article I I c subsidies should be 

allowed for the SVEs and other developing countries with the understanding that the 

conditions of Articles IV to VI would apply. There are some concerns about limiting the 

maritime space of activity to only the EEZ and we would recommend that some language 

reflecting the bilateral agreements which some coastal states, especially small islands,  

may have with neighboring states, allowing for movement into contiguous zones, should 

be included here. We question the need for the added layer of conditions in Article III.b3 

and although we will get to this topic under Article V, we remain to be convinced that 

having an FAO peer review as a form of pre-certification is workable in practice. We 

need much more information on the cost and logistical implications of a peer review as 

well as the envisioned procedure, before we can make an informed decision on its 

inclusion. 

 

Article III.3 relates to the access agreement provisions in Article I I g and we continue to 

support the ACP position on this matter. However, we must state for the record chair that 

we think you have handled with expert care the issue of access fees in your text. We had 

previously mentioned the need to strengthen Article III.4 and we reiterate that. We think 

its inclusion in the text is a very welcome one but it may need some further attention if it 

is to be a usable provision in the text. 

 

As always Chair, the SVEs continue to be willing to collaborate with you and other 

members on your text in an effort to ensure that it meets the developmental and 

sustainability priorities of the mandate. 

 

Thank you. 
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