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Definitions

[Terms raised in relation to measures such as area-based management tools, including marine
protected areas]

(15)

To the EU and its Member States (MS), the main distinction is that while ABMTs are mostly single-
sectoral tools for a defined area and which do not have a specific conservation objective, only MPAs
(at least at this point), provide for holistic management of all activities/impacts in a particular defined
area with a specific conservation objective. For the EU and its MS, MPAs are not to be understood
as only marine reserves or no-go/no-take zones, but offering a whole range of different protection
levels.

When considering any definition of ABMTs in this discussion, we suggest that consideration should
be given to the Convention on Biological Diversity decision regarding Other Effective Conservation
Measures.

4. Measures such as area-based management tools, including
marine protected areas

4.1 Objectives of area-based management tools, including marine protected
areas

(2) OPTION I: Regarding paragraph 2, we are happy to consider the elements included in
the list in option 1. However, we feel the list is currently a mixture between objectives, tools
and standards and will need some cleaning up. This also needs to be made clear in the chapeau
which also seems to want to say too much in one sentence.

(a) seems already contained in other sections and seems more a tool to deliver the objectives
than an actual objective of enhanced conservation/ sustainable use.



(h) Concerning creating scientific reference areas for baseline research, we are unclear
whether this is an objective.

4.2 Relationship to measures under relevant instruments, frameworks and bodies

As a general consideration, we think that it might be more logical to move this section after
the section on designation etc, as some of the issues tackled in this section are actually
operationalised in the designation process, and in particular the consultation aspects of the
procedure. This would ensure more clarity and avoid repetition.

Additionally, we feel this sub-section mixes and possibly duplicates a lot of different concepts:



Option A is different and describes the situation where there are no competent bodies to deal



4.3 Process in relation to area based management, including marine protected areas



(3) We have a preference for using the terminology “precautionary principle”, which is
important for the EU and its MS. In line with Rio Principle 15 this should be understood as
the lack of scientific certainty should not be a reason for postponing the necessary measures.

(4) Option A: Regarding required elements of proposals, we feel like one aspect is missing
from what needs to be in a proposal: Description of the characteristics and biodiversity values
of the area and the sensitivity of the species/habitats concerned (what we want to protect and
to what extent it meets the criteria set in the Implementing Agreement). Our comments in this
section are to be read in conjunction with our submission of December 2016, as well as the
document uploaded to PaperSmart during IGC1.

(d) We are not entirely sure what “standards” refers to in this section.

(e) We prefer (e) to only refer to conservation objectives.

(f) We think (f) should make it clear that this related to the proposed area as such.
(9) We think the information on submissions to the CLCS is important.

(I) As indicated above, we think this is the most appropriate step to refer to socio-economic






(5) We support that in principle, the consultation period shall be time-bound






