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ABSTRACT 

This paper provides a brief description of the two key institutional designs of Japanese coastal fisheries 

and their role in cooperative fishery management.  It is well known that Japanese fishery management 

regime utilizes fishery cooperatives, called Fishery Cooperative Associations (FCAs), which are granted 

territorial user rights (called common fishing rights) established by law for capture fisheries within coastal 

waters of its jurisdiction.  What is not so well known is how exactly these institutional features function 

and operate so as to enhance the managerial capability over coastal capture fisheries.  FCA is a collective 

body of individual fishing units (individual, household, or small company).  Managing fisheries via FCA 

therefore necessarily involves conducting collective action successfully, which by and large is regarded as 

a very difficult task.  To explain the role of FCA and common fishing rights in bringing such cooperation 

into action, this paper constructs theoretical foundations for collective action within the theory of clubs.  

The argument is that Japanese-style coastal fisheries management regimes transform impure public goods 

– a characteristic of common pool resources – into a class of club goods.  Excludability of benefits against 

nonmembers is achieved by legally established fishing rights that FCA administers, and limiting the 

inflow of potential new members is done by FCA’s membership control.  Based on recent field research 

on FCAs and acquired documents, the paper will illustrate the mechanism which makes this 

transformation possible. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Co-management as a concept in fisheries has gained much attention in recent years.  It came about in 

response to the belief that centralized command-and-control approaches to fisheries management often 

failed to meet expectations.  While consensus on the definition of co-management has not been reached 

among the scholars (Jentoft (2003)), one of the key features of this scheme is that fishermen form a group 

and manage the fishery resources in a collective manner.  Co-management often involves harvest control 

and fishing effort coordination under some mutually agreed rules among the group members. 

   Japanese coastal capture fisheries are virtually all managed on co-management principles.a  Despite the 

fact that management regimes involving collective actions are regarded less likely to succeed in general, 

there are many successful cases of fishery co-management in Japan.  Reasons for its success often cited 

are the existence of fishery cooperatives, called Fishery Cooperative Associations (henceforth FCAs), and 

that of fishing rights, analogous to TURFs, which FCAs administer (e.g. Lou and Ono (2001); Yamamoto 

(1995)).  What is often not mentioned, however, is how these institutional features function and operate 

so as to enhance the managerial capability over coastal capture fisheries.  In other words, it is not the 

mere existence of these institutions – namely, the FCAs and fishing rights – that make successful co-

management possible.  We must focus on the functions of these institutions and understand how they 

facilitate the co-management regimes. 

   This paper provides a description of institutional designs among Japanese coastal fisheries and their 

roles in fishery co-management.  The paper will focus on fundamental factors that transform impure 
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public goods – a characteristic of common pool marine resources – into a class of club goods.  Based on 

the theory of clubs and recent field research on FCAs, the paper will illustrate the mechanisms which 

make this transformation possible.  In doing so, this paper shows that the assertion that the success of 

Japanese fishery co-management rests solely on its tradition and culture is not true. 

AN OVERVIEW OF FCA AND FISHING RIGHTS 

The history of how FCAs and fishing rights evolved is an interesting topic and has been described in 

several literatures (e.g. Asada, et al. (1983); Ruddle (1987)); here we will present them briefly.  

Historically, coastal water was defined as public area by the documents of legal codes dating back as far 

as 645 A.D. (Makino and Sakamoto (2002)).  Under customary use rules, anyone could come and extract 

available resources from coastal waters, similar to convention in many Western countries today.  The idea 

of “fishing rights” in ancient Japan was nonexistent. 

   During the feudal era in 16th century, the rule has changed such that fishing was only permitted by 

coastal villages that did not have enough arable land to grow rice.  Coastal villages were given a certain 

area of coastal water for their exclusive use and guilds of fishermen were formed in these villages to 

protect their resource from outside poachers (Asada, et al. (1983)).  When the feudal era ended in the late 

19th century, fishermen guilds were transformed into so-called Fishery Societies (FS).  The FS evolved 

into the FCA, adding tasks such as marketing and credit, in response to a recession that Japan encountered 

in the early 1930s.  In 1948 the Fishery Cooperative Law was established as a legal foundation of FCAs 

(Yamamoto (1995)). 

   When coastal villages with insufficient arable land were allowed to fish back in feudal times, a sense of 

territorial rights over the coastal water emerged among the villagers that were eventually recognized by 

the samurai lords.  In 1901 when Fishery Law was enacted these ad hoc user rights were given a legal 

status as fishing rights.  These rights were granted to FSs, and the task of FSs was to administer the use of 

these rights.  When FSs were converted to FCAs, its task of fishing rights administration was transferred 

to the FCAs. 

   Fishing rights apply only to coastal fisheries.b  They consist of three categories: common, large set nets 

and demarcated.  Demarcated fishing rights are granted for aquaculture.  Large set nets are treated 

separately from small set nets, which are under common fishing rights, because (1) their impacts on 

fisheries operating in their vicinity are potentially large and (2) for this reason their placement is made 

permanent (Asada, et al. (1983)).  Our interest is in common fishing rights, where all fisheries other than 

mentioned above are included (although the term ‘fishing rights’ refer to all three categories, for our 

purpose, we will use this term only to refer common fishing rights hereon).  Typically, common fisheries 

boundaries on the coast correspond to municipal boundaries, and are extended straight outward to the sea.  

How far do they extend out varies from one case to the other; some have only 1km or less while others 

extend more than 5km.  The size of an area is determined by that covered by the fisheries operating within, 

which include shellfish/seaweed collecting and demersal fisheries, fisheries with fixed gear such as traps 

(excluding the large set nets) and other fisheries that are relatively immobile on the fishing ground such as 

boat seine (Asada, et al. (1983)). 

   By law, fishing rights have been granted only to FCAs and not to its individual members.  The FCA 

members are entitled to fish within that territory.  FCAs administer the use of fishing rights; that is, rules 

regarding who, how, where and when to fish are decided internally.  For example, Maizuru FCA of Kyoto 

regulates octopus fisheries only to “individual member (who)”, “using pot-traps (how)” and “north of the 

line connecting points A and B (where)” (Maizuru Fisheries Cooperative Association (1993)). 
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COASTAL FISHERY CO-MANAGEMENT IN JAPAN 

Table I shows the status of coastal fisheries within the Japanese fishery as a whole.  Production from 
coastal fisheries is 34% by volume, but nearly half by value, implying that many species that are caught in 

coastal fisheries are relatively high-valued.  Also, 85% of all fishermen are engaged in coastal fisheries.  

Management of coastal fisheries is thus necessary and important, from both economic and social point of 

view. 

Table I: Statistics of fisheries in Japan 

 Harvest volume 

(1000 metric tons) 

Harvest value 

(100 million yen) 
Workers employed 

High-sea 685 

(15%) 

1,813 

(16%) 

Off-shore 2,260 

(51%) 

4,130 

(36%) 

35,390 

(15%) 

Coastal 1,489 

(34%) 

5,416 

(48%) 

208,540 

(85%) 

Total 4,434 11,364 243,930 

Excludes aquaculture and fresh water fisheries. 

 

   Co-management of coastal fisheries is carried out by Fishery Management Organization (henceforth 

FMO).  An FMO is defined by the Fishery Censusc as “a group of multiple fishing units which share the 

same fishing ground and/or operate under the same fishery performing fishery resource and/or harvest 

management according to mutually agreed rules” (MAFF (2001)).  Japan has implemented FMO-based 

co-management of its coastal fisheries as national policy since early 1980s, but many FMOs were 

established prior to that year.d  Therefore, it was not the case that the government imposed the co-

management regimes to its fisheries, but rather it codified a de facto regime that was already in place. 

   The total number of FMOs is increasing over time, as presented in Table II.  The table also shows that 
the number of FMOs was increasing steadily prior to the implementation of fishery co-management by 

the government.  The geographical pattern of FMOs and their increase during 1988~98 period are shown 

in Figure 1.  There seems to be an inverse relationship between the number of existing FMOs and the rate 

of its increase during this period.  With an exception of North Sea of Japan and Central Pacific regions, 

the fastest growing regions have less than 200 FMOs while slower regions have more than 200.  This 

implies that slower growing regions, mostly northern areas, are “developed” regions of fishery co-

management while faster growing regions are “catching up”. 

 

Table II: Total number of FMOs 

Year 1962 1967 1972 1977 1982 1988 1993 1998 

Total 508 670 811 970 1,128 1,339 1,524 1,734 

Increment - 162 141 159 158 211 185 210 

From: MAFF (1991); MAFF (1996); MAFF (2001). 
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Figure 1. Number of FMOs and its rate of increase between 1988~98 

   Table III presents some results from the 10th Fishery Census that show FMOs’ characteristics,e namely 
their motives and objectives, types of regulations, results of co-management and membership size.  Many 

FMOs responded that resource management is the main motivation for establishment.  When asked about 

the result or effect of co-management, however, the top three answers were economic or profit related 

ones.  Together with the interviews conducted by the author, it can be concluded that most FMOs were 

established in response to declining harvest volume that threatened fishermen’s economic well-being.  

When asked how to reverse that trend, some FMOs emphasized the need for better resource stock 

management while other FMOs focused on more efficient ways to operate fisheries, such as eliminating 

excessive competition (known as “race for fish”).  This implies that potential for improvement in 

profitability, rather than mere tradition or cultural characteristics, is a fundamental necessary condition for 

an FMO to be established and retained.  Types of regulation are basically the same as those typically 

imposed by the government, such as restrictions on fishing method, sizes of vessel and engine and season 

length. 

   The results on membership size of an FMO are interesting.  It is a well known argument that collective 

action, such as fishery co-management, is difficult with large group sizes (e.g. Olson (1965)).  Indeed, the 

most popular size is between 10 to 20 members with 353 such FMOs.  The second most prevalent group 

size, however, was not the next level but between 50 and 100 members with 321 such FMOs. f  According 

to the census, there were 176 FMOs with member size of 100~200 and 63 FMOs with more than 300 

members. 

Hokkaido 

275 

(12.7%) 

North Sea of Japan 

113 

(13.0%) 

North Pacific 

226 

(16.5%) 

Central Pacific 

297 

(39.4%) 

South Pacific 

172 

(56.4%) 

West Sea of Japan 

195 

(47.7%) 

East China Sea 

287 

(27.0%) 

Seto Inland Sea 
169 

(40.8%) 
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Table III: Characteristics of FMOs 

 Top three answers 

Category 1 2 3 

Motives/objectives* Resource stock 

management 

(1,395) 

Response to declining 

harvest volume 

(1,123) 

Efficient use of fishing 

grounds 

(820) 

Regulation types* Seasonal closures 

(1,568) 

Minimum size of caught 

species 

(1,469) 

Gear restrictions 

(1,230) 

Results* Orderly operations 

(1,377) 

Enhanced harvest 

volume 

(1,196) 

Stabilized business 

(792) 

Membership size 10~20 

(353) 

50~100 

(321) 

30~50 

(294) 

Number of FMOs belonging to each cell is presented in parentheses. 

* Respondents were asked to choose all that apply for these questions. 

From: MAFF (2001). 

 

   How are FMOs and FCAs related?  Table IV lists the operating bodies of an FMO as of 1998.  For 
example, if an FCA is small in the sense that its fishery has only single gear-type and targets only a few 

species (which need to be managed) then this FCA can add fishery management, i.e. tasks of an FMO, to 

its list of functions.  The top row in Table IV corresponds to this case; there were 463 FCAs that also 
functioned as an FMO.  If an FCA is large in scale and has multiple gear-types of fisheries targeting 

various species, fishermen often form a subdivision by the gear-type or species-type, such as ‘small-scale 

trawler group’ or ‘abalone harvesters association’.  If, for example, management for abalone is necessary, 

then its harvesters’ association will become an FMO.  This corresponds to the second row of. Table IV.  
The next category, ‘private groups within FCAs’, refers to, for example, when an ‘abalone harvesters’ 

association’ did not exist but was formed due to its necessity for management.  Finally, most FMOs up to 

this point cover only their own fishing districts.  But since some targeted fish species migrate across the 

boundaries of fishing districts, managing only within single fishing district might not be appropriate.  In 

such case, two or more FCAs jointly manage such fisheries (fourth row of the table).  In sum, nearly 95% 

of FMOs are operated by an FCA or its affiliate. 

 

Table IV: Types of operating body of an FMO (1998) 

Operating body Number of FMOs 

FCA 463 

Subdivisions of FCA 742 

Private groups within FCA 333 

Alliance of FCAs 106 

Other than above 90 

Total 1,734 
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ROLE OF AN FCA IN FISHERY CO-MANAGEMENT 

In the preceding section we saw that FMOs are mostly operated by FCAs, subdivisions of FCAs or other 

FCA-related organizations.  This implies that functions of an FCA facilitate the establishment and 

operation of an FMO. 

   An often cited advantage of establishing a fishery co-management regime atop an FCA is lower 

transaction costs of various kinds that are associated with co-management, such as consensus building 

and negotiation, monitoring, enforcement and conflict resolution.  Since an FCA itself is an institution for 

collective action with a long historical background, it is not surprising that they have established their 

own mechanisms of consensus building and handling disputes among fishermen.  Also, since many 

members of FCAs live in the same community in close relationship, there is a sufficient accumulation of 

social capital among its members that facilitates co-management regimes.  This, in turn, explains why 

many FMOs are formed as an affiliate of FCAs, as was shown in Table IV.  From these facts, many 
researchers have concluded that successful fishery co-management in Japan rests on the strength of its 

tradition of FCAs (e.g. Hanna (2003)). 

   Our claim is that FCAs have other important roles, namely transforming impure public goods into a 

class of club goods.  As it will be explained in the succeeding section, this transformation is essential for 

successful fishery co-management.  This particular role of FCAs is purely economical and has little to do 

with tradition and alike, which makes it applicable more widely to regions other than Japan. 

Conceptual framework 

Fish resources under open access regime can be viewed as impure public goods.  They are non-excludable 

by definition of open access and subject to rivalry.  This is consistent with the notion that well defined 

property right are lacking in open access fisheries.  Such characteristics of fisheries creates incentives to 

race for fish, which leads to overexploitation of fish resources and over-investment (capital stuffing) in 

fishing activities and gear, and dissipation of the rents as a result. 

   If one can make the fish resource excludable, then much of the problem is solved.  There are several 

ways to achieve this; one is to completely privatize the resource by means such as fishing quotas.  

Alternatively, one could set a territorial user rights (TURF) defined over a certain area of the sea and 

grant it to a group of fishermen and have them manage collectively.  Japanese FMO-based fishery 

management is the latter type and some FMOs have been successful in achieving their objectives, despite 

the fact that this type is often thought to be less likely to succeed because it involves cooperation or 

collective action among the individuals. 

   Based on the theory of clubs (Buchanan (1965)), our conceptual framework begins by viewing an FMO 

as a club; an institution that converts fish resources as impure public goods into a class of club goods (see 

Figure 2).g  There are three necessary conditions to successfully transform open access fish resources 
into a class of club goods.  Firstly, boundaries of TURF need to be defined in accordance to the ecology 

of targeted fish.  Secondly, membership must be defined and controlled.  Finally and most importantly, 

the group needs to be privileged; collective management under the FMO regime necessarily needs to 

bring higher present value of benefits than status quo.  First two conditions are related to excludability 

while the other is related to profitability (or an incentive constraint of forming an FMO).  They are also 

interrelated: whether a group is privileged or not depends on how well the benefits are made exclusive to 

its members. 
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Figure 2. Conceptual framework: transforming impure public goods to club goods 

Defining boundaries 

For FMOs in coastal fisheries the boundaries are often defined by that of fishing rights.  This is no 

surprise since many FMOs are closely related to FCAs.  The establishment of new boundaries and 

provision of necessary legal support for the purpose of fishery management is clearly costly. The 

utilization of already existing systems of fishing rights is not only cost-saving but likely to be easier to 

implement and operate the co-management regime. 

   The problem of using the fishing rights’ boundaries for fishery management is that they do not 

necessarily coincide with the migratory pattern of such targeted species.h  According to the 10th Fishery 

Census, many FMOs also manage migratory species such as flat fish, snappers and yellowtails.  The 

problem, for example, is if the fishery in FCA A is operating under open access where the “race for fish” 

prevails then the fishermen engaged in the same fishery in neighboring FCA B are less likely to be 

privileged by forming an FMO.  As a result the management of this fishery will not take place.  One way 

to solve this problem is to form an FMO under the collaboration of two FCAs so as to expand the 

managerial boundaries to cover the whole migration path of targeted species.  Indeed, as shown in Table 

IV, there were 106 FMOs established under an alliance of two or more FCAs. 

Exclusion method: FCA membership control 

In the theory of clubs, an exclusion method refers to setting a toll, or user fee, such that optimal size of 

membership would be achieved.  In the context of Japanese FMO-based fishery management, however, it 

is different.  Because of its cooperative nature, it is a premise that all fishermen involved in the fishery (to 

be managed) are to be members of the FMO.  The focus, therefore, is on how to prevent the inflow of new 

members in the future, particularly when the management succeeds and the fishery becomes profitable.  If 

an FMO is successful so that profitability improves, then this would attract new members, which would 

lower the share of benefits to everyone and could undermine the FMO itself.  Moreover, if the incumbent 

fishermen cannot be assured that they can fully appropriate the benefits from their own collective action 

then they may not form an FMO altogether.  This is what some literature refers to the “new member 

problem”, arguing that uncontrolled inflow of new members will undermine the stability of FMOs or any 

form of co-management (Pintassilgo and Duarte (2000)). 

   Membership control of FMOs is effectively done by the FCAs, as most FMOs are an affiliate of FCAs.  

Therefore, the question is how an FCA controls its membership. 

Open access 

fish stock � 

Impure public goods 

Free entry/exit 

Members-only 

fish stock � 

Club goods 

Non-excludable 

Rivalrous 

Excludable 

Rivalrous 

Exclusion method 

Incentive for collective action 

(privileged) 
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   Fishery Cooperative Law defines eligibility conditions for becoming an FCA member, with certain 

flexibility in its wording so that each FCA can adjust the conditions in their own Articles to make them 

suitable for their needs..  Eligibility conditions set by the Law are (1) a fisherman who is a local resident 

who operates or engages in fishing during a year for more than certain days between 90 and 120days, (2) 

other local fishery producers’ cooperatives and (3) a fishery corporation with less than 300 full-time 

employee and gross tonnage of vessels it uses less than a certain level between 1500 and 3000 tons.i  

Based on the Law, FCAs tailor the eligibility conditions in their Articles.  For example, according to the 

two documents acquired by the author from Maizuru FCA of Kyoto and Ohikawamachi FCA of Shizuoka, 

both FCAs set the minimum operating days at 90.  The length of fishing season for targeted species and 

engagement in other income activities (i.e. farming and employed worker) are likely determinants of 

setting minimum days.  Regarding the corporate eligibility, Maizuru FCA sets the maximum tonnage at 

1500 whereas Ohikawamachi sets it at 3000.  These examples show that although the outer framework is 

set by the central government details are internally tailored by each FCA. 

   At first glance, these eligibility conditions seem to have nothing to do with new membership control.  In 

addition, the Fishery Cooperative Law prohibits FCAs from refusing an entrant’s request that meets 

eligibility conditions without legitimate reasons, or to impose more stringent conditions than those 

applied to current members (Article 25).  The essence of FCA’s membership control, therefore, is to 

prevent an outsider from freely gaining eligibility. 

   The mechanism of membership control is as follows.  To become eligible to be an FCA member, one 

needs to be engaged in fisheries in that local region for more than 90 days (or more as set by the FCA) in 

any given year.  Recall, however, that non-members are not allowed to fish for commercial purposes 

within the fishing rights territory that FCA administers.j  The only legitimate way to accumulate fishing 

days is to get hired as a crew by FCA-member fishermen.  But this is where direct control kicks in; if the 

consensus is built among the member-fishermen that there are enough members in their fishery then no 

one will hire a new member.  Since hiring decisions are solely up to the fishermen, in this way the 

incumbents are able to effectively exclude new members by not allowing them to become eligible.k 

   One might argue that above mechanism could control against new additional members but not against a 

new member who is replacing an incumbent, i.e. the transfer of membership.  The Law and corresponding 

FCA Articles state that if a nonmember seeks to obtain a transfer of membership the same eligibility 

conditions will be applied.  Even if the transfer is an inheritance to a family successor, approval from 

FCA is necessary.  Such restrictive control on membership transfer by an FCA is possible because, unlike 

legal property rights, membership is simply a status granted by the FCA.  Recall that fishing rights, which 

are legal property rights, are not granted to individual fishermen but only to FCAs. 

CONCLUSION 

In this paper we explain the relationship between the fishery cooperatives (FCAs), fishing rights and the 

FMOs that conduct fishery co-management in Japan.  Although the existence of FCAs in Japanese coastal 

fisheries was well known and some asserted that FCAs enhance the likelihood of fishery co-management 

regimes to be established, the mechanism of how that is so was unexplained.  Based on the conceptual 

framework of the theory of clubs, this paper demonstrates the significance of FCAs, including the 

associated laws and rules, to the establishment and effectiveness of FMOs through membership control. 

   The mechanism of membership control by the Japanese FCAs for successful co-management is by no 

means perfect.  It mostly covers the “new member problem”, but there are some issues left.  One such 

issue is controlling those within the same FCA, but engaged in other fisheries, who wish to join the 

fishery under the co-management.  As aforementioned, there are usually several fisheries practiced under 

an FCA so there is a possibility that members who used to be engaged in other fisheries decide to switch 
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and join the fishery under co-management when it becomes profitable.  The mechanism explained above 

does not apply here because the “new member” for the fishery in question is already a member of the 

FCA. 

   The policy implication (or a message) of this paper is that mere establishment of an FCA/FMO or 

fishermen group is not enough for successful fishery co-management.  At least the boundaries must be 

clearly defined and exclusion or membership control mechanism must be implemented.  Meeting these 

conditions are not sufficient, but clearly necessary (or enhance the chance) for the group to be privileged. 

   Also note that meeting these two conditions is not contingent to “tradition” or “uniqueness” of Japanese 

fisheries, culture or custom.  Details of the mechanism might be affected by such social aspects, but the 

fundamental concepts are universal.  This implies that the experience of Japanese fisheries co-

management is much more applicable to other regions’ fisheries than it is often thought. 
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ENDNOTE 

a The term community-based fishery management is often used in place of co-management (e.g. Lou and 

Ono (2001; Yamamoto (1995)). 
b Near-shore and high-sea fisheries are excluded; these fisheries are typically governed by the license 

system, managed either by the central or prefectural government.  Near-shore licenses are granted to 

FCAs when there are many applicants and the distribution of licenses is internally decided.  Otherwise, 

the license is granted to individual fisherman (Ruddle (1987)). 
c Fishery Census is conducted every five years by the Ministry of Agricultural, Forestry and Fisheries 

(MAFF).  The first census was conducted in 1949 and data on FMOs are collected since its 8th round, 

or 1988.  Most recent available census is the 10th for year 1998; 11th census for year 2003 is underway. 
d According to the 9th Fishery Census, 1,064 FMOs were established prior to 1983 (MAFF (1996)). 
e It should be noted that choice of answers for first three categories – motives, regulation types and results 

– were given in the survey form, and the distinction between the choices were sometimes vague.  For 

example, “eliminate competition in a fishing ground” and “eliminate competition among member 

fishermen” (for motives of forming an FMO), and “stabilized business”, “stabilized fish price” and 

“enhanced harvest revenue” (for results of an FMO). 
f More interestingly, group size of 50~100 was the most popular size of an FMO in 1988 and 1993 census. 
g Club good is a subgroup of impure public goods such that benefits can be made exclusive to limited 

number of people at a reasonable cost (Sandler (1992)). 
h Particularly troublesome are those that migrate along the coastline across the fishing rights boundaries 

as opposed to those migrate between off-shore and in-shore. 
i   There are two fundamental principles underlying the FCA membership; small-scale and active 

fishermen.  These principles came about after the World War II when then existed Fisheries Law was 

revised, in aim to expel absentee owners of fishing rights and protect small-scale fishermen against 

wealthy ones who owned all the fishing gears.  It is analogous to farm land reform principles. 
j One might argue that the newcomer can start fishing outside of fishing rights area.  There are two 

reasons why this is less likely to happen; one is that most fisheries practiced outside of fishing rights 

area are regulated by the license system and the priority of granting a license is given to currently 

active fishermen, or an FCA member.  Another reason is that startup cost for off-shore fishing is much 

higher than coastal fishing, and as Table I showed high-valued fish species are more in coastal than off-

shore water.  Thus it is less likely that entering the off-shore fisheries would payoff. 
k This eligibility condition is strictly applied even when an FCA is looking for new members to join.  Due 

to the lack of successors of aging current fishermen, some FCAs are trying to bring urban people to 

become fishermen.  They would first hire them as crew member for about a year, not only to ascertain 

their will of becoming a lifetime fisherman but also to clear the eligibility condition to join the FCA. 


