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1. Background and introduction 

Abandoned lost or otherwise discarded fishing gear (ALDFG) has been shown to have 

significant impacts on marine ecosystems, through direct impacts on sensitive habitats and 

marine species. Thailand has one of the largest commercial fishing fleets in the world and the 

coastline is patrolled by thousands of vessels using a variety of different gears.  

Thai Union has a commitment in its global sustainability strategy, SeaChange®, to address the 

issues of ALDFG and remove or prevent plastic pollution from the marine environment. The 

Global Ghost Gear Initiative (GGGI) is a cross stakeholder alliance of fishing industry, private 

sector, corporations, NGOs, academia, and government bodies focused on solving the 

problem of lost and abandoned fishing gear worldwide. Thai Union has been a proactive 

member of the GGGI since 2018 and engages regularly with them to progress the work plan 

published on the SeaChange® webpage. Objective four of the work plan is to improve 

management practices for ALDFG in Thailand to reduce and prevent plastic pollution into the 

marine environment, and this project was developed to deliver towards this goal.  

 

2. Project process and methodology 

After an initial round of outreach to relevant organizations and partners in the region, it 

became apparent that the first step should be to collect data directly from fishing vessels and 

ports. Through regular partnership engagement GGGI supported Thai Union to liaise with the 

Food and Agricultural Organisation (FAO) and provide a questionnaire that they had 

developed for global investigation into the situation of ALDFG in various countries. Thai Union 

worked to develop the FAO questionnaire into a survey that could be used to gather relevant 

data from the fishing vessels which supplied them. This survey was focused on gear loss rates 

and causes as well as an investigative tool for current solutions for end-of-life gear in Thai 

fisheries. The aim for use of this data was to be able to identify key intervention points for 

prevention and mitigation work in the region, and to explore developing a recycling solution 

for end-of-life fishing gear. 

The FAO ALDFG questionnaire provided the Thai Union team a basis to work from to develop 

the survey project for the commercial fishing sector in Thailand. Thai Union refined the 

questionnaire so that the interview was more conversational and concise, and to make the 

interaction feel more productive and friendly. 

On site interviews were carried out between May 2020 and November 2020 by Thai Union 

staff. Additionally, some vessel owners were contacted by telephone and the interviews 

conducted remotely. In total, 10 suppliers that owned a total of 36 vessels were interviewed 

from various parts of Thailand, including Rayong, Prachub Khiri Khan, Ranong, Chumphon, 

Pattani and Nakorn Si Thammarat Provinces. Most of the interviewees were vessel owners, 

and, in some cases, the captain of the vessel was also interviewed. 

https://seachangesustainability.org/ocean-plastics-and-marine-debris/


2 
 

Thai Union interviewed vessel captains and owners to better understand their operations, 

including the use and rates of loss of gear and other fishing equipment, and the subsequent 

impacts of that gear loss.  It was important to establish a sense of trust with the interviewed 

fishers, so they were comfortable sharing information with us freely, without concerns over 

recourse for any of the information they provided.  

Any questions where the answers did not provide robust data to present or understand the 

ALDFG situation were removed but acknowledged in the recommendations section for 

further research. Focus for this report was to understand better the ALDFG aspects to 

implement a project to reduce it rather than a focus on what impacts the ALDFG was having. 

 

The Thai Union survey was divided into the following sections and had a total of 54 questions: 

1. Respondent details  

2. Vessel information  

3. Fishing gears and zones   

4. Fishing gear and operations 

5. Gear loss, gear marking and retrieving practices 

6. End-of-life fishing gear and management 

7. FAD section 

The data were analyzed for both qualitative as well as quantitative results.  
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3. Results 

The results of the survey have been presented according to survey section to provide clarity 

on the different aspects of the fishery. It should be noted that all respondents were form 

within Thai Union’s supply chain and the results below might not be representative of the 

entire commercial fishing sector in Thailand. 

3.1. Vessel information  

All the vessels were operated by the owner of the vessel. Within the survey there were 6 

Malaysian and 30 Thai flagged vessels (Figure 1). Although very few of the vessel names were 

provided in the interview, Thai Union does maintain a vessel supplier list and only sources 

from vessels that meet established sourcing policies. IMO numbers were not available for any 

of the vessels in the survey. The reason for this is that all Thai flagged vessels in the fleet only 

have a registration number for their licence to fish in the Thailand Exclusive Economic Zone 

(EEZ). It should be noted that the Malaysian vessels do not fish in the Thailand EEZ, and only 

operate in international waters. 

 

Figure 1: Vessel flag and proportion within the vessel survey. 

The majority of vessels (21 out of 36, or 69%) were between 25 m and 30 m in length (Figure 

2). All purse seiners were longer than 20 m, while all trawlers were below 20 meters, at 17 m 

and 18 m, respectively. The trawlers are shown by the blue category in Figure 2 below. The 

same pattern was seen in the tonnage of the vessels with the trawlers having the lowest 

tonnage (50 MT), while most purse seiners had tonnage greater than 150 MT (Figure 3), with 

a maximum recorded of 157 MT. The number of crew on board the vessels was within a range 

of four to 35 men. The trawlers typically had the lower numbers of crew, while the purse 

seiners had crew numbers between 25 to 35 (Figure 4). 
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Figure 2: Number of vessels from the survey that fitted into the length categories of <20m, 20-24m and 25-30m. 

 

Figure 3: Number of vessels surveyed that fitted into tonnage categories: <50 MT, 50-99 MT, 100-149 MT and 150-200 MT. 

 
Figure 4: Number of crew on the vessels per respondent. 

3.2. Fishing gear and zones 

The vessels surveyed consisted of six trawlers and 30 purse seiners (Figure 5). As mentioned 

above the trawlers were smaller in size and weight than the purse seiners. Four fishing areas 

were provided in the questionnaire, however, there may be some confusion as to why these 

have been separated, as part of the Andaman Sea and the Gulf of Thailand are part of 

Thailand’s EEZ. With this is mind, at some point all Thai vessels within the survey fish in 

Thailand’s EEZ with only eight vessels recorded to be fishing in the Andaman Sea and three 
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Figure 5: Proportion of fishing gears within the survey. 

 
Figure 6:  Number of vessels fishing by area around Thailand. 

 

The majority of the gears that were used by the vessels were made of >75% plastic. The same 

number of vessels only used plastic gear (Figure 7). Eight vessels stated that their gear was 

<25% plastic. The material of the gear for the remainder is not known. More information is 

needed on this topic to understand what other materials are used in the construction of the 

gear. 

 

 
Figure 7: Estimated proportion of plastic fishing gear used by vessels within the survey. 
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The majority of vessels (27 vessels, or 75%) deploy their gear between depths of 51-400 m, 

including both gear types of purse seine and trawl vessels (Figure 8). The remainder, six purse 

seine vessels and 3 trawl vessels deploy at 0-50 m.  

 
Figure 8: Proportion of the depth range for gear used. 

 

During the survey, an attempt was made to gather information on how many units of gear 

were purchased every year, but there was a miscommunication, and the incorrect 

information was gathered. Instead of units most of the respondents (6) provided the cost of 

the unit of gear per year. The respondents that did answer correctly (3) stated that they 

purchased one unit of gear per year. One respondent did not provide an answer. 

The majority of fishing gear had a weight of between 100 – 500 kg, however, there were still 

10 purse seine vessels whose gear weighed greater than 1000 kg (Figure 9). These data are 

more likely referring to smaller portions of net and not the whole unit of gear used. With 

these lower weights we can assume that this is the case, and this provides the weights of 

smaller portions of net used in repairs when gear is damaged. An example of this is the 

Respondent 7, representing the Malaysian vessels, providing an answer of 130 kg. 

 

 
Figure 9: Number of vessels that fitted into the gear weight categories of 100-500 kg, 501-1000 kg, 1001-1500 kg. 
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3.3. Fishing gear and operations 

Most vessels that were surveyed operated more at night than they did during the day (Figure 

10). It was apparent that the trawlers operated more in the day while the majority of the 

purse seine vessels operated at night. 

 

 
Figure 10: Main operation periods for vessels within the survey 

 

The cost of fishing gear varied between the respondents, with the range of costs from 30,000 

THB to 4 million THB (Figure 11). This is equivalent to USD $ 950 to $ 12,700, as of March 

2021. The lowest costing gear belonged to the trawl vessels, as shown by respondent 4 and 9 

in Figure 12. The purse seine vessel’s gear was significantly more expensive. As mentioned in 

previous results it is likely that the wide range of gear costs indicate that the respondents 

provided costs of portions of net used to replace damaged gear. Additional questions should 

be asked to check this. The total weight of the daily catch and its value varied between 

respondents, with Respondent 7 (the Malaysian owned vessels) having the highest average 

total daily catch and the highest income (Figure 12). It is assumed that the daily catch of 

45,000 kg per vessel by the Malaysian vessels is an outlier and clarification is needed on 

whether this is the correct figure. It is thought that this could be a cumulative total and was 

not reported as per vessel. 

 

 
Figure 11: Approximate cost for one unit of fishing gear (Thai Baht) 
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Figure 12: Comparison of the average total daily catch per vessel, the estimated value of the average day catch per vessel 

and the cost to buy one new unit of gear. 

 

The main target species for all respondents were demersal and pelagic fish species (Figure 

13). The trawl vessels had additional target species of prawn, scampi, lobster, and crab. Three 

trawl vessels also included cephalopods in their target species group. These target species 

link directly back to the types of gears used and where they operate in the water column. 

 

 
Figure 13: Main target species in the fishery. The columns colours are listed in order of importance, 1 being the most 

important. 
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between the two gears within the survey; the reported range of life expectancies was from 

18 to 120 months, and the majority providing an answer of 48 months (Figure 14). The 

majority of the respondents stated that they lose one unit of gear each year per vessel (Figure 

15). Some respondents provided costs instead on number of units for this question. When 

gear is damaged it was recorded that less than 25% of the gear is damaged (Figure 16). When, 

and under what conditions, the gear is lost is also an important aspect to consider. The survey 

results demonstrated that on average across respondents that the seasons, dry and wet, and 

the conditions associated with these do not change the chances of losing gear. Only two 

respondents stated that they lose more gear in the wet season (Figure 17). 

 

 
Figure 14: Estimated life expectancy of fishing gear used. 

 
Figure 15: Number of units of gear lost per year per vessel. 

 
Figure 16: The estimated proportion of fishing gear that is normally lost or damaged. 
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Figure 17: Proportion of gear lost in the dry and wet seasons. 

 

The period of the day when gear is most likely lost was noted to be more at night than in the 

day (Figure 18), although there were still 40% of the respondents that lost gear in the day 

more than at night. The majority of purse seine vessels lose/damage their gear at night while 

fishing. As assumed, the trawl vessels lose gear more in the day than the night. 

 
Figure 18: Period of day when fishing gear is reportedly most typically lost. 
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Figure 19: Responses on the success rate of retrieving lost fishing gear. 

           
Figure 20: Responses on whether the vessel retrieves lost or damaged fishing gear when found at sea. 

 

The main reasons for gear loss were reported to be linked to environmental factors such as 

strong currents and poor weather conditions (Figure 21). It was also apparent that the state 

of the gear and its failure, and operator error can also play a role in losing gear.  

 

 
Figure 21: The main causes of gear loss. 
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Only three respondents were aware of national laws/regulations that cover the loss or 

disposal of fishing gear. Of the respondents, 70% were not aware of any laws or regulations 

(Figure 22). Those that responded ‘yes’ stated that they were aware of the regulation that 

there should be a report sent to the PIPO Centre (Port In and Port Out Centre). 

 

 
Figure 22: Reponses on awareness of any national laws/regulations on the loss or disposal of fishing gear. 

 

3.5. End-of-life fishing gear and management 

When lost gear is retrieved and returned to port it was indicated by the respondents that a 

range of 10 kg to 200 kg of gear per vessel per year is brought back to port (Figure 23). Fifty 

percent of the respondents stated that only 50 kg of lost or damaged gear is brought back per 

vessel. It was positive to see that 90% of the respondents stated that there was a 

container/reception facility available to facilitate the recycling of the damaged gear and 

netting (Figure 24). 

 

 
Figure 23: Estimate of how many kilos brought back to port per vessel per year. 

 
Figure 24: Responses to whether a container/reception facility is available. 
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All respondents stated that when they bring damaged or end-of-life gear into port that they 

receive payment to recycle this gear (Figure 25). They also indicated that they receive on 

average 7 THB per kg for end-of-life fishing gear (Figure 26). 

 

 
Figure 25: Reponses to what happens to end-of-life fishing gear when it is disposed. 

 
Figure 26: Payment for the disposal of end-of-life gear per kg. 
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use FADs, it was recorded that no FADs are taken on board or deployed by these vessels. 

These FADs are located by using lights and satellite transmitters that are attached to the 

surface part of the FAD. 

 
Figure 27: FAD types used by vessels. 

 

 
Figure 28: The materials used to construct FADs (1 for most common and 6 for least common) 
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4. Discussion 

This section has been used to provide specific points and assumptions to better describe the 

data presented in the results section. As there were only 10 respondents some aspects of the 

conclusions about their operations have been assumed. Although information in parts of the 

survey is considered to not be complete, the responses do provide valuable information and 

insights on gear use and loss in purse seine and trawl fishing operations in Thailand. This 

survey allowed for an initial analysis and succeeding in identifying areas for expansion of the 

project to reduce gear loss and improve the uses for end-of-life gear. 

Differences between vessels 

Throughout the survey the two gear types, purse seine and trawl, were shown to not have 

the same characteristics. Trawl vessels are smaller, carry less crew, have less capacity for 

catches and their operations occur more during the day. In terms of gear, the trawl gear is 

cheaper, though they last a similar length of time to purse seine gear. Trawl gear is more 

prone to loss than purse seine gear due to the nature of their operations. The reason for the 

purse seine vessels operating at night is that this is more beneficial for catching. They utilize 

supporting vessels with bright lights to lure fishes towards the main catching vessel. This is a 

common practice for the vessels fishing on anchored FADs.  

Both Thai and Malaysian flagged vessels were included in the survey. While all Thai flagged 

vessels operated in the Thailand EEZ, the Malaysian vessels operated in international waters. 

There were some notable differences between these flagged vessels. The Malaysian vessels 

stored small rolls of gear on board to repair gear (130 kg), their gear had the lowest life 

expectancy of all vessels (18 months), and these vessels did not fish on moored FADs. The 

Malaysian vessels also caught more fish and got a better price for their catch. It is assumed 

that these vessels fish for longer periods of time and perhaps more frequently, which may 

explain the shorter life expectancy of the gear. They move between international waters at 

sea, as they are not reliant on moored FADs for their catch. The Thai vessels that are reliant 

on moored FADs stay relatively close to the coast and conduct fishing activity in a more 

restricted area than the Malaysian vessels. It is apparent that all Thai vessels fish in different 

locations in the coastal areas as the deepest fishing depth was 400 m. Those purse seiners 

fishing on moored FADs fished at mixed depths, but it is assumed that these vessels were 

targeting pelagic fish species which school close to the surface. These same vessels were 

recorded to be catching demersal fish species, but this may be unlikely as this gear is not well 

suited to fishing on the sea floor. Further explanation of the difference in target species is 

needed to understand more about this.  

Gear loss, impacts and recovery. 

The vessel owners provided important information on the main causes of gear loss, which 

were shown to be mainly linked to environmental factors, such as poor weather and ocean 

currents. The other possible causes were linked to operator error, gear damage, equipment 
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failure and in some cases interactions with rocky reefs. Other possible influences on gear loss, 

such as seasonality were shown to not have significant impacts on the rate of gear loss. It is 

also worth mentioning that discarding of gear at sea is still a problem and more information 

about this is needed to understand the extent of it in this region. What was interesting and 

concerning is that the majority of respondents stated that they lose one unit of gear per year. 

It is assumed that this refers to a whole unit of gear and not a small proportion that could be 

repaired. Just for this survey that means that 36 units of gear are lost at sea per year, each 

weighing approximately 800 kg on average. The information suggests that this is lost gradually 

over the year as nets are damaged and smaller proportions of the nets are lost. It seems 

possible that over the year the equivalent of one whole unit of gear is lost, as it was recorded 

that less than 25% of the gear is damaged or lost on average at one time. When the gear is 

damaged, which was shown to be less than 25% of the gear, it still can be repaired, and we 

assume that the vessel has access to smaller sizes of netting that can be used to repair the 

damaged parts of the gear. The respondents demonstrated concern over gear loss and 

explained that they attempt to recover lost gear, when possible, with mixed results.  

Losing gear is of course very costly, which should provide an incentive to recover gear and 

extend its lifetime. The results from Figure 12 show that on average it takes approximately 42 

(min 4 - max 200) catches for purse seiners and one (min 0.15 – max 2) catch for trawlers to 

make enough capital to buy new gear. Included in these considerations are that gear 

replacement costs described in the results section above are referring to replacement 

proportions of net, as they are not replacing the entire net but rather a lost or damaged 

portion. For purse seiners, this puts additional pressure on them to mitigate gear loss as much 

as possible. As was expected, the period of gear loss correlated to the period of gear use, 

which was more at night than in the day, as this is when the majority of purse seine vessels 

operate.  

When considering the recovery methods used by the vessels it was apparent that many 

vessels rely on manpower, and some have mechanical winches on board to aid the recovery 

of lost gear. The rate of gear loss was not different for those vessels fishing on FADs, however 

the impact of FADs on the ecosystem was not assessed, which could have included further 

questions on entanglements or beaching events.  Further discussions with the vessel owners 

made it clear that they are responsible for deployment of FADs in the coastal zone. This 

discrepancy in the answers does suggest that more information on the use of FADs by the 

purse seines would be interesting to follow up and better understand because FADs can cause 

severe damage to the seabed, corals, and other marine animals.  

Entanglement in FADs is reportedly common when netting is used, and the results suggest 

that plastic is used in construction. From further discussions with the vessel owners, it was 

apparent that FADs were being made from a concrete block tied to a long line of rope with 

various materials at the surface. The most common materials they use are tree branches, 

coconut leaves and coconut shells to create a big, shaded area floating on the surface. With 
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this information in mind, we can assume that these FADs do not pose an entanglement threat, 

but more information would help to clarify this. 

It would be an important next step to gather additional information on the impacts of fishing 

gear on biodiversity in the region and what the vessels, captains and crew can do to mitigate 

these impacts. Additional information on the survivorship of bycatch caught / entangled 

would provide insight into the outcome of accidental catch or entanglement, and it could also 

be considered if there is training that could be provided to the crew to ensure that bycatch 

can be released safely and to increase the survival rate. This work could help to reduce 

impacts on non-target species in the region. 

While there was not good knowledge of laws or regulations related to gear loss and disposal, 

there was awareness of what to do when the gear is lost, and the importance of the PIPO 

centre for reporting of lost gear. More information on the actions and the engagement with 

the PIPO centre would be beneficial to understanding what can be improved and what data 

is available. 

End-of-life gear disposal 

It was encouraging to learn that there are collection and recycling facilities available to the 

commercial fishing industry, and the vessel owners are aware and use these for their end-of 

-life gear. The owners do receive payment for disposing of their gear at these facilities, which 

is extremely positive and should provide them with additional incentive to dispose of their 

end-of-life gear at these facilities. However, some of the fishers do say that when their gear 

is damaged, and they cannot get any more value from them they are less interested to bother 

with the recycling factories and may find someone to dispose of the net. The actual end point 

of this gear was unknown and not reported to the interviewer. 

It is unknown what happens with the recycled material and whether recycled material is being 

made into new gear or other products. Additional work should be focussed on how to improve 

the collaboration between the fishers and the recycling facilities and to investigate making 

the disposal of gear to these facilities easier for the vessel owners. 
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Next steps and key intervention points 

 

The following are identified as potential next steps based on the survey findings as well as 

some key intervention points to reduce ALDFG from commercial fishing fleets operating in 

Thai waters and the surrounding international waters. 

• Prevention of gear loss starts with the owners and captains of the vessels. As 

environmental conditions were shown to be the main cause of gear loss there may be 

scope to better understand if the vessels are taking risks when fishing in certain areas 

at times of poor weather. It is understood that vessels do have the technology on 

board to assess weather and underwater obstacles. 

• Improved recovery of gear should be addressed. There seems to be a good recovery 

rate for gear, but nevertheless having each vessel lose one unit of gear per year adds 

up to large volume. Further work could be done to see if there can be improvements 

made to the vessel (e.g., winches, small cranes) or additional crew training to allow 

there to be an increased chance of gear recovery. 

• Increased emphasis on cooperation between fishers and recycling facilities. Additional 

research is needed to identify the companies operating these facilities, identify areas 

for improvement, and improve access for fishers to these facilities. Essentially this 

type of disposal needs to be incentivised and made as easy as possible for the fishers. 

• It would be interesting to gather additional information on the impacts on non-target 

species, including information on release success rates and if any mitigation measures 

are in place on the vessels and if the crew are trained to deal with the potential 

interaction and successful release of sensitive marine species. 

• More detailed information on the materials used in the construction of FADs is 

needed. Such as the use of old netting or rope, which can increase the risk of 

entanglement and damage to coral reefs. The survey did not cover this and there were 

limited answers on the use of FADs. 

• More information on laws on gear disposal and loss in Thailand would be interesting 

to understand the regulatory framework. There may be scope for advocacy work 

within Thailand to develop new and/or improved regulations. 

• Provision of additional financial incentives and funding for the recovery and 

responsible disposal of end-of-life gear should be investigated.  
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Appendix 1 

Copy of the Thai Union survey 

Questions and categories are outlined below: 

1 Respondent’s contact details 

2a Respondent 

2. Place of interview 

3. Respondent Name 

4. Respondent phone number 

5. Respondent job position 

- First mate 

- Engineer 

- Deckhand 

- Owner 

- Other 

2b Vessel information 

6. How many vessels with similar characteristics is this survey valid for? (number) 

7. Vessel Length [meter] 

8. Flag State of the vessel 

9. Tonnage [GRT] 

10. Normal number of crew members on vessel, including captain and skipper. 

11. Vessel Engine 

- Inboard 

- Outboard 

- No engine 

12. Home port of fishing vessel 

13. Vessel Ownership 

- Owner operated. 

- Company operated. 

- Association/community 

- State-owned 

14. Name of the fishing vessel(s) to which your answers correspond to: 

15. IMO or national registration number of vessel(s) 

3 Fishing Gear and zones 

16. Gear Name with ISSCFG and Group identification (Pictures were used to illustrate the 

gear) 

17. Annual purchase of fishing gear per vessel (units) 

18. Unit weight of each fishing gear (kg) 

19. How much of your fishing gear is plastic? 
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- 0% 

- <25% 

- 25-50% 

- 50-75% 

- >75% 

- 100% 

20. In what zone(s) does your current fishing vessel operates?  

- Thailand Exclusive Economic Zone eez.202 

- Other 

21. What depth ranges does your vessel(s) operate? 

- 0-50m 

- 51-400m 

- 401-1000m 

- 1000+ m 

4. Fishing Gear and Operations 

22. Main operation period for this fishing gear 

- Night Only 

- More Night than Day 

- More Day than Night 

- Daytime only 

23. What is the approximate cost to construct/buy one unit of gear? specify currency 

(THB) 

24. The main target species in your fishery are select the column to list in order of 

importance, 1 being the most important. 

- Demersal Fish 12345 

- Pelagic Fish 12345 

- Crustaceans (prawn, scampi, lobsters, crabs) 12345 

- Cephalopods (octopuses, cuttlefish) 12345 

- Benthic (shells, molluscs,) 12345 

25. Average total daily catch in kg per vessel using this fishing gear (kg) 

26. Estimated value of an average day's catch per vessel using this fishing gear (THB) 

5. Gear loss, gear marking and retrieving practices 

27. What is the life expectancy of a gear? (number of months) 

28. How many units do you lose per year per vessel? 

29. When your unit of fishing gear is lost or damaged, what is the proportion that would 

normally be lost? 

- <25% 

- 25-50% 

- 50-75% 

- >75% 
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30. In a typical year estimate, what proportion of the gear that is lost would be in each 

season? (dry + wet must be 100%) 

- Dry Season (10-100%) 

- Wet season (10-100%) 

31. When do you typically lose your gear? 

- Only at night 

- Night more than day 

- day more than night 

- Only at day 

32. How is lost gear reported? 

- never reported. 

- sometime reported. 

- always reported. 

33. If reported, identify the person or agency to whom the loss is reported to:  

- nearby vessel 

- owner of the vessel 

- national or local fisheries administration 

- coastguard/navy 

- fisherman's association representatives 

- reported in a logbook or trip report. 

- non reported. 

34. When your vessel loses fishing gear in the sea, are there attempts to retrieve it? 

(never/rarely/sometimes/frequently) 

35. When trying to retrieve lost fishing gear, how often is this successful? 

(never/rarely/sometimes/frequently) 

36. Does your vessel retrieve lost or damaged fishing gear it comes across with? 

(never/rarely/sometimes/frequently) 

37. When your vessel loses fishing gear, what are the main causes of the gear loss? 

- reef or rocky area (never/rarely/sometimes/frequently) 

- poor weather conditions (never/rarely/sometimes/frequently) 

- drifted out in restricted area (never/rarely/sometimes/frequently) 

- faulty, or damaged gear (never/rarely/sometimes/frequently) 

- operator error (never/rarely/sometimes/frequently) 

- strong currents (never/rarely/sometimes/frequently) 

- deep water (never/rarely/sometimes/frequently) 

- gear not properly stored on-board (never/rarely/sometimes/frequently) 

- conflict with other gear (never/rarely/sometimes/frequently) 

- vandalism (never/rarely/sometimes/frequently) 

- surface marking is lost (never/rarely/sometimes/frequently) 

- gear intentionally discarded (never/rarely/sometimes/frequently) 

- equipment failure (never/rarely/sometimes/frequently) 

- other (never/rarely/sometimes/frequently) 

38. Are you aware of any national laws/regulations on the loss or disposal of fishing 

gear? if yes, please describe in the next question. 
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39. Explain what the national laws/regulations is you are aware of. 

6. End-of-life fishing gear and management 

40. Can you estimate how many kilos do you bring back to port per vessel per year? 

41. If you bring it back or if you need to dispose of it, is there any container/reception 

facility available? 

42. What happens when you dispose of the end-of-life fishing gear? 

- There is a payment required to the vessel so to dispose of the gear. 

- The vessel receives payment from a recycler/collector for second life market. 

- No cost related to it. 

43. How much is the payment/cost or how much do you get paid for the disposal of the 

end-of-life gear per kilo? [THB] 

44. What do you think it could be a good solution to properly manage fishing gear once 

disposed of? 

7. FAD Section 

45. Do you use Fish Aggregating Devices?  

46. What type of FAD are in use on your vessel? 

- Drifting FAD 

- Moored/Anchored FAD (surface based) 

- Moored/Anchored FAD (subsurface based) 

47. If you use drifting FADs, how many does your vessel takes on board when departing 

port for a trip? 

48. If you use drifting FADs, how many does your vessel bring back to port in a trip? 

49. What materials are used to make FADs? (select 1 for the most common, 6 for the 

least common) 

- Plastic 123456 

- Metals 123456 

- Concrete/rock 123456 

- Wood bamboo plant material 123456 

- Synthetic biodegradable material 123456 

50. Can you estimate how much plastic per each FAD? [kg 

51. What type of marking are used on the FADs belonging to the vessel? 

- None 

- Written on the FAD. 

- Tag attached on the FAD. 

- Lights 

- Flag 

- Radar reflector 

- Radio beacon 

- Satellite transmitter 

- Other 

52. Where are your FADs marked? 

- None 
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- Surface component 

- Subsurface 

- Anchor or seabed component 

- Other 

Open discussion 

53. What do you think is going to happen in the future? A few points might be climate 

change, upcoming regulations. 

54. What do you think about improving management and reduce loss? 
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