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Annex 250

[…]

c) Peru and the Chilean thesis 

Peru’s Territorial thesis presents three major problems. First, it contains a 
self-imposed limitation of the Maritime Dominion, up to a distance of only 200 
miles, whereas our international commitments refer to a minimum distance of 200 
miles.

[...]

Thirdly and most importantly, our maritime boundaries are measured, 
according to our own definition, on the basis of the parallels and not through the 
equidistance line, [which is] internationally accepted and established by the 1982 
Convention.

Given that this last issue allows for the advancement of the thesis of the 
“Presencial Sea” up to Boundary Marker No. 1 of the northern frontier (parallel 
18° 20), some commentators have understood that it is possible to counteract this 
flaw through the signature of the Convention on the Law of the Sea by Peru in order 
to allow the Exclusive Economic Zones of both countries to be governed by Article 
74.1 of the Convention, which reads as follows:

[...]

But we need to remember that this provision does not benefit Peru at all, 
because we concluded on 4 December 1954 an “Agreement Relating to a Special 
Maritime Frontier Zone”, which has been ratified by Peru, Ecuador and Chile, 
which in Article 1 refers to:

“… the parallel which constitutes the maritime boundary 
between two countries …”.

For this reason, article 74 paragraph 1 would not be applicable to us by 
adhering to the Convention. Rather, paragraph 4 of the same article would apply, 
which reads as follows:

“Where there is an agreement in force between the States 
concerned, questions relating to the delimitation of the exclusive 
economic zone shall be determined in accordance with the 
provisions of that agreement.”

The fact that the Convention establishes a mandatory tribunal does not mean 
that we can bring a valid claim, for the 1954 Agreement would be preferred by any 
international judge, as the law between the Parties.
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[…]

… Article 6 of the Pact stated: “The aforesaid procedures, furthermore, may not be 
applied to matters already settled by arrangement between the parties, or by arbitral 
award or by decision of an international court, or which are governed by agreements 
or treaties in force on the date of the conclusion of the present Treaty.” The article 
prevented revisionism, establishing the respect for res judicata and the preference 
for the procedures agreed by the parties. The Pact of Bogotá may be highlighted as 
an improvement with regard to the legal means of the Geneva Act as well as with 
regard to the Washington Pacts.

[…]



1502



1503

Annex 253

E. D. Brown, Sea-Bed Energy and Mineral Resources and the 
Law of the Sea, Vol. III – Selected Documents,

 Tables and Bibliography, 1986



1504

Annex 253



Annex 253

1505



1506



1507

Annex 254

R. R. Bundy, “State Practice in Maritime Delimitation”, in G. H.
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[…]

In relation to the territorial sea, the Decree establishes (arts. 2 and 3) that “national 
sovereignty and jurisdiction are also exercised over the sea adjoining the shores of national 
territory, whatever its depth and in the extension necessary to reserve, protect, maintain 
and utilize natural resources and wealth of any kind which may be found in or below 
those waters.” The text in Article 3 mentions the prerogative reserved to the State to 
establish the “necessary extension” at different times or on the basis of future supervening 
circumstances; and therefore it demarcates and fixes [that necessary extension] within a 
zone which, starting from the coast, ends at an imaginary line parallel to it and traced over 
the sea at a distance of 200 nautical miles following the line of the geographic parallels.

[…]

- c) The [Santiago] Declaration mentions jointly, that is, as independent concepts, each 
one with its own and different meaning, the sovereignty and the jurisdiction; and extends 
both powers to the subject “adjacent sea”; in such a way that it is not correct to think that 
the authors’ purpose was to constitute within the 200 miles only a jurisdictional sea, but 
– and in the first place – a sea subject to the sovereignty of the State, that is a territorial 
sea.

In light of this reasoning, the only possible interpretation of the text of the Decree 
of 1 August 1947 – concordant with the Santiago Declaration – is that the 200-mile zone 
adjacent to the coast was created in this case with the characteristics that International 
Law attributes to the territorial sea; that is, as a zone to which the full jurisdiction of the 
State applies as an effect and as a logical conclusion of its power of sovereignty. 

This is in my view the authentic interpretation of the text of the Decree of 1 August 
1947 and its related texts as well as the one according to common sense, for the act of 
jurisdiction, be it broad or concrete, general or specific, supposes a power of command 
which regarding the State is called sovereignty.

[…]



1520



1521

Annex 256

J. Castañeda, “Les Positions des États Latino-Américains”, 
Actualités du droit de la mer, 1973, p. 158



1522

Annex 256



Annex 256

1523



1524

Annex 256



Annex 256

1525



1526

Annex 256



Annex 256

1527



1528



1529

Annex 257

B. Conforti and G. Francalanci (eds), Atlas of the 
Seabed Boundaries, Part Two, 1987



1530

Annex 257



Annex 257

1531



1532



1533

Annex 258

R. Dupuy and D. Vignes (eds), A Handbook on the 
New Law of the Sea, Vol. 1, 1991



1534

Annex 258



Annex 258

1535



1536

Annex 258



Annex 258

1537



1538

Annex 258



Annex 258

1539



1540



1541

Annex 259

M. Evans, Relevant Circumstances and Maritime Delimitation, 
1989



1542

Annex 259



1543

Annex 260

W. C. Extavour, The Exclusive Economic Zone, 1979



1544

Annex 260



Annex 260

1545



1546

Annex 260



Annex 260

1547



1548

Annex 260



Annex 260

1549



1550



1551

Annex 261
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TABLE No. 5

DESCriPtion, in PErCEntagES, oF tHE ProDUCtion oF CrUDE oiL in tHE 
CoUntry, By gEograPHiC ZonES anD in rELation to tHE totaL nationaL 

ProDUCtion (1961 – 1974)

yEarS
TOTAL 

ProDUCtion
(Barrels)

COAST
%

EAST
%

CONTINENTAL 
SHELF

%
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[…]

… Chile followed the American example in its governmental proclamation dated 23 June 
1947. By this proclamation, it declared that the border of the zone of protected fisheries 
would be determined according to its needs but would, in any event, include an area of 200 
nautical miles off the Chilean coast.

These regulations, which relate to the assertion of rights over the “continental shelf” 
(continental shelf, see page 122), severely undermine the principle of the freedom of the 
seas insofar as fisheries are concerned, and cannot therefore be considered to comply with 
international law. 
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[…]

determinant considerations concerning the adopted position

4.  From the former declarations, the only one with terms and scope 
similar to those that Peru needed to express was the one of Chile. For Peru, as for 
Chile, the concept of the submarine platform or continental shelf was unsatisfactory 
due to the fact that [the continental shelf] is generally narrow along our coastline 
and even less than 2 miles at some points, extending at its maximum point to 60 or 
80 miles in a specific location (Huarmey-Pimentel). this is shown on bathymetric 
charts compiled on the basis of [depth] soundings verified by the Peruvian navy or 
by expeditions of foreign scientific entities. Conversely, the United States, Mexico 
and Argentina have very large submarine platforms extending, in some cases, 
further to the 200 miles (the one of the Unites States ranges from 5 miles on the 
coast of Florida, to 130 miles off the coast of Louisiana, at the mouth of the Silene 
River and to 250 miles off the coast of New England). The proclamation solely of 
our sovereignty over the submarine platform and the epicontinental seas covering it 
would have left unprotected our ichthyologic wealth, which was at that moment at 
stake. nor would the latter have been sufficiently protected by the sole formulation 
of a right to establish “conservation zones” in the high seas in the future, like in the 
North American proclamation. Peru, more so than the countries that preceded it in 
its proclamation, needed to give a prompt and clear solution to its problem without 
waiting for the slow, if not unattainable, consensus of the international community 
and through the means of a method that would allow it to oppose, of course, the 
intrusions of foreign fishing expeditions that compromised the country’s economic 
interests. These major reasons assisting Peru regarding the resources of the sea, 
which are of major importance only for a few other countries, are of two orders: 
some relate to the feeding deficiencies suffered by its population, which could yet be 
compensated for by those resources; some others [relate] to the special conservation 
measures required by the maritime fauna that serve as food to the guano birds. That 
is how, in consideration of all this, to preserve such vital national interest, a position 
was adopted coincident with that of Chile – which was thereby reinforced – and that 
was reduced to written form by the Supreme Decree of 1 August 1947 (3).

(3) See text of the Decree in Annex 1 
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it is appropriate to mention, among the acts confirming the rights declared in 
1947, a recent Supreme Resolution issued by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 12 
January 1955, in which it is specified that, in order to depict the 200-mile maritime 
zone referred to in the 1947 Supreme Decree and the 1952 Santiago Declaration 
in cartographic and geodesic works, the indicated zone “is limited at sea by a line 
parallel to the Peruvian coast at a constant distance of 200 nautical miles from 
it”, which will not go beyond the corresponding parallels “at the point where the 
frontier of Peru reaches the sea”.

[…] 
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[…]

it was the first Declaration that made reference to the two hundred miles. i was convinced of 
the necessity and urgency to extend our territorial waters up to two hundred miles by a full and 
interesting report prepared by Fernando Guarello, a lawyer and professor, with whom I share 
an old friendship. With serious and telling precedents, in addition to irrefutable statistics, he 
demonstrated that our coastline, from arica to antarctica, was plagued with foreign fleets which 
threatened the extinction of some species.

[...]
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[…]

According to this Agreement, the maritime frontier [frontera marítima] 
between Ecuador and Peru and Chile and Peru was explicitly defined as the parallel 
that commences on the point where the land frontier [frontera terrestre] touches the 
Pacific ocean, a rule that has lasted for several decades and that has had more than 
half a century of unquestioned validity for Peru, although currently a dangerous 
interpretation regarding the maritime boundary with Chile is being advanced.
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[…]

Before 1975, there were only 9 agreements dealing with delimitation issues in 
respect of economic zones or fishing areas, of which 4 were made by and between 
South American countries, including those in 1952 between Peru and Chile [and] 
Peru and Ecuador.2

[…]

  
2   The Santiago Declaration on the Maritime Zone of 1952 determined the mari-
time boundaries between Chile and Peru, and Ecuador and Peru.
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[…]

Other Delimitation Methods

1. Parallels of Latitude 
[…]

Examples in which the method of the parallel of latitude is applied: the “Convention on the 
Maritime Boundary” between Chile and Peru of 18 August 1952 and the “Convention on the 
Maritime Boundary” between Peru and Ecuador of 18 August 1952.

[…]

In an article summarizing the regional practice in South America relating to maritime boundaries, 
Judge Jiménez de Aréchaga is of the opinion that in modern national practices, the use of 
parallels of latitude as delimitation lines cannot be construed as a commitment to overcome 
the unfair consequences that may be caused by the equidistant line. “In 1952, the countries 
involved in making the Tripartite Declaration (Chile, Peru and Ecuador) created a new chapter 
in maritime law by claiming the 200-nautical mile territorial sea rights.  Due to the lack of 
well-known delimitation principles or recognised delimitation rules at that time, they chose the 
method of the parallel of latitude, which involves tracing a line from the point at which the land 
frontier meets the sea…” 
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[…]

2.2.3 Convention on the delimitation of the exclusive economic zone and fishing area
the first treaty that delimited the exclusive economic zone was the Santiago Declaration of 
1952 concluded by three neighbouring South American countries, i.e. Chile, Ecuador and 
Peru.  

[…]
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There are in total 21 cases of adjacent delimitation. In 9 of these cases the equidistant line or 
adjusted equidistant line is used as a boundary; the equidistant line is partially used in 2 cases; 
the azimuth line is used in 2 cases; and the parallel or meridian method is used in 5 cases.  

[…]

The 5 cases in which the parallel or meridian is used for delimitation include, inter alia, the 
1952 Santiago Declaration. 

[…]
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[…]

Without meaning to be exhaustive (6), before the Declaration of 1952 which 
codified multilaterally this method of delimitation for the SMPSE [Maritime System of 
the South Pacific], we note that [our] country [Ecuador] maintained this basic principle of 
delimitation, at both the international and the national levels.

By the twentieth century, there were the following new texts:
- The Declaration of Panama of 3/10/1939.
- The Presidential Decree No. 53 on the Declaration of Panama of 7/10/1939.
- Executive Decree of 29/01/1952.

In the Declaration of Panama, taken during the First Meeting of Consultation of 
Ministers of Foreign Affairs, it was stated: “... For these reasons, the Governments of the 
American Republics hereby resolve and declare that: ‘... from there [the point of the land 
boundary on the coast] towards the east along parallel 44° 46' 36'' to a point 60° west of 
Greenwich ...’” (7). And, Presidential Decree No. 53, entitled “Extension of the decree of 
neutrality of Ecuador, by determining the maritime security zone”, which interpreted the 
Declaration of Panama as a confirmation of the method of the parallel between adjacent 
States, by stipulating: 

“Article 1. The following is considered to be a maritime zone of security adjacent 
to Ecuadorean territory: the zone included between two imaginary lines drawn from the 
north and south extremities of the Ecuadorean coast to the degrees of longitude west of 
Greenwich which correspond respectively to Article 1 of the Declaration of Panama so 
as to include in this space all the islands of the Colón [galápagos] archipelago and its 
adjacent waters...” (8).

Finally, Executive Decree No. 0160 of 29/01/1952, by stating: 

“article 1. Fishing by ships flying foreign flags is prohibited in the Continental 
Territorial Waters along the strip between the boundary with Colombian waters to the 
north, and the boundary with [the waters] of Peru, to the south, being those [waters] 
within the 12 nautical miles zone measured from the low-tide line on the outermost points 
of the Ecuadorean coast and adjacent islands”(9).



1702

Annex 287



Annex 287

1703

Therefore, before 18 August 1952, since the nineteenth century Ecuador 
based its maritime delimitation with Colombia and Peru on the method of the parallel 
without receiving any complaints from its neighbours. For that reason, Peruvian 
Supreme Decree No. 781 of 1 August 1947, in its point 3, just needed to precise 
the parallel line in vertical direction: “... and at the same time declares that it will 
exercise the same control and protection on the sea adjacent to the Peruvian coast 
over the area between the coast and an imaginary parallel line to it at a distance of 
two hundred (200) nautical miles measured following the line of the geographical 
parallels.” 

Even so, after the 1952 Declaration and before its ratification on 6 May 1955, 
Peru, in its Supreme Resolution No. 23 of 12 January 1955 referred explicitly 
to the geographic parallel in order to demarcate its 200-mile maritime zone, by 
resolving: 

“... 1. The said zone shall be limited at sea by a line parallel to the Peruvian 
coast and at a constant distance of 200 nautical miles from it.

2. In accordance with clause IV of the Declaration of Santiago, the said line 
may not extend beyond that of the parallel corresponding to the point where the 
frontier of Peru reaches the sea.”

[…]
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[…]
On 4 December 1954, the Tripartite Agreement was signed in Lima between 

us (Peru), Ecuador and Chile, concerning the common sovereignty over 200 miles 
to the West, thereby ratifying, in its essential concepts, the Decree of 1947. This 
agreement determines, among other things, a special zone of 10 miles along each 
side of the parallel that constitutes the maritime frontier between each of the three 
countries. This line enters into the sea from the junction of the land frontiers up to 
[a distance of] 12 miles. nationals of the bordering countries can fish in this zone 
without committing a violation of the sovereignty of the Country in the vicinity of 
which the fishing resources are being extracted. this agreement was ratified by our 
Congress on 5 May 1955. 

[…]
i must, in honour of the truth, say that the legal expert Dr. rómulo Vidalón, 

was the first to support the legal thesis of our property over the sea up to 200 miles 
to the West in his study presented to be eligible to the professional title. As it was 
also Professor Heráclides Vergaray Lara, who was the first to obtain, after a very 
patient effort, the surface of our maritime property according to what is indicated 
in the Decree of 1947, which is 626,240 Km2, which is [the figure] taken by our 
Ministry of Foreign affairs as the official number, although it does not indicate the 
origin of the data. 

According to my proceedings, which have been already indicated, and 
generously helped by Professor Julio gonzales neyra, we have obtained [a figure 
of] 927,536 Km2. [This represents a] greater difference of 301,296 Km2 in our 
favour. going into the details, i would say that various geometrical figures were 
traced  within all this space and that we obtained the surface of each one of them. 
Where the sinuosities of the coast or of the frontier line did not allow this form of 
work, a planimeter was used.

The great quantitative difference between the surface given by Professor 
Vergaray according to the Decree of 1947 and the Agreement of 1954, and the one I 
obtained, means something else than a number of kilometres. It does not only mean 
that Peru is Land and Sea, nor that Peru has today a continental area of 1,285,215.6 
Km2 and a Maritime Zone area of 927,536 Km2. No. That is not all. It means much 
more than that. It simply means that Peru includes, with this procedure and for the 
first time in its History and without causing prejudice to anyone’s interests, what 
fairly, really and naturally corresponds to it, because that is how it is determined, as 
the Sea refers to the Nature. The total surface of Peru, including its Maritime Zone 
is: 2,212,751.6 Km2.

[…]
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Our Country, more precisely our representatives, and this only along the 
period of our Republican History, have ceded 728,000 Km2 of our continental 
territory. They have ceded it to the people who, in that regard, have the chance to 
be our neighbours. That is why I have once written and I now proclaim it, hurt, and 
maybe a little fervently, that we are the Dispossessed of America. And we have just 
verified that some, by ignorance, determine that we continue to be. 

this situation of inferiority calls for thorough reflection. Because in this 
case, unique in our Boundaries History, [only] countries [located] very far from 
our coasts were opposed to our determination. But I think they could only do so, 
be opposed, given the moments that the World of Mankind goes through and will 
continue going through. Our neighbours agreed with us. Such is the case that they 
signed the tripartite agreement. the pretext of a possible conflict with them for this 
reason did not exist at that moment, as it has been argued in the different occasions 
in which our Sacred Patrimony has been ceded. However, the result has been the 
same. 

I said a few moments ago that this can be repaired. We have the hope that the 
citizens who compose the new Parliament (Democratic Parliament) revise in detail 
and carefully this Treaty. Legally, they can do it. Morally, they are obliged to do so. 
It is for them an imperative that can not be deferred. It is also so for all the national 
institutions. In this perspective, perhaps the Association of Alumni of the Institute 
of Geography of the Universidad Nacional Mayor de San Marcos holds a leading 
place among them.
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[…]

4.2.5. Boundaries with Chile

The frontier between the two States was established by the Treaty of 1929 and its 
Additional Protocol; [the frontier] runs parallel to the railway from Arica to La Paz, 
and ten miles North of it, but making the necessary arrangements in order to leave 
the Tacora sulphur deposits on the Chilean side and passing through the centre of 
Laguna Blanca, very close to the rails. the line ends at the seashore of the Pacific 
Ocean on  boundary marker Concordia (18° 21' 03" S), which is the southernmost 
point of Peru.

[…]
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[…]

The Santiago Declaration provides for the construction of parallels from the respective points 
at which the land boundaries reach the sea between Chile and Peru, and between the latter 
[Peru] and Ecuador up to 200 nautical miles offshore.
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[…]

With regard to the lateral delimitation with Ecuador and Chile, the Declaration 
on the Maritime Zone of 1952 refers to the parallel corresponding to the point at which 
the land frontier between the States reaches the sea; also article 1 of the Agreement 
Relating to a Special Maritime Boundary Zone refers to the “parallel that constitutes 
the maritime boundary between the countries.”
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[…]

… with the clear-headedness that the patriot, the observer and the critic must have, 
when they present to others the result of their study, I would be neglecting my moral 
and intellectual duties if I did not say, like many think but few say in Peru, that the 
Treaty of 1929 was a good settlement for our country.  

[…]



1852



1853

Annex 313
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[…]

the final important criticism against the [Santiago] Declaration refers to 
the lack of a system of demarcation of the territorial waters. in this respect, suffice 
it to note the fourth dispositive paragraph of the Declaration and article 1 of the 
agreement relating to a Special Maritime Frontier Zone (ratified by Ecuador 
through Supreme Decree no. 2556 of 9 november 1964, official registry 376, 
of 18 [November 1964]), according to which the boundary of the territorial waters 
between the neighbouring States is constituted by the parallel at the point at which 
the land frontier of those States reaches the sea.
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[…]

The NATIONAL aSSoCiation oF PErUVian gEograPHErS, being 
aware of its leading work in the field of research which it undertakes, and considering the 
importance of this task, has rightly sponsored the edition of “tHE PErUVian SEa iS a 
GEOGRAPHIC REGION” by Doctor Eráclides Vergaray Lara, a thesis that has the merit 
of having been approved during the gEograPHiC DayS, organized by the Geographic 
Society of Lima in 1949; at the inStitUtE oF gEograPHy of the Universidad 
Nacional Mayor de San Marcos on 15 June 1954; in the SEMINAR ON THE LAW OF 
THE SEA, organized by the FaCULty oF LaW of the Universidad Nacional Mayor de 
San Marcos, between November and December 1959; and also approved in this FIRST 
nationaL CongrESS oF gEograPHy.

[…]

2. – The extension. – This maritime region borders to the E. with our coastline 
and is limited to the W. by an imaginary line that follows the sinuosity of the coastline. 
It is located between the following coordinates: L. S. 3° 23' 33" at the level of the Point 
of Boca de Capones. L. S. 18° 21' 03" at the level of the Pascana del Hueso boundary 
marker, seashore. It has a longitude W. to the far North 80° 19' 16" and to the far South 
70° 22' 56" to one side and its longitude W. to the other side arrives to the far North at 
83° 44' 16" and to the far South at 73° 47' 56". 

Moreover, its width in accordance with the declarations of our Government, by 
Supreme Decree No. 781 of 1 August 1947, (1) reaches 205 nautical miles (2) seaward; 
because it is considered that up to these distances lies our continental shelf which 
determines the territorial sea of Peru, …
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[…]

To delimit the marine and submarine areas located between Colombia and Ecuador in 
the Pacific ocean, both States decided to apply the delimitation methods established in the 
Santiago Declaration, adopted by Chile, Peru and Ecuador on 19 August 1952.

[…]

To delimit the seabed and subsoil of the sea adjacent to their coasts, the three States 
decided to establish a frontier line drawn along the parallels of latitude, from the point where 
the land frontier between them reaches the sea (art. IV). This way, the frontier line between 
Chile and Peru extends along the parallel of latitude South 18º 23' 03", which coincides with 
the parallel of latitude with which the two States have set point No. 1 of their land frontier.
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FISCALIZED PRODUCTION By GEOGRAPHIC ZONE - 2008

ZONE

FISCALIZED 
PRODUCTION (Bbl) TOTAL AVERAGE

(%)
OIL LNG (Bbl) (Bbl/d)

North -West 9,158,644 - 9,158,644 25,024 20.8
Shelf 4,805,579 - 4,805,579 13,130 10.9
North Forest 13,885,691 - 13,885,691 37,939 31.6
Central Forest 177,167 976,226 1,153,393 3,151 2.6
South Forest - 14,927,069 14,927,069 40,784 34.0

TOTAL 28,027,081 15,903,295 43,930,376 120,028 100.0
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J. A. del Busto Duthurburu, Los Peruanos en la Antártida, 1989
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[…]

Wednesday, 6 January 1988

[…]

Around four in the afternoon, the Second Commandant gave a speech about Antarctica to 
the crew, in order that they understand fully the topic and clarify any doubts they may have 
had.

One and a half hours later, just before sunset, the sky turned red and we crossed the boundary 
parallel with Chile.

[…]
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FAO Fisheries Statistics Query Results.

Website of the Food and Argriculture Organization
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FAO Fisheries Statistical Query Results

World Catch in 1970 by country: Quantity (tonnes)

Land Area Ocean Area 1970 
Canada Marine areas 1 127 098
Chile Marine areas 1 101 200
China Marine areas 1 592 500
Colombia Marine areas 16 000
Denmark Marine areas 1 183 900
Ecuador Marine areas 80 820
Iceland Marine areas 722 400
India Marine areas 941 400
Japan Marine areas 7 225 148
Norway Marine areas 2 895 767
Peru Marine areas 12 467 900
South Africa Marine areas 1 204 700
Spain Marine areas 1 213 864
United Kingdom Marine areas 1 017 867
United States of America Marine areas 1 569 300
Grand total 34 359 864

© FAO - Fisheries and Aquaculture Information and Statistics Service - 28/08/2009
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FAO Fisheries Statistical Query Results 

World Catch by year: Quantity (tonnes)  

Land Area 1952 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965
Africa 1 131 700 1 607 100 1 788 781 1 913 449 2 019 949 2 267 988 2 298 319

Americas 2 623 663 6 849 331 8 835 392 10 930 909 10 834 756 13 347 785 11 445 849

Asia 6 230 479 9 315 488 9 936 656 10 158 638 10 184 345 10 895 165 11 614 470

Europe 6 472 109 7 024 114 7 386 272 7 491 595 7 847 827 8 572 086 9 724 495

Oceania 70 200 99 189 100 234 106 315 109 096 106 773 112 127

Un. Sov. Soc. Rep. 1 018 400 2 175 476 2 287 413 2 623 495 3 161 392 3 508 448 3 954 396

Grand total of 
world catch 17 546 551 27 070 698 30 334 748 33 224 401 34 157 365 38 698 245 39 149 656

© FAO - Fisheries and Aquaculture Information and Statistics Service - 10/11/2009 

Peru’s Catch by year: Quantity (tonnes)

Land Area 1952 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965
Peru 106 600 3 496 600 5 208 800 6 877 500 6 815 700 9 028 100 7 376 700

© FAO - Fisheries and Aquaculture Information and Statistics Service - 10/11/2009 

Peru’s Share of the Total World Catch by year 

1952 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965
Grand total 
of world 
catch

17 546 551 27 070 698  30 334 748  33 224 401 34 157 365 38 698 245 39 149 656

Peru’s catch  106 600 3 496 600  5 208 800  6 877 500 6 815 700 9 028 100 7 376 700

Peru’s share 
of the total 
world catch 
by year 

0,60% 12,9% 17.2% 20.7% 19.9% 23.3% 18.8%

Land Area 
Africa

Americas

Asia

Europe

Oceania

Un. Sov. Soc. Rep.

Grand total of 
world catch

1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 2007
2 515 146 2 806 118 3 199 861 3 134 728 2 526 902 4 398 744

13 365 147 14 361 276 15 336 870 13 711 778 17 502 689 17 580 208

12 113 487 13 025 100 14 144 589 14 682 149 15 416 802 30 837 511

10 430 033 10 887 961 10 667 676 10 095 139 10 765 706 11 674 073

123 054 124 277 125 707 127 005 147 243 1 071 362

4 248 676 4 605 847 5 070 058 5 615 399 6 151 031 -

42 795 543 45 810 579 48 544 761 47 366 198 52 510 373 65 561 898

Land Area 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 2007
Peru 8 702 500 10 046 500 10 433 500 9 132 300 12 467 900 6 655 123

1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 2007
Grand total 
of world 
catch

42 795 543 45 810 579 48 544 761 47 366 198 52 510 373 65 561 898

Peru’s catch  8 702 500 10 046 500 10 433 500 9 132 300 12 467 900 6 655 123

Peru’s share 
of the total 
world catch 
by year 

                             20.3% 21.9% 21.5% 19.2% 23.7% 10.1%
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Statistical Query Results
Production: Quantity (t)

Land Area Ocean Area 1952 1970 2007
Chile Marine areas 95 300 1 101 200 3 567 232

© FAO - Fisheries and Aquaculture Information and Statistics Service - 28/10/2009 

FAO Fisheries Statistical Query Results 

World Catch by year: Quantity (tonnes)  

Land Area 1952 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965
Africa 1 131 700 1 607 100 1 788 781 1 913 449 2 019 949 2 267 988 2 298 319

Americas 2 623 663 6 849 331 8 835 392 10 930 909 10 834 756 13 347 785 11 445 849

Asia 6 230 479 9 315 488 9 936 656 10 158 638 10 184 345 10 895 165 11 614 470

Europe 6 472 109 7 024 114 7 386 272 7 491 595 7 847 827 8 572 086 9 724 495

Oceania 70 200 99 189 100 234 106 315 109 096 106 773 112 127

Un. Sov. Soc. Rep. 1 018 400 2 175 476 2 287 413 2 623 495 3 161 392 3 508 448 3 954 396

Grand total of 
world catch 17 546 551 27 070 698 30 334 748 33 224 401 34 157 365 38 698 245 39 149 656

© FAO - Fisheries and Aquaculture Information and Statistics Service - 10/11/2009 

Peru’s Catch by year: Quantity (tonnes)

Land Area 1952 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965
Peru 106 600 3 496 600 5 208 800 6 877 500 6 815 700 9 028 100 7 376 700

© FAO - Fisheries and Aquaculture Information and Statistics Service - 10/11/2009 

Peru’s Share of the Total World Catch by year 

1952 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965
Grand total 
of world 
catch

17 546 551 27 070 698  30 334 748  33 224 401 34 157 365 38 698 245 39 149 656

Peru’s catch  106 600 3 496 600  5 208 800  6 877 500 6 815 700 9 028 100 7 376 700

Peru’s share 
of the total 
world catch 
by year 

0,60% 12,9% 17.2% 20.7% 19.9% 23.3% 18.8%

Land Area 
Africa

Americas

Asia

Europe

Oceania

Un. Sov. Soc. Rep.

Grand total of 
world catch

1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 2007
2 515 146 2 806 118 3 199 861 3 134 728 2 526 902 4 398 744

13 365 147 14 361 276 15 336 870 13 711 778 17 502 689 17 580 208

12 113 487 13 025 100 14 144 589 14 682 149 15 416 802 30 837 511

10 430 033 10 887 961 10 667 676 10 095 139 10 765 706 11 674 073

123 054 124 277 125 707 127 005 147 243 1 071 362

4 248 676 4 605 847 5 070 058 5 615 399 6 151 031 -

42 795 543 45 810 579 48 544 761 47 366 198 52 510 373 65 561 898

Land Area 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 2007
Peru 8 702 500 10 046 500 10 433 500 9 132 300 12 467 900 6 655 123

1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 2007
Grand total 
of world 
catch

42 795 543 45 810 579 48 544 761 47 366 198 52 510 373 65 561 898

Peru’s catch  8 702 500 10 046 500 10 433 500 9 132 300 12 467 900 6 655 123

Peru’s share 
of the total 
world catch 
by year 

                             20.3% 21.9% 21.5% 19.2% 23.7% 10.1%




