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I ntroduction

1. The Agreement for the Implementation of the Prawisi of the United Nations
Convention on the Law of the Sea of 10 DecembeR I8&ting to the Conservation and
Management of Straddling Fish Stocks and Highly mligry Fish StocKs (the
Agreement) entered into force on 11 December 2@frsuant to article 36 of the
Agreement, and in accordance with paragraph 16esfe@l Assembly resolution 59/25,
the Secretary-General convened a review conferemd¢be Agreement four years after its
entry into force.

2. The Review Conference, held in New York from 226May 2006 was mandated

to assess the effectiveness of the Agreement urisgcthe conservation and management
of straddling and highly migratory fish stocks leyviewing and assessing the adequacy of
its provisions and, if necessary, proposing meanstrengthening the substance and

methods of implementation of those provisions ideorbetter to address any continuing

problems in the conservation and management oéthimeks.

3. The Review Conference addressed ways to give fidteto the Agreement, both
through a substantive review and assessment aragteeing on recommendations for
strengthening the implementation of the Agreeméite Conference also agreed to
continue the Informal Consultations of States Bartb the Agreement (ICSP) and keep
the Agreement under review through the resumptiotih® Review Conference at a date
not later than 2011, to be agreed at a future radindformal Consultation3.

4. In 2008, ICSP-7 agreed to recommend to the Gerexsembly that the Secretary-
General should resume in 2010 the Review Confereoneened pursuant to article 36 of
the Agreement and, inter alia, begin the necegsaparatory work for that purpose. By
its resolution 63/112, the General Assembly reaqateite Secretary-General to resume the
Review Conference, in New York for one week in finst part of 2010, with a view to
assessing the effectiveness of the Agreement irurisgc the conservation and
management of straddling fish stocks and highlyratayy fish stocks, and to render the
necessary assistance and provide such servicesyabarequired for the resumption of
the Review Conference. The Assembly also requdbe@&ecretary-General to submit to
the resumed Review Conference an updated compilighensport, prepared in
cooperation with the Food and Agriculture Organaabf the United Nations (FAO), to
assist the Conference in discharging its mandatieuarticle 36, paragraph 2, of the
Agreement.

5. AtICSP-8, held in March 2009, States agreed tha¢ssing the effectiveness of the
Agreement in securing the conservation and managenfestraddling fish stocks and
highly migratory fish stocks would be undertakerotlgh a review of the implementation
of the recommendations adopted by the Review Cenéerin 2006. States recommended
a timeline and programme of work outlining, intdiaathe content and scope of the
updated comprehensive report of the Secretary-@enter the resumed Review

United NationsTreaty Series, vol. 2167, No. 37924.

A/CONF.210/2006/15. Report of the Review Corieezon the Agreement for the Implementation of
the Provisions of the United Nations Conventiorttom Law of the Sea of 10 December 1982 relating to
the Conservation and Management of Straddling RisbkS and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks.

Ibid., paras. 134, 135 and annex para. 59.

General Assembly resolution 63/112, paras. 31-32.



Conference.ICSP-8 also requested the Division for Ocean Adfand the Law of the Sea
of the Office of Legal Affairs (DOALOS) to developnd circulate a voluntary
guestionnaire addressed to States and to regishalries management organizations and
arrangements (RFMO/As) regarding the recommendatidrithe Review Conference in
2006.

6. In April 2009, a questionnaire was circulated rexjug information from States

Parties, RFMO/As and FAO on the recommendationptadioat the Review Conference
in 2006, so that such information could be takeo imccount in the preparation of the
report of the Secretary-General. A similar questaire was circulated to States non-
Parties. In response, a total of 21 responses werived from Parties and non-Parties,
and 13 from RFMO/As and other fisheries bodies. FAIEb provided a response. The
Secretary-General wishes to express his appregifdicall the contributions (see annex).

Overview of the status and trends of straddling fish stocks
and highly migratory fish stocks, discrete high seas stocks
and non-tar get, associated and dependent species

General consider ations

7. Inresponse to the request by the General Assertlidypresent overview provides
an update on the status and trends of straddlsty stocks and highly migratory fish
stocks, and discrete high seas stocks, non-taagetciated and dependent species since
the Review Conference in 2006, including an updat¢he landings and estimates of the
state of exploitation of stocks of highly migrat@yecies, straddling stocks, discrete high
seas stocks and relevant information on non-targétassociated dependent species.

8. This overview builds on and updates informationPiart Il of the Report of the
Secretary-General submitted to the Review Confereinc2006, which described the
status of fish stocks and other marine spetids.features new information and
assessments, and refers, as appropriate, to tlgeraport of the Secretary-General where
information remains unchanged.

Species and stock terminology

9. FAO provided a general elaboration on species aadksterminology. For the
purpose of this review, highly migratory species apnsidered to be the fish species
listed in annex | of the United Nations Conventamthe Law of the Sea (Conventidh).
With respect to straddling fish stocks, no requieemfor a minimum portion of fish
occurring outside or inside areas under nationaisdiction has been defined, but
according to usage, straddling is considered tdudee situations where there is some
directed fishing effort at catching the stock othei side of the boundary. This report

ICSP8/UNFSA/REP/INF.6, para.15 and annex Ill.

6 A/CONF.210/2006/1, paragraphs 11-134. That repes based, in part, on information drawn from

the FAO Fisheries Technical Paper 495, The state ofdatdghly migratory, straddling and other high
seas fishery resources and associated species, ROt

FAO Fisheries Technical Paper 337, World reviewhighly migratory species and straddling stocks.
Rome, 1994. Note that while the definition of @&aps is straightforward (i.e., members of the same
species can reproduce with one another), the tiefinbf a stock can vary according to available
knowledge. For example, two species of redfish wsithilar characteristics could be considered as a
stock for management purposes.

Whales (cetaceans) are included in annex | of trevéntion as highly migratory species, but whalig
not addressed in the Agreement and cetaceans tacemsidered in this review.



does not address stocks that occur either entivéhin one State’s exclusive economic
zone (EEZ) or two or more States’ EEZs, but nothenhigh seas, or sedentary species of
the continental shelf, as described in article 77the Convention. Other usage of
terminology is elaborated in the 2006 report of $eeretary-General.

Approach including data issues

10. This overview has been based on information frogiomeal fishery bodies (RFBs),
including RFMO/As.10 Information from the latest BApublication on the State of
World Fisheries and Aquaculturell has also beed, ysa#ticularly regarding the state of
selected straddling stocks. Catch information hasnbtaken from the FAO Fisheries
Statistic Database.12 The most recent complete gfedata is 2007. Species/stocks have
been classified according to a FAO scheme, asvistio

Underexploited: undeveloped or new fishery; believed to havegaificant potential for
expansion in total production.

Moderately exploited: exploited with a low fishing effort; believed tave some limited
potential for expansion in total production.

Fully exploited: fishery is operating at or close to optimal yiefort, with no expected
room for further expansion.

Overexploited: fishery is being exploited above the optimal gieffort which is believed
to be sustainable in the long term, with no potdntoom for further expansion and a
higher risk of stock depletion/collapse.

Depleted: catches are well below historical optimal yieldsespective of the amount of
fishing effort exerted

Recovering: catches are again increasing after having beptet& or a collapse from a
previous high.

Not known: not much information is available to make a jueégin

11. The approach to species statistical area combimastocks as stocks or a collection
of several stocks or management units, the limigeghilability of information on
associated species and discards, and the avajabiliinformation elsewhere on the
biological characteristics and geographic distidmutof the species remain unchanged
from the 2006 report of the Secretary-Genétal.

Highly migratory fish stocks

12. Highly migratory fish species include tuna and tlike species, oceanic sharks,

pomfrets, sauries, and dolfinfish. Some of thesigs may only occur and/or be caught
within areas under national jurisdiction but theaitable global database does not
distinguish between catches made in such area®mnte high seas. Highly migratory

species are therefore addressed without regartbé&ssor occurrence within areas under
national jurisdiction or on the high seas.

®  AICONF.210/2006/1, paras. 12 to 15.

015 particular, CCSBT, IOTC, IATTC, ICCAT, NEAFGCAMLR, SPC, ICES, and national fisheries
management authorities. Information on RFBs islabg at http://www.fao.org/fi/body/rfb/index.htm.

1 EAO. The State of World Fisheries and Aquacul20e8. Rome, 2009.

12 http://www.fao.org/fi/statist/FISOFT/FISHPLUS.asp

13 AJICONF.210/2006/1, paras. 19 to 21.
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Tuna and tuna-like species

Theresources

13. Biological information on tuna and tuna-like speciand their geographical
distribution appears in the 2006 report of the Secy-General?

Thefisheries

14. An historic account of the development of tunadisés during the twentieth century
appears in the 2006 report of the Secretary-Gefehalormation on catches provided in
2003° remained unchanged in 2007.

State of the stocks

15. The general characteristics and state of most yighibratory tropical tunas are
described in the 2006 report of the Secretary-G#femhich concluded that expected
yields were lower and the risks of overexploitativare higher, making it all the more
important to exercise prudent management.

16. The state of the bluefin and bigeye tuna stocksh mghly desired for sashimi,

remained the same. The west Atlantic bluefin tun@ the southern bluefin tuna are still
depleted, whereas the eastern Atlantic buefin tsimverexploited and the Pacific bluefin
tuna is fully exploited. Bigeye tuna is still ovepdoited in the eastern Pacific. Although
overfishing for bigeye tuna is occurring in the tees Pacific, the stock is not yet in an
overfished staté®

17. Albacore, a temperate species, is used mostly dmniag. The stocks are fully
exploited in the north and south Pacific and ovpl@iled in the north and south Atlantic.
Catches from the north Atlantic stock in 2007 wéne lowest recorded since 1983.
Albacore is probably fully exploited in the Indi@ctean while the state of exploitation in
the Mediterranean Sea is unknown.

18. The stock of yellowfin tuna in the Indian Ocean d&me overexploited following
extraordinarily high catches in early 2000s. Howethee decrease in catches in more
recent years has probably brought the stock tosthte of fully exploited. Yellowfin is
fully exploited in the other oceans.

19. Skipjack tuna is only moderately exploited in theciic and probably also in the
Indian Ocean. The reported 2007 catches of skigjatike western central Pacific (1 717
thousand tonnes) were the highest on record. Hawewih the present fishing
techniques, catches of skipjack cannot be increastbdut undesired increases of catches
of other species. Although the state of skipjacthim Atlantic is less certain, the stocks are
likely to be close to fully exploited as catchespigach the estimated maximum
sustainable yield (MSY).

20. The state of exploitation of many other tuna anthtlike species is highly uncertain
or unknown. Given the absence of reliable infororatin the state of exploitation, caution
should be exercised in managing these fisheried,itawould not be prudent to allow

14 AJICONF.210/2006/1, paras. 24 to 29.
15 AJICONF.210/2006/1, paras. 30 to 35.
16 AJCONF.210/2006/1, para. 35.

17" AICONF.210/2006/1, para. 36.

18 AJCONF.210/2006/1, paras. 37 and 39.



fisheries to expand. Significant uncertaintieshia state of exploitation of many billfishes
represent a serious conservation problem.

21. In the Atlantic, blue and white marlins seem todwerexploited even though they

are not generally targeted. Blue marlin is fullypksited in the eastern Pacific. Striped

marlin is fully exploited in the northern Pacifiojoderately exploited in the eastern
Pacific and is likely to be overexploited in theidowestern Pacific. The state of the stock
of billfishes in the Indian Ocean is less certain the consistent decline in catches and
other indicators of biomass is a source of concern.

22. Because of commercial exploitation, there is marewkn on the state of swordfish
exploitation than for other billfishes. Swordfisk fully exploited in the Atlantic and
overexploited in the Mediterranean. Stocks areyfebploited in the south Pacific. No
further increase in catches is recommended to #eepouth-western Pacific stock within
sustainable levels of exploitation. Preliminaryesssnents of the state of exploitation of
swordfish in the north-east Pacific indicate thhe tstock is probably moderately
exploited. The Indian Ocean is responsible forldrgest catches of swordfish globally
and there is concern about the impact that thensifieation of fisheries will have on the
stock. The Indian Ocean stock is considered futlyl@ted.

23. In summary, the scientific information availablénparily from regional tuna fishery
management organizations and other intergoverninerganizations indicates that none
of the tuna and tuna-like species is considerecraxgbloited. For those stocks where the
state of exploitation is known (65 per cent), 18 pent are moderately exploited, 53 per
cent are fully exploited, 25 per cent are overeitpth and five per cent are depleted.

24. The state of stocks remained practically unchargjecke the last global assessment
prepared by FAO in 2005, reinforcing the conclusiahat there are probably few
opportunities to increase exploitation, exceptdme areas of the Pacific, and possibly in
the Indian Ocean, where significant increases itthes of skipjack tuna might be
sustainable. However, if current fishing technigaes used, this can only be done at the
expense of undesired increases of catches of spleeies.

2. Oceanic sharks

(@ Theresources

25. Sharks listed in annex | of the Convention are tilantnose sixgill shark
(Hexanchus griseus), basking shark Qetorhinus maximus), thresher shark (family
Alopiidae), whale shark Rhincodon typus), requiem shark (family Carcharhinidae),
hammerhead, bonnethead, or scoophead shark (fépityrnidae), and the mackerel
shark (family Lamnida®).

26. Unfortunately, the state of many shark populatisnsnknown, or poorly known.
However, the life history of sharks (slow growtbng life span, low fecundity) make
them particularly vulnerable to overexploitationdashepletion, requiring great caution in
fishing sharks and managing the fisheries explgitimem. The total reported catches of
species and families of sharks listed in annexviehgradually increased in recent years,
from 114,000 tonnes in 2003 to 153,000 tonnes i®720 The requiem sharks
(Carcharhinidae) accounted for over 70 per cenhese catches in 2007. The increasing
trend in reported catches observed in recent yeassbe due to a combination of factors
related to species exploitation and fisheries nooimy. However, it most likely reflects
improved species identification and reporting bgr&Hfishing nations that used to report

19 The family Lamnidae is listed as Isurida in the Gamtion
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shark catches in highly aggregated taxonomic caiesfd For instance, in the same
period of increasing catches of highly migratorpréls there has been a decreasing trend
in the reported catches of “sharks, rays, skatesnei” (Elasmobranchii), from 413,000
tonnes in 2003 to 291,000 tonnes in 2007.

Thefisheries

27. A description of shark fisheries appears in the &®08port of the Secretary-

Generaf! Industrial and atisanal fisheries are common thhowt the world and use a

variety of fishing gears and vessels. Although salvBisheries are directed at one or a
small number of shark species, most sharks arentakenultispecies fisheries targeting
more highly valued traditional bony fish species.

State of the stocks

28. There are no assessments of the state of the sjamkéxploitation of the bluntnose
sixgill shark Hexanchus griseus). Catches have been reported only from the Atanti
Ocean since 2001. Because of its life history attaristics?” the species is susceptible to
overexploitation even at low levels of fishing. Uss demonstrated otherwise, it is
therefore prudent to consider these species ag)Heily exploited or overexploited

globally.

29. The state of the basking shai®eforhinus maximus) remains unchanged, i.e., the
species is still overexploited globally with someeas being depletéd.Moreover, the
reported catches, commonly in excess of 8,000 ®rimeve been much less since the end
of the 1990s with less than 100 tonnes reported0id7. In addition to being listed on
relevant protocols of the Convention for the Protec of the Mediterranean Sea
(Barcelona Convention) and the Convention on Irggomal Trade in Endangered Species
of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) as reported in 200& also listed on the Convention
on the Conservation of Migratory Species of WildirAals (CMS) and is legally protected
by several States.

30. There are three species of thresher sharks (faAidpiidae): Alopias pelagicus,
Alopias superciliosus and Alopias vulpinus. The state of the thresher sharks remains
unchanged? They are still considered to be fully exploitedowerexploited globally, but
new information since 2004 shows that there has leeeemarkable increase in catches
reaching close to 20,000 tonnes in 2007. This ieicenease in catches is mostly due to
the improved reporting of shark statistics by Inelsin, the world’s top shark fishing
nation. Likewise, catches @&. pelagicus have been recorded by countries fishing in the
south-eastern Pacific Ocean only since 2006. Thestlaassessment of the stockAof
vulpinus in the eastern Pacific Ocean indicates that tbeksis not overexploited and
showed some level of recovery since the end ofaiget fishery in 1998

2 Ep0 (in press). Report of the Technical Workshoptbhe status, limitations and opportunities for
improving the monitoring of shark fisheries andi#zaRome, 3 — 6 November 2008.

21 A/CONF.210/2006/1, paras. 69 t0.71

2 Eor example, the reported age of maturity of fesaéeges between 18 and 35 years

23 AICONF.210/2006/1, para. 49.

24 AJCONF.210/2006/1, para. 50.

= NOAA, Pacific Fishery Management Council. The EighManagement Plan for U.S. West Coast
Fisheries for Highly Migratory Species. June, 200&w.pcouncil.org.
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31. The state of whale shark&Hincodon typus) remains unchangéd.The state of
stocks continues to be uncertain, but they areidered fully exploited globally. The
species is listed on appendix Il of both CMS an@E3.

32. The state of requiem sharks (family Carcharhinidee)ains unchang&d with new
information showing that reported catches haveeiased more or less steadily from a
brief decline in the 1980s to more than 100 00®¢srin 2007.

33. The unknown state of exploitation of the silky $ha€archarhinus falciformis,
remains unchanged put, as for other sharks, considering the lowligzsie of the species
to overexploitation, the possibility of stocks bgifully exploited is not disregarded. The
silky shark is at present relatively free of theeiait the form of habitat destruction because
it does not live inshore nor does it utilize cohktgoons as pupping or nursery areas like
other shark species. Recorded catches peakedt02@nnes in 1994 and have steadily
declined since then, reaching slightly more th&0@,tonnes in 2007.

34. The night sharkCarcharhinus signatus is an oceanic species generally occurring in
outer continental shelf waters in the western Aita®@cean from the United States, to
Argentina and in the eastern Atlantic from Sendgahorthern Namibia. Although a
decline in catches of night sharks occurred in séisteeries in the western Atlantic, it is
unclear whether this decline is due to a real patpart decline. Abundance data from the
north-eastern Atlantic were inconclusive but intkchthat species have not suffered large
magnitudes in declin€. The stock in the north-eastern Atlantic is consideat least fully
exploited. The state of the species in other parits range is unknown.

35. Whitetip shark,Carcharinus longimanus, is an oceanic shark found in tropical and
warm-temperate waters of the Atlantic, possiblyhie Mediterranean Sea, in the western
Indian Ocean and in the Pacifiglthough it is one of the most common oceanic shark
catches are only reported in the south-westerm#itaCatches declined from 638 tonnes
in 2000 to 14 tonnes in 2007. The state of theispas unknown.

36. Blue sharkPrionace glauca, has a worldwide distribution in temperate angbitcal
oceanic waters. It is one of the most abundantthadmost heavily fished shark in the
world, often as by-catch in pelagic longlines fisés, but also on hook-and-lines, in
pelagic trawls, and even bottom trawls near thestsod he total recorded catches of blue
sharks in 2007 (55,000 tonnes) were the higheseoord. Blue sharks in the Atlantic and
eastern Pacific are under moderate levels of etgption. However because of the
considerable uncertainties of the assessmentgingstlom data limitations, it is prudent
to also consider the possibility that these stoakes fully exploited. The state of the
species is unknown in other parts of its range.

37. The state of the family Sphyrnidae remains unchafyevith the total reported
catch of Sphyrnidae at about 4 000 tonnes in 2Q0Mess demonstrated otherwise,
fishing the species should only be allowed undgetstontrols.

38. Reported catches of mackerel sharks (currentlyljah@mnidae, although annex |
of the Convention refers to them as Isuridldave increased steadily from about 1,000

26 AJCONF.210/2006/1, paras. 52 and 53.

27 AICONF.210/2006/1, paras. 54 and 58.

28 A/CONF.210/2006/1, para. 55.

2 Carlson, J. K., Cortes, E, Neer, J. A., MccandlsT ., Beerkircher L.R., The Status of the Unitddtes
Population of Night Shark, Carcharhinus signatuarive Fisheries Review 70:1-13. 2008.

30 AJCONF.210/2006/1, paras. 60 and 61.

31 AICONF.210/2006/1, paras. 62 to 68.
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tonnes in the early 1980s to 10,000 tonnes in 26@&tly shortfin mako (7,000 tonnes)
and porbeagle sharks (800 tonnes).

39. The state of the great white shafafcharodon carcharias) remains the sani@.lt
has been listed on CITES, CMS and the Barcelonas€dion and is being protected in
several range States including Australia, MaltajtB@\frica and the United States.

40. The shortfin mako léurus oxyrinchus) is described in the 2006 report of the
Secretary-Generdf. The updated assessment of the state of explaitaticghe northern
Atlantic stock indicated that there is a non-ndblg probability that the stock is
overexploited. In the eastern Pacific Ocean theksi® not considered overexploited. The
stock state in other areas is unknown.

41. Little continues to be known about the distributiand state of longfin makd.(
paucus) populations’* and without such information, management of figeethat catch
this species should be cautious.

42. The state of the salmon sharkafna ditropis) remains unchanged. It is the
second most important species, after the blue sleadght by Japanese pelagic fisheries
(longline and driftnet), with annual landings iretheriod from 1992-2006 ranging from 1
400 to 4,400 tonnes. The species is consideredilhdeshed even though most of the
catch is discarded by-catch.

43. The porbeagle Lamna nasus) is described in the 2006 report of the Secretary-
Generaf® Recent information shows that the western Atlargtock is considered
depleted. A management plan to rebuild the stotdeisg implemented in Canada and the
United States and catch quotas have been reduceghpmrt the population recovery. The
north-east Atlantic stock is still considered dégpde and the state of the stock(s) in the
southern Oceans is unknown.

44. Of the shark species/areas combinations with knetaite of exploitation (44 per

cent), more than 60 per cent are considered patlntoverexploited or depleted.

Effective conservation measures are required tdeptothese species against further
declines and to recover their productive capaditygeneral, sharks are vulnerable to
overexploitation and depletion, especially locallp the absence of stock specific
information on the state of fisheries and fishezgaurces, it is prudent to consider the
state of shark populations as being at least feyloited and to apply a precautionary
approach to their management.

Other highly migratory species

45. The species in this section, unlike tunas and toesextent sharks, have not attracted
large or high profile fisheries. Therefore, thesdiitle information about the biology of
these species and the state of exploitation, dtieer reported catchdsThe main “other
highly migratory species” are pomfrets, sauries @oighinfish.

32 AICONF.210/2006/1, para. 63.
% para. 64.

34 AICONF.210/2006/1, para. 65.
35 AICONF.210/2006/1, para. 66.
3 paras. 67 and 68.

% The FAO Species Identification and Data Program@®BR) web site, Fishbase and other FAO
information resources were used as sources of niation on the biological characteristics and
geographical distribution of the species of othighly migratory species.
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46. The state of pomfrets (family Bramidae) remainshamged® and they are still
considered to be moderately exploited to fully exeld. Catches have been oscillating in
recent years without a clear trend. The maximunontepl catches in 2005 were close to
19,000 tonnes from twenty-three countries fishingthe Atlantic, Pacific and Indian
Oceans. Landings in 2007 (11,000 tonnes) were dlmske average reported in the last
decade. Pomfrets are included in some national geamant plans but are not assessed by
international fisheries bodies.

47. Sauries belong to the Scomberesocidae family, lagid state remains unchang¥d.
Only four countries have reported saury landingsF#®0. Although their state of
exploitation is not known, sauries are unlikel\btoverexploited.

48. The state of the two dolphinfishes of the Corypldes family, the common
dolphinfish Coryphaena hippurus) and the Pompano dolphinfis@dryphaena equisdlis),
remain unchangelf. Reported landings show a sustained increasingl tfesm 7,000
tonnes in 1950 to almost 60,000 tonnes in 2005ct@at in 2007 were about 49,000
tonnes. The Pacific Ocean accounts for more thanhtif of catches. Dolphinfish are
considered in some national fishery managementsplaut, similar to pomfrets and
sauries, they do not appear to be assessed bgatitaral fishery bodies.

Selected straddling fish stocks

49. The following sections summarize the state of thennmstraddling stocks in each
FAO Statistical Area, based on the list of spedtentified by FAO for the Review

Conference in 2006. The main species that constinaddling stocks (e.g., cod, pollock,
flounder) are generally well studied compared twesal highly migratory species,

particularly the non-tunas. Therefore, this docutmres not review the biology, and life
history and migratory behaviour of these specieehSnformation is readily available
from various published sources of information oiBRF

Pacific Ocean

North-west Pacific

50. The state of straddling stocks in the north-westifRaremained similar to that
reported in 2008 The pollock stocks that produced record catchethénlate 1980s,
declined in the early 1990s mainly due to unregaldishing in the international waters of
the north-west Pacific. In 1995, pollock fishing tine high seas areas of the Central
Bering Sea (including in the “Donut Hole”) becanegulated by the Convention on the
Conservation and Management of Pollock ResourceékerCentral Bering Sea. Despite
management efforts by members of the Conventianbibmass of the pollock stock is
still well below historical level§?

51. The stocks of squids display large variability atahes, abundance and distribution
in response to changing environmental conditionghi north Pacific. There is scant
information about the state of the stocks. Howewensidering that oceanic squids are

38 AICONF.210/2006/1, paras. 75 and 76.
39 AICONF.210/2006/1, paras. 77 to 79.
40" AJICONF.210/2006/1, paras. 80 and 81.
41 AICONF.210/2006/1, paras. 83.

2 North Pacific Fisheries Management Council. 200&iB) Sea and Aleutian Islands Stock Assessment
and Fishery Evaluation (SAFE). December, 2008. NOAA
http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/REFM/Docs/2008/BSAlSafe.pdf
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widely distributed and highly productive, it is ikdly that they are currently
overexploited. FAO informatidf indicated that stocks were varying from moderately
fully exploited. Based on reported landings, thecifta Ocean perch is considered
depleted, while the state of pelagic armourheadadfiodisino is not known.

North-east Pacific

52. Straddling stocks in the north-east Pacific includek mackerel Trachurus
picturatus symmetricus) and Alaska (Walleye) pollockfieragra chalcogramma). Similar
to the 2006 assessméhjack mackerel is moderately exploited and thekstarf Alaska
pollock in the eastern Bering Sea and Aleutiamidsaregion are fully exploited.

Western central Pacific

53. There continues to be no information on straddltgcks in the western central
Pacific®

Eastern central Pacific

54. The state of the straddling stocks of giant squdds{dicus gigas) and Spanish
mackerel Scomber japonicus) in the eastern central Pacific remain unchand&dhe
stock of horse mackereTachurus symmetricus) remains lightly exploited since the early
2000s.

South-west Pacific

55. The state of the straddling fish stocks in the lsautst Pacific remains basically
unchanged! with the only variation being that Spanish macketging squid and flying
fish are likely to be moderately exploited.

South-east Pacific

56. The state of straddling stocks in the south-easififaemains unchanged.Catches

of Spanish mackereS¢omber japonicus) found beyond the EEZ are small. The stock is
considered moderately to fully exploited. The Chilgack mackerel is fully exploited to
overexploited while the jumbo squid is moderatelgleited.

Atlantic Ocean

North-west Atlantic

57. The state of most straddling stocks in the nortlstwilantic remains unchangéd,
either fully exploited, overexploited or depletedcept that the assessment of capelin has
changed from underexploited to depleted. Howewaneslevel of recovery of the redfish
stock has been observed in recent years.

3 2000.

44 AICONF.210/2006/1, para. 84.

45 AICONF.210/2006/1, para. 85.

48 AJCONF.210/2006/1, para. 86.

47 AICONF.210/2006/1, para. 87.

48 AJCONF.210/2006/1, para. 88.

49 AICONF.210/2006/1, paras. 89 and 90.
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North-east Atlantic

58. The state of some of the main “traditional” stradgl stocks in the north-east
Atlantic has change¥. Cod and haddock have been re-assessed from olaitesipto
fully exploited and oceanic redfish from fully erjibd to overexploited.

Eastern central Atlantic

59. The state of straddling stocks in the eastern ak#tiiantic remains unchangéd.
There are still no significant fisheries for strldg stocks outside of EEZs at present in
the eastern central Atlantic.

Western central Atlantic

60. The state of straddling stocks in the western eémtlantic remains unchangéd.
As for the eastern central Atlantic, there ard siil significant fisheries for straddling
stocks outside EEZs at present in the westernalefitiantic.

South-west Atlantic

61. The assessment of the state of straddling stocttsiin the south-west Atlantic has
changed? The state of stocks of flying squid, tadpole mar@nadier, the Antarctic cod,
rockcods and sharks and rays remain unknown. ThagBaian grenadier, previously
assessed as moderately exploited, is moderatdiyllyoexploited; Patagonian toothfish,
previously moderately to fully exploited, is fullgxploited; pink cusk eel, previously
moderately to fully exploited, is fully exploited verexploited; shortfin squid remains
fully exploited; Patagonian squids, not previousferenced, are fully exploited; southern
blue whiting, previously fully exploited to overdrfied, is overexploited; and hakes
remain fully exploited to depleted.

South-east Atlantic

62. The state of straddling stocks in the south-ealstréit remains unknowrt: there is

a general lack of data on the state of fisheries siacks of most of the relevant species.
However, the assessment of horse mackerel has ethedngm being fully exploited to
varying from moderately exploited to overexploiteds a precautionary measure against
overfishing, catch limits and closed areas have lestablished by the South East Atlantic
Fisheries Organization (SEAFO) for some deep watpecies considered highly
vulnerable to fishing, including orange roughy, @rdories, alfonsino, armourhead,
cardinal fish, wreckfish and deep-sea red crab.

Indian Ocean

63. Fisheries on straddling stocks in the Indian Ocemamain unidentified, due to the
fact that fishing on such stocks does not seenifgignt at present in those areas in the
Indian Ocean where they are likely to be fodnd.

0" AICONF.210/2006/1, paras. 91 to 93.
1 AJCONF.210/2006/1, para. 94.

52 AICONF.210/2006/1, para. 95.

3 AICONF.210/2006/1, paras. 96 and 97.
4 AICONF.210/2006/1, para. 98.

%5 para. 99.
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4.  Southern Ocean

64. The historic aspects of the fisheries are describbéide 2006 report of the Secretary-
Generaf® The average catch in the period of 2000 to 200§ ¥&v,000 tonnes. Catches
in the period have been dominated by Antarctid k&8i# per cent), Patagonian toothfish
(10 per cent), mackerel icefish (two per cent) #ml Antartic toothfish at less than two
per cent. More than 60 species were reported irrgh@ining two per cent of the total
catches. lllegal, unreported and unregulated (IUidhing is a concern within the
Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Maribiwing Resources (CCAMLR)
Convention Area and creates uncertainties regardirg actual volume of catches,
especially of the Antarctic toothfish.

65. Antarctic krill (Euphausia superba) is considered underexploited because catches
are well below the precautionary catch limit essdtdd by CCAMLR. Lanternfishes
(Myctophidae) are also considered underexploitedalinFAO Areas. Other species
considered underexploited are the lanternfiSledrona carlsbergi), the sevenstar flying
squid Martialia hyades) and the crabRaralomis spinosissma and P. formosa). The
Patagonian toothfisHD{ssostichus eleginoides) and the Antarctic toothfisH), mawsoni)

are considered fully exploited to overexploited. dderel icefish Champsocephalus
gunnari), Antarctic rockcods Trematomus spp.) and blackfin icefishChaenocephalus
aceratus) are considered depleted.

5. Mediterranean Sea

66. The state of shared stocks in the Mediterranean &e&dentified by the General
Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean (GFCidjnained generally unchang&d,
except for changes in the assessments of sardinésaachovies, previously both
considered underexploited to overexploited depandim the zone. The state of sardines
now ranges from moderately exploited to overexptbitvhile the state of anchovies
ranges from fully exploited to overexploited, degieiy on the zone. Fishing with towed
gears beyond 1,000 metres depth is forbidden byN&FC

6. Sateof theselected straddling stocks

67. The state of exploitation is not known for 20 penttof the selected straddling
stocks covered in this review. Overall, taking #hés which information is available, two
per cent of the straddling stocks are underexmoit? per cent are moderately exploited,
23 per cent are fully exploited, 55 per cent arerexploited, eight per cent are depleted
and one per cent are recovering.

D. Other high seasfish stocks

68. This section considers the fish stocks that arecootprised of highly migratory

species and occur exclusively in the high seas.tMbshe currently known high seas
stocks are comprised of deep-water species, buralewthers may exist for pelagic
species?® Relatively little is known about many of the speciand most of the fisheries.
Their general development, vulnerability and chemastics are described in the 2006

%8 paras. 100 and 101.
57 AICONF.210/2006/1, para.103.

%8 The information from this section is drawn/adapitedn FAO Fisheries Technical Paper 457, Review of
the state of world marine fishery resources. Ro21)5, FAO Fisheries Report No. 772, Deep Sea
2003, an International Conference on Governancdviamthgement of Deep-Sea Fisheries, Rome, 2003,
advice and information from the ICES Advisory Cortta® on Fisheries Management and other RFBs.
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report of the Secretary-Generalwhich also provides detailed scientific backgrowmd
individual species of orange roughy, oreo dorieffpnaino, toothfishes, pelagic
armourhead, hoki and other high seas st6%ks.

69. Recent assessments for most of the stocks remaimanged, and the problem of
IUU fishing remains a major concern for the conason of toothfish in the CCAMLR
Convention Area, despite the efforts of the Comiois$o address the problem. Estimated
catches from IUU fishing represented 22 per certheftotal catches in the Convention
Area in the 2006/2007 fishing season and 10 perinet007/2008*

70. However, regarding hoki fisheries, management égpee in at least some
jurisdictions indicates that they can be sustayahnaged. In this regard, it was noted
that the significance of hoki as an “other highssésh stock” is probably minor because
although it is generally considered to be a deefmfishery, most of the catch is from
areas under national jurisdiction.  Similarly, tsignificance of the following tropical
deep-water species as “other high seas fish stdskgtobably minor: members of the
Lutjanidae (shappers), Serranidae (sea bassespayand fairy basslets), Carangidae
(jacks and pompanos) families and most importatiiy Eteline snappers (e.gtelis
coruscans and E. carbunculus) and the jobfishes (e.dpristomopoides filamemtosus, P.
typus andP. multidens).®?

E. Associated species

71. As noted earlier in this review, associated speaigesconsidered to be impacted
species that are not part of the landed catch.efish for straddling fish stocks, highly
migratory fish stocks and other high seas fishksp@npact other species as a result of
discards, physical contact of fishing gear withamigms and habitat that are not caught,
and indirect processes. Since the preparationeoR€@®6 report of the Secretary-General,
there has been no new comprehensive review of timpacts on a global scale.
Acknowledging that the information presented in @98mains relevant, the information
below summarizes the main considerations regardhg impacts of fisheries on
associated species.

1. Discards

72. The information on global fisheries discards preddy FAG® and contained in the
2006 report of the Secretary-Gen&taémains generally unchanged.

73. Consideration by the international community orated issues has included the
adoption by FAO of an International Plan of ActidROA) for Reducing Incidental Catch
of Seabirds in Longline Fisheri€%In addition, FAO held an Expert Consultafiband a
Technical Consultatidf to consider ways of reducing mortality of sealésrtin fishing

59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66

Paras. 104 to 108.

Paras. 109 to 115 respectively.

www.ccamir.org.

See A/CONF.210/2006/1, para. 116.

FAO Fisheries Technical Paper 470, Discards imtbed’s marine fisheries. An update. Rome. 2005
A/CONF.210.2006/1, paras. 120 to 128.
http://www.fao.org/figis/servlet/static?dom=orgsak=ipoa_seabirds.xml

FAO Fisheries Report No. 738. Expert Consultationttee Interactions between Sea Turtles and the
Fisheries within an Ecosystem Context. Rome, li@d$2 March 2004. Rome, 2004.
http://www.fao.org/documents/show_cdr.asp?url_fitleerep/007/y5477ely5477e00.htm

FAO Fisheries Report No. 765. Technical Consultatim Sea Turtles Conservation and Fisheries.
Bangkok, Thailand, 29 November-2 December 2004. &@005.
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operations, including in longline fisheries. Measuintroduced in several fisheries and
RFBs (such as changes in hook shape, bait typetendse of torilines) have reduced
significantly the by-catch of sea birds and se#igsiin longline fisheries.

74. Regarding the by-catch of marine mamnfilapdated information shows that the
Agreement on the International Dolphin Conservatidroramme (AIDCP) reduced
drastically the mortality from 132,000 dolphinsli@i86 to about 1,200 in 2008. In spite of
this success, dolphin populations appear to haga blew to recovet’

Physical contact by fishing gear with organisms that are not caught, and indirect
processes

75. The effects of trawling, indirect processes ancbration of the sea bottom on
associated species and their habitat remain unekasice the 2006 report of the
Secretary-Genera{. Actions have been reported recently by States RRMO/As to
protect deep sea vulnerable marine ecosystems (YK&s bottom fisheried: and were
subject to a review by the General Assembly in 2609

Sraddling fish stocks, highly migratory fish stocks and other high
seas fish stocks for which no measures have been adopted by regional
fisheries management organizations or arrangements

76. Fisheries on highly migratory tuna and tuna-likeaps, as defined by annex | of

the Convention, are all under some form of manageni¢owever, the global nature of

some fishing fleets targeting highly migratory specand of markets for these species
makes it more difficult for RFMOs to manage theshdries than those that are less
global in nature.

77. Unlike fisheries for tuna and tuna-like speciesnagement of fisheries for oceanic
sharks and other highly migratory species listedrinex | is spotty and incomplete. The
IPOA for the Conservation and Management of Shaks non-binding instrument that
should guide management of oceanic sharks. RFMQWas have competence over
fisheries that interact with oceanic sharks aneottighly migratory species (particularly
longline fisheries) are aware of by-catch issues,for the most part, by-catch remains
unregulated.

78. With the exception of a few species producing lamgches (e.g. tunas and
swordfish), knowledge of the biology and state xyfleitation of highly migratory species
such as billfishes and sailfishes remains scarcewltedge is even more limited for most
shark species included in annex I.

79. Fisheries on pomfrets, sauries and dolphinfishsametimes included in national
fisheries management plans, either as a comporethieglans for other species or on
their own. Generally speaking, a more systemagiattnent of these species is necessary
before it can be said that the fisheries exploithrgm are properly managed.

http://www.fao.org/documents/show_cdr.asp?url_fitkrerep/007/y5887e/y5887e00.htm.

8 A/CONF.210/2006/1, paragraph 127.

&9 http://www.iattc.org/DolphinSafeENG.htm for th&TTC conservation programme and
http://swfsc.nmfs.noaa.gov/PRD/ for the Southwésihéries Science Center (US National Marine
Fisheries Service) research programme on dolphisereation.

0 AJICONF.210/2006/1, paras. 129 to 132.

. See A/64/305.

2 See General Assembly resolution 64/72.
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80. Most fisheries on straddling fish stocks are eittmrered, or in the process of being
covered, by existing RFMO/As or those in the preoesbeing formed. The situation is

more variable for fisheries for other high seas f$ocks. For example, the North East
Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC) has competeneer deep-water fisheries of the
north-east Atlantic, some of which include “othéghseas fish stocks”. However, there is
no management authority currently with competenas €isheries for such fish stocks in

the Indian Ocean. The situation in the Indian Odsagxpected to change with the entry
into force of the South Indian Ocean Fisheries Agrent (SIOFA).

81. In conclusion, one of the main impediments in asagsthe state of exploitation of
highly migratory species, straddling stocks anepttigh seas fish stocks is the considerable
limitation of fisheries and biological data. Chalies noted in the 2006 Secretary-General’s
report still remain for evaluating the extent toieththe objective of the Agreement has been
met in maintaining fish stocks within sustainaletedls of exploitatior?

82. The lack of a global data set that allows the catoth state of straddling and other

high seas fish stocks to be separated from fishemeer areas of national jurisdiction is a
particularly limiting factor. Likewise, evaluatinthe protection afforded to associated
species under the Agreement is difficult with givha limited available data on by-catch

and state of exploitation. Furthermore, the linkween high seas fishing and the state of
associated species is difficult to determine, sint@ny of the associated species are
impacted by fisheries in areas under national dict®n, often more so by than high seas
fisheries, and by coastal development and otheranuaativities.

83. Some progress has been made in improving the iigaitcatches of highly migratory
shark species in recent years, but with rare ekceptthe information available does not allow
a comprehensive evaluation of the state of exfilmitadf this group of species.

84. Despite these limitations, this overview attemptptovide an updated summary of
the status and trends of straddling fish stockstaghly migratory fish stocks, high seas
stocks, and non-target, dependent and associatediespusing the best available
information. There were no major changes in theraVestate of stocks and fisheries
catches since the last assessment made in 2005majueity of the species for which
information is available are considered eithenfatkploited or overexploited.

85. This situation reinforces the need for countriskifig on the high seas to cooperate,
either directly or through RFBs, to employ effeetimeasures to sustainably manage
fisheries and to conserve stocks already overfisBedperation among States will be also
key to improve the monitoring of fisheries in théth seas. The quality of future
evaluations of the performance of the Agreemengédsnon substantial improvements in
the availability of data on the high seas stocld faaheries.

Review and analysis of the extent to which the
recommendations of the Review Conference have been
implemented

86. In 2006, the Review Conference addressed four atpalusters of issues in

reviewing and assessing the adequacy of the pomgsof the Agreement and means of
strengthening the substance and methods of thgieimmentation: (a) Conservation and
management of stocks; (b) Mechanisms for internaticooperation and non-members;
(c) Monitoring, control and surveillance (MCS), atmmpliance and enforcement; and (d)
Developing States and non-parties.

3 AICONF.210/2006/1, paras. 17 to 20.
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87. On the basis of its review and assessment, theeReWonference adopted
recommendations for strengthening the implememataf the provisions of the
Agreement* The following sections review and analyze the ®mixt® which these
recommendations have been implemented by StateRBRD/As, and describe relevant
activities of FAO.

Conservation and management of stocks

88. The Review Conference reviewed current effortsteelato the conservation and
management of straddling fish stocks and highlyratayy fish stocks, including the
adoption of measures to ensure the long-term sadi#ity of such stocks and to address
overfishing, overcapacity and the effects of fighom the marine environment; cooperation
to manage fisheries not regulated by a regionhéfiss management organization; and the
collection and sharing of data. Based on its revi@wmumber of recommendations were
made concerning the conservation and managemémsd stocks.

M easurestaken by States

89. Adoption and implementation of conservation and management measures. States
reported on a range of measures taken at globgipmal and national levels to
demonstrate their strengthened commitment to adogtfully implement conservation
and management measures for straddling fish stankshighly migratory fish stocks,
including unregulated stocks, in accordance witle thest available scientific
information. In this context, several States ddmeti their active membership in
RFMO/As and noted their compliance with conservatand management measures
adopted by these organizations and arrangenfghtew Zealand noted that a number
of RFMO/As had failed significantly in meeting bashanagement responsibilities in
this regard, and emphasized its support for thetjoieetings of tuna bodies and the
performance review process, which could be appgbesther RFMO/As.

90. Somes States highlighted the importance of intéwnat cooperation through

bilateral and multilateral agreements. The Europ€ammunity (EC) entered into an

agreement with the Russian Federation on cooperatifisheries and the conservation
of the living marine resources in the Baltic SeariMay had a comprehensive network
of bi-and multilateral agreements to manage shaaed straddling fish stocks.

Philippines noted that bilateral cooperation witkighbouring countries included the
conservation and management of fish stocks. Gudeenradicated that budget

constraints prevented its attendance at relevaM®R subcommittee meetings.

91. At the national level, many States reported onamati legislation and other
mechanisms to implement the Agreement and othersumes, including RFMO/A
obligations and conservation and management messspecies-specific requirements,
and compliance for high seas fishiffg.For example, the United States had
implemented the Agreement through over one hunda®és and regulations. New
permits for high seas fishing were not issued umtiews had been completed under
endangered species and environmental policy ld@isla States also reported on
national plans of action (NPOAs) on IUU fishiAgand on shark& and the adoption of

" A.CONF/210/2006/15, annex.

» Canada, Chile, Cuba, Guatemala, Indonesia, JapauritMa, Mozambique, New Zealand, Norway,
Panama, Philippines, Qatar, Thailand, Bolivariapu®dic of Venezuela.

76 Canada, Chile, EC, Indonesia, Mauritius, New Zegldetu, United States, Bolivarian Republic of
Venezuela.

" Mozambique.
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voluntary guidelines on gear permitted for stradglifish stocks?® The EC reported that
it was working to improve scientific knowledge dretmigration pattern of tuna in the
Indian Ocean, and it was funding FAO regional pct§eto encourage cooperation and
improve scientific knowledge on stocks and fisheiiethe Mediterranean.

92. Establishment of new RFMO/As. States emphasized the importance of addressing
unregulated fisheries by initiating processes Far ¢stablishment of new RFMO/As in
the south Pacific Ocean and north Pacific Oceanluéing agreement on interim
measures and establishment of scientific mechanigmmsnplement such measures.
States referred to their active participation ie thstablishment of the South Pacific
Regional Fisheries Management Organisation (SPREM@nd New Zealand also
noted the provision of financial and resource suppo the negotiations. Chile
indicated that approval of the initiative in theutfo Pacific Ocean could leverage
implementation of the Agreement and serve to sepecific issues that had kept some
States from ratifying the Agreement. In the nordécific Ocean, Japan and the United
States referred to their participation in negotins to establish a new RFMO/A, and
Japan reported on its implementation of the intarigasures.

93. States also reported on activities to establish rswangements or improve

cooperation in some regions. The EC was providicigrgific basis for regional and

national oceanic fisheries management in the Raéifrican Caribbean and Pacific

Group of States (ACPs) and its overseas countried territories. It was also

strengthening regional cooperation in the fishesgtar of east South Africa and the
Indian Ocean, as well as elaborating and implemgngiolicies at regional and national
level in all ACP countries. Guatemala was followidgvelopments among eastern
Pacific Ocean States for the possible establishmmEanh organization to monitor large
pelagic species, which were typically targeted Itysanal fishing. Mozambique has
taken a prominent role in the efforts to implem#re Southern Africa Development

Community (SADC) Protocol on Fisheries as well he Action Plan for the 2008

SADC Fisheries Ministers’ Statement of CommitmenmtStop IUU Fishing. Indonesia

supported the establishment of required arrangesnentaise the standard of fisheries
utilization in accordance with sustainable develepin

94. Application of the precautionary approach and ecosystem approaches. The
Review Conference recommended that States adopfudlgdmplement conservation
and management measures in accordance with theuieeary approach, and that
States enhance understanding of ecosystem appmauni incorporate ecosystem
considerations in fisheries management, includiotjoas to conserve associated and
dependent species and to protect habitats of dpecifncern, taking into account
existing FAO guidelines.

95. States referred in general terms to efforts to ampecautionary and ecosystem
approaches to fisheries managenférind a number of specific meaures were reported,
including the provision of precautionary advice aatch level$? mechanisms such as
species-specific regional management pfinsa proposal on a multilateral
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EC.

Guatemala.

Canada, Chile, EC, Japan, New Zealand, Panama, Paited States. It is noted here that the
Convention on the Conservation and Management dfl Sigas Fishery Resources in the South Pacific
Ocean was adopted on 14 November 2009, and wiplee for signature on 1 February 2010.

Canada, Chile, EC, Guatemala, Mauritius, New Zehl&lorway, Panama, United States.

Norway.

Qatar.
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scientifically-based conservation measure thatextas a basis for an agreement in an
RFMO/A® a national tuna management pfdma regional tuna tagging project to
establish status and distributidhand the implementation of the FAO Code of Conduct
on Responsible Fisheries (Code of Condftin the United States, the Magnuson-
Stevens Act was amended to require the establishofeannual catch limits for each
federally managed fishery starting in 2010, andtfa limits to be set so overfishing
does not occU The Act also requires increased accountabilitprievent overfishing,
including corrective actions to mitigate the efecand rebuilding plans for overfished
stocks, and further provides for the prohibitiorfishing gear.

96. Most States reported support for, or adoption ofsgstem approaches through a
wide range of mechanisi$and many also referred to the FAO Technical G
on the ecosystem approach to fisheries (EAF), ifioly for RFMO/As? and the
adoption of the FAO International Guidelines foretiManagement of Deep-sea
Fisheries in the High Seas (FAO International Glings)® A number of States also
described actions to implement ecosystem approaichsgecies-specific management
plans, including reduction of incidental catch by implementation of FAO IPOAs on
sharks and sea birds and the FAO guidelines tocestiurtle mortality, as well as other
means? Guatemala created artificial reefs to establishtgmtion and conservation
areas for certain species and identified fundingptomote capture of certain species
and reduce fishing effort for highly migratory arairaddling fish stocks. Kenya
constituted an inter-sectoral national task growap spearhead a species-specific
management plan based on principles of ecosystemdbananagement, under the
guidance of the FAO EAF-Nansen project. Norway #ggpla holistic approach by
gradually implementing ecosystem components inngidieally based management
plans, including the integrated management plampied for the Barents Sea in 2006
and for the Norwegian Sea in 2009.

97. Some States also reported on legislative or policgasures to implement
ecosystem approach&Canada developed a policy to manage the impacfishihg

on sensitive benthic areas, which applied to fighactivities that are licensed or
managed both within and beyond areas under natjoniadiction. As part of a three-
year fisheries renewal programme, planned to calecio 2011, it had also developed a
sustainable fisheries framework to form a foundatior implementing an ecosystem
approach in the management of fisheries. Chilegistation did not specifically refer
to the ecosystem approach to fisheries managerbehtthe approach was applied in
practice through a number of tools such as bioditestudies, marine protected areas
(MPAs), design and use of selective gear, and &adis policy. The ecosystem
approach was an important element of the EC thenstitategy on the protection and
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Philippines.

Kenya.

Qatar.

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and ManageReauthorization Act, as amended in
January 2007.

Canada, Chile, EC, Indonesia, Japan, Kenya, Masillozambique, New Zealand, Norway, Panama,
Qatar, Sri Lanka, United States, Bolivarian RepubfiVenezuela.

FAO Technical Guidelines for Responsible Fisterido. 4, Suppl. 2. The ecosystem approach to
fisheries. Rome, 2003.

FAO Report of the Technical Consultation on Intéioval Guidelines for the Management of Deep-sea
Fisheries in the High Seas, Rome, 4-8 February 2H€29 August 2008, FAO Fisheries and
Aquaculture Report No. 881 (FIEP/R881 (Tri)), ApdenF.

Japan, Kenya, Mozambique, New Zealand, Norway, dr8tates.

EC, Guatemala, Indonesia, New Zealand, United S§t8tlivarian Republic of Venezuela.
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conservation of the marine environment, and it Waly integrated in a regulation on
management measures for the sustainable explaitaifofisheries resources in the
Mediterranean Sea by giving the same priority teimmental concerns as to fisheries
production matters. EC also developed a regulatioprotect VMESs in the high seas
from the adverse impacts of bottom fishing gears,line with General Assembly
resolution 61/105. In Guatemalarse seine and longline fishing was required ke ta
place at a distance greater than 100 nautical miftsfiore, and the fisheries legislation
in New Zealandrequired all management decisions to take into aect@ set of
environmental principles based on the ecosystemoaep.

98. In the United States, the Magnuson-Stevens Actesddid an ecosystem approach
through a requirement to set optimum vyield for fadly managed stocks taking into
account ecological factors. Amendments authorizedhagers to include measures in
fishery management plans to conserve target andtarget species and habitats,
considering the ecological factors affecting fighpopulations; authorize regional pilot
programs for ecosystem research; and require ay studthe state of science for
integration of ecosystem considerations in regidiséleries management. A number of
more specific measures had also been taken, imgufiinalizing 17 major regulations
to reduce by-catch. In the Bolivarian Republic en€zuela, the fisheries and fish
farming legislation incorporated ecosystem consitiens, and regulations specifically
addressed fisheries for highly migratory and stliaddfish stocks.

99. Some States also reported on the importance ofawipg science and developing
data collection and observing systems in the impletation of an ecosystem approach.
Canada reported a CAN $39 million investment oweo tyears in fisheries science
research programmes to strengthen conservationremagement and provide science
support for ecosystem-based management. The EGddr@ssed the coordination and
funding of scientific research and studies to inyerothe knowledge basis for
implementation of an ecosystem approach. Collectiddndata on ecosystem and
fisheries was encouraged and supported by a regulebncerning the establishment of
an EC framework for the collection, management asel of fisheries data, and support
for scientific advice regarding the EC Common Fige Policy. Mauritius was
implementing various ecosystem-based monitoringgmmes, but it required
technical assistance in its activities to furtheild capacity in the management of fish
stocks and protection of VMEs.

100. The United States collected fisheries and ecosydfeta in a coordinated and
integrated manner that facilitated its inclusion dfobal ocean observation systems.
Ecological observing systems were maintained irh eddts eight regional ecosystems so
that data and information could be collected, pssed and stored in regional databases for
analysis. The data, except fish catch data, arelyfravailable for exchange, and the
observing systems were included in the Global O¢@hserving System and Global Earth
Observing System of Systems. The United Statescaamsnited to the establishment of an
integrated and comprehensive ocean observing sydteah collected and allowed
interpretation of information on fishery resourcegiotected species, other biota,
hydrographic measurements, productivity, toxics amber measurements relevant to
informing an ecosystem approach. To support thigafive, it was moving to upgrade
science-based decision making by stimulating theeldpment and testing of tools,
including advanced geographical information systems

101. Some States also cited activities and efforts iMRIFAs to adopt and implement
ecosystem approaches. New Zealand noted developmént CCAMLR, the

Commission for the Conservation of Bluefin Tuna &EI) and the Western and
Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC), andthe establishment of the
SPRFMO. Panama participated in programmes to ceesassociated and dependent
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species, and the United States reported on itsinoéetively promoting the application
of an ecosystem approach in RFMO/As.

102. Some States were also working to develop ecosyagmoaches in other regional
organizations. The EC was participating in the efation of the quality status report of
the Oslo-Paris Convention for the Protection of kharine Environment of the North-
East Atlantic, which addressed the quality of theean in the north-east Atlantic
contributing to a better implementation of the gstsm approach. The United States was
working to broaden the remit of existing ocean goaece institutions, and noted the
need to establish broad based ocean councils tdlioabe management planning across a
wide span of issues. It was also engaged in ddimpaegional ecosystems and
developing guidelines for regional marine ecosységproaches to management, and was
facilitating the establishment of Large Marine Bggiem (LME) monitoring and
assessment projects around the world, funded bgtbleal Environment Facility (GEF).

103. Achieving compatible measures. The Review Conference recommended that
States take measures to improve cooperation torenise compatibility of measures for
areas under the national jurisdiction of coastated and for the high seas. Several
States, with interests both as coastal States &giu $eas fishing States, expressed
support for compatible measures for the high sead for areas under national
jurisdiction?* States also reported taking measures to manalgiedisctivities in their
EEZs and participating in international frameworkscluding RFMO/As, for the
management of high seas fisheries.

104. In emphasizing the importance of data sharing irvettping compatible
measures, New Zealand reported that it worked tinolRFMO/As to develop
procedures for the sharing and management of datacatches and landings.
It expressed support for the initiative by the tRlBMO/As to develop common rules
and procedures for the handling and disseminatfotiata to allow a free exchange of
non-public domain data within and potentially asrd@-MOs. Workshops had been
planned by the tuna RFMOs to standardize and imgprpproaches to MCS, address
by-catch issues and improve coordination on science

105. Norway noted that, in implementing compatible measy NEAFC took into
account the total allowable catch (TAC) set by vatg coastal States when deciding on
quotas for the high seas. With the consent of #levant coastal State, NEAFC also
managed oceanic redfish both within areas undeomalt jurisdiction and in the high
seas Regulatory Area, where fishing for deep-seaisp was based on an effort reduction
of thirty-five per cent. The United States suppdrefforts in RFMO/As to promote
compatibility, and it had worked to ensure that theaty establishing the SPRFMO
included an article on compatibility consistenttwatrticle 7 of the Agreement and that the
need for such cooperation was reflected in othetspd the text.

106. Other coastal States reported on unilateral ortdyidd initiatives to promote
cooperation with flag States whose vessels fishhenhigh seas. Kenya signalled the
need for more cooperation from flag States in sutimgi data and on enforcement and
reported the development of a fishing agreement wie European Union to achieve
cooperation. Mozambique conducted formal meetingh foreign fishing partners to
explain measures to implement the Agreement andratiternational agreements with
respect to legal requirements for the managementiglily migratory fish stocks.
Sri Lanka reported that measures had been takaménd its national legal framework
to be compatible with international obligations.

94 Canada, Japan, New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Uiigeels.
9 Canada, Indonesia, New Zealand, Mauritius, PanamiédedJStates.
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107. One State non-Party indicated that its fisheriegislation provided for the
applicability of regulations for the conservationdarational exploitation of fisheries
beyond 200 miles to straddling fish stocks thateverigrating towards adjacent waters
or were moving from those waters towards the coast, required promotion of the
adoption of international agreements and mechanisrasder to encourage other States
to comply with those standardAnother State non-Party referred to the negotiatid
the Galapagos Agreement within the framework of Peemanent Commission for the
South Pacific (CPPS) to regulate straddling fisicks in the south-east Pacific, which
had bg?en ratified by some States members of theSCB& had not yet entered into
force:

108. Developing area-based management tools. The precautionary and ecosystem
approaches are complemented by area-based manatg@uoishincluding closed areas,

MPAs and marine reserves, as well as criteria fairtimplementation, which are

crucial for the conservation and management of $igltks and protection of habitats,
marine biodiversity and VMESs. States reported thgetopment and use of a range of
area-based management tools at international, maband national levels.

109. At the international level, States highlighted thgarticipation in the adoption of

the FAO International Guidelines, which encouragetion through the closure of areas
to bottom fisheries in order to ensure the longrtesustainability of deep-sea fish
stocks, prevent significant adverse impacts on VM&w protect biodiversity in the

marine environment. Canada reported on its suppaort scientific research and

international collaboration to deliver on the cortiménts made through the
United Nations to protect VMEs and biodiversity fime high seas from significant

adverse impacts.

110. At the regional level, several States referred he adoption of measures by
RFMO/As, including closed areas as area-based neamegt tools for bottom fishing
and the protection of VMEs and designated spe@&éstes highlighted, in particular,
measures taken by CCAMLR to prohibit deep-sea gfiting and bottom trawling, and
collect VME indicator data and abide by resultirigstrres; closed areas, MPAs and
marine reserves established by the Internationahi@ssion for the Conservation of
Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT) and the Inter-American Troal Tuna Commission (IATTC);
identification and protection of VMEs by the Nortast Atlantic Fisheries Organization
(NAFO); areas closed to bottom fishing in the NEAFConvention Area;
implementation of interim measures for the NorthtM@acific RFMO and SPRFMO;
and the WCPFC closure of two high seas enclavesitse seine fishind Norway also
referred to specific measures on bottom fishingiviads adopted in the NEAFC
Convention Area?’

111. Several States reported on actions taken at therahievel to develop area-based
management toof$? including temporal or area closures and gear iggisns to
protect sensitive areas and species. DeclaratibMPés were being implemented by
Canada, Norway, Panama, Qatar and the United St&tesving attention to the
particular situation of developing States, Kenypomed that it had not developed
protected areas for straddling and highly migratfisih stock due to its incapacity to
enforce compliance by foreign fishing vessels.

9% Peru.
% Guatemala, Japan, New Zealand, Norway, PanamayaBialn Republic of Venezuela.

% See A/64/305, paras. 55-58, 72, 80-81, 88, 94.
100 Canada, Chile, Japan, Mozambique, Qatar, Unite@§tBblivarian Republic of Venezuela.
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112. Canada’s integrated and ecosystem-based managaperdach identified areas

of special concern that required additional pratectsuch as VMEs, and for which

MPAs had been or were being established. Voluntéogures had also been instituted
by the offshore trawling industry to protect coldemcorals in the Atlantic and Arctic

Oceans. Chile reported that it had a national systé MPAs and it was considering

legislation to regulate fisheries in VMEs.

113. Norway adopted new, modernized marine resourcesslé&ipn that listed
principles and concerns for consideration in thenagement of marine resources and
genetic material, provided a legal basis for thaldshment of MPAs, and required all
catches to be landed. It has also established MBAsotect VMESs in areas under its
national jurisdiction where fishing was restricted prohibited, and it was also
developing a system of coastal MPAs to protect uaigature types.

114. The United States has adopted measures within avemler its national
jurisdiction to protect VMEs and biodiversity, atml manage deep-sea fisheries. Most
actions were taken by regional fishery managemenincils, including seasonally
closed areas for various fish stocks and spawnguyegations, as well as closed areas
to protect vulnerable habitat. Regulations undey itational marine sanctuaries
legislation impose restrictions to protect marirebo®ystems from fishing activities,
including on gear and types of vessel dischargesefl sanctuaries had extensive
marine reserve networks, including the Northwestdawaii Islands Marine National
Monument, which had been designated by the Intevnalt Maritime Organization
(IMO) as a particularly sensitive sea area withoagsted protective measures of areas
to be avoided, and a ship reporting system. Bottmd pelagic fisheries in the
Northwestern Hawaii Islands Marine National Monumnsanctuary would be phased
out by June 2011. Uruguay has been developingheriiss management project with
FAO, which included,inter alia, criteria for management based on an ecosystem
approach, and incorporated studies of MPAs.

115. Management of fishing capacity. Calls by the international community have
intensified to urgently reduce the capacity of therld’s fishing fleets to levels
commensurate with the sustainability of fish stockshe Review Conference
recommended that States commit themselves to Hetive through the establishment
of target levels and plans or other mechanism®f@oing capacity assessment. It also
stressed the need to avoid the transfer of fishagpacity to other fisheries or areas, in a
manner that undermined the sustainability of figitks, and emphasized the legitimate
rights of developing States to develop their figgerfor straddling fish stocks and
highly migratory fish stocks.

116. Several States reported on cooperation and a&svitit the regional level to
reduce excess fishing capacity, including promotiogpacity assessments and
management plans as part of science-based fisheviemgement™ In addition, a
number of States reported on national actions toagae fishing capacity. Measures
taken in Canada to reduce capacity included puplicinded licence retirement
programmes and early retirement programmes. Caaksdarequired vessels to obtain
a licence to fish in waters outside areas of natiguarisdiction. Chile had assessed
the effectiveness of its measures to reduce fistdagacity by setting maximum
vessel quotas in line with predefined criteria tielg to TAC. Guatemala reported on
the development of a draft national programme dioacfor the management of
fishing capacity.

lOlJapan, New Zealand, United States, Bolivarian RépobVenezuela.
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117. Japan reported on efforts to eliminate fishing eéssengaged in IUU fishing,
including through RFMO positive and negative veslsts, and implementation of
statistical document programs and trade restrict@asures. It was also working with
States to reduce excess fishing capacity througbhatéon of vessels. Indonesia, Kenya
and Mozambique reported on their commitment to cedoapacity, and, to that end,
Kenya was establishing the status of fish stocksleuna FAO-Nansen project.
Mozambique was developing plans for the reductiérfishing effort of overfished
shallow water shrimp stocks, including vessel reatcand transfer of effort to large
pelagic stocks. Qatar stopped issuing new fishiognces and limited the number of
monthly landings per fishing vessel for certain ti@nof the year.

118. Successful market-based approaches to reduce tapaare reported by
New Zealand and Norway. New Zealand’s quota managéraystem utilized output
controls, rather than capacity controls, to enssustainable catches. The system
created economic incentives for the reduction oérogpacity, as quota holders were
free to seek the lowest cost means of harvestimir thuota. Norway adopted a
structural quota system to reduce capacity, whildwad the owner of two vessels with
guotas in the same fishery to merge the quota s&owessel on condition that the other
vessel was scrapped. The system ensured that distapacity was not transferred to
other fisheries or areas, nationally or internagibn Norway monitored the
development of fishing capacity through assessméttte number of vessels, size and
engine power, but did not establish target levelsanse market-based instruments were
expected to assure an industry-driven capacityatalu to a sustainable level.

119. Panama reported that its merchant marine departmeastworking to eliminate
80 fishing vessels, leaving 160 active high seahiifig vessels. International fishing
licences were assigned specific fishing areas ¢vgmt capacity from being transferred
between areas. Sri Lanka reported that fleet dgveémt plans would be carried out in
view of the depleted status of the resources.

120. The United States adopted a NPOA on the manageafdighing capacity with
the goal of significantly reducing or eliminatingreycapacity in 25 per cent of its
federally managed fisheries by 2009. It also comeldicvercapacity workshops and
assessments of excess fishing capacity in selsheffies, and implemented fishing
capacity reduction programmes. The United Statse &mited capacity in fisheries
through the establishment and approval of limitedceas privilege programs,
authorized under the Magnuson-Stevens Act, whichviged eligible holders the
exclusive privilege of harvesting a quantity otfis

121. Elimination of subsidies. As highlighted in the 2008 FAO/World Bank Sunken
Billions report, fishing subsidies continue to benajor problem for the sustainability
and economic viability of the world’s fisheries. 2001, Trade Ministers met in Doha
and mandated negotiators to clarify and improve lVdrade Organization (WTO)
subsidies rules on fishing subsidies. Discussions fishing subsidies have been
oriented towards improved environmental stewardsm sustainable development,
and the negotiations have had two key componentsarket access element to reduce
border measures, mainly tariff barriers, and adfiigds sector-specific negotiation to
prohibit and otherwise discipline subsidies thattait trade and promote overfishing
and overcapacity.

122. A number of States reported on efforts to reduceeliminate subsidies that
contribute to IUU fishing, overfishing and overcajig'® Canada phased out all
contributions aimed at price and vessel spport disdouraged subsidies for fishing

lOZCanada, Guatemala, Japan, Kenya, Mauritius, Mozamphew Zealand, Norway, Panama.
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activities. New Zealand reported that its fishimglustry received minimal government
support, which was focused on improving the managdgmand environmental
performance of the industry, and supporting redearcd development of new seafood
products. Norway eliminated harmful subsidies te flshing industry, and subsidies
had been limited to social programs and decomm&sip funds to small coastal
vessels with strict conditions to avoid re-entroithe fisheries.

123. Several States emphasized their active role inahgoing negotiations at the
WTO to clarify and improve disciplines on fisheriesibsidies® In particular,
New Zealand noted its support for a prohibition @artain forms of subsidies that
contributed to overfishing and overcapacity. Inengicnegotiations on new WTO rules,
the United States had tabled a proposal for newiglises to eliminate harmful
fisheries subsidies. Chile also referred to disimumsson subisidies at the regional level
within the CPPS.

124. Lost or abandoned fishing gear and discards. Several States reported on a range
of measures to address and mitigate the incidendeirapacts of lost or abandoned
gear, establish mechanisms for the regular retrienfa derelict gear and adopt
mechanisms to monitor and reduce discards.

125. Indonesia continued to promote certain gears taigedincidental catch and
discards, while Japan prohibited fishers from didoay unnecessary gear in
accordance with the International Convention foe tArevention of Pollution from
Ships (MARPOL), and encouraged them to retrieve &gl abandoned gear in the
Japanese EEZ, for which financial support was mgledithrough a fund. Legislation in
Mauritius prohibited dealing with fishing boats ardjuipment that was likely to
become an obstruction, a danger to navigation er ghblic, or was found in a
dangerous or hazardous state or was an eye sorgarMioque had gear-marking
regulations that facilitated the identification @bandoned gear and sanctioning of the
owner, but more work was needed.

126. New Zealand reported that ghost fishing was comei@ low risk in areas under

its national jurisdiction, and indicated that sdake limits, gear-marking requirements

and gear length limits were in place. It was arée under New Zealand legislation to
discard fish except under specific circumstances, @scarding quota species was an
offence as a general rule. Quota did not geneeadyly to New Zealand fisheries on the
high seas, with the exception of southern bluaifimat however, reporting requirements
applied as a condition of high seas fishing permitgjovernment and industry joint

working party had been established to review thiesrigoverning discarding, and

options to improve existing practices were antitépa

127. Norway has specific regulations concerning fishiwgh gill nets, including
provisions on the maximum length of gear and th&imam numbers of nets in the sea
at the same time, and a programme for annual valrief abandoned and lost gear.
Norway has also raised the issue with NEAFC andhisuring countries, which had
established an interim prohibition against fishingth gillnets below 200 meters.
Further efforts were needed, particularly concegniatrieval of derelict gear. Panama
prohibited the use of drift nets and has estabtishechanisms to retrieve abandoned or
derelict gear. Sri Lanka reported that it bannexlube of bottom set and monofilament
gill nets, discouraged use of gill nets, and praeddbng line fishing.

128. The United States reported on a major researclepraop collect data on the loss
of blue crab pots and to study the impact of sudsés and on time-lapse research to

lOSCanada, Chile, Indonesia, New Zealand, United State

29



document animals caught in derelict nets. The Wn&¢ates also reported on localized
derelict fishing gear removal efforts, receptactegpammes, and projects to identify
areas of gear accumulation, determine amountsdarély protected areas and spread
removal programmes through coastal States. Researthe impact of derelict fishing
gear to species was ongoing and, in 2007, it hoatadrkshop to address the issue in
the wider Caribbean region, resulting in the ci@atf an action plan to survey States
on the scope of the problem under their jurisditsio

129. As States non-Parties, Guatemala has conductetiomabstudy on the issue, and
Qatar was studying the best practices of neighlbgucountries in using two types of
environmentally friendly fish traps provided witsaape panels. Chile imposed severe
penalties on owners of vessels that made discami®unting to steep cuts in their
TAC, and Thailand implemented a “Green Fin Prografoi cleaner coral reefs,
artificial reefs and beaches, in cooperation withide range of stakeholders to collect
fish nets, fish traps and debris.

130. Catch and effort data and fishery-related information. The timely provision of
complete and accurate catch and effort data anderfjsrelated information was
essential for effective fisheries management, amtgsses needed to be developed to
strengthen data collection and reporting by memioé®FMO/As where they do not
exist, including through regular audits of comptiarwith such obligations. Where such
obligations were not met, members should be reduiverectify the problem, including
through the preparation of plans of action withdlmes.

131. Many States reported on domestic requirements Hergrovision of catch and
effort information, in areas under national juristébn and the high sed% and on
compliance with relevant requirements of RFMO/&SMozambique was making
efforts to enforce more detailed and accurate catoth effort reporting and cross-
checking of data through at sea inspections antllandings against catch reports and
logbooks, and noted that sanctions had been takeindustrial and semi-industrial
fishing vessels for under-reporting. Norway repdrteat its system for gathering data
on capture fisheries included socio-economic aspemtd involved, within the
International Council for the Exploration of the &SECES), cooperation with other
coastal States in the north Atlantic to assessstaéus and trends of important fish
stocks. It also required registration of the qugntind value of all fish sold to
processors and an assessment of the socio-econiompiact of fisheries through
profitability analyses of various vessel groups.

132. Some States also referred to the benefits of dpeRFMO procedures for the
sharing and management of data, including mandatseyof vessel monitoring systems
(VMS),'® observer programmé¥’ as well as efforts underway in some RFMOs, such
as ICCAT and WCPFC, to address data gaps and assistoping countries in meeting
their reporting obligations.

133. Several States reported on activities in the cantéxhe FAO Fishery Resources
Monitoring System (FIRMS), which aimed to provide iategrated web-based system
for monitoring the status and trends of world figheesources and their management,
using authoritative sources of information. Canadhile and Guatemala made annual
reports to FIRMS, and Mauritius was making arrangets to become a partner and
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contribute data. Japan had been assisting FAO veldle and strengthen the FIRMS
data inventory through capacity-building and techhsupport to RFBs.

134. The United States fully supported the goals of RHiRMS programme as a tool to
implement the Code of Conduct and the FAO Stratiegyimproving Information of
Status and Trends in Capture Fisheries. It had waged RFMO/As to enter into
partnerships with FIRMS, and assisted FIRMS in reéfdo disseminate information
about the programme in other suitable fora.

135. States also reported on action taken in regaraftrmation on deep-sea fishing
activities. The twenty-sixth session of the FAO Coittee on Fisheries (COFI) had
requested Member States and RFMOs to submit infdoman deep-sea fish catches
by species, size composition and fishing effort.e Tbollection and collation of
information concerning past and present deep-whshing activities had thus been
undertaken, including an inventory of deep-watecks and assessments of the effects
of fishing on deep-water fish populations and tleiosystems.

136. Several States reported submitting information #®OFconcerning deep-sea
fishing activities'® Some States also referred to their cooperatiom WREMOs that
required the provision of relevant information ore@-sea fisheries. New Zealand
noted that it had undertaken impact assessmentsugntr to the SPRFMO interim
measures and CCAMLR conservation measures. Theetl@tates indicated that most
catches on the high seas were reported to RFMQk jtamas working to create new
RFMOs in the Atlantic, Pacific, Arctic and southe@reans to collect information
concerning past and present deep-water fishingitied and to provide an inventory of
deep-water stocks and conduct assessments of fhetsef fishing on deep-water
stocks and their ecosystems. Other States indigatedthey did not have the capacity
or were not involved in deep-sea fishitfg.

M easurestaken by RFM Os

137. Adoption and implementation of conservation and management measures. Several
RFMOs described their strengthened commitment toptadand fully implement
conservation and management measures in accoraaticéhe best available scientific
information and the precautionary approach by ganeeference to the relevant
mandate in their respective conventidtfsSpecific activities were also reported by a
number of RFMOs.

138. CCSBT agreed to reduce the global TAC for soutluefin tuna by over twenty
per cent for three years from 2007, accompaniedhanges to domestic management
arrangements by CCSBT membénsresponse to findings of unreported catches and
development of new MCS measures to reduce the tyomty for illegal fishing. It has
also organized extensive technical meetings to igpttee CCSBT operating model for
use in considering a global TAC for the next peribdaddition, a draft strategic plan
for CCSBT and a rebuilding strategy for southenefiu tuna stock were being
developed.

lOSJapan, New Zealand, Norway, United States.

lOQGuatemaIa, Kenya, Mozambique, Sri Lanka, ThailarddivBrian Republic of Venezuela.

1o1C (Agreement for the Establishment of the Ind@cean Tuna Convention); SEAFO (Convention
on the Conservation and Management of Fisheries URem® in the South East Atlantic Ocean,
Preamble); SPRFMO (Convention on the Conservatiod Blanagement of High Seas Fishery
Resources in the South Pacific Ocean); WCPFC (Gudiorefor the Conservation and Management of
Highly Migratory Fish Stocks in the Western and CanPacific Ocean).
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139. Measures to collect data and information used kinth management decisions
were reported by ICCAT, including through the cocidof regular stock assessments on
most commercial species of tuna and tuna-like &sld non-target species of special
interest. NEAFC reported that it had recommendsgllations and measures setting
catch levels for all major fisheries on a precandiy basis. It agreed also on
precautionary measures to close areas to bottdmrfss in order to protect vulnerable
deep-water habitats and deep-water corals and bedafized procedures for area
management. The NEAFC scheme of control and enfioeoé provided the tools to
monitor areas where bottom fishing was prohibited sequired real time information
on movements of fishing vessels resulting in eéfiti deployment of inspection
platforms. The NEAFC IUU vessel list and port Statatrol scheme has also operated
effectively in the implementation of its consergastiand management measures.

140. The Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA)tedothat its members
continued to work actively within WCPFC to adoptdanmplement effective
conservation and management meaasures, and tpattitipated in the negotiation
process to establish the SPRFMO. The SoutheashAsgheries Development Center
(SEAFDEC) reported that it had implemented a progree on tuna data collection in
the South China Sea in collaboration with its merslie better understand the status of
the tuna resources. WCPFC reported that, as of lDleee 2008, three resolutions and
17 conservation and management measures wereeict effi a wide range of areas and
activities.

141. Establishment of new RFMO/As. Initiatives to establish new RFMO/As in the

north-west Pacific and the south Pacific and adofgtrim measures were in advanced
stages. The SPRFMO Interim Secretariat reportetith@rim measures were in place
for pelagic and bottom fisheries within the SPRFM{ea, and all measures had
reporting requirements. Interim measures for pelegpecies, which included effort

limits, were due to expire at the end of 2009, hendv interim measures were expected
to be agreed to bridge the gap prior to entry ifim@we of the SPRFMO Convention.

Interim measures for bottom fishing were to remaiplace until the entry into force of

the SPRFMO Convention. In that regard, participdrdd resolved to assess whether
individual bottom fishing activities would have gifjcant adverse impacts on VMEs,

and to manage these activities to prevent suchéispa

142. The South Pacific Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA) &@PFC noted that their
respective members had been involved in negotiatitm establish the SPRFMO.
WCPFC also drew attention to the absence of cofith@ multilateral arrangements
for the conservation and management of highly magsafish stocks harvested in the
South China Sea.

143. Application of the precautionary approach and ecosystem approaches. Several
RFMO/As provided information on measures or adggitthat implement or support the
precautionary approach and ecosystem approaches.

144. CCAMLR, which applied the precautionary and ecosystapproaches in
accordance with requirements under its Conventodorsed a precautionary approach
for managing bottom fisheries with respect to VMiEsts 27" annual meeting in 2008.
CCSBT adopted a wide-ranging recommendation togaiig the impact of fishing for
southern bluefin tuna on ecologically related sepeci (ERS), including
recommendations to implement the IPOAs for seabmdd sharks and the FAO
Guidelines for reducing sea turtle mortality, cotleand report data, and comply with
the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC) and WCPHk@ibg and recommended
conservation measures.

145. FFA advocated the implementation of the ecosystgmpraach to fisheries
management as a fundamental component of the omiger and management of
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fisheries within national waters and beyond. Sigé@6, a total of $405,000 in direct
costs had been expended on its ecosystem appraacfisheries management
programme in FFA member countries, and seven cmsntrad completed the process.
GFCM reported on binding decisions on fisheries aggment and the protection of the
marine ecosystem of the Mediterranean, includingeiation to a reduction of fishing
effort, protection of three deep-sea sensitive taadi establishment of a fisheries
restricted area, adoption of a minimum mesh sizedéamersal trawlers, prohibition of
fishing at depths below 1,000 meters and endorseméra ICCAT multi-annual
recovery plan for bluefin tuna in the eastern Atierand Mediterranean. ICCAT has
endorsed the FAO IPOAs on seabirds and sharks,adongted specific management
measures in that regard.

146. The IOTC reported that it had incorporated ecosystensiderations in its work,
although there were no express provisions in th€@QAgreement. IOTC has also
recently expanded its data collection requirements$ taken management or mitigation
measures relating to the incidental mortality cdiréls, seabirds and sea turtles. In 2009,
the Commission agreed on implementation of a regiabserver scheme, based on
national observer programmes, and agreed to pttathiiuse of large-scale driftnets on
the high-seas. Since 2006, as a precautionary meaBIAFO has closed to bottom
fishing all the known seamounts in its Regulatorg#® as well as a large coral area on
the south end of the Grand Banks. It has also @doptovisions for new fishing areas
that foresaw temporary closures of locations whew@dence of VMEs had been
encountered until a scientific assessment had tplare that allowed the determination
of adequate more permanent meastites.

147. SEAFO reported that several conservation measwddhen adopted since 2006
to address the ecosystem approach to fisheriessi€anvention Area, including on
sharks, reducing incidental by-catch of seabirdanagement of vulnerable deep water
habitats and ecosystem, fixing catch limits forbsraand toothfish, conditions for the
resumption of closed fisheries and bottom fishiotéties. In 2007, WCPFC endorsed
a recommendation for a three year research plamiaimizing the risk to non-target
species taken during tuna fishing operations, aghh in 2008, implementation of an
ecological risk assessment research plan. AdoptiprtWCPFC of conservation and
management for non-target species reflected a ctmeni to relevant international
guidelines and improved data collection. A consBova and management measure
prohibiting fishing with long driftnets was also@ated in 2008.

148. A number of RFMO/As also referred to institutiomatangements that addressed
ecosystem approaches. CCSBT indicated that in 230BRS working group focused
on assessing the risks to ERS by southern bluefia fisheries. ICCAT established a
sub-committee on ecosystems within its scientifameittee, and IOTC set up a
working party on ecosystems and by-catch to proadeice. SPRFMO reported that a
scientific working group had been establishedimter alia, develop a bottom fishing
footprint and maps of VMEs. The work was being asetdd in the context of an
interim bottom fishing impact assessment standatdch was being developed taking
into account the FAO International Guidelines. ST promoted the concepts of
ecosystem-based approaches for fisheries managemefishery refugia, and reported
that regional cooperation and policy managementefdrancing fisheries resources and
conserving fish habitats were discussed at theonagilevel.

149. A few RFMOs also cited the provisions of their resfive conventions that refer
to the precautionary approach and ecosystem appesa€€CAMLR noted that article

Nlgee also A/64/305, paras. 54, 70, 71, 78, 79 and 87
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II of its Convention mandated ecosystem and préecaaty approaches, which had
guided management decisions during its 27-yeanhisNEAFC referred to relevant
amendments to its Convention in 2004 and 2006 ribfatrred to safeguarding marine
ecosystems, and required recommendations to apelyptecautionary approach and
take due account of the impact of fisheries on oHpecies and marine ecosystems and
the need to conserve marine biological diversitye Bmendments would be applied on
a voluntary basis subject to ratification. The SRRFConvention included a provision
requiring the ecosystem approach to be widely appli

150. Achieving compatibility of measures. A number of RFMOs referred to relevant
provisions in their respective conventions thatvted for compatible measures for the
high seas and areas under national jurisdictd@CSBT reported that its measures for
fishing on the high seas and in areas under ndtipmgdiction were compatible. It
pointed out, for example, the application to botbaz of the global catch limit and the
record of authorized vessels. FFA indicated thgtaup of its members, the parties to
the Nauru Agreement, concluded an implementingngeaent in 2008 containing a
range of measures applicable to licensed foreighirfg vessels within and beyond
areas under national jurisdictioh’.

151. NEAFC reported that measures adopted for its RegulaArea were to be
compatible with those adopted by coastal Statear@as under their jurisdiction. In
addition, NEAFC advice or recommendations provigrdsuant to article 6 of the
NEAFC Convention, which allowed NEAFC, at the resju®f a party, to make
recommendations and advice concerning fisheriehimviareas under its jurisdiction,
would be provided in a compatible manner.

152. ICCAT recalled that its Convention covered all loé tAtlantic Ocean and adjacent
seas, without distinction between high seas andsan@der national jurisdiction. IOTC
noted that its members applied management meadarestocks falling within its
competence throughout the range of distributionABBEC was working in the
Southeast Asian region to improve regional and regienal cooperation between and
among coastal States for the management of fistksto

153. Development of area-based management tools. RFMOs described their

competence to use certain area-based managemésit saoh as closed areas, MPAs
and marine reserves. Competence to adopt closorepécies was reported by CCSBT
and ICCAT. GFCM, ICCAT, NEAFC and SEAFO reporteattlihey had established

closed areas. CCAMLR and NEAFC have imposed gesricdons relating to area and
depth. The SPRFMO Convention includes a mandatetermine general or specific
areas in which fishing may occur, as well as toetakeasures limiting catches and
fishing effort. FFA described area-based managemnmois adopted by its members,
including MPAs and marine reserves, locally managedine areas and the application
of fishing restrictions in high seas and in areaslar national jurisdiction, as a
condition of fishing access to the EEZ.

154. A number of RFMO/As also described area-based nmamagt tools adopted in
respect of VMEs and bottom fisheries. CCAMLR, atannual meeting in 2008, took a
number of decisions in response to the requiremehiSeneral Assemlby resolution
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NEAFC, SEAFO, SPRFMO and WCPFC.

See also A/64/305, para. 63.

The Republic of Kiribati declared the world's lasg®1PA in 2008, the Phoenix Islands Protected Area.
The Micronesia Challenge and the Coral Triangledtiite were also noted.
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61/105 to ensure sustainable management of fisbkstand protect VMEs from
destructive fishing practices®

155. NAFO has taken several steps since 2006 to implemeasures that follow the
precautionary approach to address the impact binfison VMES, including the closure
of four seamount areas to commercial fishing; ditaiment of a coral protection zone,
closure of the Fogo Seamounts; and the adopti@oaimprehensive framework for the
implementation of General Assembly resolution 6510

156. NEAFC noted that the current science surroundingpirate area closures was
uncertain, so it had moved forward in a precautiprend adaptive manner. NEAFC
reported the closure in 2007 of five areas in tleelall-Hatton Bank area to bottom
fishing to protect deepwater corals, and in ApfDQ the closure of five areas on the
Mid-Atlantic Ridgeé’’ in the high seas to bottom fisheries to protect B&vifrom
significant adverse impact® WCPFC referred to the closure of two high seaskptx
in its Convention Area, and planned to consideitsasixth session in December 2009,
closing two additional high seas pockets from 208®.RFMO developed interim
measures that provided for the closure of areagavi/®Es were known or likely to
occur to protect such ecosystet.

157. Management of fishing capacity. A number of RFMOs reported on mandates and
activities to reduce the capacity of fishing fledts levels commensurate with the
sustainability of fish stocks. It was noted, foraexple, that the management principles
in the SPRFMO Convention provide for the preventidrexcess fishing capacity and
empowers the Commission to prevent or eliminateesgdishing capacity.

158. At the second joint meeting of tuna RFMOs, heldJime and July 2009 in
San Sebastian, Spaiff, participants agreed that global fishing capacity tinas was
too high and the problem needed to be urgentlyestsrd. Participants recognized that
it was imperative that members of RFMOs collabogdtthe global level, and that each
flag State or fishing entity ensure that its fighicapacity was commensurate with its
fishing opportunities as determined by each tunaVRF They proposed that tuna
fishing capacity should not be transferred betw8MO areas and, as appropriate,
within RFMO areas, unless in accordance with thasnees of the RFMOs concerned.

159. IOTC reported that its members have adopted sewveealsures to control fishing
capacity by restricting the growth of vessels fieefs with more than 50 vessels. The
decision was extended in 2006 and 2007 to limitddeacity of fleets targeting tropical
tunas to the level of 2006, and for albacore andrdfish the level of 2007. The rights
to development of developing coastal States wese edcognized by allowing them to
present, subject to certain conditions, fleet depelent plans. ICCAT reported that
capacity limits had been set for yellowfin, northealbacore, bigeye tuna and eastern
bluefin tuna, and that a working group on capah#g been established in 2007.

160. WCPFC and FFA described capacity reduction effantdhe west and central
Pacific. In the WCPFC, resolutions were adoptethatpreparatory conferences and at
its first session on the reduction of capacity exgien. While seeking to preserve the
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See also A/64/305, paras. 51, 52, 67 to 69, 768G,/91 and 92.

Seealso A/64/305, paras. 70, 71, 78, 79, 87 and 93.

The combined size of these closed areas was estimf830,000 km2.

See also A/64/305, paras.55 to 58, 72, 80, 81n8P4.

Ibid., paras. 158 to 172.

120 Report of the second joint meeting of tuna RFMOs,J8fie — 3 July 2009, San Sebastian, Spain,
available atvww.tuna-org.org/
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legitimate fishery development aspirations of smslhnd developing States (SIDS),
these resolutions had not successfully constraihedjrowth of the purse seine fleet. In
order to improve control over fishing effort andstomulate improved economic returns
from the fishery, eight parties to the Nauru Agremmadopted in 2007, an effort
management arrangement for the regional purse $eieieoperating in their EEZs. The
total allowable effort was capped and apportionewiag the eight members, who could
trade among themselves days and management periods.

161. FFA members adopted a regional tuna managementdaxmdliopment strategy
which recognized that, where fisheries were apprivar or exceeding sustainable
limits, there must be a reduction in fishing capaa the WCPFC Convention Area as
fleets adjust to restricted fishing opportuniti€ich restrictions could be managed in
order to increase the value of fishing opportusitié was the position of FFA members
that the fleets of developed fishing States must rbduced or restructured to
accommodate the aspirations of SIDS to developrtb&in fisheries. Under the
strategy, fishing States that failed to adapt woh#l excluded from fishing in the
region. SEAFDEC reported that it had convened sdvera to address issues related to
reducing fishing capacity in Southeast Asian coestin connection with the reduction
of illegal fishing activities.

162. Elimination of subsidies. ICCAT reported on measures to eliminate subsithas
contributed to IUU fishing, overfishing and overeafty. Measures to combat IUU
fishing, taken over many years, included trade mess applicable to members and
non-members.

163. Lost or abandoned fishing gear and discards. CCAMLR reported that its review
panel concluded that it had taken significant measto address the effects of lost or
discarded material on the marine ecosystem, ardifferentially encourage the use of
fishing gears that have least environmental impB2CAT reported that no measures
had been taken to enhance efforts to address atightei the incidence and impacts of
all kinds of lost or abandoned gear. SPRFMO and WCPeferred to the relevant
provisions in their respective Conventions conaggnliost or abandoned fishing gear.
Such provisions require minimization of catch bgtlor abandoned gear and impacts
on other species and marine ecosystems. In addiitWCPFC noted that an
information paper on marine debris and the impatt®st and abandoned fishing gear
on the marine ecosystem had been tabled by theetl States at its third annual session
in 2007.

164. Regarding discards, FFA reported that its membars gut in place mechanisms
to monitor and reduce discards primarily througé thquirement for observers, catch
retention and port sampling programmes. Fishingeksslicensed to fish within areas
under the national jurisdiction of FFA members weeguired to carry an observer
throughout a fishing trip. FFA also pointed outttibatch retention was a measure first
put in place by the Parties to the Nauru Agreemamd later by the WCPFC, and
required that all catch be retained on board tagmethe discard of small tunas. In the
majority of ports of FFA members, port sampling gnammes were in place to record
catch and verify compliance with given measures.

165. ICCAT reported that it had adopted some measurasaiat reducing discards by

requiring their inclusion in reports of catch s$#its. IOTC members discussed the
issue of discards in 2009 and agreed that the issigat be revisited if observer data

estimated that discard levels were significant. SBEC has promoted responsible
fishing technologies and practices specifically using on several issues, such as
mitigating sea turtle by-catch from longline fistes, by-catch from the use of fishing

aggregating devices in tuna purse seine fisheridsg-catch from trawl fisheries.
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166. Catch and effort data and fishery-related information. In regard to the provision
of catch and effort data and the strengtheningaté aollection and reporting, CCSBT
noted good compliance with scientific data subnoigsirequirements by its six
members. Members were also providing assistan@néodeveloping State member to
strengthen its data collection arrangements. Howetvevas noted that determining the
accuracy of submitted data was more difficult, aneasures were being developed to
ensure accuracy, particularly of catch charactéona

167. ICCAT reported that measures had been adoptedsorerdata submission in the
required format. In addition, its Compliance Contedt reviewed submissions of
Contracting Parties each year. The obligation fmadeporting in IOTC was expanded
in 2002 and 2008. The quality of data submissioas assessed by the Secretariat and
the relevant Working Parties, and reports on timeds and accuracy were reported to
the Scientific and Compliance Committee. Membersictvhdid not fulfil the
requirements were not required to present a rerhpthia of action. For the past seven
years, the Secretariat has undertaken activitiessemeral developing States to
strengthen data collection and processing systeBBSAFO referred to relevant
protocols and rules for data collection.

168. NAFO required reports that ranged from entry and exth catch onboard, to

daily or weekly catch reports depending on area speties being fished. The NAFO
Secretariat prepared an annual report of each mesnb@mpliance with the reporting
requirements. SPRFMO noted that its Convention igexv for audits of members’

compliance with data collection and exchange regménts. The SPRFMO

consultations have also established interim volyntstandards for the collection,
reporting, verification and exchange of data, ahdttsome participants have not
reported in accordance with the established staisdar

169. WCPFC guidelines on scientific data include staddafor the provision of
operational level catch and effort data. In 2008CR¥C commissioned a study in
recognition of significant issues associated witke poor level of completeness and
timeliness of the submission of data. The studyniified poor understanding of
WCPFC obligations among national data administeatord poor, or under-resourced,
national data collection systems as the principgdddiments. The WCPFC Secretariat
thus established a data audit facility on its web#iat provides a public domain report
for compliance with data reporting obligations.

170. Advisory bodies, such as FFA and SEAFDEC, have h&sen actively promoting
the strengthening of fisheries data collection pangmes and standards. FFA reported
that it worked with the Oceanic Fisheries Progranohéhe Secretariat of the Pacific
Community (SPC) in the collection and analysis shéries data. FFA assisted its
members to comply with WCPFC reporting requiremeBtSAFDEC worked closely
with FAO to strengthen the collection and compdatiof fishery statistics in Southeast
Asia. It also conducted fishery resources survays data collection in the EEZs of
member States to better understand the statugagtiion’s fishery resources.

171. Several RFMOs reported on their partnership, oreokes status, in FIRMS.
CCAMLR, CCSBT, ICCAT, IOTC, NEAFC, SEAFDEC and SE@F reported
partnerships, while SPRFMO and WCPFC reported oesestatus, and FFA indicated
that information for FIRMS was expected to be pdad directly by its members to the
FAO or through the Secretariat of the SPC. In addjtCCSBT and NEAFC indicated
that they had provided information to FIRMS in wars forms, including annual
submissions, fact sheets asihoc input on request.

172. Regarding deep-sea fish catches, information o satches did not fall within
the mandate of some responding RFMOs, but cooperatith FAO in the exchange of
relevant data was described by ICCAT, NEAFC, SEA&®@ SPRFMO. IOTC noted
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that, in the absence of a SIOFA Secretariat, itdwsd as a repository for the data that
SIOFA members wished to report according to agfeedats. NEAFC reported that its
recommendation for information on measures estiadisfor deep-sea species in the
NEAFC Convention Area and submission of scientififormation on deep-sea
fisheries was now the format for reporting on dsep-fisheries to ICES. SEAFDEC
reported that it had initiated projects on deep+&saurces exploration in the Southeast
Asian region in 2008.

173. FFA noted that only a few members were involvediéep-sea fishing activities;
however, its members were actively participatingthe negotiation of the SPRFMO
Convention to make provision for the regulatiordegp-sea fishing.

3. Activitiesundertaken by FAO

174. FAO has undertaken a number of significant actegitiin relation to the
recommendations adopted by the Review Conferemmduding initiatives related to
EAF, the FIRMS partnership, deep-water fishing \dtés, the establishment of
arrangements for the collection and disseminatibaaia, and the revision of global
fisheries statistical data.

175. Ecosystem approach to fisheries. Most of FAO's work on EAF was dedicated to
promoting and monitoring responsible fisheries depment and management,
consistent with the Code of Conduct. Guidelinestlom implementation of EAF have
been produced, and technical documents coveringda spectrum of aspects, from
ecosystem modelling to human aspects of the ecasystpproach to fisheries, have
also been produced. Additional guiding documemtsluiding a toolbox and a review of
indicators for EAF, were under development.

176. Due to the availability of extra-budgetary fundifgAO has provided support to
Member States and RFMO/As to introduce principlesd amethodologies for
implementation of EAF, including through: (i) an EAansen Project, "Strengthening
the Knowledge Base for Implementing the EcosystgmprAach to Marine Fisheries in
Developing Countries”, which had a main focus omi@¥; (i) “Capacity Building for
an Ecosystem Approach”, which provided extendedac#yp-building for EAF to
selected Member States; and (iii) LME projects funded by GEF, in which FAO led
or collaborated.

177. In addition, FAO has promoted the EAF concept imwmber of RFMO/As,
including the Asia-Pacific Fisheries Commission A€), the Commission for Inland
Fisheries of Latin America (COPESCAL), GFCM and tBeuthwest Indian Ocean
Fisheries Commission (SWIOFC). GFCM has a significBAF programme, which
includes a ban on all trawling activities for thetiee Mediterranean region below 1,000
metres in depth, creatinde facto, the world's largest MPA. Collaboration has alsei
ongoing with the SPC and two workshops have beéa inethe Pacific Islands aimed
at introducing relevant principles and methodolsgi@the region.

178. Fishery Resources Monitoring System. FIRMS was officially launched in
February 2004, in cooperation with 13 internatiomabanizations. It provides an
integrated web-based system for monitoring theustatnd trends of world fishery
resources and their management. The FIRMs webgsitgams an inventory of
approximately 1,000 fish stocks under monitoringnaate of the FIRMS RFMO
partners, of which 40 per cent have informationilatée on status and trends.

179. A new fisheries module, providing information ostfing activities, management
actions and socio-economic performance, was recealitased and additional modules
were being developed to address other key topiesh s ecosystem-based fishery
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management. The 2008 Fifth FIRMS Steering Commiftéeeting established that

efforts should focus on a comprehensive and upddstdbase by ensuring complete
partners' contributions, and by inviting additiorR#FBs to join the partnership to fill

information gaps. The next meeting of the FIRMSe8iteg Committee, in February

2010, would take strategic decisions regardingrifermation products, based on an
understanding of its target clients and their exgigans.

180. Deep-water fishing activities. FAO published a Worldwide Review of Bottom
Fisheries in the High Seas in 2008 in responsereqgaest by the twenty-sixth session
of COFI, and consideration of bottom fisheries dw thigh seas by the General
Assembly in resolution 61/105. The review was pattle result of a survey in which
the main deep-sea high seas fishing nations of wloeld and relevant RFMOs
participated, and partly the result of extensivastdtations with stakeholders.

181. The FAO International Guidelines were also devetbptarough extensive
consultations with stakeholders and were adopteBA®Y Members in August 2008. As
part of a specific programme, FAO was planning \iidis to facilitate the
implementation of the International Guidelines. I@bbrative work with partners would
be an important element of the programifte.

182. Data arrangements and the global fisheries statistics database. Where there was
no relevant RFMO, FAO encouraged processes for gmsablishmentinter alia, to
collect and disseminate data in accordance witlclar? of annex | to the Agreement.
FAO indicated that a necessary first step in thegard was the identification by
States Parties to the Agreement of areas where thas no relevant RFMO.

183. In regard to global statistics on fisheries, FAQeabthat its fisheries statistics

programme was established to monitor the contrioutf fisheries and aquaculture to

food security and other socio-economic factors, footthe assessment of stock status
and fisheries management. It also pointed out ttiratAgreement clearly indicates the

primary responsibility of RFMOs for the compilatioand dissemination of data

required for stock assessment and management.

184. In order to address the need for global capturéssitss with catch location of

higher resolution, FAO has proposed to developrdirmastructure to enable integration
and globally unified dissemination of all catch alabllected and maintained by FAO,
RFMOs and other subregional and regional arrangé&mevrhich was accepted by the
twenty-second session of the Coordinating Workirayty? on Fishery Statistics. In

2007, FAO conducted a small feasibility study tovelep a basic system design and
identify potential problems. A prototype was cutignunder development, which

would be presented to the twenty-third sessionhef €oordinating Working Party on

Fishery Statistics in 2010 for review and feedback.

4. Analysis of the extent to which the recommendations of the Review Conference
have been implemented

185. Since the Review Conference in 2006, States and ®fMave adopted and
implemented numerous conservation and managemeagures in respect of straddling
fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks, irdilug interim measures where
RFMO/As had yet to be established. Evaluation oé téffectiveness of these
conservation and management measures was not [gssib

2lgee also A/64/305, paras. 194 and 195.
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186. Considerable attention has been devoted to théledienent of new RFMO/As in
the Pacific Ocean region. Initiatives to establisglo RFMOs with a mandate over the
high seas were in advanced stages, and Statesalga@ed on relatively robust interim
measures that incorporated precautionary and etmayapproaches. A longstanding
arrangement in the south Pacific Ocean of the &arib the Nauru Agreement also
agreed in 2009 to establish an office and to adwopther minimum terms and
conditions of fisheries access for foreign fishimggsels. The measures are applicable to
highly migratory fish stocks and may relate to higas fishing.

187. States and RFMOs reported substantial activity e implementation of the
precautionary and ecosystem approaches. Some $émeded both longstanding and
recent measures to protect habitats of specificceon in areas under national
jurisdiction, and a number of RFMOs have taken cactto identify VMEs. Less
information was received from States on actionsdnserve associated and dependent
species. Most RFMOs reported actions to endorselopt measures relating to sharks,
seabirds and turtles and other ERS, as recommemd&AO IPOAs and guidelines
and/or as identified in risk assessment studieseblgrvant RFMOs.

188. Several RFMOs referred to provisions in their cartien on achieving

compatible measures for the high seas and for aredsr national jurisdiction. States
generally worked through RFMOs to achieve compatitiieasures, underlining the
importance of sharing data and cooperation amorigvaeat RFMOs to adopt
compatible processes. It was not possible to asdessextent to which compatible
measures had been achieved, in accordance witteartiof the Agreement.

189. Several States reported on the use or developmiearea-based management
tools in areas under national jurisdiction. Somforimation did not relate directly to
straddling or highly migratory fish stocks, but mbr reflected support by States for
such tools. RFMOs reported on the adoption of aewahge of area-based management
tools. Many responses from States and RFMOs didlinettly address biodiversity.

190. A significant number of States reported a reductiorexcess capacity of their
fishing fleets, including through market-based sysd. Many of the initiatives predated
2006, but appeared to have continuing effectiven®bkmny States with large fishing
fleets did not provide information in this regaahd it was not possible to assess the
urgency with which the issue had been addressedl®@d-had devoted considerable
attention to the reduction of excess fishing cagyadncluding at the joint meeting of
tuna bodies, and had taken relevant measures, asckhe restriction of fishing
opportunities. The question of subsidies was addwkdo a considerably lesser extent
and in a less tangible manner, with a few Statpsnteng on longstanding policies that
prohibited such subsidies.

191. Many States identified work in progress to addrss mitigate the incidence and
impacts of lost or abandoned gear. Mechanisms toitmoand reduce discards were
being developed, but establishment of mechanismshi® regular retrieval of derelict
gear was not addressed and remained outstandimglaBy, only a few RFMOs had

taken action in this regard and others simply reférto relevant provisions in their
conventions.

192. Many States and RFMOs reported on the provisiogadth and effort data and
fishery-related information in a timely way, anetstrengthening of data collection and
reporting, which was clearly a problem area. Sttkeging compliance by members of
RFMOs remained a significant concern and effortiniprove relevant activities were
improving, including activities to determine thecacacy of information, ensure
submission in the proper format, agree on protocaldes and interim voluntary
standards, study data gaps and causes, and prasgistance to developing States.
Detailed information was not available on curreatiaties to undertake an inventory
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of deep-water stocks and an assessment of theteftdcfishing on deep-water fish
populations and their ecosystems.

193. There were some developments by RFMOs in relatiotiné recommendation for
regular audits of compliance by members with rapgrand information obligations.
The SPRFMO Convention provides for audits of coampdie by members with data
collection and exchange requirements, and WCPFQGsiblished a data audit facility
on its website that provides a public domain refortcompliance with data reporting
obligations by members. This could be an importaet of focus, as many respondents
and the findings of performance reviews have idieti compliance with data
requirements as in need of significant improvement.

194. FAO has supported implementation of the recommeéodstadopted by the
Review Conference through its work on EAF, FIRMSdadeep-water fishing
activitiesm, and by encouraging data arrangemerdspaoposing an infrastructure for a
global fisheries statistics database based onrimtion, inter alia, from RFMOs. An
objective of the latter, which was to integratelglbcatch statitstics with catch location
of higher resolution, would be a significant asseevaluating the implementation of
the Agreement. However, given the difficulties allg experienced by several RFMOs
in the collection of data and the recommendatiothef Review Conference for audits
of data submissions, further actions and measui@sbe needed to ensure that States
provide data to RFMOs in a timely, accurate an@aife manner in order to enhance
information at the global level.

M echanismsfor international cooperation and non-members

195. In 2006, the Review Conference emphasized thatriat®nal cooperation was

necessary for the effective and long-term cons@maiand management of straddling
fish stocks and highly migratory fish stocks, aedalled that the Convention and the
Agreement provide the framework for such cooperatiy States directly or through

RFMO/As. Cooperation was also required to moderrane strengthen RFMOs to

ensure robust and systematic approaches in intenadfiisheries governance.

M easures taken by States

196. Srengthening mandates and measures in RFMO/As. The Review Conference
highlighted the importance of strengthening the dzes of, and measures adopted by,
RFMO/As to implement modern approaches to fishemeanagement, including
through performance reviews and best practice djniele All responding States
reported on their participation in RFMO/As, and el States provided examples of
specific initiatives to strengthen the functioningd mandates of certain RFM&?3.
Efforts were taken in NAFO and NEAFC to amend tlen@ntions and broaden the
scope and application of the mandates in these R&M&king into account modern
approaches to fisheries management and relyinghenbest scientific information
available. Canada reported that reforms in NAFO maduded the creation of new
bodies to identify VMEs and assess and mitigateot$f of fishing activities, the
adoption of new management measures, and a comntittoeadditional science to
support decision-making. The EC reported on iterésfto strengthen CCAMLR and
GFCM. The United States has been actively engagetegotiations to establish new
RFMOs in the north and south Pacific Oceans wheread proposed strong treaty

lZZCanada, EC, New Zealand, Norway, United States.
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provisions on the application of the precautionapproach and other modern fisheries
management tools and approaches.

197. States also reported on efforts to strengthen thpleémentation of modern
approaches to fisheries management in RFMOs, imgudoy complying with
conservation and management measures adopted byORFManada supported
research efforts in NAFO, in particular, on thedbon of corals and sponges in the
NAFO Regulatory Area, and Japan contributed to ititeoduction of science-based
conservation measures in RFMOs. New Zealand regditat the SPRFMO interim
measures and interim data standards took into atcou ecosystem approach and the
precautionary approach in their implementation. Thated States noted that it was
required to promote relevant provisions of the Magpm-Stevens Act in any RFMO
that did not have a process for developing a forptah to rebuild an overfished stock
or a stock that was approaching a condition of p@wverfished.

198. Some States also emphasized the need for decisidREMO/As to be based on
the best scientific information available, and tpply the precautionary approach.
Panama supported decisions in RFMOs that reliedthen best scientific evidence
available and the application of the precautionapproach when necessary. Uruguay
has stressed the need for transparent and patticypdecision-making processes in the
development of a FAO Model Scheme on Port State sMess to Combat lllegal
Unreported and Unregulated Fishing (FAO Model Sckéemnd in the second joint
meeting of tuna RFMOs.

199. In terms of regional initiatives, Japan held thestfijoint meeting of the tuna
RFMOs in Kobe, Japan, in January 2067where the outcomes included a series of
recommendations to strengthen communication anddamation among tuna RFMOs
(the meetings of the tuna RFMOs are also referceds “the Kobe process” in the
present report). Kenya was a member of a regiomsit group on EAF that had the
objective of developing fisheries with a regionppeoach.

200. Several States also reported on efforts to urge RENb undergo performance
reviews, to encourage the inclusion of some eleméimdependent evaluation in such
reviews, and to ensure that the results were mattéigly available, as recommended
by the Review Conference (see sections 2 and 3W&f3

201. Some States noted that the review process had edsdributed to the
improvement of performance of the RFMOs by presnglihe implementation of best
practices, as recommended by the Review ConferEn@&tates generally welcomed
and supported the development of best practiceedjnels and the application of those
guidelines in RFMOs in which they participated. @da reported providing substantial
funding for the development of the Chatham Houssmemended best practices for
RFMOs, which had become a key foundation documansdéveral RFMO performance
reviews, including ICCAT. New Zealand indicatedttitavas working within RFMOs,
such as CCAMLR, CCSBT, SPRFMO and WCPFC, to engmurthe inclusion of
provisions that accord with best practice guidedin8ri Lanka indicated that it was
working closely with IOTCto formulate best practicguidelines for fisheries
management.

123 Report of the joint meeting of tuna RFMOs, 22-26u3am 2007, Kobe, Japan, availableaatw.tuna-

org/.

Canada (ICCAT, NAFO); Chile (CCAMLR); Guatemala (IAT, ICCAT); Japan (CCSBT, IATTC,
ICCAT, IOTC, WCPFC); Mauritius (IOTC); New Zealan€@CAMLR, CCSBT, WCPFC); Norway
(CCAMLR, ICCAT, NEAFC, SEAFO); United States (CCAMLR.CSBT, IATTC, ICCAT, IOTC);

Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela (ICCAT).

l25Japan.

124

42



202. Srenghtening and enhancement of cooperation among RFMO/As. Cooperation
among RFMOs has strengthened in recent years atdsShave supported this trend
among existing and developing RFMO/As, includingptigh increased communication
and coordination of measures. States noted theiergé support for efforts to facilitate
the exchange of information and coordination of agament measures. Some States
also made reference to formal cooperation arrangésnbetween RFMOSs, such as
CCAMLR and WCPFC, and to requirements in the SPRFMOnvention for
cooperation with other RFMOs. Chile promoted ardlitated cooperation between the
SPRFMO process and the WCPFC, which was expecteidctease following the
adoption of the convention. New Zealand noted tAaTTC and WCPFC had met for a
fourth consultation during the fifth meeting of théCPFC in December 2009. Norway
indicated that NAFO and NEAFC were coordinatingogf, in particular concerning
IUU fishing, and that the two RFMOs had also harimed measures concerning port
State control.

203. Many States referred to their participation andpsarpin the joint meetings of the
tuna RFMOs. The first joint meeting, held in 200&opted a course of actions,
including a series of recommendations to strengttthe communication and
coordination among the tuna RFMOs. The second joi@éting was held in 2009, and
Japan reported that it played an important roltatilitate these discussions, and that it
led a workshop to review progress after the fioff meeting.

204. Some States noted that agreement has not yet baehead to hold consultations
of members of RFMO/As with the competence to mansigaddling fish stocks to

exchange views on key issues, although supportexasessed for such an initiative.
New Zealand expressed commitment to exploring waysoordinate and harmonize
measures across RFMOs to improve their effectivenasd efficiency, if such

approaches were based on best practices and didmpase limitations on future

improvements in RFMOs. Panama called for increaseshmunication and further

coordination of conservation and management measaglepted by all RFMOs. As a
State non-Party, Guatemala indicated that the memd cooperation between RFMOs
should be the conservation and management of fisbks, and emphasized that
confidentiality of commercial information must bespected.

205. In regards to MCS, Kenya reported that it activ@srticipated in regional
initiatives covering south-west Indian Ocean watdis enhance regional cooperation,
Mozambique has developed a concept paper for annr#l regional head of operations
MCS network to promote timely exchange of operalomformation and timely
regional responses to IUU activities. The SWIOF@arsed the idea, but funding has
not yet been found. Sri Lanka reported that closenmunication with regional
organizations was enhanced by participation inaegli meetings and workshops and
cooperation in implementing major programmes, sasha tuna tagging programme,
and catch statistics collection.

206. Some States non-Parties noted, more generally,r tmeémbership and
pariticipation in RFMOs. As a member of IATTC, Penoted benefits from the
exchange of data and information to facilitate dmei-making on fisheries
conservation and management measures at technigarual meetings.

207. Participation in RFMO/As. The need to address participatory rights andcation
issues in RFMO/As was highlighted by the Review feoence, including
accommodating the interests of new members andlai@ng States to participate in
high-seas fisheries. It also emphasized the needidoess problems of non-compliance
by members and cooperating non-members, and fislbiygnon-members, which
continued to undermine the effectiveness of adomedservation and management
measures. The Review Conference recommended thelogewent of transparent
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criteria for allocating fishing opportunities, thestablishment of mechanisms to
promote the participation of non-members fishingtlie area of competence of a
RFMO/A, and the provision of incentives to encowagon-members to join
RFMO/As.

208. Several States provided information on their actiparticipation in the
development of transparent allocation criteria IMROs?® New Zealand emphasized
the need for developing transparent criteria fdocating fishing opportunities and
implementing processes to apply those criteria erath conclusive outcomes with
respect to the specification of participatory rigghtand allocation of fishing
opportunities. It therefore supported the decisibthe second joint meeting of the tuna
RFMOs to convene a workshop on improving fishenmeamagement within the RFMOs
and to explicitly address the issue of allocatidvorway recognized the criteria
developed in ICCAT for allocations, but noted th#empts to agree on criteria in other
RFMOs had been unsuccessful. Some States refesreelquirements under national
laws in allocating fishing right§’ and it was reported that all FFA members had
national criteria for allocating participatory fislg rights accommodated in national
legislation and policy.

209. Several States reported on their activities to ermge non-members or non-
participants to cooperate with relevant RFMO/As dgyreeing to apply conservation
and management measures established by these zagians or arrangements or by
joining them®® Japan reported positive results from bilateralcd$sions on the

importance of cooperating with RFMOs in the implertaion of fisheries management
measures, and the prevention of IUU fishing.

210. A number of States supported the development ofsores for cooperating non-
member States in RFMOs to secure their commitmentgply conservation and
management measures, provide required data anctipate in MCS programmes.
New Zealand noted that WCPFC required cooperatorgmembers to comply with all
measures adopted by the Commission, provide dgtaresl from members, and inform
the Commission of measures taken to ensure congaidy vessels flying their flags
with measures adopted by the Commission. WCPFCalsades strong incentives for
non-members to cooperate with the Commission t@imeccooperating non-members
and have their vessels placed on the record oinfistiessels. Vessels not included in
the record of fishing vessels were deemed not tautkorized to fish beyond their flag
State’s area of national jurisdiction. Commissioembers were required to prohibit
such fishing by non-members and to treat it asrepse violation. Mauritius similarly
noted that vessels not on the authorized list ifi@Qvere considered to be IUU vessels
and not authorized to use any port facility foraading catch.

211. The United States played a key role in the develmmof measures for

cooperating non-member status in ICCAT and WCPRZE pnomoted cooperation with

the RFMOs and secured a commitment to apply adoggedervation and management
measures, provide all required data, and partieigat MCS programmes. It also

supported the development of financial mechanismgromote the participation of

developing States in RFMOs, build capacity and imwprdata collection and sharing,
including by providing initial funds of $200,000 the Part VII Assistance Fund under
the Agreement, and providing financial assistamcddveloping States in WCPFC and
ICCAT.

126
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Chile, Mauritius, New Zealand, Norway, Panama, @nka, United States, Uruguay.
Guatemala, Indonesia, Japan, Mauritius, Mozambigakyd&ian Republic of Venezuela.
Guatemala, Japan, Mauritius, New Zealand, UniteteSt8olivarian Republic of Venezuela.

44



212. Among the States non-Parties, Guatemala referredstgarticipation in the
negotiations of the 2003 Antigua Convention, whighatly simplified access by other
States to IATTC. Guatemala has not provided difecéntives to non-member States,
but it has participated actively in the regionalrlwvearried out within the Organization
of Fisheries and Aquaculture for the Isthmus of t€&nAmerica (OSPESCA)
framework to develop capacity.

213. Some States also reported on actions taken toceate in RFMOs. Mozambique
was taking measures to join relevant RFMOs havioghgetence in its geographic
region and to enhance its priority and historicedgedence for future access. Panama
has applied for cooperating non-party status invlwéous RFMOSs in which its vessels
were fishing and have established a history ofifigh

214. Decision-making rules and procedures. Decision-making rules and procedures in
RFMO/As are critical to ensuring clear agreementconservation and management
measures and their effective implementation, aedRaview Conference recommended
that RFMOJ/A rules and procedures should be effectwd transparent and prevent
States from acting in a manner that undermineservasion.

215. States were increasingly committed to effectiveislen-making procedures and
rules and some of them reported actively partigngatin the negotiation or re-
negotiation of RFMO constitutive instruments witliaw to restricting the possibilities
of opting out, as well as requiring alternative swa&s and adequate processes for
resolving dispute$?® Norway noted that the amended NAFO and NEAFC Cotivas
contained provisions that restricted the possib#itof opting out, as well as a
requirement to describe alternative measures aretjumde processes for resolving
disputes. The United States noted that the negmigfor the new RFMOs in the north
and south Pacific had discussed clear processedidpute resolution and a robust set
of rules to prevent parties that opt out from umdi@ing conservation and management
measures, through requiring alternative measuraswbuld be implemented during an
interim period.

216. In dealing with post opt-out behaviour, Guatemalghlighted its efforts to limit
exceptions in an IATTC resolution that provided focreases in purse-seine fleets.
Mozambique noted that the threat of trade sanctimisbecome the key tool to address
this issue and could be an effective measurelizad carefully and equitably.

217. All responding States supported transparency of RFEAS, both in terms of
decision-making that incorporated the precautionapproach and best scientific
information available, and by providing reasonapkaticipation for IGOs and non-
governmental organizations (NGOs). Norway noted #ilBRFMOs of which it was a
member had established adequate means to provideafesparency. Some States also
noted that criteria used in many performance resiéad focused on decision-making,
the use of the precautionary approach, the useiehtfic advice, and the inclusion of
IGOs in RFMO processes. Canada noted that the Wgridroup on the Future of
ICCAT had recommended that the precautionary andsystem approaches be
considered in the process for decisions taken ky @ommission, and that the
precautionary approach be included as a prioriguasfor a review of the ICCAT
Convention for possible revision.

218. Exercise of effective control by flag Sates. The Review Conference expressed the
need for cooperation to examine and clarify the mfl the “genuine link” in relation to
the duty of flag States to exercise effective colnbver vessels flying their flag. In this

lnganada, New Zealand, Norway, United States.
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regard, States recognized the importance of exagjrdnd the challenges of resolving,
the issue. Some responding States noted theireaptivticipation in the FAO initiative
to develop criteria for assessing the performantcdlag States and possible actions
against vessels flying the flags of States not ingesuch criterid®® As a contribution

to the FAO process (see para. 398), an expert workon the performance of flag
States, hosted by Canada and Iceland, was hel@ncodver, Canada, in March 2008,
with technical support from FAO. At the workshomveral experts agreed that the
concept of “genuine link” was difficult to definbut that efforts should continue. They
also noted that a useful parallel exercise shoeld#&sed on vessel owners’/operators’
rights and duties, along with those of the flagti&ta

219. Some States expressed their general willingnessotiperate with States and
RFMO/As to clarify the role of the “genuine linkhirelation to the duty of States to
exercise effective control over fishing vesselsnitytheir flags. Mozambique supported
such activities, as flag State controls had proweffective to date in controlling IUU
fishing, but it noted that some of the more devetbgountries that were espousing
strong measures against IlUU fishing were also pmemt offenders.

220. Other States also reported on established nationathanisms to exercise
effective control over vesseld Japan emphasized the need for an effective vesskl
fishing licensing system and extensive coordinateonong different databases that
contain information pertaining to the issue of genuine link. New Zealand referred to
requirements under its Ship Registration Act arsdFisheries Act, which effectively
secured the genuine link necessary for effectigilegory control over ships operating
outside its EEZ. Norway noted that control of fishhivessels on the high seas was
addressed in its Marine Resources Act, which inodgted the “genuine link” concept.

221. Fisheries of developing Sates. Cooperation with developing States played a
prominent role in the Agreement, and several Stegpsrted taking concrete measures
to enhance the ability of developing States to tgyvé¢heir fisheries for straddling fish
stocks and highly migratory fish stocks, includity facilitating access to such
fisheries, consistent with article 25 of the Agresam(see also paras. 427-430).

222. Japan provided extensive bilateral fisheries dgwalent and promotion of

assistance to developing States, and made effogahiance the capacity of developing
States by providing technical assistance and makatgntary contributions to RFMOs

of which it was a member, for improving fisheriemtstics collection systems,

conducting research and analysis of the statudsbf $tocks and enforcement. Japan
also made voluntary contributions to FAO to develapd strengthen international

fisheries management capacity.

223.In 2009, New Zealand contributed NZ $30,000 to Ptzet VIl Assistance Fund to
assist developing States in the conservation andagement of straddling fish stocks
and highly migratory fish stocks. It also engagedthwacific regional institutions and
bilaterally to provide support and assistance i tform of capacity-building.
The United States led efforts to provide a finahagsistance mechanism in the rules of
procedure for WCPFC to ensure the participatioml@feloping States in its meetings
and build fisheries management capacity. It alsppsuted efforts within ICCAT to
provide financial assistance to developing Statenbers to improve data collection
and sharing, and to ensure the participation oktiging States in scientific meetings.
The United States participated actively with otlstates Parties to the Agreement to
establish the Part VII Assistance Fund. It was algted in this context that developing

130New Zealand, Norway.
llehiIe, Guatemala, Japan, Mauritius, New Zealand| &mka.
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States had proposed the inclusion of several papdgrin the Kobe process guidelines
to address the right of these States to developp tisheries for straddling fish stocks
and highly migratory fish stocks.

224. Several developing States also reported on theim ewperience in developing

their fisheries for straddling fish stocks and tygigratory fish stocks. Guatemala has
shared its experience in regional forums on thmmat exploitation of fisheries off its

coasts, including solutions that could help otheastal developing States improving
their capacities. Indonesia noted that it needesisemce to enhance its ability to
develop fisheries for straddling fish stocks anghlly migratory fish stocks, including

technical assistance and training. Mozambique wa&ldping a strategy for entering
the large pelagic fisheries, displacing foreigrifigy efforts, and controlling fishing to

sustainable harvest levels, but revolving credinding and surveillance and

enforcement assets were required to implement titetegy. Sri Lanka was seeking
assistance and cooperation to develop its fishdoiestraddling fish stocks and highly
migratory fish stocks. Thailand has cooperated wihious international organizations
under bilateral and multilateral technical coopemtprogrammes. The Bolivarian

Republic of Venezuela has taken specific measwuresgulate the exploitation of highly

migratory fish stocks by national fleets.

M easur es adopted by RFM Os

225. Srengthening mandates and measures in RFMO/As. All RFMOs reported on
efforts to strengthen their mandates and/or meastarémplement modern approaches
to fisheries management. Some RFMOs also referguidvisions in their conventions
that required modern management approaches andfube best scientific advicE?
All responding RFMOs reported that the precautignapproach was either actively
applied, or mandated in their respective conveistion

226. In terms of specific actions or measures, CCSBTonteyl that a process had
commenced in 2009 to develop a draft CCSBT stratplfin and a rebuilding strategy
for southern bluefin tuna consistent with the Agneat. The work on the rebuilding
strategy was the first step in developing a driaftdries management plan for southern
bluefin tuna comprising management objectives far $stock and ERS consistent with
modern standards of international fisheries managemICCAT reported that a
working group was scheduled to meet in 2009 to iclamsways to strengthen the
organization. Relevant amendments were made tolE®FC Convention in 2004 and
2006, and members agreed to apply the provisiors wrluntary basis until ratification
was finalized.

227. FFA reported that its members had cooperated eix@ygsto ensure that the three
pillars of effective fisheries management (effeetinanagement measures, use of best
available science to inform management decisiond,edfective MCS) were addressed
through national, sub-regional and regional arramgets. Although the Agreement
does not apply to salmon, the North Atlantic Salm@Gonservation Organization
(NASCO) has taken actions consistent with provisiofithe Agreement, including by
applying the precautionary approach and developitngbitat plan of action consistent
with an ecosystem approach.

228. As described in sections 3 (a) and (b) below, ameasing number of RFMOs
have also undertaken, or are planning performaecews as a means of strengthening
their mandates and measures. Most responding RF#idDsot report on activities to
develop best practice guidelines. ICCAT reporteat the issue would be considered by

1825EAFO, SPRFMO, WCPFC.
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its Working Group on the Future of ICCAT in 200DTC reported that its performance
review in 2008 and 2009 was based on criteria aged from guidelines for best
practices in RFMOs. It was noted that the SPRFM@weation reflected current FAO
guidelines, and that participants continued to ralithe text with best practice
guidelines, as they developed. WCPFC noted padimp from its contracting
members in a range of multilateral initiatives tlcansidered best practice guidelines,
including at the United Nations, FAO, the bienniaketing of tuna RFMOs, and
through consultations required under formal agregme

229. Srenghten and enhance cooperation among RFMO/As. Cooperation among
existing and developing RFMOs has significantlyestithened. The Secretariats of
the tuna RFMOs have held five meetings since thaeé®eConference, and momentum
has increased, inspired by the series of joint mgst since the first joint tuna
RFMO meeting in Kobe, Japan, in 2007. Intersessioommunication and memoranda
of understanding or agreements between organizatioave developed between
RFMOs. CCSBT entered into memoranda of understagndih I0TC and ICCAT in
relation to trans-shipment observer programmes, aith WCPFC for general
cooperation. It was also considering establishirfigreal relationship with CCAMLR.
IOTC executed large-scale research programmescooperative arrangement with the
Indian Ocean Commission (IOC) and in separate gearents with institutions of
member States to improve data collection in theioreglt cooperated with other
initiatives to improve fisheries management in tagion, such as the SWIOFC and the
World Bank South West Indian Ocean Fisheries Ptpjand it maintained formal
relationships with WCPFC, CCSBT and ICCAT througamoranda of understanding.
WCPFC reported on memoranda of understanding wKRTC, I0TC, CCSBT,
CCAMLR and the International Scientific Committesr fTuna and Tuna-like Species
in the North Pacific Ocean.

230. RFMOs also reported continuing broad-based coojp@rahrough international
organizations and other bodies, or cooperation ofcae general nature, including by
participating in meetings of the five tuna RFMO &xariats->* GFCM cooperated with a
broad range of international entities dealing whté protection of the marine environment
and living marine resources, as well as fishingarearganizations. The IOTC Secretariat
was a member of the Regional Fishery Body SecettaNetwork, coordinated by FAO,
and the Coordinating Working Party on StatisticEA¥C noted continued cooperation
among the Secretariats of the North Atlantic FigeOrganization$3* and the global
Regional Fishery Body Secretariats Network. NEARged its participation as observer
in meetings of COFI, the United Nations Open-entiddrmal Consultative Process on
Oceans and the Law of the Sea, the Ad Hoc Openeehdiermal Working Group to
study issues relating to the conservation and swike use of marine biological diversity
beyond areas of national jurisdiction, and ICSPs.

231. SEAFO reported current cooperation with the Bengu€lurrent Commission
(BCC), CCAMLR, ICCAT, NAFO and NEAFC, and noted theide range of
organizations and stakeholders that attended SEAEEtings. SPRFMO reported that
its Convention required cooperation as appropnth, inter alia, other RFMOs. The
Commission was required to take account of consenvand management measures
or recommendations adopted by other RFMOs, andnsure that its own decisions
were compatible with, and supportive of, such covestton and management measures
or recommendations that were consistent with thRFSWO Convention. FFA reported

133CCSBT, ICCAT, IOTC, WCPFC. The ICCAT Executive Sstary currently chairs the meetings of the

tuna RFMO Secretariats.
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that it worked closely with the Secretariat of W@PRnd supported FFA members
participating in the development of SPRFMO.

232. RFMOs also cooperated to undertake joint monitorargto provide updated
advice on the status of stocks. CCSBT provided tgalastock status advice for
southern bluefin tuna to CCAMLR, ICCAT, IOTC and WECon an annual basis, and
GFCM reported on cooperation with ICCAT on the jomonitoring of tuna and tuna
like species, data exchange and MCS.

233. Participation in RFMO/As. Several RFMOs reported on mechanisms to allocate
participatory rights to members and cooperating-mambers, including details on
relevant criteria. CCSBT reported that participgtaights were allocated to all
members and cooperating non-members in the forma oftional allocation of the
global TAC based on five specific criteria requitegits Convention, together with any
other factors it deemed appropriate. A formal pthee for determining the size of
allocations has not been adopted, and decisione wade by negotiation, taking into
account past allocations or catches in the casewfentrants. ICCAT adopted criteria
for the allocation of fishing possibilities in 200Which entitled contracting or
cooperating non-contracting parties, entities shifig entities to receive possible quota
allocations. IOTC reported that it had not devetbgeecific criteria for the allocation
of fishing opportunities. In 2003, NEAFC adoptedidglines on allocations, which
provided that fishing opportunities for new membesuld not be allocated on stocks
already regulated by NEAFC.

234. SEAFO indicated that the Commission was requirethke into account criteria
listed in its Convention in determining the natared extent of participatory rights in
fishing opportunities. The SPRFMO Convention preddcriteria for the participation
in fishery resources, taking into account the statfi the fishery resource and the
existing level of fishing effort, and specifiedtefiia to the extent relevant. The WCPFC
Convention provided guidance on the developmertridéria for the allocation of the
TAC and the total level of fishing effort, but su¢btals have not yet been set or
allocated"* In addition, WCPFC procedures for applying for pemting non-member
status provided that, where necessary, the Comomissiould determine how the
participatory rights of cooperating non-members lddae limited by the conservation
and management measures in effect.

235. RFMOs also reported on measures to address non-erembcluding measures
to formalize the status of cooperating non-memb&GSBT reported on a resolution to
establish the formal status of cooperating non-memnbin order to promote
participation and application of its conservatiamdamanagement measures by non-
members. IOTC adopted a resolution to establishteus of cooperating non-
contracting party to accommodate non-members whehwio participate in the
management process but are not in a position 1y idmmit as members. NEAFC
noted that the status of a cooperating non-contrggiarty was based on the activity
for which cooperation was sought in its regulatanga (fishing, trans-shipment or
scientific research), or whether it sought genecaperation and support on measures.

236. WCPFC adopted a measure in 2008 that prescribetbeegs by which non-
members with an interest in the fishery could seefgarticipate as a cooperating non-
member, allowing several of them that had previpufished in the WCPFC
Convention Area to become cooperating hon-memlsdt&.noted that its members had
actively participated in the revision of the WCP@asure for cooperating non-

136 However, the sub-regional group of eight partiesh® Nauru Agreement (PNA) have implemented a
mechanism for allocating the majority of WCPO puwssie effort among their collective EEZs.
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members, which provides more clarity on the eligipiof non-members to become
cooperating non-members and the conditions to Hesfieal for the granting of
participatory fishing rights.

237. RFMOs also reported on specific measures to engeurmembership or
cooperation by non-members. CCAMLR has variousqgiedi and measures in place to
promote compliance, and it has a clear policy toagte cooperation between members
and non-members. CCSBT actively encouraged non-reesmio join the organization
and had market incentives in place to encourage Skates that currently take 99.9 per
cent of the known global catch of southern bluefima to become members or
cooperating non-members. ICCAT reported on a recentation that required its
Executive Secretary to contact all non-members kntabe fishing in the Convention
Area for species under its competence and urge tbelsecome a contracting party, or
to attain the status of a cooperating wwontracting party, entity or fishing entity.

238. IOTC established contacts with non-members fisiimghe Convention Area to
encourage them to participate in the I0TC, and chdbat most of the fishing nations
had joined as full members or as cooperating nartraating parties. SEAFO referred
to provisions in its Convention that provide medkars for cooperation with non-
members and indicated that fishing entities woulgbg benefits from participation in
the fishery commensurate with their commitment doply with relevant conservation
and management measures. The SPRFMO Conventiomeajsored measures such as
exchange of information, deterrence and encourageffiee non-contracting parties to
become parties.

239. WCPFC adopted a measure in 2004 that required mesrioetake necessary
measures to ensure that fishing was only condubtediessels flying the flag of a
member of the Commission. Some coastal State menteare provided licenses for
non-member’s fishing vessels to fish in their EE&#h the proviso that fishing would
not be undertaken on the high seas.

240. Decision-making rules and procedures. A number of RFMOs reported on
decision-making rules and processes to constragt ppt-out behaviour of members.
CCSBT emphasized that it did not have provisionst thllowed for opting out of
decisions. ICCAT indicated that no procedures existo control post opt-out
behaviour, however, members have voluntarily inethidlternative measures in some
cases where objections had been lodged and comfirl®8 C reported that post opt-out
behaviour was not addressed in its dispute settiémpecedures. However, opting out
of the Commission could lead to loss of accesh&|OTC Convention Area for the
party concerned. Amendments to the NAFO ConvenitioR008 required members to
justify their reason when objecting to decisionke TSPRFMO Convention provides a
mechanism for the implementation of decisions #ilmwed for objections on narrowly
stated grounds and the specification of alternameasures equivalent to the decision
to which objection had been made. The objective wwasvoid a situation where a party
might indefinitely refuse to apply a decision oét@ommission and thereby undermine
conservation and management measures.

241. WCPFC reported that its decision-making provisiditsnot include the option to
object or opt-out of decisions. In this regard, Ft#ted however that ‘opt-out’ clauses
in various conservation and management measurgaedioy WCPFC were inevitable
due to the desirability for decision-making by census. It further noted that, while
exemptions pursued by major fishing States in treifie Islands region could
potentially undermine conservation efforts, suchaswes would not be effective
without the support of those fishing States.

242. All responding RFMOs also supported efforts to i transparency bynter
alia, allowing 1IGOs and NGOs to attend meetings. CC38dorted that the timeline
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for observers to apply to attend its meetings hagknb cut in half. A recent
recommendation has also granted increased pattimipéor NGOs in ICCAT. IOTC
reported that no organization had been refusedrititeé to participate in a meeting.
IGOs and NGOs were also present at the negotiattdrithe SPRFMO Convention.
Most RFMOs also noted that meeting documents westepl on their websites, except
those deemed to be confidential.

243. Exercise of effective control by flag Sates. Some RFMOs reported on measures
they had taken to implement the flag State dutyexercise effective control over
fishing vessels; however, no RFMO reported addngs#iis issue in the context of the
“genuine link”, as recommended by the Review Coerfiee. ICCAT required parties to
ensure that they did not authorize vessels toifistne ICCAT Convention Area unless
they were able to effectively exercise their resgibitities in respect of such vessels,
including monitoring and controlling their fishiragtivities. In reviewing the NEAFC
Scheme of Control and Enforcement, the NEAFC perforce review panel noted that
all Contracting Parties have adopted the same inl¢seir national fisheries laws for
fishing vessels flying their flag fishing in the MEC Regulatory Area. SEAFO
reported on extensive requirements in its Conventédating to flag State duties.

244. Fisheries of developing Sates. Several RFMOs reported on measures taken to
enhance the ability of developing States to develogir fisheries, consistent with
article 25 of the Agreement (see also paras. 43)-48CAT reported that assistance to
developing States was contemplated in its critdda the allocation of fishing
possibilities, and noted that several funds hachtestablished to assist with capacity-
building, particularly in relation to data colleati NEAFC also referred to its
guidelines on the expectation of States consideapygying for membership in NEAFC
and possible fishing opportunities in the NEAFC Rlegpry Area. NEAFC's
Contracting Parties have also supported develofitages on an individual basis, and
the NEAFC Secretariat has supported the SEAFO &g including by hosting its
VMS database. In addition, NEAFC had an interesa iBuropean Union (EU) project
aimed at developing scientific expertise in arehgn® the EU was a party concerned.

245. SEAFO noted extensive provisions in its Conventianthe recognition of special
requirements of developing States in relation tomsewvation and management and
development of fishery resources. The SPRFMO Cotimerrequired its Commission
to give full recognition to the special requiremziolf developing States and required
parties to facilitate their access to fisheries.téking decisions on allocations, the
Commission was required to consider particularecidt that reflected the interests of
developing States.

246. FFA has taken concrete steps to enhance the pattan of its developing State

members in fishing activity in the region, includirproviding for the protection of domestic
development aspirations in WCPFC measures; protgptarticipation of developing States
in the SPRFMO Convention; providing technical agvic members; and accommodating
development plans in national management and dewelot plans. A recently endorsed
regional tuna strategy was explicit in the supmdrtiomestic development and identified
key strategies towards achieving fisheries devetrat the national level, including tying

access more tightly to participation in domesticalepment.

3. Overview of performance reviews conducted in RFM Os

247. The issue of RFMO/A performance reviews has gathem@mentum in recent
years, and the issue has been addressed in seweahational fora, including
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COFI meetings, resolutions of the General Assentlysustainable fisherié€® the
Regional Fishery Bodies Secretariats Network, ahd joint meetings of tuna
organizations®” The Review Conference urged RFMOs to undergo pedoce
reviews on an urgent basis, encouraged the inalusicsome element of independent
evaluation in such reviews, and recommended that résults be made publicly
available. It further recommended that the revislsuld use transparent criteria based
on the Agreement and other relevant instrumentdyiting best practices of RFMG¥

248. Five RFMOs have held performance reviews since 2@06 an additional six
organizations have planned to undertake such revi&wPerformance reviews have
been completed by CCAMLR (2008Y. CCSBT (2008)** ICCAT (2008)*? I0TC
(2008-2009)** and NEAFC (2006}* Different procedures for the review panel were
established by each RFMO, but all reviews generaliyuded some form of external
input. Reviews have been planned in 2010 by GFCMFQ, the North Pacific
Anadromous Fish Commission (NPAFC) and SEAFO. IATa6d WCPFC were
considering initiating performance reviews, butadlsthave not been agreed.

249. Some States provided observations and assessnmmtsroing the performance
review process. Canada noted that the ICCAT perdoca review had led to the
creation of a working group on the future of thegamization, and ongoing
improvements to its compliance committee. EC higtiéd its efforts regarding
a decision to conduct an independent performancieweof GFCM, which should be
undertaken in 2009/2010. New Zealand reported@@$BT had taken steps to address
weaknesses identified in its 2008 performance mvand it was developing a strategic
plan to assist with the process. Changes to itssroff procedure had made it easier
for NGOs to participate in CCSBT annual meetings. orway'’s initiative, NEAFC
had undertaken a performance review in 2006, basdlansparent criteria inspired by
the Review Conference, which had also been usedtamplate in developing criteria
for performance reviews of tuna RFMOs. The Unit¢alt&s has actively led discussions
on how to advance performance reviews in the tuRM®@&s using a common set of
criteria and a common methodology, which had basulated to the tuna RFMOs, as
well as other RFMOs, for their information and cidesation in conducting
performance reviews.

250. Other States expressed concerns regarding the rpexrfice review process.

Guatemala emphasized that recommendations frorKahe process had to be adopted
by each RFMO in accordance with the decision-makingcedures in force in each

organization, and noted that it did not recogniag arganization above RFMOs, which

were established through treaties and to which nemlagree to be bound in

accordance with international law. Indonesia sufgibthe review of performance by
RFMOs internally, but not by external partners.

138 5ince 2005, the resolutions have encouraged Statesigh their participation in RFMOs, to undertake

performance reviews.

13" The second joint meeting of tuna RFMOs urged thds®I®@s that had carried out, or were undertaking
performance reviews, to consider implementationapgropriate, of the recommendations of those
reviews.

A/CONF.210/2006/15, annex, para. 32 (j).

NASCO also indicated that it undertook a perfornearaview in 2004/2005.
http://www.ccamir.org/pu/E/e-Prfrm%20Review%20Repe20Jun09.pdf
http://www.ccsbt.org/docs/pdf/meeting_reports/ccébireport_of PRWG.pdf
http://www.iccat.int/Documents/Other/PERFORM_%20RHEYRI_LINGUAL.pdf
http://www.iotc.org/files/misc/performance%20reviég@dTC-2009-PRP-R[E].pdf
http://www.neafc.org/news/docs/performance-reviavedfedited. pdf
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251. International attention has now turned to the ontes of the reviews, including
identifying common constraints or weaknesses anskipte means of strengthening
RFMO/As. CCSBT reported that it had taken a positiapproach to the
recommendations of the performance review and fr@ddy implemented changes, or
commenced the process to implement changes, itiaeléo a large proportion of the
recommendations. I0TC indicated that its 2008 penfmce review had come to the
conclusion that a revision of the 1993 IOTC Agreatnwas necessary to incorporate
modern fisheries management approaches developethténnational instruments.
NEAFC indicated that the review panel produced anmeehensive review that
provided NEAFC with a basis to improve its fisherimanagement in the north-east
Atlantic. NEAFC had addressed most of the majorceons identified by the review
panel, including the adoption of conservation armhagement measures for all major
fisheries, the adoption of new port State contrelasures, the creation of a pan-north
Atlantic list of IUU vessels, and the closure oéas to protect VMEs.

252. The second joint meeting of tuna RFMOs expressedtem that the independent
performance reviews had identified fundamental &lwnings, such as failure to adopt
measures that reflect scientific advice, lack omptete and accurate data collection
and untimely provision of data, non compliance klad participation by important
players, and the need for institutional and legdbmm, which needed to be addressed
without delay. It was noted that many of the shomimgs should be addressed
individually by the concerned RFMOs, but also byarmmendations on harmonization
and coordination of measures of the tuna RFMOsiwithe framework of the Kobe
process, and that such work could greatly enhaheefunctioning of these RFMOs.
The meeting emphasised, in particular, the needcfonpatible and best practice
standards on a range of issues, including transasdmt monitoring and control, VMS,
observer requirements, by-catch mitigation measwash documentation and positive
and negative non-discriminatory negative market sness, as well as scientific data
collection and reporting®®

253. The twenty-eighth session of COFI in 2009 also drgeganizations that had
already undertaken performance reviews to implentbatrecommendations, if they
had not done so already, so as to strengthen relggmvernance, modernize mandates,
and adopt improved approaches to management.

(a) Areasof management subject to performancereviews

254. Areas of management subject to performance reviesve initially established by

NEAFC, as the first RFMO to carry out a review, aubsequently, by the 2007 joint
meeting of tuna RFMO¥? The criteria and terms of reference were compleargn

and included fisheries management as well as theagement of relevant institutional
processes through rules and procedures. Conseguantd after discussion in other
fora, including ICSP-6, all RFMOs have generallyéd their performance reviews on
the following criteria: (1) Conservation and Managmt (Status of living marine

resources; Quality and provision of scientific amyi Data collection and sharing;
Adoption of conservation and management measunedding measures adopted at
the coastal State level, Compatibility of conseiwatand management measures;
Fishing allocations); (2) Monitoring, Control andnfércement (Flag State duties;
Monitoring, surveillance and control activities; iPState measures; Follow-up on
infringements; Cooperative mechanisms to detect detér non-compliance; Market-
related measures); (3) Decision-making and Disj@dt#lement Procedures (Decision-

145Report of the second joint meeting of tuna RFMOs]@% — 3 July 2009, San Sebastian, Spain.
146Report of the joint meeting of tuna RFMOs, 22-26udam 2007, Kobe, Japan, appendix 14.
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making; Dispute settlement); and (4) Internation@boperation (Transparency;
Relationship to cooperating non-members; Relatignsto non-cooperating non-
members)*’

(b) Primary recommendations of the perfor mance reviews
(i) CCAMLR®

255. The review panel found that the stock status aedds for the current target
species and the retained by-catch species in ittbkshed and developing fisheries
were broadly consistent with article Il of the CCAR Convention and international
best practice. Issues concerning IUU fishing and #dequacy of information for
managing both established and developing fisheregpuired further and ongoing
attention. The status of many by-catch species washown or poorly known, the
broader ecosystem monitoring of biodiversity anghetelent predators was not well
connected to management decision-making, and thesept monitoring and
management approaches would require further dewedop to anticipate the effects of
increased fishing pressure and climate changeicBEat attention needed to be directed
toward the adequacy of monitoring and managemenhefkrill fishery to ensure its
expected development consistent with Article Ilftbin relation to the target species
and dependent and related species.

256. CCAMLR has been a world leader in developing angdlémenting the ecosystem
approach to fisheries and the precautionary approaawever, challenges remained in
the effective control of fishing and fishing capsgci establishing compatible
conservation and management measures throughoutCthwention Area and, as
necessary, outside the Convention Area, and deirgjopmonitoring and/or
precautionary management responses before undesieffiects occurred. An overall
strategy for protection of biodiversity and theaeery of depleted species needed to be
developed. There was also a need to identify ti@rfg capacity required to harvest the
resources sustainably, and to develop managemeasures to prevent or eliminate
excess capacity.

257. Overall, the review panel considered that the caemgke and enforcement
arrangements developed and implemented by CCAMLMR been relatively effective.
In order to improve current arrangements and enswwetinued best practice,
enhancements to existing MCS measures were recodadeft was also recommended
that the MCS provisions could be improved by enlvanc¢he transparency of issues
such as inspections, infringements, sanctions amohedtic legislation. The review
panel recommended that CCAMLR develop a more cohgmsive approach to port
inspections by defining ‘fishing vessels’ to includeefer and fishing support vessels
and widening the obligation of inspection to arshfng vessel suspected of carrying or
fishing for toothfish.

258. The review panel considered that there was an tingesd to ensure the seamless
and timely updating of IUU vessel lists, and to westhat such information was
circulated as widely as possible. Given the sigaift workload and increasing
challenges facing the CCAMLR Standing Committee tmplementation and
Compliance, the review panel recommended that ¢éhmd of reference, the modus
operandi and resources available should be reviewed

147 Some RFMOs have also examined financial and adrrtii processes.

148 Specific recommendations regarding the role of CCARMkithin the Antarctic Treaty System are not
included due to their unique application to CCAMLR.
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(i)

259. Regarding decision-making, consensus procedureswwa#ed well, but there
may have been associated costs. It was suggestétd while decisions possessing
normative and regulatory effects must continue ® diddressed on the basis of
consensus, a different procedure could govern hauh slecisions were implemented,
such as majority rule, or submission to an indepehdubsidiary organ. CCAMLR
dispute settlement mechanisms appeared to be sfagdtiry, and there was a pressing
need to take substantive action and for considaratif implementing of the binding
procedures for dispute settlement in Part XV of @mvention.

260. The review panel found that CCAMLR had demonstraeedcommendably
proactive approach to engaging with non-contracpagies, as demonstrated through
the policy to enhance cooperation between CCAMLR aon-contracting parties, and
efforts to ensure participation in the catch docotadon scheme, which were
encouraged. It also noted that CCAMLR had showremeination and innovation to
engage with non-contracting parties in an attermpadhieve greater regulation of the
vessels of those parties, however, further actsiraild be examined.

261. A sizeable number of observers were routinely edito attend meetings, but
managing the participation of observers remainechallenge, and opportunities to
improve that engagement needed to be exploredudimd by reviewing rules of
procedure concerning observers. Considerable sftoati been made to ensuring that
CCAMLR material was made publicly available in anély fashion, but greater
attention had to be given to ensuring that meetigprts were delivered in a more
synthesized fashion.

262. Although in ecosystem terms CCAMLR was largely sifficient, regular and
constructive dialogue with other bodies outside@mavention Area, including RFMOs
and IGOs, could add value. Through its Secretaaiat member States individually,
CCAMLR had put commendable effort into engaginghwdeveloping States, including
by providing training. However, CCAMLR had few piisions in place to support
developing States in areas addressed by articlef Bhe@ Code of Conduct, and
consideration of new means for providing supporméeeloping States was encouraged.

CCSBT

263. The performance review highlighted areas of goodopmance in CCSBT, such
as inclusion within the CCSBT, as members or coaijrey hon-members, all of those
fishing for southern bluefin tuna; recent improvense in transparency; and the
undertaking of its first performance review. Areaf poor performance included
recognition that the estimates of the depletiothefspawning stock biomass suggested
that CCSBT had not been successful in managindheoutbluefin tuna.

264. Among the key recommendations on the status ohdjiviesources, the review
panel highlighted the need to determine managerobjectives and rebuild strategy
consistent with the Agreement’s requirements todguiuture scientific assessments,
and to develop and implement a strategy to addhessmpacts of southern bluefin tuna
fisheries, including the collection and sharing d#ta between members of CCSBT
and secretariats of other RFMOs. It noted thatrefféo improve data collection and
reporting needed to focus on the full and urgenplémentation of the conservation
and management measures adopted by CCSBT in 2006.

265. In addition, the review panel noted that the tradéormation scheme was
probably of limited value since it did not incorpee all catches and catch reports could
not be independently verified. Urgent implementatiof a full catch documentation
scheme was thus recommended.
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266. In respect of scientific advice, the review parelammended that scientific effort
should achieve a better balance between southegdibltuna and ERS. CCSBT should
continue to make conservation and management memsiansistent with scientific

advice, but it should develop a strategic plan ttoe adoption of conservation and
management measures and a management plan to ienglemnimum standards for
the fishery. In general, current arrangements veatesfactory for the compatibility of

management measures, and for fishing allocatiodsopportunities, and no action was
recommended in terms of capacity management, edxoegation to the capacity for

temporal and spatial closures in the southern biteha spawning ground.

267. Addressing MCS issues, the review panel considered all members and
cooperating non-members should continue to takenatiessary actions to ensure
compliance with conservation and management measG@@SBT was also encouraged
to cooperate with other tuna RFMOSs, including byimjring harmonization, and to
prioritize the development of MCS in a complianckm In order to follow up
infringements, CCSBT should establish agreed rateshe treatment of overcatch and
a range of penalties in relation to all conservatimeasures. In addition, members and
non-members should be encouraged to submit theiomed reports to the CCSBT in
order to detect and deter non-compliance.

268. Regarding port State measures, the review panehrtetended the ongoing FAO
Technical Consultation as a source of guidance qurederred model. In terms of
market-related measures, it was recommended thatteh document scheme be
implemented as a matter of urgency, and that CCSBAauld monitor all market and
port States and encourage compliance with its monig and trade measures.

269. In its review of the CCSBT decision-making proceziyr the review panel
concluded that, while consensus decision-making nin¢hat some decisions were
delayed, the Commission could consider that sometaalay operational decision-
making could be devolved to the Chair or the ExieeutSecretary, by unanimous
decision of the Commission.

270. In order to enhance international cooperation, ttdew panel suggested that
openness should be improved by better publicatibrthe rules for observers. In
addition, there were significant opportunities foe CCSBT to work more closely with
and harmonize measures with other RFMOs, especvally the other tuna-RFMOs,
which should be a priority area.

271. Additional recommendations from the independenteexmf the performance
review, included the need to consider amending enegotiating the CCSBT
Convention, or incorporating modern standards ighdries management into the work
of the Commission; developing the most accuratekstssessment possible in light of
under-reported past catches, and setting a gloBRél for southern bluefin tuna that
would allow the stock to rebuild on the basis of paecautionary approach;
implementing the recommendations of the FAO Intdomal Plan of Action on the
Management of Fishing Capacity; moving promptlyréouce the impacts of southern
bluefin tuna fisheries on ERS; and adopt and impglemmeasures to minimize
pollution, waste, discards or catch by lost andndlomed gear. In terms of compliance
and enforcement, the independent expert recommetin@eddoption of a broader set of
port State measures to prevent the landing andg-shipment of IUU catches, and the
adoption of an integrated VMS. Modernizing the suéand procedures on the admission
of observers was also recommended.
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(iii)

ICCAT

272. The review panel indicated that ICCAT had developezhsonably sound
conservation and fisheries management practiceschwhf fully implemented and
complied with, would have been effective in managgithe relevant fisheries.
Fundamentally, however, ICCAT has not met its dfjyjes for several of the species
under its purview, due in large part to the lackcofmpliance by many of its members.
Contracting Parties, cooperating non-contractindi®a entities and fishing entities have
consistently failed to provide timely and accuradata and to implement MCS
arrangements. A number of key fish stocks were Wwelbw MSY. Concerns were also
expressed over transparency, both in terms of ideeivaking and in resource allocation.

273. The review panel indicated that most of the proldeand challenges in ICCAT

could be resolved with greater political will to llfu implement and adhere to

ICCAT rules and recommendations. Sound approadahdisheries management have
generally been adopted in basic texts and recomatends, but had been undermined
by systemic failures by members in implementinghsuales and recommendations.
The review panel also expressed strong reservatiarthe performance of the ICCAT
Compliance Committee, and noted that the ICCAT &tasn Committee on Research
and Statistics had provided sound advice, whileraggy under significant difficulties

due to failures in the provision of timely and acte data.

274.1t was generally observed that the ICCAT Conventigiould be reviewed,
modernized, or otherwise supplemented, in lightmafdern global instruments and
current best practice in RFMOs, including in regardhe ecosystem and precautionary
approaches, fishing allocations and opportunitidsg State and port State duties,
compatibility of measures, and dispute settlemeot@dures.

275. The review panel found that lack of data and latlkaccuracy of reported data

introduced large uncertainties in some stock assests. It was recommended that a
precautionary approach should be adopted to theagement of fisheries on fish

stocks where data were poor or lacking. The paoghd that ICCAT management

objectives had been met in only four of the 14 ksogxamined.

276. In terms of actual implementation of adopted resoihs and recommendations,
the review panel found that management of fishedesbluefin tuna in the eastern
Atlantic and Mediterranean and the regulation afeliin farming was unacceptable and
not consistent with ICCAT objectives. It recommeddée suspension of fishing on
bluefin tuna in the eastern Atlantic and Meditegan until members fully complied
with ICCAT recommendations. Management of fishedasswordfish, bigeye tuna and
yellowfin tuna were largely consistent with the ragement objectives, but concern
was expressed over current catches for albacom ituthe north Atlantic, and it was
considered that the TAC should be adjusted softbling mortality was at, or below,
MSY. In addition, target reference points shouddagreed for all species to ensure that
the Commission’s objective had a high probabilifybeing met, consistent with the
Agreement and the precautionary approach.

277. The review panel strongly recommended that ICCAMmexdiately discontinue the
practice of allowing the carry forward of uncauglibcations in all fisheries, and that
fishing capacity was immediately adjusted to rdfléshing opportunities or quota
allocations for all fisheries. It believed that I&T should develop binding allocation
criteria that were applied in a fair and transpammanner, and consider allowing the
purchase and transferability of quota from existtognew members as a method to
encourage compliance and the entry of new memb&he review panel also
recommended that the importance of the recreatiandl sport fishing sector be taken
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(iv)

seriously and that efforts be made to include seistor in future ICCAT deliberations
regarding fisheries management.

278. Regarding MCS, the review panel recommended thaCAIC members
immediately apply fully the rules and measures a&gopby ICCAT and provide
effective control over their nationals through datiearrangements, including flag and
port State controls, observer programmes and VMS.sttongly believed that
misreporting needed to stop immediately, specifieda needed to be collected and
reported in a timely manner, and efforts shouldcbetinued to build capacity in, and
improve reporting by, developing members and coafey non-members. ICCAT
should also investigate and develop a severe peredime that either has the capacity
to suspend member countries that systematicallpkoi€ CAT regulations, or could
apply significant financial penalties for breaches.

279. In terms of decision-making, the review panel reaended that the Commission
review its decision-making procedure with a view toeating mechanisms for
minimizing objections and reviewing objections thghh an expert body, taking into
account recent trends in other RFMOs. It also raovemded the establishment of
dispute settlement procedures, including the péssilse of an expert panel and
compulsory proceedings entailing binding decisiof®egarding transparency, the
review panel recommended that a discussion papeprbpared on transparency,
fairness and equity within ICCAT and that the ICCABlicy on NGO attendance at
meetings be reviewed.

I0TC

280. The review panel concluded that the IOTC Agreenveard outdated, as it did not
take account of modern principles for fisheries agement, in particular, the
precautionary approach and an ecosystem-basedaqgtpto fisheries management. In
addition, the lack of clear delineation of the ftions of the IOTC Commission, or flag
State and port State obligations were significanpediments to the effective and
efficient functioning of the IOTC Commission. Theview panel also noted limitations
on partipation in the work of the IOTC Commissidh.was recommended that the
IOTC Agreement either be amended or replaced byew mstrument, taking into

account the full suite of deficiencies identifiedthe performance review.

281. The review panel also highlighted numerous wealage$s the workings of the

IOTC Commission in terms of data collection andrsitaand the quality and provision

of scientific advice, which contributed to high &s of uncertainty concerning the
status of many stocks under its mandate. The reyiamel concluded that addressing
uncertainty in data and in the stock assessmenssoma of the most fundamental and
urgent actions required to improve the performaoitine IOTC Commission.

282. Among the key recommendations on the adoption ohseovation and
management measures, the review panel suggestéariagpmanagement approaches
other than effort control, imposing a deadline fibeet development plans, and
implementing the precautionary approach in accazdanith the Agreement, pending
the amendment or replacement of the IOTC AgreemiRatommendations were also
made on capacity management, prompt implementatadn conservation and
management measures by members, and use of aatalosystem of fishing quota, as
well as in regards to decision-making, including thse of the voting procedure,
amendment of the objection procedure to make itemagorous, and adoption of a
provision on dispute settlement in line with therégment.

283. In terms of compliance, the review panel found tbat levels of compliance with
measures and obligations were commonplace andelidictions had been taken to
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remedy the situation. There were no sanctions oalpies in place for non-compliance,
and the list of IUU vessels only applied to non-nbemns. The review panel concluded
that strengthening the ability of the IOTC ComptanCommittee to monitor non-

compliance and advise the IOTC Commission on astitmat might be taken in

response to non-compliance was imperative. Spe@itommendations were made on
the development of a comprehensive MCS systenruatsted, integrated approach to
evaluate the compliance of each member againstcdmservation and management
measures in force, greater accountability, tramsfdgion of non-binding market

measures into binding measures, and expanding dbpesof the current statistical

document programme.

284. It was recommended that international cooperationld be enhanced through
measures relating to transparency by making thveastessels list available on the
IOTC website. Means for improving the relationshifith non-members were also
identified, and it was recommended that cooperatidth other RFMOs could be
enhanced by establishing mechanisms for mutualgr@tion of IUU vessel lists and
memoranda of understanding for working in a cocathd manner on issues of
common interest.

285. In view of serious problems of capacity, infrasture and budgetary constraints,
and lack of appropriate scientific expertise of maleveloping States, which impeded
their ability to comply with their obligations ankimit their participation in 10TC
meetings, the review panel recommended that theCl@dmmission provide increased
financial support for capacity-building to develogi States, by enhancing already
existing funding mechanisms to build the capacdy data collection, processing and
reporting, as well as technical and scientific ddlitges. The possibility of establishing
a special fund to facilitate participation in thenk of the IOTC Commission should be
considered, and strengthening the role and abditythe Secretariat to undertake
targeted capacity-building should be explored.

(v) NEAFC

286. The review panel considered that the NEAFC Coneanéind measures adopted
by NEAFC generally implemented global instrumenéslihg with fisheries issues, in
particular the Agreement, the FAO Agreement to Rytam Compliance with
International Conservation and Management MeaslmgsFishing Vessels on the
High Seas (Compliance Agreement) and the Code ofdGct. Concerns were
expressed over the accuracy of data reporting dussues such as area misreporting
and discarding, and better co-ordination of alladatto one database was desirable.
A critical issue to address was the situation feeptsea species as regards knowledge
of the species, nature of the fisheries, statub@fesources and management planning.

287. Sustainable management of pelagic redfish was la igrity, and improvements
were needed in addressing the stock structure igsaeprecautionary manner, even in
the face of scientific uncertainty and lack of cemsus. The review recommended that
NEAFC continue to play a critical role in ensuritigat new exploratory or expanding
fisheries develop in accordance with the precaatipnapproach, but it should
determine its specific objectives and develop amehensive strategy of protection.

288. It was noted that management plans were in placeompliance with the
precautionary approach for the pelagic stocks theitinability of coastal States to reach
allocation agreements severely hampered the pateaffectiveness of NEAFC to
manage stocks within its Regulatory Area and neddeble addressed, in addition to
lack of transparency in the development of coaState agreements.
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289. The review panel noted that NEAFC was beginnin@address the issue of ghost
fishing from lost nets in deep-sea areas, and rmaronmental and ecological issues
through its application of closed areas, moratorisshark fishing, the ban on the use of
gillnets in depths beyond 200 metres, and the adgweént of procedures for closing

new areas. It was recommended that NEAFC devel@pmaprehensive strategy of

protection in this regard, including objectivespegaches and measures of success.

290. As regards control mechanisms, NEAFC had develapephisticated system
that made use of modern technologies, although rattemtion could be paid to quality
control, including cross-checking of reports andreneffective use of inspection
resources and the NEAFC database. The means deditaNEAFC in this regard were
not utilized in full, and all Contracting Partieéddnot contribute to inspection and
surveillance in a manner fitting their fishing pease. IUU fishing activities in the
NEAFC Regulatory Area had become a serious chadlemhgit NEAFC had moved
swiftly and decisively to adopt a number of measureaddress the problem, including
IUU vessel lists, prohibition of landings, closuie ports and other port State control
provisions, and some measures exceeded the standdfdO instruments.

291. The review panel welcomed the development of disgettiement mechanisms as
an important element in the modernization of theARE Convention, which could
facilitate the resolution of pending issues. Pregrédad been made to improve the
transparency of information flow and decision-makiprocesses within NEAFC,
although improvement was needed regarding the IG&ié&ntific review process and
negotiations between participating coastal Stateguota allocations and management
measures for specific Convention Area fisheries.

292. The review panel indicated that article 5 of the AHE Convention has
implemented the requirements under article 7 of Aggeement. To promote the
compatibility of measures, it strongly encouragke ¢stablishment of a mechanism for
the transmission of national measures and decigioriie NEAFC Commission. The
review panel also recommended that NEAFC membegaldtensure that the use of the
objection procedure does not undermine conservatibrthe resources and was
supported by the dispute settlement mechanismhe&urtore, interim measures should
be agreed upon and implemented while disputes tueireg resolved.

293. Regarding international cooperation, the review ghamcknowledged the high
level of engagement of the NEAFC Secretariat witheo RFMOs and international
organizations, but noted the need for improvemarthe relationship and future links
between NEAFC and the Commission of the Convenfmnthe Protection of the

Marine Environment of the North-East Atlantic (OF®PA The review panel also noted
the transparent and appropriate rules for grantiogperating non-contracting party
status, but suggested that further obligations rbayput on such States. It also
acknowledged the progress being made in addresfsigng activities by non-

contracting and non-cooperating parties.

294. In conclusion, the review panel found that, givenciontraints, NEAFC had taken
many positive initiatives, and in some areas, saglvessel monitoring, was a leader in
implementing the management arrangements in whikhd authority. It was suggested
that NEAFC Contracting Parties develop a more pansnt process in setting
objectives for the management of its fisheries, aodsider ways to provide NEAFC
with greater authority in this regard, as well asthe consequential processes of
allocating and administering access rights and rdeéteng the tools and services
needed for effective management. It was recommetitltdNEAFC develop an annual
fisheries status report, encompassing biologicetiofs for the fish stocks concerned, as
well as social, environmental and economic perfarcea A more comprehensive and
active information collection and analytical capggavould also be needed. Realigning
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management of NEAFC fisheries from an input driy@mocess to one founded on
common and multi-year outcomes and aligned incestieould offer the best strategy
for future progress.

4. Analysis of the extent to which the recommendations of the Review Conference
have been implemented

295. Several States have been involved in efforts tengfthen the mandates and
measures of RFMOs, including through performanceeres and the implementation
of best practices. The completion of performanceéergs of five RFMOs since the
Review Conference in 2006, and plans for six addal performance reviews have
highlighted global determination to move forwardtbis process. Performance reviews
conducted to date have included some element ofp@ddent evaluation, and the
results have been made publicly available and hased transparent criteria, as
recommended by the Review Conference. Many revieawe also referred to the use
of best practice guidelines, however, the applaratif such guidelines, in general, has
not been not addressed.

296. The performance review process has identified cabdepleted stocks, as well as
failures in meeting objectives for several speciask of success in management, and
inadequate data availability or dependence on &real organization for such data. In
general, provision of scientific advice was thougbtbe good across RFMOs, but
further efforts were needed to improve data coitectand sharing. Assessment of
adopted conservation and management measures dialts/en results, ranging from
the adoption of a wide range of measures, to rebtifew measures. Compatibility of
management measures and fishing allocations wemerghy not prominent issues in
the performance reviews for different reasons,tiegato the mandate and processes of
each organization.

297. Regarding MCS, assessment of flag State performaaced, with one review
noting that members largely fulfilled their dutiess flag States, while others
underscoring the need for effective performanceluiing sanctions of adequate
severity, transparency among members in relatiomatonal laws, and the inclusion of
flag State obligations in the relevant constitutimetrument. The general effectiveness
of MCS measures of some RFMOs was noted by thewepanels, and enhancements
to existing MCS measures were recommended in akgaincluding: increasing
transparency in relation to inspections, infringatse sanctions and domestic
legislation; adoption of sanctions sufficient tacsee compliance; review of domestic
legislation; adoption of a comprehensive MCS systquality control, including cross-
checking of reports; follow-up on infringements;daemphasis on flag State duties.
All performance reviews attached high importancetite implementation of port
State measures.

298. There was a need for improved decision-making gdhemlcross RFMOs in
various areas, including timeliness and out-datbfeaiion procedures, and dispute
settlement procedures were generally unsatisfacborynused. Most RFMOs had a
good level of transparency for international co@pien, although further improvements
were needed in some cases. Progress had geneealtyrbade in cooperation between
RFMOs and cooperating non-members and other nonbaenmand among RFMOs.

299. Although the performance review process has couieidh to the improved
functioning of RFMOs by identifying recommendatiofts strengthened governance,
some States noted the need for further effortsnfément the recommendations within
RFMOs. Since the reviews have been based on idéntic similar criteria,
identification and prioritization of further followp could be highly useful and assist in
promoting a systematic approach to the implememtatif the Agreement. To be
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effective, the relevant actions and measures ne&uld® supported and implemented
by members and cooperating non-members, and caigerand compliance among
States and RFMOs needed to be strengthened.

300. As recommended by the Review Conference, there basn increased
cooperation among existing and developing RFMOmany levels, including through
the joint meetings of the tuna RFMOs and coopematonong secretariats of some
RFMOs on a species and geographical bases. The ofistormal cooperation
mechanisms, such as memoranda of understandingn¢r@sased although, in general,
the priorities and effectiveness of such coopenaltias not been elaborated.

301. Several States reported on progress in developiEchanisms to encourage States
to participate in RFMO/As, including the developrhehtransparent allocation criteria
in RFMOs to address participatory rights, howefenther efforts were needed to agree
on, and apply, such criteria. Except for the adopf specific allocation criteria and
guidelines by RFMOs, there were no clear trendsimregard. The focus of efforts has
been on members and cooperating non-members, arepoas were made of efforts to
take into account the interests of all those witheal interest” in the fishery.

302. Although some States reported on individual effbotencourage the participation
of non-members in RFMO/As, there were no reportsao$ystematic approach to
establish mechanisms to promote such participadbonon-members. Many RFMOs
reported on measures that had been in place ferakyears to encourage participation
by non-members, with some notable successes. Aerafgdifferent incentives and
disincentives have been adopted, but responding ®§lsind States generally did not
report on the specific incentives recommended by Beview Conference, or on
benefits that non-members would enjoy commensurgtd their commitment to
comply with conservation and management measures.

303. Most responding States and RFMOs have taken actmnimprove the
transparency of RFMOs in terms of decision-makirrgcpsses and the reasonable
participation of IGOs and NGOs. In particular, regtons on States from opting out of
decisions, combined with dispute settlement anerothechanisms to prevent opting-
out, have been adopted in the context of the retiggmn of constitutive instruments, or
the establishment of new RFMOs. These developmbat®e underscored the need
for strengthened decision-making processes for meffective implementation of
conservation and management measures.

304. Many States and RFMOs have made efforts to impefiective control by flag
States over vessels flying their flag, as opposedrt examination of the role of the
“genuine link”, which is not clearly defined. Stathave supported cooperation in the
work of the FAO on flag State performance, and haported national mechanisms to
ensure effective control. Some RFMOs have takeipmado have this duty of flag
States implemented in their convention areas, heddsue has been the subject of the
performance review process. While some progressbeas made, further efforts are
needed in support of relevant FAO activities, sashidentifying criteria for flag State
performance and actions to be taken when critexgarfot been met.

305. Several States have taken measures to enhanceéitite af developing States to
develop their fisheries, using a range of traddalormeans, such as financial
contributions and technical assistance. A few RFMi@se taken some steps to
facilitate such assistance through the establishroéfiunds or other mechanisms. In
some cases, the relevant constitutive instrumest diso referred to such measures.
There have been no specific cases reported of theigoon of assistance through
facilitating access to fisheries, consistent withidle 25 of the Agreement, or on the
outcomes or successes of applicable measures.
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Monitoring, control and surveillance, and compliance and enfor cement

306. The Review Conference recognized that effective mance with and
enforcement of agreed conservation and managemeasumes, supported by effective
MCS, was critical to achieving the long-term cowsgion and sustainable use of
straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fislahts. Since 2006, important initiatives
have taken place to strengthen MCS at all levaisjuding adoption of the FAO
Agreement on Port State Measures to Prevent, eterEliminate lllegal, Unreported
and Unregulated Fishing (Port State Measures Agee¢)nand cooperation to develop
criteria for assessing the performance of flag €taand examine possible actions
against vessels flying the flags of States not mgetuch criteria.

M easures taken by States

307. Srengthening effective control over vessels, IUU fishing and VMS. Measures
relating to MCS, compliance and enforcement atribéonal level have focused on
strengthening effective control over vessels asl wasl nationals in areas beyond
national jurisdiction. The aim was to ensure thassels comply with, and do not
undermine, the conservation and management measuRISMO/As and that nationals
refrain from engaging in IUU fishing activities.

308. Most responding States referred to legislative raaidms and other MCS tools, at
national and regional levels, to strengthen effiectiontrol over vessels flying their flag and
to deter nationals and beneficial owners from eimggig IUU fishing activities.

309. Several respondents referred to national licenségiirements for fishing vessels
operating on the high se&¥,and all respondents required their vessels to ¢pmijih
conservation and management measures of RFMO/Asmada had domestic licensing
requirements for all high seas fishing in regulatmdunregulated areas as well as
activities within the national jurisdiction of armr State. An EC system was
introduced for authorization of fishing activitied fishing vessels outside EC waters
and the access of third country vessels to EC watevhich described the
responsibilities of the EC member States concertfiegprocedure for the authorization
of fishing activities.

310. Japan referred to the limited entry licensing systéor its fishing vessels

operating on the high seas, which requiredmpliance with conservation and
management measures of RFMO/As. Mauritius requitedflagged vessels to be
licensed for fishing in areas within national jdiigtion and on the high seas, and
compliance with the measures adopted by RMFO/As avasndition of the licence.

Moreover, a condition of registration of a vessehswcompliance with applicable

measures adopted by RFMO/As or another coastale,Siatluding securing an

appropriate fishing authorization or licence tchfis the area concerned. Mozambique
was strengthening its licence conditions to ensomapliance with national laws.

311.In New Zealand, an applicant’s record of compliangih conservation and
management measures of RFMO/As was integral todmutysion to issue a high seas
fishing permit. An additional permit was requirexdfish in areas for species covered by
some RFMOs of which New Zealand was a member. Highs fishing permits
prohibited fishing in areas or for species covebydRFMOs to which New Zealand
was not a party, without specific approval. Norvgalicensing system for high seas
fishing incorporated all relevant obligations edigtied by RFMOs. Licences were
granted on an annual basis and only if the vesadl fishing rights in an RFMO of

149Canada, Japan, Mauritius, New Zealand, Norway, PanBeru, Sri Lanka, United States.
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which Norway was a member. Peru’s legislation fana, horse mackerel, chub
mackerel and giant squid fisheries required shiperaroperating vessels flying its flag
to comply with applicable national and regional servation and management
measures.

312. Many respondent?’ reported on the use of a range of MCS tools, ificlg
requirements for VMS, in order to exercise contreér vessels flying their flag and to
deter IUU fishing. The EC adopted a number of ragahs concerning fisheries data,
electronic systems for recording and reportingisiidries activities and data exchange
among member States. In 2008, it established aifgpemntrol and inspection
programme related to the recovery of bluefin tunathe eastern Atlantic and the
Mediterranean, which was renewed in 2009. The E@p@sed also to introduce a
regulation that would establish a catch documemmagirogramme for bluefin tuna, in
order to improve the control of all the componemtsolved in the bluefin tuna
fisheries. In 2008, an EC decision established acifip control and inspection
programme related to certain cod stocks and imptgete a general framework for
mutual assistance and exchange of relevant infaomabetween all authorities
involved in the monitoring, inspection and sunamilte of the cod fishery. The EC has
also been instrumental in MCS in the GFCM Convanfoea.

313. Several States reported on the implementation ofSM@easures adopted by
RFMOs, including through regional VMS (CCAMLR, SPRB, WCPFC) and

observer schemes (WCPFC), boarding and inspectiocedures (CCAMLR), negative
vessel lists (CCAMLR, IATTC, ICCAT, NAFO, WCPFC)tagistical documentation
schemes (IATTC, ICCAT), and catch documentatioreseiss (CCAMLR, ICCAT):>

314. Some States also reported on their legal and regylérameworks for combating

IUU fishing. Canada has developed a national canpk framework, and Chile and
Panama have adopted NPOAs-IUU. The EC has adoptegjudation that came into

effect from 1 January 2010 aimed at preventing @irdinating all trade of IUU fishery

products into the EC, through the introduction afat#ch certification scheme that would
improve traceability of all marine fishery produetsall stages of the production chain.

315. New Zealand’s nationals were prohibited from usinfpreign flagged vessel to

fish on the high seas unless in accordance withaathorization issued by certain

States, and there were specific measures concefisinipg activities within areas, or

for species, covered by RFMO/As. Further, it wasoffence to fish in an area within

the national jurisdiction of another State if tleavk of that State were not observed.
Norway'’s legislation regarding marine living resoes, adopted in 2008, contained
provisions addressing IUU fishing by nationals &etheficial owners.

316. The United States reported that the Lacey Act tadydlicit interstate or foreign
commerce in illegally taken fish, and also coveagtivities onboard vessels flying the
flag of the United States on the high seas andeasawithin the national jurisdiction of
other States. The United States had also adoptkdetzsl agreements prohibiting
unauthorized fishing by its nationals and vesselareas under the fisheries jurisdiction
of other States.

317. Other States also reported that enforcement aetims taken against nationals in
connection with IUU fishing, including through tlposition of penalties, fines and
administrative punishment for violations of natibra regional measurés? Japan

150Canada, EC, Japan, Kenya, Mauritius, Mozambique, Realand, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines,

Sri Lanka, Thailand, United States, Bolivarian Relmuof Venezuela.
Canada, Chile, New Zealand, Philippines, UnitedeSta
Guatemala, Indonesia, Peru, Sri Lanka, Bolivariapiblic of Venezuela.
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stressed that it immediately investigated allegedations of RFMO/ASs’ conservation
and management measures by any Japanese fishisgls,egnd the sanctions imposed
for violations could include suspension from fighiand returning to the port and
anchorage. Mauritius could cancel or suspend aeVss®gistration if it was used in
contravention of conservation and management measof an RFMO/A or another
State. New Zealand reported that the deterrentlpesdor commercial fisheries were
generally two to three times the anticipated benefi

318. Most States reported that they required their flajgessels fishing on the high
seas to carry VMS, including through the implemé&ota of measures adopted by
RFMO/As or on a regional basi® or were in the process of implementing such a
requirement> Kenya indicated that it would adopt legislationewsure that evidence
from VMS was admissible in court proceedings. Neaaldnd and the United States
reported on the regional VMS programme operatedthgy FFA in the western and
central Pacific Ocean. The United States was implging a VMS national coverage
which would require VMS on all vessels and consatkdall VMS information into one
database and promote near real-time transmissiahi®fdata to on-the-water assets.
VMS coverage would be extended to approximatel¥8,@essels by 2009.

319. The United States also supported the continuatfathe process in FAO to foster
broader implementation of satellite-based VMS, arated the 2006 FAO Expert
Consultation on VMS® as well as the updated FAO Technical Guideline&Ms. It
supported the work of FAO to develop additionaldgrice, including model legislation
to facilitate the use of VMS.

320. Assessing flag Sate performance. The failure by some States to effectively control
their vessels has received increasing attentiomn frihe international community.
Several States expressed support for the work ef RAO to develop criteria for
assessing the performance of flag States as weét agamine possible actions against

vessels flying the flags of States not meeting striteria’®®

321. Under Canada’s port access policy, a list was rairtl of the States with which

Canada had favourable fisheries relations. To &tedi a State had to have fulfilled its
flag State duties in controlling the activities itd fleet and ensuring compliance with
relevant international conservation and managenmmaasures and fisheries treaty
obligations. In January 2009, Chile informed FAOtd details of its fleet operating on
the high seas, in accordance with the Compliancedment. Mauritius reported on its
measures to ensure compliance by vessels flyinfatsthrough a range of activities
consistent with the FAO International Plan to PrayeDeter and Eliminate lllegal,

Unreported and Unregulated Fishing (IPOA-IUU). N&®aland noted that the EC
regulation on IUU fishing placed responsibility foertifying the legitimacy of catch on

the flag State.

322. With regard to multilaterally agreed trade measuoegromote implementation of
flag State obligations, Guatemala noted that it pli@d with IATTC and ICCAT
resolutions and recommendations to combat IUU fighiMozambique expressed
concern that trade measures should be implemergaedaély and with assistance to
developing countries that lacked the relevant capas flag States. Reference was also

153
154
155

Canada, Chile, Indonesia, Japan, Kenya, Mauritiesy Kealand, Norway, United States.
Guatemala, Mozambique, Sri Lanka, Bolivarian Rejoutl Venezuela.

FAO, Report of the Expert Consultation on the Ut&/essel Monitoring Systems and Satellites for
Fisheries Monitoring, Control and Surveillance, Ro@#-26 October 2006. FAO Fisheries Report No.
815.

156Canada, Chile, Japan, Mauritius, New Zealand, NgrWaited States.

65



made to the EC regulation on IUU fishing. The Balian Republic of Venezuela stated
that it had accepted trade measures adopted by B&ikOs.

323. Some States reported on initiatives or supporteeetbp regional guidelines for
fisheries sanctions to be applied by flag Statesualuate their systems of sanctions
and to ensure effectiveness in securing compliaaré deterring violations. Canada
supported the adoption of such guidelines by NAR@he context of the MCS reform
process, but there was no agreement yet on sudtelings. Chile stated that the
definition of “serious violation” by a vessel indlfSPRFMO Convention incorporated,
by reference, the definition in article 21, paradrall, of the Agreement, which may
provide a basis for the future preparation of sgcidelines. New Zealand worked
through RFMOs and RFBs (CCSBT, FFA and WCPFC) teeltyp and implement
strategies to deter vessel activities that undeethiconservation and management
measures. Mozambique reported that members of SAlRE addressing the matter
through the Protocol on Fisheries.

324. Port Sate measures. Port State measures are regarded as one of theefficgnt
and cost-effective means of combating IUU fishiligere have been many significant
developments concerning port State measures sif&6,2when the focus of the
international community was on initiating a procéasFAO to develop a legally
binding agreement on port State measures. Mosbnepg States participated in and
supported the FAO process to develop the Port Stkasures Agreement (see para.
399). Some States also reported on activities ieldg new schemes at the regional
level through relevant RFMO/As (Canada, New Zea)atwrway).

325. States also reported on the development of natiowgsures and other activities.
Canadian reported that, generally, its ports wéosed to foreign fishing vessels, and
access to Canadian waters and ports was a privilelgde developed an equitable and
transparent procedure for the control of landingrans-shipment of catches by foreign-
flagged fishing vessels in Chilean ports. Guatensd Mauritius reported on their
implementation of the FAO Model Scheme. Guatematanmied with relevant
measures adopted by IATTC concerning IUU fishingpah reported that, except for
landing of catch shipped from foreign countriestefgn fishing vessels were only
allowed to call into ports when authorized. Anyhfisg vessel of a State that was not a
member of an RFMO of which Japan was a member,ngr fshing vessel having
onboard catch which had been taken in a manneruth@érmined the effectiveness of
measures adopted by RFMOs, would be denied a ptiratcany port in Japan.

326. Mozambique approved its NPOA-IUU, including a sewtion port State
measures, and training sessions have been heldrgtementation has occurred in the
major designated ports. It also supported regionabperation, including the
establishment of common criteria for fisheries Esprs and common training
standards. New Zealand reported that its compliamzk enforcement system included
port State control for foreign-flagged vessels ammbperation with other States to
investigate alleged offences. Sri Lanka reportext #il port State measures stipulated
by FAO had been taken to minimize IUU fishing. Thad stated that it was
establishing a mechanism for port State measuregguay reported that its recent
MCS measures were mainly focussed on foreign flegsrating in its ports, and
included the development of a registry of suchifighvessels.

327. Compliance and enforcement mechanisms in RFMO/As. As recommended by the
Review Conference, adopting, strengthening and empinting compliance and
enforcement schemes at the regional level was gak&ar improved MCS of high seas
fisheries. States generally responded that the RIAd@n which they were members
had such compliance and enforcement schemes. Thritnggjoint meetings of the tuna
RFMOs, participating States were working to cooadénand strengthen compliance
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and enforcement and monitoring scherids\t the second meeting, held in Spain in
2009, participants concluded that it was necesdaryevelop common rules and
procedures across RFMOs for handling and dissemimaliata so there could be a free
exchange of non-public domain data within each RF&@ potentially across RFMOs.
New Zealand emphasized that the development oPtré State Measures Agreement
would provide a more coordinated process to exchanfprmation on IUU fishing
operations.

328. A number of respondents reported on their contiilmst to regional cooperation
for compliance and enforcement. Canada was activbeé development of significant
changes to the NAFO conservation and enforcemehérse. It also continued to
combat IUU fishing activity in the north Pacific bproviding long-range air

surveillance and radar imagery, coordinated throNgA\FC and WCPFC and related
organizations. As a result of an EC regulationh fisken in fishing activities that did
not comply with EC or GFCM measures could not bacptl on the market. Japan
registered its inspection vessels with WCPFC ireottd implement high seas boarding
and inspection. Mauritius referred to the MCS scaarhthe IOC, under which regular
surveillance missions were being carried out to lsamUU fishing.

329. In addition to collaborating with RFMOs, Mozambiqueas seeking to enhance
regional MCS arrangements through the developmg&anadnformal regional heads of
operations MCS network, regional MCS operationsrdom@tion centre, subregional
VMS and common regional training standards to fat# joint MCS operations.
Further, Mozambique was implementing a regionadnated fisheries information and
statistical system and was seeking to advanceysters from a catch to landing system
to a full value chain tracking system from “segptate”*® Norway reported that it had
contributed to the development of regional measuresuding negative vessel lists of
RFMOs (CCAMLR, NEAFC, NAFO), mutual recognition B§FMOs of such lists,
port State schemes, mandatory use of VMS, stricggorting requirements and
regulation of trans-shipment.

330. The United States reported that, in addition to lementing RFMO/A and
regional VMS measures, and trade monitoring scheadepted by RFMO/As, it was in
the processs of implementing penalties containeaddnservation and management
measures adopted by RFMO/As and related progranuoeserning negative vessel
lists (AIDCP, CCAMLR, IATTC, ICCAT, NAFO, WCPFC). fese measures generally
required members to prohibit entry of listed IUUssels into ports, restrict their
activities while in areas under their respectivasgiction, and prohibit supplying or
fuelling, trans-shipping with, or chartering listddU vessels.

331. National initiatives to enhance MCS, including tineplementation of measures
adopted by RFMO/As, were reported by GuatemalaMadritius. Guatemala was in
the process of implementing an IATTC measure on diséablishment of VMS.
Mauritius referred to its implementation of the qdiance and enforcement measures
of IOTC. Sri Lanka has established MCS measurevédssels flying its flag. Uruguay
referred to its activities in 2009 to improve natid MCS systems. The Bolivarian
Republic of Venezuela reported that it had exchdnigéormation on illegal activities
with RFMOs of which it was a member.

332. Alternative mechanisms for compliance and enforcement. Few States addressed
the issue of the development within RFMOs of al&irre mechanisms for compliance

157Japan, New Zealand, Panama, United States.

158 Mozambique had applied for assistance with respedhése iniatitives under the Assistance Fund
established under Part VIl of the Agreement.
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and enforcement pursuant to article 21, paragraphot the Agreement, including
other elements of a comprehensive MCS regime tffattesely ensured compliance
with the conservation and management measures edldpt the RFMO. Canada and
the United States expressed support for such mérhan and the United States
reported that it was prepared to work with Stateddvelop alternative mechanisms as
part of a comprehensive and effective MCS regime.

333. Chile reported that the SPRFMO Convention guarahtee boarding and
inspection procedure for the organization. Guatamamphasized that the creation
of alternative mechanisms could encourage StatgsitoRFMOs, and recalled this
as one effect of the negotiation of the 2003 ArsigDonvention, which permitted
fishing entities to participate in the work of IACTwithout being a member. Such
mechanisms could also facilitate accession to tgeedment and eliminate obstacles
that had prevented some States from becoming patte the Agreement. The
Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela recalled that asten to the Agreement depended
not only on the implementation of a comprehensiv@Svregime, but also on the legal
issues associated with such implementation.

334. Trans-shipment, supply and refuelling vessels. A number of States reported on the
adoption of stringent measures to regulate trafsasnt, in particular at-sea trans-
shipment, and to prohibit supply and refuelling seds from engaging in operations
with vessels included on negative vessel lists.

335. Responding States referred to national laws remgatrans-shipment. Canada
reported that trans-shipment must be authorizedewrits legislation, and foreign-

flagged vessels intending to land or trans-shipCemnadian ports were required to
undergo a port inspection. When there were readergabunds to suspect IUU fishing

by a vessel, landing and trans-shipment would ldipited and the flag State as well
as relevant RFMOs would be immediately notifiedil€Istated that vessels flying its
flag were not permitted to trans-ship on the highss and may do so only in certain
ports. They also must meet requirements for landiihcatch, including the provision of

catch documentation. Guatemala reported that tsaipgment at sea was prohibited, but
permitted in port.

336. Japan reported that it required advance notificatiom fishing vessels flying its
flag to land some tuna species, either directlynftbose vessels or from trans-shipment
vessels. Landing of bluefin and southern bluefinatuequired the submission of a
certificate of landed amount issued by a specidlibespection agency. Fisheries
inspectors conducted random port inspections oflifegs to ascertain the amount of
catch. Landing or trans-shipment by Japanese fishiessels at foreign ports was
managed by a licence system. Mauritius prohibiteahd-shipment, except at an
approved port. Trans-shipment at-sea may be pehift it was necessary and met
appropriate management measures. Mozambique regubservers to be present
during at-sea trans-shipments and expected to nmwe “no at-sea trans-shipment”
scheme in the next year, augmented by the impleatient of port State measures,
including vessel inspections.

337. New Zealand’s measures to regulate trans-shipntesgaaand in port included the

use of independent observers, VMS and detailedrtigorequirements for the purpose

of verifying all trans-shipped catch. New Zealants@red that measures adopted by
RFMO/As were followed, and if no measures werelate, it only permitted its vessels

to conduct trans-shipment where it could be satikthat the trans-shipped fish would

be accurately verified. Panama prohibited at-seamstshipment and controlled the

activities of refrigerated cargo vessels involvedtians-shipment in port areas and
territorial waters.
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338. Peru reported that foreign-flagged tuna vesseldirfgs on the high seas

may, subject to prior authorization by the competamthority and pursuant to

national fisheries laws, trans-ship fish to anotbhargo vessel in a Peruvian port or
harbour for transport abroad. Sri Lanka reporteat thans-shipment was monitored
under a fisheries landing regulation and through thaintenance of log books. The
United States reported that, under the MagnusomeBteAct, national vessels were not
generally permitted to participate in at-sea trahgments of highly migratory fish

species, and foreign fishing vessels and carrisseis that acted as “mother ships” to
fishing vessels at sea were prohibited from landimgr catch in ports in the United

States">° Uruguay prohibited trans-shipment.

339. A number of States reported on measures adopt&®HMO/As concerning trans-
shipment. Norway reported that ICCAT had establisherecord of carrier vessels and
conditions for at-sea trans-shipment, such as flgte authorization, notification
procedures and regional observer programmes. Umeassures adopted by NAFO and
NEAFC, only authorized vessels could engage in susliipment operations and
specific reporting obligations had been introducBBAFO prohibited trans-shipments
at sea. Guatemala and the United States reportgdirth2006, IATTC adopted rules
governing trans-shipment at sea for certain spemmesvessel types. The United States
would continue to work with WCPFC members to depgboocedures to regulate trans-
shipment, and with ICCAT parties to ensure the folblementation of its adopted
measures.

340. States also reported on measures to prohibit suppty refuelling vessels from
engaging in operations with vessels listed as eingaig 1UU fishing activities. Canada
reported that it enforced measures adopted by wariRFMOs. Chile prevented vessels
flying its flag and foreign-flagged vessels fronmopiding support to vessels included in
the negative vessel lists of RFMOs. Japan’s reguriatdid not directly prohibit vessels
flying its flag from supplying and refuelling vedsdisted as engaging in IUU fishing,
however it stated that a vessel engaging in sutivites would be considered as an
IUU vessel under measures adopted by some RFMOaritils stated that all vessels
engaged in fishing and related activities requizdtence, and licences were not issued
to vessels involved in IUU fishing activities.

341. Mozambique reported that its proposed regional M @rations coordination
centre could facilitate the enforcement of measaganst IUU vessels. Norway stated
that the supply or refuelling of vessels listechegative vessel lists, both at sea and in
ports, was prohibited. Sri Lanka reported that meas had been taken to stop
facilitating vessels engaged in IUU fishing. The itgd States was developing
regulations that would, as appropriate, prohibipmying or fuelling, and trans-
shipping with vessels included in the negative gefists of RFMOs. The Bolivarian
Republic of Venezuela reported that the prohibittonlUU fishing activities applied to
all of its vessels.

342. Canada and New Zealand also referred to the demwdap of the Port State
Measures Agreement, and noted that it would protebiry into port or use of port
services for known or suspected IUU vessels as aglthe vessels that supply and
refuel ITUU fishing vessels.

343. Fisheries access agreements. The Review Conference recommended that fisheries
access agreements be strengthened to include aassistor MCS, compliance and

159 Except for the certain territories, where foreigmgo vessels that accept at-sea trans-shipmefishof
species and foreign-flagged fishing vessels cah feaduct.
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enforcement within areas under the national jucigdn of the coastal State providing
fisheries access.

344. In this regard, Guatemala indicated that, shoulg agreement on access to the
fisheries of other States be negotiated in theréytaccount would be taken of the need
to establish MCS mechanisms. Mozambique reportat thithin SADC, consideration
was being given to negotiating fisheries accessexgents as a regional bloc in order to
strengthen the negotiating position of members. fiias had fisheries access
agreements with Japan and Seychelles, howeverawspon for MCS was included in
the agreements. Mauritius carried out sea andlgeateols under its MCS system at the
national level, and also participated in joint Bsies surveillance at the regional level.

345. New Zealand assisted Pacific Island countries tgetalUU fishing by providing
aerial surveillance through regular patrols, areséhcountries provided information on
priority areas and timing in order to direct suflaice to support wider national and
international monitoring and enforcement programmesistance was also provided to
Pacific Island countries in connection with progsms arising from illegal fishing in
their EEZs.

346. Norway had not entered into any access agreemeitiisdgveloping countries,
however all bilateral agreements to which it wasasaty included elements concerning
MCS and enforcement. Panama noted that the Kobeepsoguidelines called for the
provision of support to developing States in cotioecwith MCS. Sri Lanka did not
currently have any fisheries access agreementsebewfuture agreements would be
strengthened with regard to MCS.

347. The United States reported that, in the limitedcwinstances in which its

vessels fished in the EEZs of other States, it Bbug negotiate equitable access
agreements and ensure that its vessels were delysed and complied with the highest
standards of reporting and MCS, including througle use of VMS and onboard

observers. The United States noted that the 198Tilstaral Treaty on Fisheries

between the United States and Certain Pacific #da®tates was routinely identified as
a model access agreement.

348. Market-related measures. In order to combat IUU fishing, measures have been
developed by States to ensure that only fish tlaathbeen taken in accordance with
applicable conservation and management measurekl tkair markets, and steps have
been progressively taken to require those involwnefish trade to cooperate fully to this
end. A balanced approach has been fostered thagmezed the importance of market
access for fishery products and fish caught in ameathat was in conformity with the
applicable conservation and management meastfes.

349. Canada reported that several pieces of legislajmplied to the entry of fish into
its markets. Canada's Pacific integrated commerdigheries initiative included
traceability elements that were intended to boldtercapacity to trace fish products
from harvest to consumption. Chile reported thamiported low levels of fish products
and was not considering implementing commercialsuess.

350. Although not a market State, Guatemala supportegbamsible trade and, in
accordance with the AIDCP, it applied the system timcking and verifying tuna
in order to ensure that tuna was caught in accamlavith the management measures
established under the Agreement. Guatemala voliyntanplemented the dolpin-safe
certification, and would consider the adoption efmstandards and systems to ensure
that only fish products from legal activities regblke market.

1691 accordance with provisions 11.2.4, 11.2.5 an@.61of the Code of Conduct.

70



351. Kenya reported that the review of its Fisheries wotuld address market-related
measures. Mauritius stated that its measures cemhplith the Code of Conduct. All
fishing vessels were inspected in its ports, and gdontravention of an international
conservation and management measure was suspéeteskshipment facilities would
be denied and relevant RFMOs notified. Mozambigeported that the design and
implementation of its certification on legality afatch, coupled with pre-fishing
briefings and port and sea inspections would endatscabilities to ensure that only
legally caught fish was permitted to be landed anter the market. Panama was not a
market State, but as a transit country it imposedese penalties where it detected
fishery products obtained by a vessel during aedoseason or in a closed area.
Sri Lanka reported that its market-related measumeiided the issuance of health
certificates, ICCAT certificates for swordfish, arsdatistical documents for big eye
tuna. In addition, there was an initiative to issagch certificates.

352. The United States was modernizing its customs imeotry systems by building

an electronic interface for the submission andastion of trade data. Its international
trade data system would facilitate the collectidrinformation pertaining to country of

origin, harvesting vessel authorizations, and oceapa of catch for seafood
commodities. Real-time access to this informatiaulad enable the verification of the

sources of products via communication with flagt&aand RFMOs, which would

expedite the entry of products caught in conformifth international measures while
ensuring that IUU caught product did not gain asces United States’ markets. The
Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela reported thatrékevant national fisheries authorities
were coordinating to ensure that only products flegal fishing activities have access
to markets.

353. Some States reported on the development and impl@tien of market-related
measures adopted by RFM&S.Chile noted that the CCAMLR catch documentation
programme applied to its industrial and artisanamdstic toothfish fishery. Japan
stated that bluefin tuna, southern bluefin tungebe tuna and swordfish could only be
imported following confirmation that catches wererfi vessels on positive vessel lists,
including that of the Organization for the Promotiof Responsible Tuna Fisheries.
New Zealand also referred to the initiatives of RB#/ such as CCAMLR, CCSBT and
WCPFC, to establish positive and negative vessés lin order to verify compliance
with conservation and management measures and ewtifiy products from IUU
catches.

354. The United States referred to the ICCAT prohibitmmthe importation of certain
tuna and tuna-like species from specific StatesARICR and ICCAT have adopted
catch documentation programmes for toothfish andefih tuna, respectively. ICCAT
and IATTC have adopted statistical document prognam for frozen bigeye tuna, and
ICCAT has established a statistical document pnogna for Atlantic swordfish.

355. International Monitoring, Control and Surveillance Network for Fisheries-
related Activities (the MCS Network). Several States reported joining the MCS Network
and supporting its enhanceméfftin this regard, Canada hosted a two day meeting of
the MCS Network in 2007, the main outcomes of whiobluded agreement on a
process for establishing more formal governancedoesement of a three-year
enhancement project and the creation of an assaciatorkplan. In addition to
supporting these outcomes, Canada encouraged Iiraadenbership and greater
participation of members. Chile was the ExecutieerStary of the MCS Network and
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Chile, New Zealand, Japan, United States.
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it has collaborated in training efforts in develogicountries. New Zealand underlined
the importance of tangible outcomes from this &titie as the need for MCS
cooperation was paramount in supporting fisheriemagement objectives. While the
primary focus of the MSC Network was on IUU fishimagtivities, it could be an

effective mechanism for sharing information andeefive practices that support
fisheries management.

356. The United States was the Chair of the MCS Netwarkl hosted the Nework and
the three-year enhancement project. It reported thea project would provide the
infrastructure of the MCS Network, including thrdugipdating the websit&® and
increasing staff and membership. The second Gl&lseries Enforcement Training
Workshop, held in Norway in August 2008, enabled earthange of information
between MCS practitioners regarding enforcemenstoo

357. Mozambique was seeking to establish a regional teopart that would increase
the effectiveness of the MCS Network. Guatemala #red Bolivarian Republic of
Venezuela expressed interest in joining the MCSweeft, however, Kenya has yet to
join because its MCS capability was still being eleped.

358. Compliance Agreement and Comprehensive Global Record of Fishing Vessels.
Some States reported on their acceptance and inepltion of the FAO Compliance
Agreement, but referred mainly to laws and measuhed¢ had been in place for
considerable timé* There was broad cooperation by States with FAQheninitiative
to develop a comprehensive global record of fishirgsels, which would incorporate
all available information on beneficial ownershigubject to confidentiality
requirements in accordance with national law.

359. As parties to the Compliance Agreement, New Zealand the United States
elaborated on relevant provisions in their dome#iws. Although the Compliance
Agreement exempted vessels less than 24 metresdoone obligations, New Zealand
applied the authorization and recording obligatiohshe Compliance Agreement to all
its flagged vessels fishing on the high seas. Nexal@hd had promoted universal
acceptance of the Compliance Agreement through BA@the General Assembly. The
United States implemented the Compliance Agreemtenoiugh its High Seas Fishing
Compliance Act, and exchanged information on immatation of the Compliance
Agreement at the bilateral and multilateral levalsd reported directly to FAO.

360. Guatemala indicated that it was not a party to @@mpliance Agreement,
however it complied with its provisions and exeedsflag State control as required
under that Agreement. Kenya reported that the gions of the Compliance Agreement
were being integrated in the review of its Fishedet.

361. A number of States expressed support for the FAfiaiive to develop a

comprehensive global record of fishing vess&lglhe FAO Expert Consultation, held
in February 2008, was a first step to identify aywarward in establishing such a
global record®®

362. Canada supported the creation of a broad-basedif@je@ommittee within FAO
to design and implement a pilot project, which wbyrepare a comprehensive

163Theupdated MCS website at http://www.imcsnet.org/ wasdist fisheries law enforcement officers in

making international contacts, and obtain and exg@anformation.

Canada, Chile, Japan, New Zealand, Sri Lanka, UiStates.

Canada, Chile, Japan, Mauritius, New Zealand, dritetes.

166 FAO, Report of the Expert Consultation on the Depetent of a Comprehensive Global Record of
Fishing Vessels, Rome, 25 to 28 February 2008, FisBeries Report No. 865.
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technical report and a technical consultation an dlobal record. Guatemala reported
that an FAO workshop was held in El Salvador conicey the proposed global record,
and stated that increased participation in the @lakcord had yet to be addressed.
New Zealand emphasized that vessel records and lihks to beneficial ownership
were a cornerstone for the effective monitoring amdrall management of fisheries. It
strongly advocated for the improvement of vessebrds of RFMO/As, both in terms
of information collected and completeness, as wuosld be a necessary foundation for
any possible global record.

363. Indonesia reported on measures to develop a natregaster of fishing vessels

under its fisheries legislation, and Chile and Miaws noted that they had sent a list of
vessels flying their flag and authorized to fish the high seas to FAO as required
under the Compliance Agreement. Guatemala, Mastritdri Lanka and the Bolivarian

Republic of Venezuela reported on activities of RBMs to develop and maintain

records of fishing vessels (IATTC, IOTC).

M easur es adopted by RFM Os

364. The role of RFMO/As in MCS, compliance and enforeeinhas strengthened as
States have increasingly recognized the need fongér MCS. The past four years has
seen dramatic improvement in collaboration amonyIRFAs and measurable progress
in strengthening compliance tools is anticipatethim future as the recommendations of
performance review panels are implemented and nEM®&/As join the expanding
family of regional organizations.

365. RFMO/As have played a supportive role to Statesstiengthening effective
control over vessels to ensure that such vessetgplgowith, and do not undermine,
conservation and management measures adopted byOREM In 2008, CCAMLR
adopted a scheme to promote compliance by its meshhationals with CCAMLR
conservation measures, including a requirementniembers to verify if any person
subject to their respective jurisdiction was enghgespecified IUU fishing activities,
and to take appropriate action where this occurhedlso adopted a measure that set
out the licensing and inspection obligations of rbens with regard to their flagged
vessels operating in the Convention Area. ICCATeddts recommendation concerning
duties of flag States in relation to their vessilBing in the ICCAT Convention Area.

366. RFMO/As have also supported the efforts of Statessirengthening their
domestic mechanisms to deter nationals and beakfiginers from engaging in 1lUU
fishing activities and in facilitating mutual agsisce to ensure that such actions can be
investigated and proper sanctions imposed. Negatgsel lists adopted by RFMO/As
can act as an incentive for States to take actiwh & this regard, ICCAT noted its
recommendation to promote compliance with its measu

367. Vessel monitoring system requirements. Some RFMO/As and RFBs reported on
efforts to ensure that vessels fishing on the lsighs carried VMS. Measures requiring
VMS equipment have been in place in many RFMO/As deveral years, but there
have been additional developments. Since the 19984, members have required all
licensed vessels to carry mobile transceiver ufisIUs), and this requirement
remained an essential component of the requirerfmangood standing on the FFA
vessel register. FFA members have endorsed the floe€gort to port” monitoring of
licensed foreign fishing vessels, so that the @aState can monitor such vessels
wherever they go.

368. CCSBT adopted a resolution in 2008 requiring southduefin tuna vessels to
comply with VMS requirements prescribed by CCAMLR,CAT, IOTC or WCPFC,
depending on the convention area in which fishiotgvities were conducted. ICCAT
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required all tuna fishing vessels over 24 metersrajing in its Convention Area to be
equipped with VMS. Those vessels licensed to opematthe eastern Atlantic and
Mediterranean bluefin tuna fishery were requiredramsmit messages to the ICCAT
Secretariat in accordance with the multiannual vecp plan for the fishery.

369. IOTC reported that, since 2007, VMS had been mamgabor vessels above 15
meters in length overall flying the flags of its mieers. NEAFC stated that VMS had
been required in the NEAFC Regulatory Area sinc€®0t was noted that article
27(2)(a) of the SPRFMO Convention would require #®RFMO Commission to adopt
procedures for the reporting of vessel movements activities by a satellite-based
VMS. WCPFC'’s centralized VMS became operational lo#pril 2009 with 1,200
vessels reporting to the system while on the higgssn the WCPFC Convention Area
within the first month of operation. By the end bfay 2009, 3,200 vessels had
registered with the system.

370. Assessing flag Sate performance. Some RFMO/As reported on the development
of processes for the assessment of flag State qpeafoce in implementing obligations
under the Agreement and other international insént®, including consideration of
trade measures to promote such implementation.dB8BT Compliance Committee
reviewed compliance with CCSBT measures each aat, consideration was being
given to enhancing this process. Under the CCSAfissical document programme and
record of authorized vessels, members and coopgration-members were not
permitted to allow inadequately documented or attled southern bluefin tuna to be
imported, which comprised the majority of the glbbauthern bluefin tuna market. The
catch documentation scheme was expected to stremgthese measures after its
implementation in January 2010.

371. The ICCAT Compliance Committee monitored flag Stpegformance and any

necessary action was considered in accordance igithecommendation on trade

measures. The IOTC Compliance Committee reviewadaroannual basis, the reports
on implementation of measures by members and, wégpeopriate, by nhon-members.

Members must also report on their actions in respdo IOTC agreed decisions. IOTC
has agreed to a procedure to implement market mesgu cases of continuing lack of

compliance with IOTC measures. Members were algzeeted to take action against
vessels engaged in IUU fishing activities, thusvpreging access to markets of products
derived from such activities.

372. The functions of the Commission, as set out in$MRFMO Convention, would
include the development of processes to assess Jkage performance and the
development of MCS, compliance and enforcement gdores, including non-
discriminatory market-related and trade-related sneas. FFA anticipated that there
would also be a need to develop a regional init&atto monitor the flag State
performance of its members.

373. WCPFC was developing a mechanism to monitor andrtegpmpliance with its

conservation and management measures. The procedatating to the WCPFC
negative vessel list provided for the adoption efiscriminatory measures, including
prohibiting commercial transactions, imports, largi and trans-shipments involving
IUU vessels and encouraging traders, importersisparters and others involved to
refrain from transactions in species covered by WPFC Convention which were
caught by vessels on the negative vessel list.

374. RFMOs reported that guidelines on fisheries sanetim be applied by flag States
had not been developed. CCSBT reported that thadebleen discussions of proposals
for the administration of both over- and under-bat by members, including penalty
regimes. However, the details of such a regime hatdbeen agreed. ICCAT reported
that, in addition to trade sanctions, sanctionsiccde recommended for vessels found
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to be operating in a manner that undermined théegag\tlantic and Mediterranean
bluefin tuna management plan.

375. Port Sate measures. Port State measures have recently been a foca#tesftion
for several RFMO/As and other RFBs. CCAMLR adop#erkesolution in 2003 urging
members to restrict landings of toothfish to thetpmf States fully implementing its
catch documentation scheme. In 2008, a measur@mningpections of vessels carrying
toothfish was adopted. CCSBT reported that itsriisiovas the implementation of the
VMS, trans-shipment and catch documentation schamaasures, while awaiting the
outcome of the FAO process to develop the PoreStstasures Agreement. GFCM has
adopted a regional scheme on port State measunds|GCAT was developing port
State measures.

376. Under the port inspection scheme of IOTC, membersevencouraged to conduct
routine inspections of vessels and take action wtiesre was evidence of action
detrimental to IOTC conservation and management sores. The revision and
expansion of this measure was deferred until thepdetion of the FAO process to
develop the Port State Measures Agreement. NAF(ptadoport State measures in
2008, which apply to landings or trans-shipmentgarts of Contracting Parties by
fishing vessels flying the flag of another ContmagtParty. NEAFC reported that its
port State control system was introduced in May2@@thout major problems, and the
measure was considered to have had a dramatid effethe amounts of illegal frozen
fish in Europe. The SEAFO Convention and SPRFMO v@ation contained articles
concerning the duties of port States. WCPFC indi¢dhat it was awaiting the outcome
of the FAO process.

377. FFA reported that, in implementing the regional imam terms and conditions
for access to fisheries, its members applied agsteddards for port State control of
fishing vessels. SEAFDEC supported the developroépbrt State measures under the
ASEAN framework to combat IUU fishing in high sem®as or high sea fisheries.

378. Compliance and enforcement mechanisms in RFMO/As. RFMO/As reported
significant activity in relation to compliance andnforcement schemes and
mechanismes, including mechanisms to coordinate Ni@&sures and exchange MCS
information on IUU fishing activities with other RFO/As and relevant market States.
RFMO/As also reported on a range of tools and ptopes to monitor compliance with
conservation and management measures, deter nopleoce and address |UU
fishing, including a process for applying for coogtéing non-member status (WCPFC),
authorization to fish (WCPFC), national and regionecords of authorized vessels
(CCSBT, GFCM, I0TC, WCPFC), standards for markingssels and gear (IOTC,
WCPFC), statistical document programme and catduh@ntation scheme (CCSBT),
regional observer programmes (CCSBT, GFCM, ICCADTC, WCPFC), VMS
(CCSBT, GFCM, IOTC, NEAFC, WCPFC), negative veshsis (IOTC, NEAFC,
WCPFC), port State measures (GFCM, I0TC, NEAFC) high seas boarding and
inspection procedures (WCPFC).

379. CCSBT was in the process of developing and implemgran MCS scheme for

southern bluefin tuna. The catch documentation mehevhich included a requirement
to tag each whole southern bluefin tuna, was dumtoe into effect on 1 January 2010.
FFA reported that its members had continually inebthe MCS regime in the Pacific
Islands region since the 1980s, and a regional MIS&tegy was expected to be
finalized in 2010. The existing MCS regime compleneel the regime adopted by
WCPFC, and included the accreditation of inspectord inspection vessels for high
seas boarding and inspection activities. FFA memsliers also entered into shiprider
agreements with the United States Coast Guard. witiaive to allow national
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observers to work in other jurisdictions was undensideration as this capability could
enhance monitoring activity and reduce costs.

380. GFCM focussed on strengthening the MCS systemsirCibnvention Area and

recently adopted a regional scheme on port Statesures and VMS. The initiatives
were expected to lead to the development of prasedéor high seas boarding and
inspection. A GFCM record of vessels over 15 meteushorized to fish in the

Convention Area was also maintained. A regionédiifig vessel register, including all
sizes of fishing vessels, was expected to be oipaatby 2011, and the introduction of
a regional logbook was being considered.

381. ICCAT cooperated with other tuna RFMOs in the imnmpémtation of observer
programmes to monitor trans-shipment, and to exgéanformation on IUU vessels.
Work on harmonization of measures and increaseca@adion in other areas was
ongoing. NEAFC reported that it had acted uponfihéings of its 2006 performance
review, which recommended better use and qualitgtrob of data and improved
coordination. In 2007, SEAFO incorporated all vésseentified in the negative vessel
lists of CCAMLR, NAFO and NEAFC into the SEAFO néeiga vessel list.

382. It was noted that the SPRFMO Convention would regjthe development of
effective MCS and enforcement procedures, and lpotltion by the Commission
with other organizations to develop a system retptto the ownership, control
and movement of certain vessels, with the aim diiceng and eventually eliminating
IUU fishing.

383. Alternative mechanisms for compliance and enforcement. Some RFMOs reported

on the development of alternative mechanisms fomm@nce and enforcement
pursuant to article 21, paragraph 15, of the Agremimincluding other elements of a
comprehensive MCS regime that effectively ensur@dmiance with conservation and
management measures. CCSBT reported that it already99.9 per cent of the known
southern bluefin tuna under its control. ICCAT sthtthat its conservation and
management measures were aimed at the developrihsuintioalternative mechanisms.

384. 10TC adopted alternative mechanisms for the paditon of cooperating non-
members that were not in a position to become memiNEAFC referred to the MCS
measures that it had adopted. WCPFC has developddimplemented procedures
for boarding and inspection on the high seas, olioly in respect of vessels flagged to
non-members. These procedures may apply in theiregnto a member of WCPFC
and a fishing entity, subject to WCPFC receivingification to that effect from the
member concerned.

385. FFA interpreted the phrase “alternative mechanisrs” mean measures in
addition to boarding and inspection rather than sneas to substitute for boarding and
inspection. It noted that high seas boarding asg@estion was a vital component of the
compliance and enforcement tools used in the Raksifands.

386. Trans-shipment, supply and refuelling vessels. A number of RFMO/As have
adopted, or were considering adopting, stringendsuees to regulate trans-shipment.
CCAMLR adopted a conservation measure in 2008 &shahg a notification system
for trans-shipments within the Convention Areayview of the increasing number of
vessels either engaged directly in harvesting d@é/ or providing support to those
vessels. There was concern that vessels involvederrsupport of IUU fishing may be
operating inside the Convention Area.

387.In 2008, CCSBT established a programme for momitprirans-shipment by
large-scale fishing vessels, which came into eféactl April 2009. The resolution was
based on measures adopted by IOTC and ICCAT. lerora avoid duplication and
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increase cost efficiency, the Secretariats of CC3SBTC and ICCAT were cooperating
to enable the trans-shipment programmes to opératenjunction with each other.

388. ICCAT adopted measures in 2005 limiting and moiitgrat-sea trans-shipments,
which were modified in 2006. An observer was regdion all vessels receiving trans-
shipments of tuna or tuna like species in the ICG2dnvention Area. At-sea transfer
operations of bluefin tuna for farming purposesuiegd the completion and submission
of a transfer declaration. IOTC adopted a prograntina¢ required all trans-shipments
at sea by its members’ flagged vessels to be m@utby observers, while other parties
were not allowed to trans-ship at sea. A trans+sleipt declaration form would also
document trans-shipment in port. Several IOTC mamib@ve banned trans-shipment
at sea in their EEZs.

389. NEAFC reported that trans-shipment and trans-shigrmaessels were covered by
its scheme of control and enforcement, and stdtetithe blacklisting of trans-shipment
vessels since 2005 had been very efficient. SEAEOpted conservation measure
03/06 on trans-shipment, which prohibited trangpstents at sea by vessels flying the
flag of Contracting Parties. Trans-shipment in pluet of a Contracting Party required
the prior authorization of the port State and f&tgte. It was noted that the definition of
fishing in the SPRFMO Convention would include sahipment. WCPFC was

developing procedures to obtain and verify datatloe quantity and species trans-
shipped both in port and at sea in its Conventioeah and to determine when trans-
shipment covered by the WCPFC Convention had beempteted.

390. FFA reported that trans-shipment was regulatedhgyregional minimum terms

and conditions for fisheries access. The majorftfFleA members have laws requiring
trans-shipment to be conducted only in a designaied. Trans-shipment at sea of
catch that would not otherwise be suitable if me¢di on board for long periods of time,
was allowed. In the Second Implementing Arrangensdpted by the parties to the
Nauru Agreement, high seas trans-shipment was Ipitedi as a condition of access to
the EEZ of any party to that Arrangement. The trahipment measure under
development by the WCPFC was expected to be cobipatiith the measures adopted
by FFA members.

391. RFMO/As reported somewhat less activity in devalgpmeasures prohibiting
supply and refuelling vessels from engaging in apiens with vessels listed as
engaging in IUU fishing. CCSBT reported that itdhao specific measures on the
matter. ICCAT was considering the issue in lighttbé development of port State
measures. IOTC members were required to prohibdirtlilagged vessels from
supplying, refuelling, or trans-shipping catcheshwiessels listed in the IOTC negative
vessel list and to deny access to port facilitesuch vessels, except in cases of force
majeure. NEAFC stated that such measures were d@lponsibility of Contracting
Parties. SEAFO and WCPFC referred to the estabksitof negative vessel lists.

392. The majority of members of FFA have legislation ghiting the use of flagged
vessels, including fishing vessels, supply, bunkexd reefer vessels, to support
IUU fishing activities. Further, foreign-flagged pply, bunker and reefer vessels
were required to obtain relevant authorizations arekt certain terms and conditions
before engaging in fishing-related activities ireas within national jurisdiction of
FFA members.

393. Market-related measures. RFMO/As generally referred to catch documentation
schemes, statistical document programmes, negateg&sel lists and port State
measures as mechanisms to ensure that only fign takaccordance with applicable
conservation and management measures reach thenbems’ markets. CCAMLR
adopted an extensive catch documentation schemé¢odthfish in 2008 in order to
reinforce existing conservation and management oveas It also recognized the

77



importance of enhancing cooperation with non-Carting Parties to help combat IUU

fishing. CCSBT highlighted its statistical documeptogramme and record of

authorized vessels. ICCAT had two statistical doentrprogrammes (for swordfish and
bigeye tuna) and a catch documentation schemelé@fib tuna, and was encouraging
tail tagging and electronic systems. IOTC stated its statistical document programme
recorded the origin of frozen bigeye tuna caughthi@ Indian Ocean, and a regional
observer programme was established in 2009 to moalt trans-shipments at sea. The
development of a catch documentation scheme astital document programme was
under consideration by WCPFC.

394. FFA reported that its members have denied landimjthe use of port services in
respect of fish caught in contravention of applleaineasures. Increasingly, FFA
members have become subject to market State reggirs and conditions relating to,
among others, health and sanitary standards acti dacumentation standards.

395. Compliance Agreement and Comprehensive Global Record of Fishing Vessels.
RFMO/As reported devoting limited attention towap®moting universal acceptance
of the FAO Compliance Agreement, but some acknogéed that the underlying
principles formed a basis for some provisions irithConvention (WCPFC) or
conservation and management measures, particularlyelation to vessel records
(ICCAT), or were promoted at workshops and meetifiFA).

396. Considerably more attention has been given to theeldpment of records of
fishing vessels with unique vessel identifiers,hbat the regional level and by FAO.
CCSBT maintained a global record of vessels autledrito fish for southern bluefin
tuna. The five tuna RFMOs were cooperating to dgvel global record of authorized
tuna vessels, and to implement a unique vesselifigrfor tuna vessel$®’ NEAFC
hosted one of the preparatory meetings conceriagievelopment of the FAO global
register of fishing vessels and it was considepagticipating in a trial of a possible
system.

397. FFA noted that there would be difficulties in olsiaig information about the
beneficial ownership or the parent company of asteged fishing vessel. Members of
FFA would need to amend their legislation to reguiessels applying for access to
supply this information.

3. Activitiesundertaken by FAO

398. Assessing flag Sate performance. FAO has played a central role in developing
appropriate processes to assess flag State perfioenaith respect to implementing
obligations regarding fishing vessels as set outhim Agreement and other relevant
international instruments. Following the FAO ExpeConsultation on Flag State
Performance in 2009 FAO planned to convene a Technical Consultatior20d0,
subject to the availability of funding.

399. Port Sate measures. The process within FAO to develop a legally binding
instrument on port State measures concluded with gpproval of the Port State
Measures Agreement by the Conference of FAO on 8g2elber 2009%° The Port
State Measures Agreement will enter into forcetyhitays after the date of deposit of
the twenty-fifth instrument of ratification, accepte, approval or accession.

17 The record is available at http://www.tuna-org.arg/

1681he report of the Expert Consultation is not yedikble.
189EAO document C 2009/LIM/11 Rev.1.
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400. In other developments, FAO has held eight regiomarkshops on human
resource development and capacity-building sincgust 2006. In addition, two in-
country workshops were held as pilot projects idesrto develop national capacity and
promote coordination so that States would be bet@red to strengthen and harmonize
port State measures and, as a result, implementetbgant IPOA-IUU tools and the
FAO Model Scheme, and contribute to the developnwnthe Port State Measures
Agreement.

401. FAO Compliance Agreement and Comprehensive Global Record of Fishing
Vessels. FAO reported that, as at 31 July 2009, 37 Statesta® European Community
had accepted the Compliance Agreement. FAO convemedxpert Consultation in
February 2008, which strongly endorsed the glolkabrd concept and envisaged the
global record as a portal underpinned by a glokshloase where information from
many sources would be gathered and stored in ocatitm, making it a “one-stop
shop” for fishing vessel related informatidfi.

402. In 2009, the twenty-eighth session of COFI endoraegrogramme of further

work on the global record including, inter aliasessing user needs, particularly in
developing countries, designing and implementingilat project and other technical

work that could lead to a technical consultatioAOFnoted that the work done to date
has positively established the feasibility of thiebg@l record concept and excellent
progress has been made in developing options agdgémg partnership opportunities
to trial those options. The work was proceedingeshtiously but may be endangered
due to a shortage of funds.

4. Analysis of the extent to which the recommendations of the Review Conference
have been implemented

403. Most States reported on legislative mechanismsathdr MCS tools in order to
strengthen effective control over vessels flyingithflag, but there was generally no
clear indication of the measures that had beeoduired since the Review Conference.
Several responding States referred to nationalndicey requirements for vessels
operating on the high seas, but few examples wimengf controlling the activities of
nationals in areas beyond national jurisdictionlyCnfew States provided information
on measures to prohibit nationals and vessels fogaging in unauthorized fishing in
areas under the national jurisdiction of other &at

404. All States supported compliance with conservationd ananagement measures
adopted by RFMO/As and identified specific measunésSRFMO/As to strengthen

control over vessels on the high seas, but withassessing their strengths or
weaknesses. In turn, some RFMOs referred to thetioress to support strengthened
compliance by their members with conservation amthagement measures.

405. A range of requirements for VMS and other MCS toekss reported by States,
including strong administrative and judicial proses, and deterrent fines and penalties.
Some RFMOs have encouraged States to strengtherhamdonize the latter, and
RFMOs emphasized the progress made in adoptingirmpmenting VMS schemes
and requirements.

406. There was a strong focus on new initiatives, pakiidy at international and
regional levels, to assess and improve flag Statgopmance and adopt port State
measures, in particular, the FAO Expert Consultatio Flag State Performance and the

170 FAO, Report of the Expert Consultation on the Depatent of a Comprehensive Global Record of
Fishing Vessels, Rome, 25 to 28 February 2008, FisBeries Report No. 965, FIIT/R865 (En).
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EC regulation on IUU fishing. Some RFMO/As reporiea their processes to assess
flag State performance, including by consideratioh trade sanctions. The 2008
initiative of the WCPFC to establish a mechanisnmianitor and report on compliance
with conservation and management measures coulte s&s a positive example for
other RFMOs. The development of regional guidelifeesflag States to evaluate their
systems of sanctions was generally still underimieary, and limited, consideration,
and was an area for further review, taking intocardt the development of criteria for
flag State performance in the proposed FAO Techi@casultation.

407. The adoption of the Port State Measures Agreemast avculmination of broad-
based cooperation by the international communitidemtify minimum standards, and
was expected to provide a catalyst for future é$fdoy States and RFMO/As to
exchange information on IUU fishing operations dr@monize actions and measures.
Some RFMO/As have begun to incorporate the stamsdardheir regional schemes,
while others have been awaiting the outcome ofRA® process. States reported on
measures that have been taken at national level.

408. More generally, most States responded that the R&EMOwhich they were
members have adopted compliance and enforcemergmssh and welcomed the
expanding cooperation among tuna RFMOs and othéd®$: There was a reciprocal
interface between regional and national levels upto initiating compliance and
enforcement measures; some notable contributionStaies were reported to regional
cooperation by pioneering compliance measures tibmel level, such as establishing
an IUU vessel list and bringing the initiative t&ROs. Conversely, a number of States
reported on their actions to implement regionalesobs.

409. Some RFMO/As emphasized their recent actions tceldpvand implement a
regional MCS scheme or strategy and to cooperatie @ther RFMO/As, while others
referred to strengthened schemes and the integratfo compliance tools. There
appeared to be widespread activity across RFMO#ARis regard, but its actual impact
on compliance was not addressed.

410. Most respondents did not address the developmerdltefnative mechanisms
within RFMOs for compliance and enforcement thatldofacilitate accession to the
Agreement. There were some differing views on tleaming of alternative mechanisms
and whether it included high seas boarding andeicspn.

411. Several States reported on the adoption of measonegyulate trans-shipment, in
particular at-sea trans-shipment, and many Statgpsted RFMO measures. No
respondents addressed the work of FAO in studyheg durrent practices of trans-
shipment as it related to fishing operations arelgroduction of a set of guidelines for
this purpose. Several RFMOs reported on their Eirggly stringent measures and
monitoring programs in relation to trans-shipmemagtices, including by carrier
vessels. The inclusion of trans-shipment vesselsUinh vessel lists had proved very
effective. This has clearly been an area of wideagr focus, including under
memorandum of understanding among some RFMOs.

412. Few responding States have taken measures to [gragbsupply and refuelling
of vessels on negative lists of RFMOs, however @B referred to national
prohibitions by its members in this regard. Onecfical challenge was to ensure that
current information on negative vessel lists wasvjgted to relevant supply and
refuelling vessels.

413. A few States reported on initiatives to strengtfisheries access agreements as a
mechanism for assistance for MCS, compliance anfbreement. The examples
provided mostly by developed States demonstrated ghtential benefits of this
approach towards assistance.
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414. Several States reported on the implementation ofketaelated measures, in
particular measures adopted by RFMOs. Import reguia and improved technology
were playing an increasingly significant role insaring that only legally caught fish
enter States. Requirements for the confirmatiorihef legality of a catch prior to its
import were appearing at all levels. The expandisg of electronic systems, such as
the United States international trade data systemld be effective in verifying sources
of seafood products being offered for entry int@at& and assist in combating IUU
fishing. RFMOs had taken a number of market-basedsures, but did not address the
recommendation to take steps to require those ueebin the fish trade to cooperate
fully or the importance of market access for legathught fish.

415. Some States reported that they have joined the MESvork and supported its
enhancement. The Network was encouraged to prothragible outcomes and share
information and practices that would support fise®@management.

416. Although promotion of universal acceptance of t®OFCompliance Agreement
was not generally reported, some States referrggmeral to longstanding actions they
had taken to implement the Compliance Agreemenmeé&S&FMO/As also referred to
the fact that its underlying principles formed asisafor their conservation and
management measures. The development of a commighelRAO Global Record of
Fishing Vessels was still in its early stages, tmats regarded as a useful initiative.
Several tuna RFMOs described their cooperative geses to develop unique vessel
identifiers and a global record for tuna vessetswvas noted that legal underpinning
would be needed at the national level.

Developing States and non-Partiesto the Agreement

417. The Review Conference affirmed that increasing aglhee to the Agreement was
vital to promoting full implementation of the Agn@ent and achieving its objective.
The Review Conference further recognized the neqatdvide assistance to developing
States relating to conservation and managementrafidling fish stocks and highly
migratory fish stocks and participation in suchhéses. In reviewing efforts to
implement Part VII of the Agreement relating to tleguirements of developing States,
it was assessed that enhancing assistance to géawglStates Parties was necessary to
enable such States to implement the Agreementetéutlest extent possible.

Promoting wider participation in the Agreement
(&) Satusof the Agreement

418. There are currently 77 Parties to the Agreememduding the European Union,
representing an increase of 20 Parties since tiée®ReConference was held in 2068.
There are nearly twice as many developing StatedieBato the Agreement as
developed States Parties, which underscores thertance of providing assistance to
developing States to promote wider participatiothiea Agreement.

(b) Activitiesto promote wider participation in the Agreement
419. The Review Conference recommended additional effdot obtain universal

participation in the Agreement to ensure its effegiess. It urged all States with an
interest in fisheries for straddling fish stocksdahighly migratory fish stocks to

171Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Indenekapan, Latvia, Lithuania, Mozambique, Nigeria,

Niue, Oman, Palau, Panama, Republic of Korea, R@n&lovakia, Slovenia, Trinidad and Tobago,
and Tuvalu.
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become parties to the Agreement as soon as possiblleisseminate information about
the Agreement, including its objective and the tighnd duties it provides. It also
recommended that States exchange ideas on waysomoofe further ratification and
accession to the Agreement through a continuinfpgdiee to address concerns raised by
some non-Parties regarding, in particular, artidles, 21, 22, and 23 of the Agreement.

420. Several States reported on actively encouragingrdftates to become parties to
the Agreement through bilateral cooperation, RFM&/KCSPs, the General Assembly,

COFI and other international meetingé.Canada highlighted the Assistance Fund
established under Part VIl of the Agreement asnaeritive to developing countries to

become parties to the Agreement.

421.In 2009, the Secretary-General convened ICSP-8,cdasider, inter alia,
promoting a wider participation in the Agreementotigh a continuing dialogue, in
particular with developing Staté& It was generally recognized that the continuing
dialogue had initiated an important process togaese participation in the Agreement,
which would continue in other forums. Participaatgyaged in fruitful discussions and
developed a deeper understanding of the variousppetives that affected promoting a
wider participation in the Agreement.

422. New Zealand reported that it continued to work witiRFMOs to agree on
measures that ensure at a minimum the requirenretii® Agreement on boarding and
inspection and on port State measures. Norway heysaped papers analysing specific
aspects of the Agreement in order to broaden ppatiion, including the relevance of
the Agreement to States not fishing on the higlsseéich have been presented at
several sessions of COFI and during ICSPs.

423. As a State non-Party, Guatemala reported thatté&nded meetings at which
attempts had been made to resolve difficulties eamiag the Agreement, with a view
to becoming a party to the Agreement. Guatemalgedtthat it had implemented the
provisions of the Agreement directly through natiblaw and adhered to its principles,
as a member of RFMOs and by complying with the rgangent measures of those
organizations of which it was not a member. Givea largely instrumental nature of
the Agreement, it was possible for States non-Battth comply with its requirements
under international law, particularly the substemtaspects of the Agreement.

2. Assistanceto developing Satesin the implementation of the Agreement

424. Mechanisms to assist developing Sates and specific areas of assistance. Some
developed States described forms of assistancevelaping States, both under the Part
VII Assistance Fund and other bilateral or regiom&chanisms (see also paras. 222 and
223). Canada, New Zealand, Norway and the UnitexteStreported that they had
contributed to the Part VII Assistance Fund. Kengzambique, Sri Lanka and
Uruguay confirmed their need for assistance.

425. Norway provided assistance to developing countiiesAfrica through the

Nansen Programme, which has a long-term objectivseld-sufficiency in research and
management through the development and strengthesfimnstitutions. Assistance in
connection with fisheries data and related infoiorahas also been provided to African
countries and China. Financial assistance has Ipewided for MCS workshops

172Canada, Japan, Mauritius, New Zealand, Norway, drStates.

3 Eor the Summary of the Moderator of the continuirdodjue, see ICSP8/UNFSA/REP/INF.6, annex I,
available at http://www.un.org/Depts/los/index.htm
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convened by FAO. Norway has also provided assistancNamibia to establish a
national MCS system.

426. Indonesia and the Philippines were implementingata ccollection project for

the tuna species covered by WCPFC. The three-yesst Wacific-East Asia Oceanic
Fisheries Management Project, which also involvadtnam, was funded through
WCPFC. The United States conducted MCS-relatedhitrgiin Ghana in 2008 and
in Senegal in 2009. A joint fisheries observerrnag in Cameroon was planned for
late 2009. The United States also sponsored paatits from western and southern
Africa to attend a fisheries observer and monitprionference held in July 2009 in the
United States. Technical assistance and capacitglibg was provided to some States
on specific topics, including the development ofioaal programmes of action for
sharks and the enforcement of shark-finning praiuibs.

427. Participation in RFMOs. Some responding States and RFMOs described &tiort
enhance the participation of developing StateskMBs, including through facilitating
access to fisheries for straddling fish stocks dmghly migratory fish stocks, in
accordance with article 25, paragraph 1(b), of Aigeeement, as well as ensuring that
such access benefits the States concerned andniditginals (see also paras. 221-224
and 244-246). Kenya, Mozambique, Peru and Sri Laimkicated that they would
welcome such assistance.

428. Guatemala attended the meetings of RFMOs of whictvas a member and
defended its interests as a developing State. Guséeand the Bolivarian Republic of
Venezuela both encouraged the participation of rotteveloping States in RFMO/As.
Japan supported, in principle, the aspirations @fetbping States to promote their
fisheries so long as the sustainability of the earfish stocks were secured, and
recognized that the incentive of realizing thespirasions would enhance the active
participation of developing States in RFMO/As.

429. New Zealand provided support to Pacific regionadtitntions, including FFA,
SPC and the Pacific Island Applied Geoscience Casimin, and through bilateral
development assistance programmes to assist démgldpacific Island States to
improve their participation in RFMO/As. New Zealamadso provided assistance to
some Polynesian States and organized regular ngsetindiscuss key issues. Norway
provided legal assistance to developing countriesind the negotiations for the
establishment of SWIOFC and SIOFA, and had provigsethnical support to Namibia
for the establishment of the SEAFO Secretariat.

430. Peru required technical and financial assistanceruher to conduct scientific
research, particularly in relation to the assesdraad structure of straddling fish stocks
in the high seas, within the framework of regiooabperation mechanisms.

431. Several RFMOs reported on actions to enhance tinécipation of developing
States in their activities. CCAMLR adopted a polioyenhance cooperation between
members and non-members, including developing St&€SBT facilitated access by
issuing the status of cooperating non-member teldging States and by granting an
associated allocation of the global TAC.

432. FFA reported on several activities: the adoption WCPFC in 2008 of the
resolution on aspirations of SIDS and territoriegintaining domestic development
interests in measures adopted by WCPFC in 2008meting the interests of
developing States at the second joint meeting n&tRFMOs in 2009; and ensuring
that the SPRFMO Convention facilitated the parttipn of FFA members in accessing
straddling stocks and high seas fish stocks irhigh seas. FFA stated that there was an
ongoing need to operationalize the principles cioetd in articles 24, 25 and 26 of the
Agreement.
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433. GFCM reported that it strengthened the capacitfiesational research institutions
in data collection, stock assessment and fishenasagement, including through FAO
subregional projects. ICCAT referred to its measw@ncerning criteria for the
allocation of fishing possibilities and the estahinent of funds to assist with capacity-
building, particularly in relation to data colleat.

434. Several measures adopted by IOTC recognized theisgdpesquirements of

developing States and, in particular, SIDS (see pkya. 285 above). Under the IOTC
financial regulations, the calculation of contritmns to the IOTC budget took into
account the development status of each member ®ngeir capita gross national
income.

435. SEAFDEC has provided several forums to discusonatiand regional policies
on fisheries management for straddling fish stoakd highly migratory fish stocks.
However, a major challenge for fisheries managemexst the quality of data collected.
Precautionary approaches to sustainable captudeerfess and community-based
fisheries resources management were the key meathaeneeded to be promoted. The
SEAFO Convention included an article on the rectigniof the special requirements
of developing States. In 2009, SEAFO agreed tobéistaa special requirements fund
to assist developing State members participateBAFBD and enhance their ability to
conserve and manage the fisheries resources.

436. The WCPFC Convention acknowledged the special reqénts of SIDS and

participating territories. It has established awnéry fund to support capacity-building
and participation in WCPFC meetings of one repregare of each SIDS and

participating territory. The formula for assessiagnual contributions in WCPFC

provides for a 40 per cent discount for catcheenaly developing State vessels within
waters under national jurisdiction.

437. Domestic  regulatory fisheries policies. The Review Conference also
recommended that developed States cooperate wilhaasist developing States in
designing and strengthening their domestic regwafisheries policies and those of
RFMOs in their regions. Kenya and Mozambique staled they would welcome such
assistance, and some developed States reportedepnbikateral and multilateral
programmes that had been undertaken.

438. Japan assisted SEAFDEC in its efforts to help iesnier States to develop and
strengthen fisheries management through voluntangributions and by dispatching a
policy advisor. New Zealand has provided supporfEEA which, in turn, supported
developing member countries regarding the regwatamd policy environment for
fisheries. New Zealand has also provided bilatessistance to the Solomon Islands
and the Cook Islands. Norway assisted in draftiey fisheries legislation in Namibia,
South Africa and Vietnam, which took into accoulmé fundamental principles set out
in the Agreement. The United States has promotedutfe of circle hooks in longline
fisheries, provided technical assistance on the afsdurtle excluder devices and
conducted fisheries enforcement workshops througl@ntral America to strengthen
regulatory mechanisms.

439. Guatemala reported that it was cooperating witheotdeveloping States in

Central America by sharing its experience, exchaggiata and harmonizing, when
relevant, the management of certain fisheries nessu Coordination efforts were

undertaken prior to meetings of RFMOs and othegrimdtional mechanisms under the
auspices of OSPESCA in order to reach a consensussoes and adopt a common
position at the meetings. The Bolivarian Republid/enezuela reported that there was
cooperation with developing States in designhingseowation measures, but no action
had been taken under RFMO/As to strengthen theiredic regulatory policies.
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440. Coherence in the provision of assistance and cooperation. The Review
Conference recommended that coherence in the poovig assistance and cooperation
be promoted, both by individual governments anaulh international mechanisms.
Japan recognized that good cooperation among miguaagrammes was important,
and stated that its participation in both bilatesald multilateral programmes would
promote coherence. Kenya indicated that regional SM€bllaboration would be
important in this regard. New Zealand reported thatought to work in accordance
with the Paris Principles on Aid Effectiveness, thecra Agenda for Action and the
Pacific Aid Effectiveness Principles, to ensurettfiaheries development assistance
was aligned with national and Pacific regional gties.

441. Part VIl Assistance Fund. The Review Conference agreed to recommend that
FAO and the Division should: (a) further publicites availability of assistance through
the Part VII Assistance Fund; and (b) solicit vielssm developing States Parties
regarding the application and award procedureshef Fund, and consider changes
where necessary to improve the process.

442. FAO continued to publicize the Part VII Assistartaend at COFI and by advising
eligible countries of the existence of the Fundrégional and national meetings and
requesting relevant RFMO Secretariats to remingildk States about the Fund. As far
as FAO was aware, States Parties to the Agreemerrg mot experiencing difficulties in
accessing funding. The revised Terms of Referemseagreed at ICSP-7 in 2088,
removed several administrative ambiguities which, turn, had facilitated and
streamlined access by States Parties and admtiostiay FAO.

443. The Division has also undertaken extensive effdaspromote the Part VII
Assistance Fund. It sent notes verbale regardiegAtssistance Fund to all Member
States of the United Nations in December 2004, IAPBI06, May 2007 and March
2008. A note verbale would be sent to Member Statfere the resumed Review
Conference to publicize the availability of assista to enable representatives of
eligible States to participate in the resumed Rev@®nference.

444. Detailed information regarding the Fund was alsailable on the Division’s
website, including the revised Terms of Referencd Eformation on the application
process. In response to feedback from some devejdpiates, the Division has altered
the appearance of the website to enable users te masily find this information.
Representatives of the Division had also promoted éxistence of the Fund at
international meetings concerning fisheries, inaigdat COFI, ICSPs, the informal
consultations of the General Assembly on the regoiuon sustainable fisheries, and
the most recent meeting of the regional fisheriedybsecretariats, held in Rome in
March 2009.

445. The Review Conference also recommended that RFMVERabksh a link to the

Part VII Assistance Fund homepage, and CCSBT, ICGATC, NEAFC, SPRFMO

and WCPFC reported that their respective websitesrporated such a link. A link also
appears on the website establisted by the tuna RENFO

446. With regard to the application and award procedwfeBart VII Assistance Fund,
New Zealand was investigating if Tokelau, a teritfoof New Zealand, was eligible to
apply for assistance. Mozambique observed thatFilved was targeted to individual
States only and suggested that there should bechanesm for joint applications by
States to fund regional initiatives. It also suggdghat where there was a meeting to be

174lCSP?/UNFSA/REP/INF.Z, annex Il, available at Hitpaww.un.org/Depts/los/ .
175http://www.tuna—org.org .
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attended by a number of participants from Statiegbd¢ for assistance under the Fund,
the organizers should administer the funds under application rather than a number
of separate applications by each eligible Statehis regard, Mozambique referred to
its role as host of the Third Global Fisheries Eaément Training Workshop in 2010
for upwards of 300 persons.

447. Mozambique also suggested that applications forissge should be
acknowledged within a certain time together withiaglication of when a decision on
the application could be expected. It was noted ithaas the practice of the Division
to acknowledge applications for assistance upoaipéc

448. The Terms of Refence of the Assistance Fund protidelegal framework for
determining the eligibility of an applicant for &gtance and the kind of activities that
may be funded. An application for assistance maysbkemitted by an appropriate
subregional or regional organization or arrangemamtbehalf of developing States
Parties pursuant to paragraph 12(a) of the TernRedérence. Such applications have
been received from FFA, SPC, SEAFO and WCPFC oralbalf their respective
eligible members.

3. Capacity-building needs of developing States

449. In preparation for ICSP-8 held in 2009, and in ertiefacilitate the discussions
during the continuing dialogue to promote a widartjgipation in the Agreement, a
compilation was prepared by the Secretariat, whinter alia, contained information
on the needs of developing States with regard pacity-building and assistance in the
conservation and management of straddling fish kstoand highly migratory fish
stocks!’® In addition, further information was provided bynse responding States and
RFMOs regarding the capacity-building needs of ttguieg States in relation to the
implementation of the Agreement.

450. Capacity-building needs identified by Mauritius luded training in the use of

software for data compilation and exchange; stodseasment techniques; the
preparation of fisheries management plans; MCS, pdiamce and enforcement; port
State control to regulate the trans-shipment; agdifcation systems for food safety,

quality and traceability of fish and fish productdew Zealand observed that the
capacity-building needs of Tokelau included stoskessment and scientific research;
data collection and reporting; MCS; port State mees, development of fisheries for
straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fistocits; human resource development;
and the sharing of information, including infornmati on vessels and IUU fishing

activities.

451. Thailand identified the following capacity-buildingeeds: bilateral assistance
between developing States and donor States paatigulthrough exchange of

experience; technical assistance in implementing thgreement and relevant
instruments; regional MCS workshops and establistinoé regional MCS networks,

including transfer of technology; financial managemtraining for small-scale fishers
and all stakeholders; training regarding stock sssent and research; and training
programmes in boarding and inspection control arividies of flag States.

452. CCAMLR reported that training missions sponsoredd@iyAMLR members had
been undertaken in developing States. DevelopirageStwith perceived interests in
CCAMLR matters were also invited as observers toAGICR annual meetings. FFA

178 | CSP8/UNFSA/INF.4/Rev. Eight developing States, tafowhich are Parties to the Agreement,

provided information regarding their needs.
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referred to the recently adopted Regional Tunat&gsa which elaborated on the
following objectives for FFA members: sustainabéeanic fish stocks and ecosystems;
and economic growth from highly migratory fish stedisheries. A range of capacity-
building needs were identified in connection witlese objectives, including building
capacity for national stock assessment and analiygireasing the knowledge of status
and management of stocks at regional, subregiomalreational levels; implementing
the regional MCS strategy; enhancing technical c#pa within national
administrations; enhancing capacity for greater dstie participation in highly
migratory fish stocks fisheries and other fishingportunities; and increasing revenue
from fisheries and reducing reliance on traditioaetess agreements; capacity-building
programmes on market and trade issues to improvekahaccess; and promoting
optimal governance structures and private sectpaa#y. The following training needs
were also identified: fisheries management and rplag) strengthening zone
management capability, vessel day schemes; useferfence points; and use of rights-
based approaches.

4. Available capacity-building mechanisms and programmes

453. A range of capacity-building mechanisms and prognas are available to
developing States for assistance in implementimgAreement as well as for general
fisheries needs, in addition to the Part VIl Assinste Fund. The compilation prepared
by the Secretariat (see para. 449 above) contamdist of sources of financial
assistance and other available vehicles for assistathat could be accessed by
developing States in order to increase their cdpaai the conservation and
management of fishery resourcdS.It also described areas of fisheries-related
assistance available from eight Staté@she EC, regional organizations, programmes
and funds,® international financial institutions and globalganizations, programmes
and funds'®

5. Analysis of the extent to which the recommendations of the Review Conference
have been implemented

454, Increased adherence by developing States and StateBarties to the Agreement
was considered by the Review Conference to be totgromoting full implementation
of the Agreement and achieving its objective. Itsvedear that enhanced assistance to
developing States was necessary to enable suclesStat fully implement the
Agreement. The continuing dialogue to promote widarticipation in the Agreement
was an important process, contributing to a deepelerstanding of perspectives that
affect promotion of a wider participation in the kg ment.

455, Several developed States reported that they ha@ mawtributions to the Part VI
Assistance Fund. Substantial donor activity thiougilateral and multilateral
mechanisms, including technical assistance, waortegp for a range of fisheries
management-related activities. Importantly, som&test also made efforts to enhance
the participation of developing States in RFMOg] aissistance has been provided for
improving regulatory mechanisms and drafting neshdries legislation, taking into
account the fundamental principles of the AgreemBetveloping States welcomed the
assistance that had been provided. No informatias provided concerning some of
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Australia, Denmark, Japan, Mexico, New Zealand, Ngrvirussian Federation, United States.

179 psian Development Bank, Caribbean Community Sedegtd NFOPESCA, Organization of Eastern
Caribbean States, Secretariat of the Pacific Contynand WCPFC.

0 FAO, Global Environment Facility, Organisation fé&conomic Cooperation and Development,

United Nations Development Programme, and UnitetioNa Industrial Development Organization.
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the forms of assistance recommended by the ReviemfeCence, including port State
control, compliance with market and trade-relate@éasures and meeting market
requirements and the sharing of vessel information.

456. RFMOs reported on a variety of approaches to erdaparticipation by
developing States, including through facilitatingcass to straddling and highly
migratory fish stocks. Such measures included acpadn cooperation, granting an
allocation of the global TAC to cooperating non-niers, capacity-building,
establishment of funds for capacity-building andtiggpation in meetings, and through
conservation and management measures. The diffexpptoaches may reflect the
needs of a particular region, but it was not pdsstb confirm this or to assess the
effectiveness of each mechanism on the basis alisdea information.

457.Some respondents provided information elaboratimg tioee current capacity-
building needs of developing States, which covesedvide range of areas. Some
respondents also identified available capacityéind mechanisms and programmes
available to developing States for assistance iplémenting the Agreement as well as
for general fisheries needs. Both FAO and the ovisrave made significant efforts to
further publicize the availability of assistanceaingh the Part VII Assistance Fund and
to strengthen the effectiveness of this mechanism.

Conclusions

458. There have been no major changes in the overak sth stocks and fisheries
catches since the last assessment made in 2005handajority of species for which

information was available are still considered eitlully exploited or overexploited.

The quality of future evaluations of the performanaf the Agreement will require

substantial improvements in the availability of al@nd information on the high seas
stocks and fisheries.

459. States and RFMOs have taken significant actions ingplement the
recommendations adopted by the Review Conferen@d@6. In the conservation and
management of fishery resources, progress hasdedlthe implementation of the
precautionary and ecosystem approaches, the usevetopment of management tools,
and reduction of excess fishing capacity. Furthfores are needed regarding the
development of measures on deep-sea fisheriesjdsesasdiscards and derelict gear,
data collection and strengthened compliance by neeslmf RFMO/As, including
audits of compliance by members with reporting aridrmation obligations.

460. Considerable efforts have been made to strengtiemeandates and conservation
and management measures of RFMO/As, including titrquerformance reviews, and
progress has been made in the establishment ofRieMO/As, and in strengthening
cooperation among, and promoting transparencyxistiag and developing RFMO/As.
Additional efforts are needed to ensure memberscagerating non-members support
relevant actions and measures of RFMO/As, andffective decision-making.

461. RFMOs have also increased efforts to develop anplament regional MCS
schemes, including through expanded cooperationngn®FMOs. However, further
progress is needed by States to control their natloand vessels in areas beyond
national jurisdiction. Current efforts to improvéad State performance are much
welcome. The adoption of the Port State Measurageéigent represents a significant
development in combating IUU fishing.

462.Increased assistance should be provided to deveomiountries, including
through the Part VIl Assistance Fund, to enhaneg ttapacity to conserve and manage

88



straddling fish stocks and highly migratory fistoats in areas under their national
jurisdiction and to enable their participation iigim seas fisheries for these stocks.

463.Finally, efforts by States and RFMOs to promote avigarticipation in the
Agreement, in order to achieve the goal of univerparticipation, should be
commended. It has been noted that since the suspeotthe Review Conference in
2006, 20 more States have become parties to theehgent.
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Annex

List of respondentsto the questionnaire

States

Canada

Chile

Cuba

Guatemala

Indonesia

Japan

Kenya

Mauritius

Mozambique

New Zealand

Norway

Panama

Peru

Philippines

Qatar

Sri Lanka

Thailand

United States of America
Uruguay

Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of)

Regional economic integration organizations

European Community

United Nations agencies

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United iNias

Regional fisheries management organizations and arrangements

Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marineing Resources
Commission for the Conservation of Southern Blugfima

General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean

Indian Ocean Tuna Commission

Interim Secretariat of the South Pacific RegioriahBries Management Organisation
International Commission for the Conservation daAtic Tunas

North Altantic Salmon Conservation Organization

North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission

Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization *

Southeast Asian Fisheries Development Center

South East Atlantic Fisheries Organization

South Pacific Forum Fisheries Agency

Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission

* The submission of the Northwest Atlantic Fishe@ganization was provided by way of an update to
its submission to the report of the Secretary-Garierdocument A/64/305.
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