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International Convention for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (Basic Instrument for the
International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas — ICCAT)

Basic Instrument

International Convention for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (TIAS 6767), 20 U.S.T. 2887, 1969, which was
signed on May 14, 1966.

Implementing Legislation

Atlantic Tunas Convention Act (ATCA) of 1975 (16 U.S.C. 971 et. seq.).
Member Nations

There are currently 48 Contracting Parties: Albania, Algeria, Angola, Barbados, Belize, Brazil, Canada, Cape
Verde, China (People's Republic), Cote d'Ivoire, Croatia, Egypt, Equatorial Guinea, European Community (EC),
France (in respect of St. Pierre et Miquelon), Gabon, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea (Republic of), Honduras, Iceland,
Japan, Korea (Republic of), Libya, Mauritania, Mexico, Morocco, Namibia, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Panama,
Philippines, Russian Federation, Sao Tome and Principe, St. Vincent and the Grenadines, Senegal, Sierra Leone,
South Africa (Republic of), Syria, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, United Kingdom (in respect of its
overseas territories), United States, Uruguay, Vanuatu, and Venezuela.

It was agreed at the 1997 Annual Meeting that all EC Member States would withdraw from the Commission
effective December 31, 1997. France and the United Kingdom rejoined in respect of their independent territories.

Commission Headquarters

International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas
¢/ Corazon de Maria, 8

6th Floor

28002 Madrid, Spain

Executive Secretary (as of May 2004): Mr. Driss Meski
Telephone (from U.S.): (011) 34-91-416-5600

Fax: (011) 34-91-415-2612

Web address: http://www.iccat.int/

General e-mail requests: info@jiccat.int

Budget

The Commission's Standing Committee on Finance and Administration (STACFAD) meets annually to approve a
budget. STACFAD reported in 2008 that ICCAT’s financial situation was strong and that the Working Capital Fund
was far above that recommended by auditors. The Commission agreed to include Arabic interpretation at future
annual Commission meetings using the Working Capital Fund.

The agreed budget for calendar year 2009 was 2,714,755.90 Euros. The U.S. contribution was 169,924.16 Euros.
The United States has also periodically provided extra-budgetary funds to ICCAT to support various initiatives, such
as ICCAT’s voluntary data fund and the hiring of a Bycatch Coordinator at the Secretariat, which is slated to
become part of the budget by 2010-11
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U.S. Representation

A. Appointment Process:

The ATCA provides that not more than three Commissioners shall represent the United States in ICCAT.
Commissioners are appointed by the President and serve 3-year terms. Of the three U.S. Commissioners, one can be
a salaried employee of any state or political subdivision thereof, or of the Federal Government. The Government
Commissioner is not limited in the number of terms that he or she can serve. Of the two Commissioners who are not
government employees, one must have knowledge and experience regarding commercial fishing in the Atlantic
Ocean, Gulf of Mexico or Caribbean Sea and the other must have similar knowledge and experience regarding
recreational fishing. Non-Government Commissioners are not eligible to serve more than two consecutive 3-year
terms.

B. U.S. Commissioners:

Government Recreational

Rebecca J. Lent, Ph.D. (Alternate) Raymond Bogan (Alternate)
Director, Office of International Affairs 526 Bay Avenue

NOAA Fisheries Pt. Pleasant Beach, NJ 08742

1315 East-West Highway
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Commercial

Randi Parks Thomas (Alternate)
National Fisheries Institute
7918 Jones Branch Drive

Suite 700

McLean, VA 22102

C. Advisory Structure:

The U.S. Commissioners are required, under the ATCA, to constitute an Advisory Committee to the U.S. National
Section to ICCAT. This body shall, to the maximum extent practicable, consist of an equitable balance among the
various groups concerned with the fisheries covered by the Convention and is exempt from the Federal Advisory
Committee Act. The Committee consists of (1) “not less than five nor more than twenty individuals appointed by
the United States Commissioners who shall select such individuals from the various groups concerned with the
fisheries covered by the Convention” and (2) the Chairs (or their designees) of the New England, Mid-Atlantic,
South Atlantic, Caribbean, and Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Councils (FMCs). Public Committee members
serve 2-year terms and are eligible for reappointment. The Committee generally consists of the maximum 20 public
members and the five FMC representatives.

Upon approval of the Committee and the Department of State, the directors (or their designees) of the fisheries
agencies of each of the states, the residents of which maintain a highly migratory species fishery in the regulatory
area of the Convention, may be invited to serve as ex officio members of the Committee. The Advisory Committee
is invited to attend all non-executive meetings of the U.S. Commissioners and, at such meetings, shall have the
opportunity to examine and to be heard on all proposed programs of investigation, reports, recommendations, and
regulations of the Commission.

The ATCA also provides that the Commissioners may establish species working groups for the purpose of providing
advice and recommendations to the Commissioners and to the Advisory Committee on matters relating to the
conservation and management of any highly migratory species covered by the Convention. Any species working
group shall consist of no more than seven members of the Advisory Committee and no more than four scientific or
technical personnel. The Commissioners have established the following four working groups: billfish, swordfish
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and sharks, bluefin tuna, and BAYS (bigeye, albacore, yellowfin, and skipjack) tunas. The Commissioners
generally appoint the maximum number of technical advisors provided by law.

The Chairman of the Advisory Committee is Dr. John Graves, The College of William and Mary, Virginia Institute
of Marine Science, School of Marine Science, Gloucester Point, VA 23062. The Committee’s Executive Secretary
is Kim Blankenbeker (see addresses below). The Committee meets at least twice a year, usually in Silver Spring,
Maryland, and occasionally holds additional meetings along the East Coast, Gulf of Mexico and Caribbean Sea. The
Committee’s Statement of Operating Practices and Procedures is available from its Executive Secretary.

Description

A. Mission/Purpose:

ICCAT was established to provide an effective program of international cooperation in research and conservation in
recognition of the unique problems related to the highly migratory nature of tunas and tuna-like species. The
Convention area is defined as all waters of the Atlantic Ocean, including the adjacent seas. The Commission is
responsible for providing internationally coordinated research on the condition of Atlantic tuna and tuna-like
species, and their environment, as well as for the development of regulatory recommendations. The objective of
such regulatory recommendations is to conserve and manage species of tuna and tuna-like species throughout their
range in a manner that maintains their population at levels that will permit the maximum sustainable catch.

B. Organizational Structure:

The ICCAT is comprised of a (1) commission, (2) council, (3) executive secretary, and (4) subject area panels. The
Commission consists of not more than three delegates from each Contracting Party. The Council is an elected body
within the Commission consisting of a chairman, vice-chairman, and representatives of not less than four nor more
than eight Contracting Parties and which performs such functions as are assigned to it by the Convention or
Commission. Although the Council is supposed to meet at least once between regular meetings (which occur every
other year), since 1978 Special Meetings of the Commission have been held in lieu of meetings of the Council.

The Executive Secretary is responsible for coordinating the programs of investigation, preparing budget estimates,
disbursing funds and accounting for expenditures; preparing the collection and analysis of data to accomplish the
purposes of the Convention; and preparing scientific, administrative, and other reports for approval by the
Commission.

Panels are established by the Commission and are responsible for review of the species under their purview;
collection of scientific and other information; proposing conservation recommendations for joint actions; and
recommending studies by the Contracting Parties. Panel 1 covers tropical tunas (bigeye, yellowfin, and skipjack).
Panel 2 covers North Atlantic temperate tunas (northern bluefin and albacore). Panel 3 covers South Atlantic
temperate tunas (southern bluefin and albacore). Finally, Panel 4 covers other species, including swordfish,
billfishes, and sharks. Standing Committees on Research and Statistics (SCRS), Finance and Administration
(STACFAD), and Compliance have been established by the Commission. ICCAT also has constituted a Permanent
Working Group for the Improvement of ICCAT Statistics and Conservation Measures (PWG), which met for the
first time in 1993. Much of the focus of the PWG is directed toward gaining the cooperation of ICCAT non-
members with the conservation and management measures of the Commission.

C. Programs:

The Commission concerns itself with (1) joint planning of research, coordination of research carried on by agencies
of the Parties in accordance with its plans, and joint evaluation of the results of such research; (2) the collection and
analysis of statistical information relating to the condition of fishery resources in the Convention area; and (3) joint
formulation of regulatory recommendations for submission to the Parties.
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Recommendations adopted by the Commission are submitted to governments for acceptance. These
recommendations become effective for all Parties to the Convention six months after their formal submission to all
Parties (unless otherwise stated) provided objections are not made during that period by concerned Contracting
Governments. Each Contracting Party has the responsibility for implementing and enforcing the Commission's
recommended conservation and management measures.

Panel 1 - Bigeye, Yellowfin and Skipjack Tunas

Small fish measures. In 1972, the Commission recommended a ban on the taking of yellowfin tuna weighing less
than 3.2 kilograms (kg), allowing an incidental catch of not more than 15 percent of the number of fish landed per
trip. This regulation was extended to bigeye tuna in 1979. These standards remained unchanged until 2004 when it
was decided the minimum size for bigeye tuna was no longer required. The minimum size for yellowfin tuna was
later repealed as well. Adherence to the minimum size for bigeye and yellowfin tunas had been poor.

Bigeye tuna conservation was a priority at the 2004 ICCAT meeting and discussions were time-consuming and
lengthy. Ultimately, a four year (2005-08) proposal was adopted that contained several important elements
including a capacity limitation for China, Chinese Taipei, and the Philippines, catch limits for the major harvesters,
and payback schedules for China and Chinese Taipei who had overharvested their quota in previous years. The
proposal did not establish catch or effort limits on minor harvesters and this issue has been of significant debate in
recent years. The recommendation also significantly changed the Gulf of Guinea time and area closure originally
adopted in 1999 and amended over the years. The new measure reduced the size of the closed area, and the
temporal coverage was reduced from three months to one month. Also, instead of banning fishing on FADs, the
measure established a complete moratorium in the area by the surface fishery (bait boats and purse seines). The
measure does not expressly require that FADs be removed from the closed area during the moratorium month
although it was agreed in plenary discussions that this was the intention. In addition, the parties agreed that there
would be no carry-forward of bigeye tuna underharvests.

The 2007 SCRS assessment of bigeye tuna and the 2008 assessments of yellowfin and skipjack tuna stocks indicated
that these stocks were in good condition. The management measures in effect for bigeye tuna since 2004 were rolled
over through 2009. The high proportion of juvenile bigeye and yellowfin catches by some surface fleets and the
consequent impacts on yields has remained a serious concern of some Panel members for several years. In light of
these concerns, a proposal to expand the time/area closure in the Gulf of Guinea was tabled but not adopted.

Instead, the SCRS was tasked with reviewing the this matter for a third time with a view to establishing a new, more
effective closure in 2010. The SCRS will also evaluate existing port sampling programs and make appropriate
recommendations to improve fishery data for bigeye, yellowfin, and skipjack tunas for implementation by 2010. .

Panel 2 - North Atlantic Bluefin Tuna and Albacore:

Western Atlantic Bluefin Tuna: The capture of bluefin tuna in the western Atlantic was prohibited in 1981, except
for a catch quota for continuing scientific monitoring of the stock. This catch was allocated to ICCAT member
nations which had actively participated in the fishery (United States, Canada, and Japan). Brazil and Cuba, whose
catches were less than 50 mt annually, were exempt from these early regulations. The Commission continued in
following years to review periodically and adjust catch quotas as deemed appropriate. Other measures were also
adopted, such as limiting small fish catches; prohibiting directed bluefin fisheries in spawning areas such as the Gulf
of Mexico; addressing the problem of overages; and encouraging tag and release of fish less than 30 kg.

Given the continued overfished status of western Atlantic bluefin tuna, ICCAT adopted at its 1998 meeting a
rebuilding program for the western stock with the goal of reaching MSY in 20 years. This represents the first time
that ICCAT articulated a rebuilding goal to guide its management actions and fashioned a plan for achieving that
goal. The annual total allowable catch (TAC) established under the program was 2,500 mt, inclusive of dead
discards. The rebuilding program provided flexibility to alter the TAC, the MSY target, and/or the rebuilding period
based upon subsequent scientific advice.
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The TAC has been adjusted periodically since 1998. In 2006, the Commission adopted a U.S. proposal to lower the
TAC to 2100 mt, in line with scientific advice to stop overfishing. In addition, the tolerance for recreational catches
of bluefin tuna weighing less than 30 kg (the current minimum size in the west) was increased slightly from 8% to
10%.

The SCRS reassessed western Atlantic bluefin tuna in 2008. Based on this new assessment, the Commission revised
the western Atlantic bluefin tuna recovery plan at its 2008 annual meeting. The revised plan reduced the TAC from
2,100 mt to 1,900 mt in 2009 and 1,800 mt in 2010. The revised TACs are intended to end overfishing by 2010 with
a greater than 75% probability of success and substantially increase the probability of rebuilding the stock by 2019,
consistent with the 1998 rebuilding program. As in previous years, the TAC is shared by the United States, Japan,
Canada, the United Kingdom (in respect of Bermuda), France (in respect of St. Pierre et Miquelon), and Mexico.
Mexico received an allocation of 95 t of bluefin tuna which is inclusive of any bycatch taken in its Gulf of Mexico
yellowfin tuna fishery. Mexico will transfer 73 t of its accrued underharvest to Canada in 2009. For 2010, Mexico
will transfer accrued underage to Canada such that Canada’s initial allocation is 480 t. If Mexico has insufficient
underharvest to keep Canada at 480 t in 2010, the United States will provide some underharvest to Canada if
available. Canada will limit its 2-year catch for 2009 and 2010 to 970 t. The next review of the rebuilding program
will be in 2010.

Eastern Atlantic Bluefin Tuna: ICCAT began adopting measures to limit harvests of eastern Atlantic and
Mediterranean bluefin tuna, including TACs and country specific quotas, in the mid to late 1990s due to concerns
about the status of the stock. The United States has been supportive of strong conservation measures for this stock,
in particular given the potential impact of mixing between the eastern and western Atlantic stocks of bluefin tuna.
(The eastern stock is twice the size of the western stock and even small amounts of mixing could have a significant
impact on western bluefin tuna.) Unfortunately, compliance with agreed eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean catch
limits has been poor over the years. For example, the TAC established by ICCAT for this fishery for the years 2003
through 2006 was 32,000 mt per year. Estimates of actual catches for each of these years, however, were 50,000 mt
or more.

Lack of effective management action in the past has now led to a more dire situation for the eastern Atlantic and
Mediterranean stock. The 2006 stock assessment indicated that this stock has a “high risk of fishery and stock
collapse.” Despite the strong recommendation from SCRS that catch levels for this stock should not exceed about
15,000 mt (the level expected to halt overfishing), the proposal adopted by ICCAT did not include an appropriate
suite of measures to ensure this. The adopted proposal, championed by the EC, established a 15 year management
plan, which was to be reviewed in 2008. It set a 29,500 mt catch level for 2007 with gradual reductions to 25,500 by
2010. Country specific quota allocations were developed at a special intersessional meeting in early 2008 and
adopted by mail vote in March 2007. In addition to the high TAC, the proposed time/area closure for the fishery did
not cover the peak Mediterranean spawning month of June for the purse seine fleet, and the increase in the minimum
size limit to 30 kg contained significant carve outs that allow 8 kg fish to be harvested in Spain’s Bay of Biscay
fishery and by Croatia to supply their farming operations. The EC proposal also did not require Parties to payback
past quota overharvests, and it does allow the carry forward of 50% of under harvests from 2005 and/or 2006.

The proposal did include enhancements to fishery monitoring and control to improve compliance with agreed
conservation and management measures. Among other things, these included prohibition of chartering by 2010,
enhanced controls on landing in port, real time data collection and reporting to the flag state and the ICCAT
Secretariat, enhanced controls on farming activities, including the use of observers, increased observer coverage on
bluefin tuna fleets, centralized VMS data reporting to the ICCAT Secretariat, enhanced market controls, and
application of ICCAT’s existing joint international inspection scheme and a commitment to develop a revised
scheme.

Because of concerns by the United States and others that the 2006 recommendation would not address the
conservation concern for the stock, there was no consensus on it and, for the first time, ICCAT voted on a proposal.
The measure passed at the subcommittee level with the minimum 10 votes in favor. There were 4 votes against and
4 abstentions. The United States, Norway, Canada, and France (in respect of St. Pierre and Miquelon) voted against
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the measure. Iceland, Belize, Mexico, and St. Vincent and the Grenadines abstained from the voting, which is
equivalent to a no vote given ICCAT’s voting rules. The sponsors of the proposal voted in favor. They included the
EC, Morocco, Turkey, Algeria, Libya, Croatia, Tunisia, China, Korea, and Japan. At the Commission level, the
proposal as adopted by vote in Panel 2 was again discussed and concerns were raised but its adoption was not
blocked.

At the 2007 meeting, information indicated that compliance with the 2006 management measures for eastern bluefin
tuna was very poor. This has been an ongoing problem since measures were first adopted for this fishery in the mid-
1990s. Given this serious lack of control and the poor and rapidly declining status of the stock, the United States
proposed a fishery suspension until such time as harvesting countries could demonstrate that they had implemented
effective monitoring and control measures. Such action would also allow the rebuilding process to begin. Turkey
also put forward a proposal, which was aimed at strengthening the current management plan. Neither the U.S nor
Turkish proposals received consensus support. Instead, the Commission adopted a non-binding measure proposed
by Japan requesting (1) that parties submit documents by February 2008 detailing how they are implementing
ICCAT’s 2006 management plan for the eastern fishery and a report at the end of the fishing season on the results of
implementation, and (2) that parties involved in the bluefin tuna fishery hold a stakeholder meeting in March 2008
to review fishery rules and market activities and to work out a voluntary action plan to reduce fishing, caging, and
imports to ensure catch levels are commensurate with those specified in the 2006 management plan. Suggested edits
to the proposal by the United States to strengthen the document, including by requiring submission of
implementation plans and linking lack of implementation with a fishery closure, were not accepted. At the adoption
of the Japanese proposal, the United States expressed strong concern that the Commission was yet again delaying
meaningful action to conserve eastern bluefin tuna. In March 2008, Japan hosted the agreed meeting of stakeholders
and managers and a statement was adopted from the meeting that indicated support for following the 2008 scientific
advice for the eastern Atlantic bluefin tuna stock.

The SCRS conducted a stock assessment for bluefin tuna in of 2008. Data collection was considerably incomplete,
with only data corresponding to 15% of the landings reported in time for the assessment. The quantity and quality
of data on farming activities has been particularly poor and raised some doubts by the SCRS. Due to the lack of
quality data, the SCRS employed alternative methods for conducting the stock assessment, including the use of trade
data and data on fishing capacity, to estimate the level of recent landings.

The SCRS again recommended substantial reductions in fishing mortality, indicating that catches should be reduced
to at least 15,000 mt, the purse seine fishery should be closed during spawning season, and fishing mortality of small
fish should be reduced. The SCRS further noted that these measures would require perfect implementation and
compliance in order to attain the objectives of the 2006 recovery plan.

Negotiations to substantially improve the recovery plan for eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean bluefin tuna fishery
dominated the 2008 meeting of the Commission. The measure ultimately adopted reduced the 2009 TAC from
27,500 to 22,000 mt, the 2010 TAC from 25,500 to 19,950 mt, and set the TAC for 2011 at 18,500 mt. While the
new TACs represent substantial reductions, they fall short of the scientific advice of 15,000 t. The revised recovery
plan also requires the EC to repay 4,020 mt of its previous overharvest during 2009-12 period, which will lower the
TAC further for those years--although a portion of this will be offset due to carry forward of 2005 and 2006 quota
underharvests by Libya, Morocco, and Tunisia into 2009 and 2010 (674 t total annually). To achieve agreement,
1000 t of EC overharvest from 2007 was forgiven. The recovery plan, including allocations, will be reviewed in
2010.

In addition to TAC levels, the new measure extends the purse seine time and area closure in the Mediterranean by 15
days and strengthens monitoring and control elements in the plan. The measure also freezes fleet capacity and
requires fleet reductions to be completed by 2013 to ensure capacity is commensurate with allocated quotas. As a
first step, parties must reduce their fleets by 2010 to ensure that at least 25% of the discrepancy between their
capacity and their quota limits is addressed. Reporting on these activities is mandatory. In addition, farming
capacity has been frozen at July 2008 levels. Regarding monitoring and control improvements, among other things,
the new plan improves national observer programs and establishes a regional observer program for large scale purse
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seine vessels, bans at-sea transshipment, revises the boarding and inspection regime for the fishery to make it more
consistent with current standards, and enhances control and reporting measures for caging transfer activities.
Significantly, the measure also requires all parties to establish individual vessel quotas for their fleets.

Also in 2008, the Commission, recognizing the usefulness of biological samples in the understanding of bluefin tuna
movement patterns and resolving issues associated with stock origin, spawning site fidelity, and mixing, adopted a
resolution encouraging CPCs to consider making a portion of BFT quota available, consistent with domestic
obligations, conservation considerations, and a bona fide research plan, to collect otoliths for microconstituent
analyses and samples for genetic studies, consistent with the 2008 SCRS bluefin tuna recommendations.

Trade/Catch Tracking: In 1992, the Commission adopted the Bluefin Tuna Statistical Document (BSD) program,
which requires the use of an ICCAT-accepted reporting system to monitor trade in fresh and frozen bluefin tuna.
The BSD requires exporters of bluefin tuna to include documents identifying the location and flag of the vessel
catching the fish. This information has been used to address the problem of harvests that are contrary to ICCAT
rules, especially by non-member countries. The 2003 trade resolution (later revised in 2006) linked information
from the BSD program with compliance. In 2007, ICCAT moved from a BSD to a catch documentation scheme
(CDS) for bluefin tuna. This program allows tracking of bluefin tuna product from the point of capture through its
final market and it is expected to improve control in the eastern bluefin fishery. The Compliance Committee is
tasked with reviewing Contracting Party activities, while the Permanent Working Group (PWGQ) is tasked with
reviewing the activities of non-Contracting Parties under the trade recommendation. Information on the BSD/CDS
and the work of the PWG and Compliance Committee can be found later in this chapter.

Northern Albacore: At its 1998 meeting, ICCAT adopted a measure to limit fishing capacity in the northern
albacore fishery. This action was intended to prevent further increases in fishing mortality given scientific advice at
the time which considered that the stock was close to full exploitation. To improve control over the overfished
northern albacore fishery, ICCAT agreed at its 2000 meeting to establish first-ever catch limits on that fishery.
These catch limits continued until 2003. Despite difficulties with the stock assessment on northern albacore
conducted in 2003, the Commission adopted a multi-year recommendation for this stock. The three-year
recommendation established a total allowable catch (TAC) of 34,500 metric tons through 2006 and included an
allocation arrangement covering ICCAT’s major and minor harvesters as well as non-members. The TAC level was
not projected to result in rebuilding. In recognition of concerns of stockpiling underharvests, the 2003 measures
included a provision limiting carryover resulting from underharvests for a particular party in any given year to 50%
of its initial catch quota. In 2006, the Commission agreed to roll over the existing recommendation for northern
albacore through 2007.

Management measures for albacore were comprehensively reviewed at the 2007 ICCAT annual meeting in light of
the results of the 2007 stock assessment. SCRS concluded that the stock is overfished (B/Bysy = 0.81) and that a
total catch below 30,000 mt would allow recovery. A recommendation tabled by the EC was adopted that
established a TAC for 2008 and 2009 of 30,200 mt (down from 34,500 mt) with major harvesters (including the
United States) taking equal quota cuts of 11%. The EC proposal limits carry forward of quota under harvest to 25%
of the initial catch quota starting in 2008. Prior to that time, parties were allowed to carry forward fup to 50% of
the initial catch quota. Nrthern albacore will be reassessed in 2009 and new management measures will be
considered.

Panel 3 - South Atlantic Bluefin Tuna and Albacore:

Southern Bluefin Tuna: No management measures have been established by ICCAT for southern bluefin tuna. This
stock is distributed among the Indian, Pacific, and Atlantic Oceans. Stocks are assessed and managed by the
Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tunas (CCSBT). ICCAT collaborates with the CCSBT
regarding this stock.

Southern Albacore: Due to concerns about the status of the resource, ICCAT adopted management measures for
southern albacore for the first time at its 1994 meeting. Southern albacore was managed under a multi-year
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management measure from 2005-07. That recommendation set the total allowable catch (TAC) of 30,915 mt, the
estimated MSY for the time period of the management plan. However, specific catch limits for those “actively”
fishing albacore (i.e., South Africa, Brazil, Namibia, and Taiwan) were not established. If parties (in aggregate)
exceeded the previously agreed TACS, the overharvest was to be deducted from a future year. Catches, however,
were below the established trigger point. There was no provision to carry forward under harvest. The
recommendation also requires an intersessional meeting for participants to discuss allocation criteria for this fishery
if the TAC is exceeded. As was the case in previous measures for this stock, a small catch limit was set for parties,
including the United States, not actively fishing for southern albacore.

In 2007, SCRS reassessed southern albacore and indicated that it was slightly overfished (B/Bysy = 0.91). SCRS
indicated that a TAC of 29,900 mt would allow rebuilding. The Panel Chair put forward a recommendation that was
almost identical to the previous recommendation for the fishery, but set the TAC to 29,900 mt for 2008 through
2011. The majority of the TAC reduction was absorbed by the “active” fishing parties. In addition, some provision
was made for the carry over of quota under harvests. The next assessment for this stock will be in 2011 and new
management measures will be considered at that time.

Panel 4 - Swordfish, Billfish, Sharks, and Other Species:

North Swordfish Stock: Concern about the status of North Atlantic swordfish led ICCAT to begin management of
this stock around 1990. Initial management actions were not successful in stemming the decline of the resource and
a rebuilding program was developed and adopted by ICCAT in 1999. Specifically, ICCAT parties committed to
rebuild North Atlantic swordfish to the biomass that will produce MSY within 10 years, with a greater than 50
percent probability. Among other things, the swordfish rebuilding program included TACs and country specific
allocations.

The 2006 stock assessment for North Atlantic swordfish indicated that the stock was virtually rebuilt only seven
years into the 10 year rebuilding program. In 2006, ICCAT adopted revisions to the rebuilding program setting a
TAC of 14,000 mt per year for 2007 and 2008. Given the improved status of the resource, several ICCAT members
sought and received increased access to the resource. These increases were possible due to U.S. flexibility in
allowing temporary access to existing U.S. under harvests. The recommendations also retained a provision allowing
the United States to harvest of up to 200 t of its annual catch limit between 5 degrees North latitude and 5 degrees
South latitude and continued the transfer of 25 mt of NSWO to Canada annually. The recommendation includes a
clause, moreover, that allows the transfer of up to 15% of a country’s quota from one ICCAT member to another
within a given year, and it contained a number of other conservation provisions, including minimum size
restrictions. In 2008, the Commission agreed to roll over the northern swordfish management measures through
2009 pending completion of a new stock assessment. New management measures will be considered at the 2009
ICCAT meeting.

South Atlantic Stock: The Commission established management measures for South Atlantic swordfish for the first
time in 1994. Measures adopted over the years limited countries to catch levels consistent with certain reference
years and in later years TACs and country specific allocations were established. The current management measures
were adopted in 2006 and cover 2007-09. The adopted measure set the TAC at the scientifically recommended
17,000 mt, but authorized takes of 17,475 in 2007 and 2008 and 17,440 in 2009. Given that some parties have not
been catching their full quotas in recent years, however, actual catches in 2007-09 are not expected to exceed the
TAC level. Further, to help ensure the TAC will not be exceeded, a provision was included in the recommendation
that requires the Commission to adjust catch limits as necessary and appropriate if the annual TAC of 17,000 is
exceeded in any given year such that the overall catch for the 2007-09 period does not exceed the total allowable
catch for the period (i.e., 51,000 mt). The next assessment will be 2009 and new management measures will be
considered at that time

Mediterranean Stock: In 2003, following a new stock assessment, the Commission adopted a recommendation that
requires Contracting Parties to take the necessary measures to reduce the mortality of juvenile swordfish in the
Mediterranean. The measures also prohibits the use of driftnets for fisheries of large pelagics in the Mediterranean
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(for more information on driftnets, see Other Issues section). SCRS reassessed Mediterranean swordfish in 2007 and
found that the stock is still overfished with overfishing occurring with high juvenile mortality. The SCRS also
modeled the effects of six month, four month, and two month annual closures to reduce the impact on small fish and
help rebuild the stock. The last closure option would bring the SSB up to 50% Bysy in one generation (seven years).
An EC proposal with a seasonal closure from October 15 — November 15 was adopted by the Commission in 2007.
This measure was not expected to effectively conserve the stock. In 2008, the Commission agreed to extend the
time/area closure by 1 month, resulting in a total duration of the closure from October 1 — November 30. This action
may still not conserve the stock adequately.

Billfishes: At its 1995 meeting, the Commission adopted a resolution focusing on the enhancement of research
programs for billfish and calling for voluntary release or tag and release by commercial as well as recreational
fishermen. In 1996, the Commission passed a resolution to encourage actions to facilitate the recovery of billfishes,
including the use of monofilament leaders and improvement in catch and post-release mortality statistics.

At its 1997 meeting, the Commission adopted the first mandatory conservation measures for Atlantic blue marlin
and white marlin. The recommendation required all ICCAT Contracting and non-Contracting Parties, starting in
1998, to reduce landings for each of these species by at least 25 percent from 1996 landings. This reduction was to
be accomplished by the end of 1999. The recommendation further: (1) required Parties to promote the voluntary
live release of these species; (2) called for the provision of information to ICCAT regarding measures in place to
reduce landings or fishing effort in all fisheries that interact with marlins; (3) called for the submission of base data
to the SCRS; (4) called for SCRS stock assessments for these stocks to be presented and reviewed at the 1999
Commission meeting; and (5) exempted small-scale artisanal fisheries from the above requirements. The landings
cap achieved by the end of 1999 was subsequently continued through 2000.

At its 2000 meeting, the Commission adopted a two-phase plan to rebuild severely depleted populations of Atlantic
blue marlin and white marlin. The marlin rebuilding program has since been amended three times. Phase one of the
rebuilding plan requires countries to reduce, through the release of all live marlins taken as bycatch in commercial
fisheries, white marlin landings by 67 percent and blue marlin landings by 50 percent from 1996 or 1999 levels,
whichever is greater, in recognition of the fact that members who complied with the earlier measures and reduced
their marlin landings by 1999 would be penalized more than those who had not reached their reduction targets. The
United States agreed to limit annual landings by recreational fishermen to 250 marlin and to maintain regulations
that prohibit retention of marlins on U.S. longline vessels. Phase one of the plan also encourages countries to set
minimum sizes for marlins taken in recreational fisheries through 2006. In phase two of the program, ICCAT will
reassess the status of the billfish stocks and develop specific timetables to rebuild the stocks to levels that will
support maximum sustainable yield. At such time, additional landings restrictions or alternative management
measures such as fishing gear modifications or time and area closures may be applied. Consistent with SCRS
advice, the assessments of blue and white marlin were postponed until 2006.

ICCAT reconsidered management measures for marlins in 2006. Given positive signs regarding the stocks, ICCAT
rolled over the primary provisions of the marlin rebuilding program through 2010 and included a number of
conservation enhancements developed in response to concerns and recommendations identified in the SCRS report.
Enhancements to the previous marlin rebuilding program included: (1)Improved reporting provisions which require
submission of data on disposition of released and discarded marlin by area and season; (2) A requirement for the
submission of documentation to SCRS on the character and extent of artisanal fisheries by CPCs with these
fisheries;(3) A requirement that, beginning in 2007, but no later than 2008, CPCs with artisanal marlin fisheries
implement domestic measures to cap the catches of these fisheries at 2006 levels; (4) A requirement that CPCs with
artisanal marlin fisheries monitor and report effort (including number of fishing vessels) and catches (landings and
discards); (5) A requirement that SCRS to present work plans to achieve Phase 2 at the 2010 Commission meeting.
In addition, the recommendation set the next assessment for Atlantic blue and white marlin for 2010.

In 2009, SCRS is conducting a sailfish assessment. Panel 4 will consider the need for management action pending
the results of this assessment.
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Sharks: U.S. leadership resulted in adoption at the 2004 ICCAT meeting of a binding management measure for
sharks caught in association with fisheries managed by ICCAT. The decision was taken by consensus and is the
first time ICCAT has ever asserted management authority over sharks. The adoption of a shark management
measure was a high priority for the United States. To address the issue of shark finning, a major component of the
measure is to require full utilization of shark catches. Fishermen must, therefore, retain all parts of the shark except
the head, guts, and skins to the point of first landing. Countries are required to ensure that their vessels retain
onboard fins that total no more than 5% by weight of sharks onboard up to the first point of landing. Parties that
currently do not require fins and carcasses to be offloaded together at the point of first landing must ensure
compliance with the ratio through certification, monitoring or other means. The 2004 agreement also (1) establishes
requirements for data collection on catches of sharks, (2) calls for research on shark nursery areas, and (3)
encourages the release of live sharks, especially juveniles.

In 2007, ICCAT adopted another measure for the conservation of sharks. The adopted measure requires data
collection on bycatch and targeted fisheries, measures to reduce fishing mortality on porbeagle and shortfin mako
sharks until assessments determine sustainable harvest levels, research on pelagic sharks and consideration of time-
area closures, and an assessment of porbeagle sharks as soon as possible but no later than 2009. In 2008, the
Commission adopted a proposal calling for ICCAT and ICES to coordinate on the 2009 assessment of porbeagle
sharks. This meeting may be followed up by a meeting of concerned RFMO Chairs (presumably NAFO and
ICCAT) to consider compatible management measures for the species. The Commission also adopted a measure
requiring bigeye thresher taken alive in ICCAT fisheries to be released..

Sea Turtles and Seabirds: After more than two years of negotiation, ICCAT took action in 2003 in response to a
U.S. proposal regarding sea turtles. The Commission adopted a non-binding resolution that encourages all parties to
provide information on interactions with sea turtles in the ICCAT Convention area -- in particular, the bycatch of sea
turtles in ICCAT fisheries. Pursuant to this resolution, parties agreed to share all available information on technical
measures to reduce the incidental capture of sea turtles in ICCAT fisheries and ensure the safe handling of turtles
that are released. ICCAT also resolved to have its scientific body develop standardized data collection and reporting
methods to assess the problem of sea turtle bycatch. Furthermore, the United States provided significant
information about research that has been conducted in the northern Atlantic regarding methods to reduce the
incidental capture and mortality of sea turtles by longline vessels.

At the 2002 Commission meeting, ICCAT adopted a resolution on the incidental mortality of seabirds. The
resolution urges parties to inform SCRS and the Commission of the status of their National Plans of Action for
Reducing Incidental Catches of Seabirds in Longline Fisheries (NPOA-Seabirds) and to implement such plans,
where appropriate. Furthermore, the resolution encourages parties to collect and provide to SCRS all available
information on interactions with seabirds, including incidental catches in all fisheries under the purview of ICCAT.

In 2007, ICCAT adopted a binding measure regarding seabird bycatch mitigation measures. The measure requires
use of tori lines on vessels fishing south of 20 degrees South, requires line weighting, and specifies that the
Commission shall consider adoption of additional measures to mitigate seabird bycatch based on the 2008 SCRS
seabird assessment.

Permanent Working Group (PWG) :

Trade Measures. Up through 2003, much of the work of the PWG was guided by the Bluefin Tuna Action Plan
Resolution, the Swordfish Action Plan Resolution, and the Unregulated and Unreported Catches Resolution (UU
Catches Resolution), which were adopted to promote cooperation with ICCAT conservation measures. The
Resolutions established mechanisms by which multilateral trade measures could be imposed against parties deemed
to be diminishing the effectiveness of the ICCAT conservation measures for ICCAT species under certain
circumstances. The adoption of the Bluefin Tuna Action Plan in 1994 was the first time such a mechanism had been
developed within an international fisheries management organization. The following year, the Swordfish Action
Plan was adopted in recognition of the declining status of swordfish stocks in the Atlantic and increasing catches by
non-Contracting Parties. In 1998, the UU Catches Resolution was adopted. It had the same basic elements and
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procedures as the Action Plans and was intended to help address the problems associated with unreported and
unregulated catches of tunas by large-scale longline vessels, partly in recognition of the problems associated with
so-called “flag of convenience” vessels. A key difference was the explicit coverage of ICCAT members.

Following several years of work, ICCAT took a decisive step in 2003 to broaden its regime of trade restrictive
measures and adopted a comprehensive trade resolution. The trade resolution adopted by ICCAT members applies
equally to all fisheries and all parties (both ICCAT members and non-members), establishes a more transparent
process for the application of trade restrictive measures, and uses comparable standards for evaluating fishery
related activities. In addition, the resolution allows for swift re-imposition of trade sanctions in cases where parties
recently released from sanctions act in bad faith and again engage in problem fishing activities. This comprehensive
approach, which replaces the separate Action Plans, was intended to bolster ICCAT’s already significant efforts to
eliminate [UU fishing in the ICCAT Convention Area. In 2006, ICCAT adopted a revised trade instrument, the
Trade Measures Recommendation. Most significantly, the new measure converted the instrument from a non-
binding resolution to a binding recommendation. It was also expanded to explicitly cover farming activities.

Each year the Commission undertakes a review of fishery related activities in the Convention Area. This annual
review has resulted in the identification of a number of countries, and trade restrictive measures have been applied
many times in accordance with the various trade instruments. When problem fishing has been rectified, ICCAT has
lifted these sanctions. ICCAT was the first regional fishery management organization to adopt such instruments
and to use trade measures to support conservation goals. In 2008, the Commission maintained sanctions against
Bolivia and Georgia, maintained identification of Cambodia and Sierra Leone, and removed the identification of
Togo. ICCAT has also been scrutinizing the fishing situation of Chinese Taipei. Evidence indicated that Chinese
Taipei had been significantly overharvesting its bigeye tuna limits and some of this overharvest had been linked to
tuna laundering (tuna taken from the Atlantic but reported as harvests from other oceans. ICCAT adopted very strict
measures directed at Chinese Taipei, including reducing its quota, limiting its effort, requiring major improvements
to its monotirng and control regime, and taking efforts to reduce capacity to be commensurate with fishing
possibilities. Chinese Taipei fully implemented its obligations and in 2007 ICCAT relaxed the special measures it
had required of that party.

Catch and Trade Document Programs: A bluefin tuna statistical document program (BSD program) was established
by the Commission in the early 1990s. Subsequently, statistical document programs were adopted for swordfish and
bigeye tuna. These programs have contributed to ICCAT’s review of fishery activities under the trade
recommendation and can also assist with catch data verification. The statistical document programs require the use
of an ICCAT-accepted reporting system to monitor trade in fresh and frozen bluefin tuna, fresh and frozen
swordfish, and frozen bigeye tuna. The purpose of the programs are to improve the reliability of statistical
information on catches of these species, particularly in regards to non-Contracting Parties, since some of these
nations do not provide catch data to ICCAT. The program tracks trade of product and provides information on the
flag state and name of the harvesting vessel, the location of harvest, the point of export, a description of the fish in
the shipment and the like. Updates to the statistical document programs have been adopted since the initial program
was established. Most recently, the Commission adopted a recommendation changing the documents to include a
field for the harvesting vessels ICCAT record number (under ICCAT’s authorized vessel listing program) and, for
the bluefin tuna statistical document, the collection of information on the farming operation that the bluefin tuna
products came from, where applicable.

In 2007, the bluefin tuna statistical document program was replaced by a catch documentation scheme (CDS). This
was a major accomplishment as monitoring of harvests from and data reporting for the eastern Atlantic and
Mediterranean bluefin tuna fishery has been very poor. The new CDS will allow tracking of bluefin from the point
of capture through its final market. The United States and Canada participate in the program but are exempt from
some of its provisions, such as government validation, given that they have bluefin tuna tagging programs (each fish
is individually tagged) which collect equivalent information. In addition, ICCAT adopted a US proposal in 2006 to
allow for the establishment of pilot electronic catch/trade monitoring programs. The United States implemented the
CDS in June 2008.
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At its 2008 meeting, the Commission agreed on several changes to the BCD program to clarify ambiguities and
improve its functionality for certain ICCAT members. Several changes were also made to the list of BCD form
requirements and the sample BCD form attached to the Recommendation. A new, expanded sample form is now
attached to the Recommendation. It includes additional space for information and clarifying text that will assist
CPCs in identifying the BFT source and destination, especially those that farm or import live tuna, in complying
with the BCD requirements.

Cooperating Parties: ICCAT continues to encourage certain non-members to become cooperating parties. Granting
such status helps ICCAT expand and improve its control over the fisheries under its purview. Non-members with
said status agree to voluntarily abide by ICCAT’s rules and in return receive certain benefits, such as, qualifying for
quota allocations and placing their vessels on the “positive” vessel list (see Compliance Committee section for more
information on vessel lists). ICCAT recently clarified the criteria and responsibilities of cooperating parties, and in
2003 adopted a recommendation on criteria for attaining the status of cooperating party. The new measure also
outlines the type of information countries need to submit for consideration and allows for the yearly review of those
in cooperating status.

Currently, ICCAT has three cooperating non-members. They are Guyana (first granted in 2003), Chinese Taipei
(first granted in 1998), and Netherlands Antilles. Regarding the latter, cooperating status was granted in 2004. In
2006, it was revoked due to some concern over non-reporting of catch and fleet information in 2005 and 2006. In
2007, however, the Commission reinstated cooperating status for Netherlands Antilles after receiving clarity with
respect to the reporting situation and given the commitment by that country to cooperate with ICCAT’s bigeye tuna
fishing practices. In 2008, the Commission loosened restrictions on Taiwan’s participation in the Commission,
particularly with regard to speaking.

Other Actions: In an effort to improve ICCAT statistics, the Commission adopted at its 1999 meeting a resolution
on improving recreational fishery statistics that calls on parties to provide to the SCRS specific data relating to
recreational fisheries. Beginning in 2000, parties are also required to include a discussion of such data in their
annual national report. In the future, SCRS will carry out an examination of the extent and impact of recreational
fisheries on Atlantic tunas and tuna-like species.

Other measures adopted by ICCAT that remain in effect include: (1) a recommendation establishing a process for
reporting and taking action against stateless vessels and for reporting observed possible violations by both
non-Contracting and Contracting Parties (adopted in 1997); (2) a recommendation that prohibits landing and
transshipment in ICCAT member ports by non-members under certain conditions (adopted in 1998); and (3) a
recommendation to address attribution of catch classified as not-elsewhere included (NEI) to the catch data (Task 1)
of the appropriate ICCAT member or non-member (adopted in 1997).

Compliance Committee: At the 1995 meeting, the Commission adopted new terms of reference for its Compliance
Committee (then, the Infractions Committee). The new terms strengthened the Committee's ability to evaluate
compliance by Contracting Parties by allowing the Committee to make recommendations to the Commission on how
to resolve problems of non-compliance by Contracting Parties and provide for the development of measures to
ensure proper application of Convention provisions, including the development of international inspection and
enforcement schemes.

At its 1996 meeting, ICCAT adopted a recommendation on Contracting Party compliance relative to quotas that are
established for the Atlantic bluefin tuna fishery and the North Atlantic swordfish fishery. The measure provides a
process for members to first explain how overharvests for the subject species occurred and the actions taken or to be
taken to prevent further overharvests. Beginning with the 1997 management period, and in each subsequent
management period, members have to repay 100 percent of any over harvests of these stocks, and ICCAT may
recommend other appropriate actions. Further, overharvests of bluefin tuna or of North Atlantic swordfish quotas
during two consecutive management periods can result in other penalties, including quota reductions of at least 125
percent of the over harvest and, as a last resort, trade restrictive measures. At its 1997 meeting, the Commission
agreed to extend the compliance agreement to the South Atlantic swordfish fishery (Brazil, Uruguay, and South

15



Part I. International and Regional Management Arrangements Atlantic Ocean

Africa formally objected to the measure, and are, therefore, not bound to the provisions of this measure).
Application of these measures was later clarified and a requirement to submit compliance tables to assist evaluation
of quota compliance as agreed.

Minimum size compliance relative to all ICCAT species has been an issue for several years. Effective
implementation of existing recommendations by many countries fishing in the eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean
has not occurred for a variety of reasons. At the 1997 meeting, an agreement was reached that requires Contracting
Parties to explain in detail minimum size overharvests and provides that, beginning in 2000, continued overharvests
could result in ICCAT actions to reduce those overharvests, including but not limited to, time/area closures,
assignment of small fish quotas, and/or gear restrictions. More recently, ICCAT repealed its minimum size
measures for bigeye and yellowfin tuna but minimum size limits are still in effect for bluefin tuna and swordfish.

Full implementation of ICCAT’s member compliance regime has been slow. In the past, there have been numerous
delays in the submission of reporting tables. Once reported, some members have altered their compliance data one
or more times during the ICCAT meeting without explanation. Moreover, while reviewing member compliance, it
has become apparent that there are fundamental differences in interpretation of both ICCAT’s conservation and
management measures as well as its compliance rules. ICCAT has worked to improve the compliance regime but
progress remains slow. In recent years, setting a deadline for the submission of compliance data allowed for the
earlier completion of the compliance annex during meetings, and facilitated a review of member compliance. In a
recent action, [ICCAT granted an exception to the terms of the payback scheme to the EC with respect to French over
harvests in the eastern bluefin tuna fishery. Specifically, the EC was to payback its over harvest over a three year
period beginning in 2009. However, the terms of the payback were revised in the eastern Atlantic and
Mediterranean bluefin tuna recovery plan [08-05] adopted in 2008 (see eastern Atlantic bluefin tuna section under
Panel 2).

At its 2008 meeting, the Commission focused intensively on improving the operations of the Compliance
Committee. The Compliance Committee conducted a review of incidents of non-compliance with ICCAT statistical
data requirements, statistical data submission deadlines, and management measures. Each Contracting Party’s non-
compliance was reviewed on the floor with opportunities for Parties to ask questions, provide information and
clarification of the record and arrange to submit missing information or reports. The Committee also reviewed
allegations of non-compliance published in various media and by third parties. Compilation of a report card led to
substantial discussion of compliance failures and promises of improvements in the future. Given the ongoing
implementation difficulties in the eastern bluefin tuna fishery, substantial time was spent discussing compliance in
this fishery. The Commission agreed to hold an intersessional meeting of the Committee in March 2009 in
Barcelona. In preparation for the intersessional meeting, harvesting, farming, and importing/exporting parties
responded to a questionnaire which the Compliance Committee chairman used to determine issues of significant
non-compliance. Progress was made at the special Compliance Committee meeting in identifying implementation
difficulties on a party by party basis and considering solutions. Panama will receive a letter expressing concern
about its compliance status with respect to VMS data reporting by carrier and other vessels. ICCAT will consider
the results of the 2009 intersessional at it November 2009 meeting.

In 2008, the Compliance Committee also adopted a measure harmonizing the measurement of vessels authorized to
operate in the Convention area and established a process for the review and reporting of compliance information.

Trade Actions: As noted above, a number of ICCAT’s recommendations provide for the use of trade restrictive
measures against ICCAT members. This was done for the first time in 1999, when a recommendation was adopted
that required ICCAT members to prohibit the import of bluefin tuna from Equatorial Guinea pursuant to the terms of
ICCAT’s compliance recommendation regarding bluefin tuna and swordfish quotas. This action was agreed to
given the fact that Equatorial Guinea does not have a quota for either stock of bluefin tuna, does not report catch
data to the Commission, and had not taken any steps to address concerns expressed by ICCAT in repeated
communications. At the 2004 meeting, trade restrictions were lifted for Equatorial Guinea.
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In 1999, for the first time, the Commission identified ICCAT members pursuant to its “Resolution Concerning the
Unreported and Unregulated Catches of Tunas by Large-Scale Longline Vessels in the Convention Area,” adopted
in 1998. (For a description of this resolution, see the PWG section above.) Upon review of relevant information,
the Commission identified three Contracting Parties (Equatorial Guinea, Republic of Guinea, and Trinidad and
Tobago) as nations whose large-scale longline vessels have been fishing for ICCAT species in a manner that
diminishes the effectiveness of relevant ICCAT conservation and management measures. ICCAT requested that
these countries take all necessary measures to ensure that their large-scale longline vessels cease fishing operations
for tuna and tuna-like species in a manner inconsistent with ICCAT conservation measures. The Commission
considered at its 2000 meeting whether or not to recommend that trade restrictive measures be placed against any of
these three ICCAT members and adopted a measure that requires its members to ban the import of bigeye tuna from
Equatorial Guinea. These sanctions have since been lifted. Fishery related infractions and compliance are now
reviewed in accordance with the 2006 trade measure recommendation. (For information on the trade measure
resolution and for information on trade actions relative to non-members, see PWG section.)

Monitoring and Control: ICCAT has a number of measures in effect relating to monitoring and control. Moreover,
ICCAT has held several meetings of its Working Group on Integrated Monitoring and Control Measures, a group
established to review ICCAT’s monitor and control measures with a view to strengthen them and fill gaps where
necessary. Three recommendations developed by the working group were adopted at the 2003 annual meeting on
the following topics: flag state duties, vessel monitoring systems, and basic data collection for fishing vessels
authorized to fish for species managed by ICCAT. This working group will meet again in July 2008. In 2004, a
new format for annual reports was approved as was an implementation date of 1 November 2005 for the start of
vessel monitoring system coverage. In 2005 ICCAT adopted a measure establishing a centralized at sea
transshipment observer program. This program, managed by the Secretariat with the help of a contractor, is up and
running. It requires that at sea transshipment can only take place if an ICCAT observer is on board the carrier
vessel. It is funded by program users. For the eastern bluefin tuna fishery, ICCAT has adopted a centralized VMS
program with financing by participating nations. ICCAT is continuing work on improving port state controls and
developing a program of at sea boarding and inspection to apply to the entire convention area. To date, an at sea
boarding and inspection program is only in place for the eastern bluefin tuna fishery. These and other issues were
discussed at the 2008 intersessional meeting of the ICCAT working group on integrated monitoring measures.
However, the working group was not able to reach consensus on proposals for at-sea boarding and inspection or port
state measures and deferred discussion to the Commission meeting. Little progress was made on these issues by the
Commission, however, and additional intersessional work on these matters is anticipated. The working group also
discussed the development of an ICCAT observer program, but disagreed on whether the program would be used for
scientific data collection or for enforcement purposes. At the 2008 Commission meeting, ICCAT included an
observer program in the adopted revisions to the eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean bluefin tuna rebuilding plan.
The observer program includes elements of compliance as well as scientific data collection.

Vessel Lists. In 2002, ICCAT adopted a proposal to establish a list of authorized vessels. Parties were to have
provided their vessel information for inclusion on the positive vessel list by July 1, 2003. The 2002 negative vessel
list measure was revised in 2006, in particular to include provisions for the intersessional removal of vessels and to
expand the list to members. In 2007 ICCAT adopted a proposal that provides for the incorporation of IUU lists of
other tuna RFMOs into the ICCAT list. Based on the negative (IUU) list, ICCAT members and cooperating parties
are to take all necessary measures not to support the fishing activities of vessels on the list, including prohibiting
imports, landings or transshipments of ICCAT species. Currently, the list only applies to large-scale fishing vessels.
The current authorized and IUU vessels lists can be viewed on the ICCAT website at www.iccat.int.

In 2008, the PWG considered the harmonization of tuna RFMO ITUU vessel lists. Further to a discussion on the
need for a definition of vessel fishing tuna to be agreed among the tuna-RFMOs, and acknowledging the work which
was currently on-going at FAO, the Commission decided to refer the harmonization of vessel lists to the
forthcoming joint tuna-RFMOs meeting due to be held June 29-July 3, 2009, in San Sebastian, Spain.
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Other Issues:

Performance Review: In a significant action, the Commission agreed to conduct a performance review of the
organization in 2008 using as a minimum guide the criteria endorsed through the UNGA. Dr. Glenn Hurry, the
Coordinator of the ICCAT Independent Performance Review Committee, presented the report prepared by the
Committee and highlighted the following issues: the Convention needs to be modernized, ICCAT would improve
with a change of attitude, a penalty regime is required, the bridge science/management should be reinforced and
timely and accurate data are essential for the good functioning of ICCAT. Notwithstanding, he also indicated that
ICCAT has developed reasonably sound conservation and fisheries management practices, that the SCRS Panel
structure is sound and that the Commission’s subsidiary bodies provide timely advice to ICCAT. The performance
of the Secretariat was also considered sound and well regarded as both efficient and effective by CPCs. The
Independent Performance Review Committee also considered that the SCRS carried out good work, but recognized
the difficulties they faced in relation to data availability and quality.

The Chair of ICCAT suggested that the recommendations of the report be considered by relevant Panels and
Committees during the meeting when adopting new management measures. Despite support of the findings by
most CPCs, given time constraints, the Commission did not respond to the results of the review at its 2008 meeting.
The first meeting of the Future of ICCAT Working Group will be held in Japan August 31 — September 3, 2009, to
consider in more detail the results of the ICCAT performance review report.

Transparency: In a significant development, the United States was successful in improving the transparency of
ICCAT by getting agreement at the 1998 meeting on meaningful changes to the Commission’s guidelines and
criteria for granting observer status at ICCAT meetings. Among other things, these changes resulted in lower
participation fees. Representatives from several non-governmental organizations participated in the 1999 ICCAT
meeting representing their organizations at an ICCAT meeting for the first time. Subsequent meetings saw a
continuation of this participation.

Fishing Capacity: Overcapacity is a serious problem in many ICCAT managed fisheries as it contributes to poor
stock productivity, unsatisfactory economic performance, and excessively contentious management discussions.
ICCAT, like other Regional Fishery Management Organizations and most national governments, has experienced
problems in its efforts to effectively and efficiently manage fisheries. Overcapacity may be directly responsible for
overharvest in these fisheries. At the 2004 ICCAT meeting, problems associated with fish laundering and
overcapacity of the Chinese Taipei fleet were of particular concern. In 2006, ICCAT adopted a proposal to establish
a working group to consider the capacity issue. It met in 2007 but progress was slow. The working group met again
in 2008 and forwarded a recommendation to the Commission to freeze the number and gross registered tonnage of
vessels that fished for, transshipped, transported, or landed bluefin tuna in the eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean
between January 1, 2007 and July 1, 2008, and called for the rapid implementation of a capacity reduction program
for the eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean bluefin tuna fleet. The proposal also called for a limit of the number of
traps in the same area to the number authorized by each CPC as of July 1, 2008. Aspects of these recommendations
were adopted in a revised rebuilding plan for eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean bluefin tuna at the 2008
Commission meeting.

Driftnets: In 2003, a provision prohibiting the use of driftnets in the Mediterranean Sea for large pelagics was
adopted. Morocco was identified has having driftnet fisheries in violation of the recommendation. Currently, they
are working toward improving their compliance, but have requested financial assistance in order to accomplish that
goal.

Recreational Working Group: ICCAT adopted a measure to establish a working group on sport and recreational

fisheries. In 2008, ICCAT agreed agreed to hold an intersessional meeting of the Recreational Working Group prior
to the November 2009 meeting of the Commission in Recife, Brazil.
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Elections: In 2007, ICCAT elected a new slate of Commission officers. The new Commission Chairman for 2008-
09 is Fabio Hazin of Brazil. Notably, Chris Rogers of the United States was elected Chair of the Compliance
Committee.

The proceedings of ICCAT’s annual meetings, including the 2008 meeting, and a complete accounting of all ICCAT
conservation and management measures, including those relating to compliance issues, can be found on the ICCAT
website (www.ICCAT.int).

The 21 Regular Meeting of the Commission will be held November 16-22, 2009, in Recife, Brazil. The
Compliance Committee will meet beforehand on November 14 and 15, 2009. The plenary meeting of the SCRS is
scheduled for October 5 - 9, 2009, in Madrid, Spain.

Staff Contacts

NOAA Fisheries: Department of State:

Kimberly Blankenbeker Deirdre Warner-Kramer

Office of International Affairs Office of Marine Conservation (OES/OMC)
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA U.S. Department of State

1315 East-West Highway, Room 12635 2201 C Street, NW

Silver Spring, MD 20910 Washington, D.C. 20520-7818

Telephone: (301) 713-2276 Telephone: (202) 647-2335

Fax: (301) 713-2313 Fax: (202) 736-7350

E-mail: Kimberly.Blankenbeker@noaa.gov E-mail: Warner-KramerDM(@State.gov
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Convention for the Conservation of Salmon in the North Atlantic Ocean (Basic Instrument
for the North Atlantic Salmon Conservation Organization — NASCO)

Basic Instrument

Convention for the Conservation of Salmon in the North Atlantic Ocean (TIAS 10789), 1982.

Implementing Legislation

Atlantic Salmon Convention Act of 1982 (16 U.S.C. 3601).
Members

Canada, Denmark (in respect of the Faeroe Islands and Greenland), the European Commission or EC, Iceland,
Norway, the United States, and the Russian Federation.

Commission Headquarters

North Atlantic Salmon Conservation Organization
11 Rutland Square

Edinburgh, EH1 2AS Scotland

United Kingdom

Secretary: Dr. Malcolm Windsor
Tel: 44 131228 2551

Fax: 44 131228 4384

E-mail: hq@nasco.int

Web address: www.nasco.int

Budget

The Convention provides that 30 percent of the Organization's budget will be borne equally by the Parties; 70
percent will be based on recent catches of salmon in intercepting fisheries. NASCO agreed on a 2009 budget of
Pounds Sterling 580,303, which represents a reduction of about 4% in real terms over the 2008 budget. The U.S.
share was 24,858 Pounds. The forecast budget for 2010 was 598,750 Pounds (U.S. contribution: 25,661 Pounds).
The 2009 budget includes continuing investment in the Working Capital and Contractual Obligation funds, which
give the organization flexibility to deal with unexpected costs in an expeditious manner. One primary reason for the
reduction in the 2009 budget was a decrease in the budget item for communications. In 2008, this item was
increased substantially to provide for improving NASCO’s and the IASRB’s website and to contract professional
support to assist with improvement in NASCO’s public relations strategy.

U.S. Representation

A. Appointment Process:

The Atlantic Salmon Convention Act of 1982 provides that the United States shall be represented on the Council
and Commissions by three U.S. Commissioners, appointed by the President to serve at his pleasure. Of the
Commissioners, one must be an official of the U.S. Government and two must be individuals (not officials of the
U.S. Government) who are knowledgeable or experienced in the conservation and management of salmon of U.S.
origin. Under certain circumstances, the Department of State is authorized to designate alternate Commissioners
pending appointment of a regular Commissioner by the President.
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B. U.S. Commissioners:

Patricia A. Kurkul (Alternate) Stephen R. Gephard (Alternate)
Director, Northeast Regional Office State of Connecticut

National Marine Fisheries Service Department of Environmental Protection
One Blackburn Drive Inland Fisheries Division

Gloucester, MA 01930-2298 P.O. Box 719

Old Lyme, CT 06371
George D. LaPointe (Alternate)
Commissioner
Maine Department of Marine Resources
21 State House Station
Augusta, ME 04333

C. Advisory Structure:

The U.S. Section to NASCO was formally constituted to provide the U.S. Commissioners with advice, with
particular reference to development of U.S. policies, positions, and negotiating tactics. Membership of the U.S.
Section includes public and ex officio members. Public members are appointed by the Commissioners and serve for
a term of 2 years with eligibility for an additional 2-year term. Public members are limited to 15 in number and
must be persons knowledgeable or experienced in the conservation and management of salmon of U.S. origin.

Ex officio members include:
(1) the Chair (or designee) of the New England Fishery Management Council;

(2) arepresentative of the fishery agency of each of the States of Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont,
Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Connecticut;

(3) the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans and Space or her representative;

(4) arepresentative of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Department of Commerce;
and

(5) arepresentative of the Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior.

In addition, the U.S. Commissioners established the U.S. Atlantic Salmon Assessment Committee, which is
composed of staff from State and Federal fishery agencies. The work of this body focuses on assessing New
England stocks of Atlantic salmon, proposing and evaluating research needs, and serving the U.S. Section to
NASCO. Each year this body meets for an Assessment Meeting from which an assessment document is produced
for the use of the U.S. Commissioners.

Description

A. Mission/Purpose:

The Convention applies to the salmon stocks that migrate beyond areas of fisheries jurisdiction of coastal states of
the Atlantic Ocean north of 36EN latitude throughout their migratory range. The purpose of NASCO is to promote
(1) the acquisition, analysis, and dissemination of scientific information pertaining to salmon stocks in the North
Atlantic Ocean and (2) the conservation, restoration, enhancement, and rational management of salmon stocks in the
North Atlantic Ocean through international cooperation.
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B. Organizational Structure:

NASCO consists of: (1) the Council; (2) three regional Commissions (North American Commission or NAC, West
Greenland Commission or WGC, and North-East Atlantic Commission or NEAC); and (3) the Secretariat. The
Council, which consists of representatives of all Contracting Parties: (1) provides a forum for the study, analysis,
and exchange of information on salmon stocks subject to the Convention; (2) provides for consultation and
cooperation concerning salmon stocks beyond Commission areas; (3) coordinates the activities of the Commissions;
(4) establishes working arrangements with the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES) and other
fisheries and scientific organizations; (5) makes recommendations concerning scientific research; (6) supervises and
coordinates the administrative, financial, and other internal affairs of the Organization; and (7) coordinates the
Organization's external relations.

The three Commissions each have the following functions: (1) to provide for consultation and cooperation among
their members; (2) to propose regulatory measures for intercepting salmon fisheries; and (3) to make
recommendations to the Council concerning scientific research.

Canada and the United States are members of the NAC. Canada, the EU, the United States, and Denmark (in
respect of Greenland), are members of the WGC. In the past, Iceland expressed an interest in joining the WGC but
no formal request has been made. Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands), the EU, Iceland, Norway, and the
Russian Federation are members of the NEAC. In the case of the NAC, the EU may submit and vote on proposals
for regulatory measures concerning salmon stocks originating in the territories of its Member States. Canada and
the United States each have similar rights in the case of the NEAC.

C. Programs:

Scientific Advice: Scientific advice is provided to NASCO by ICES. A standing committee within ICES provides
information on catch statistics and associated research results in response to the specific requests from NASCO. At
the 1992 annual meeting, the NASCO Council established a Standing Scientific Committee (SSC), composed of a
scientist and a management representative from each of NASCO's three geographic commissions, to formulate
requests for future scientific advice from ICES. The SSC is designed to ensure that questions to the scientific
working groups are formed to reflect accurately the information desired by managers. This arrangement is being
continued, as it seems to be working well.

Non-Contracting Party Fishing: At the 1992 meeting held in Washington, D.C., the Council approved a protocol to
the NASCO Convention for signature by non-Contracting Parties to NASCO due to concerns about fishing for
Atlantic salmon by non-Contracting Parties to the NASCO Convention. The protocol was designed to provide non-
Contracting Parties with a legal instrument for the creation and enforcement of domestic legislation and regulations.
It calls upon non-members to prohibit the fishing of Atlantic salmon stocks beyond the areas of fishing jurisdiction
of coastal states and to take appropriate actions to enforce the provisions of the protocol. The NASCO Council also
approved a resolution calling upon NASCO Parties to encourage non-Contracting Parties fishing for salmon on the
high seas to comply with the protocol, and to obtain and compile information on such fishing. The NASCO
Secretariat was given the task of devising a mechanism by which Parties to the NASCO Convention may approach
states in which vessels observed to be fishing on the high seas for Atlantic salmon are registered and of documenting
and disseminating information on high seas fishing activities contrary to the protocol.

To date, no non-Contracting Parties have become bound by the protocol although certain non-Contracting Parties
(i.e., Panama and Poland) have taken actions to address the problem of salmon harvesting vessels registered in their
countries. There have been no sightings of non-Contracting Parties fishing for salmon since February 1994.
However, there have been few surveillance flights conducted over the winter and spring periods preceding NASCO
annual meetings. Past estimates of catch taken by non-member vessels fishing in international waters has been 25-
100 metric tons (mt).
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The Council considered and did not pursue a proposal to conduct a pilot project to assess the utility of radar satellite
data for the detection of salmon fishing by non-Contracting Parties in international waters; however, NASCO agreed
to continue to consider the usefulness of satellite surveillance systems in this regard. Toward that end, NASCO has
discussed holding a follow-up meeting to its 1993 meeting in the future, which would include coast guard/fishery
protection agencies. Among other things, this meeting would review the results of a study of Norwegian satellite
surveillance systems. NASCO will also continue to liaise with the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization and
the North-East Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC) with a view to obtaining relevant information on sightings.

Unreported Catch: The Council has expressed continuing concern over the years about the level of unreported catch
and has taken steps to try to reduce it. In 2007, NASCO convened a Special Session at its Annual Meeting to
provide an opportunity for exchange by the Parties on: methods used to estimate unreported catches; trends in
estimates of unreported catches; the source of unreported catches; and the measures being taken to minimize them.
A time series of reporting for estimates of unreported catch (1999 — 2006) was developed and made available to the
parties (CNL(07)10). The data identify estimates that range from a low of 534 tons (2006) to a high of 1,445 tons
(2000), and represents estimates of unreported catch between 27-38% of the reported confirmed catch. The reason
for review and greater scrutiny of information relative to unreported catch is founded on a number of factors.
Foremost, the lack of reporting and under-reporting of catch, as well as illegal fishing, threaten salmon conservation.
In addition, management measures to restrict legal fisheries in response to declines in salmon stocks can be offset by
non-documented fishing mortality, all of which can have adverse resource and socio-economic impacts.

In general, sources of unreported catch include illegal target fishing; by-catch in directed fisheries for other species
in riverine, estuarine, and marine environments where it is illegal to retain salmon; and under-reporting in legal
recreational and aboriginal fisheries. Unreported catches within the jurisdiction of many Parties may occur in
localized fisheries that take place over broad geographic ranges with multiple rivers. All parties agreed that it is
difficult to quantify unreported catches given that they result primarily from illegal fishing. Many Parties indicated
that where legal salmon fisheries are allowed, surveys by, and local knowledge of, enforcement authorities have
been used to quantify unreported catches. Also, local management groups and associations have often been
approached to gather information. Additional methods for estimating unreported catch include analyses and
comparison of catch statistics over multiple years and analyses of catch per unit of effort from different netting sites
or stations. In some cases, catch statistics from local anglers have been compared to catch statistics from foreign
anglers which appear to be more accurate.

While it is agreed that the precise size of unreported catch in the jurisdictions of respective Parties is difficult to
ascertain, trends in the level of unreported catch and related violations across jurisdictions suggest a decline in the
amount of unreported catch. In some jurisdictions declines appear to correspond with increases in successful
prosecutions and the severity of penalties imposed. Also, there are instances where sources of unreported catch in
some aboriginal fisheries are now included in reported catch due to recent negotiated agreements. In recent years,
regulatory measures such as area closures, onboard or at site observers, tagging and documentation of catch, sale,
transfer or disposal by fishery proprietors or operators, and logbooks for recreational angling have been
implemented. Public outreach, education, and notices likely have also proved to be useful in reducing unreported
catch. The Council agreed to revisit the matter of unreported catch in the near future, has encouraged the Parties to
maintain and continue efforts to reduce and eliminate unreported catch, and has recommended that Parties include
actions related to unreported catch in their Implementation Plans.

Research Fishing: At its 1995 Annual Meeting, NASCO first considered conditions under which research fishing by
Contracting Parties might be undertaken. While all agreed that harvesting salmon for scientific research purposes
could provide valuable management information, some were concerned that such research fishing could be contrary
to Article 2 of the NASCO Convention. Following the 1995 Annual Meeting, the Parties considered a resolution to
establish such a procedure, but for various reasons, NASCO was not able to adopt the resolution as presented. At
the 1996 Annual Meeting, the Parties considered revised resolutions on the topic and adopted a resolution setting
forth a procedure to allow research fishing. The measure does not distinguish where such fishing occurs (i.e., within
areas of national jurisdiction or on the high seas) and allows research fishing provided certain safeguards are
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observed. Since the adoption of the resolution, NASCO has approved research-fishing proposals from several of its
members.

International Atlantic Salmon Research Board (IASRB): Due to concerns about marine survival of Atlantic salmon,
the Council agreed at its 2000 meeting to set up a working group to develop ideas for a 5-year international
cooperative research program to identify and explain the causes of increased marine mortality of Atlantic salmon
and to consider ways to counteract this problem. The resultant IASRB was established and has been meeting
regularly to identify and coordinate needed research and consider funding sources. The United States provided
US$150,000 as start up funding. The IASRB receives advice from its Scientific Advisory Group (SAG) and
maintains an inventory of research relating to salmon at sea. The inventory has been made available to ICES and
others to assist in the identification of data deficiencies, monitoring needs and research requirements.

In 2005, the IASRB adopted the SALSEA (Salmon at Sea) Program to advance the coordination of needed Atlantic
salmon research. It was comprised three main areas of work: developing technologies, early migration and
distribution, and migration at sea (the marine survey component). The 2008 IASRB research inventory includes
three significant new projects: SALSEA-Merge, SALSEA-North America, and SALSEA-West Greenland.

The SALSEA-Merge project was launched in April 2008. This three-year public-private partnership includes three
marine surveys in both 2008 and 2009 conducted by Irish, Faroese, and Norwegian vessels. Under SALSEA-North
America, a Canadian research vessel was secured for 24 days of sampling in August 2008 in the Labrador Sea. U.S.
scientists participated in the Canadian survey and facilitated processing of samples obtained during the cruise.
Coordination between the scientists leading SALSEA-North America and SALSEA-Merge was strongly
encouraged.

The SAG identified the need for a subgroup, comprising of at least one representative from each Party, to review the
inventory in order to identify areas for possible improved coordination of research and to highlight priority gaps in
the research program. The IASRB also made appointments to the Steering Committee for a joint symposium on
Salmon at Sea (The Salmon Summit) tentatively planned for spring 2011. The IASRB supported the SAG’s
proposal for seeking and prioritizing research proposals on an annual basis.

In the event that ICES organizes a second workshop on the Development and Use of Historical Salmon Tagging
Information from Oceanic Areas, the Board agreed in 2007 to fund the participation of a GIS expert and
oceanographer. The Board had unanimously elected Dr Ken Whelan as its Chairman in 2007. Funding for the
SALSEA work continues to be an issue and efforts have been underway to identify external funding sources and
opportunities.

Precautionary Approach: In 1997, the Council agreed to establish a working group to consider how the
precautionary approach might be applied to NASCO's work. Its first meeting was held in January 1998 and
representatives of ICES and FAO were invited to attend. At its 1998 annual meeting, NASCO adopted an
agreement on adoption of the precautionary approach, which was largely developed at the 1998 intersessional. The
key provisions of the agreement were: (a) NASCO and its Contracting Parties agree to adopt and apply a
precautionary approach; (b) NASCO and its Contracting Parties should apply the precautionary approach to the
entire range of NASCO salmon conservation and management activities; and (c) the application of the precautionary
approach should focus on (1) management of North Atlantic salmon fisheries, (2) the formulation of management
advice and associated scientific research, and (3) introductions and transfers including aquaculture impacts and
possible use of transgenic salmon. To further this work, NASCO adopted the Action Plan for the Application of the
Precautionary Approach to Salmon Management at its 1999 meeting. The action plan provides a framework to
further implement the precautionary approach in NASCO and establishes a standing committee to oversee this work.
The action plan addresses such issues as: management of fisheries; socioeconomic issues; unreported catches;
scientific advice and research requirements; stock rebuilding programs; introductions, transfers, aquaculture and
transgenics; habitat issues; and bycatch. The agreement by NASCO to apply the precautionary approach to its work
represents a significant milestone in cooperation by the Parties. The NASCO Parties recognized that ultimate
development of the precautionary approach will take many years and will seriously challenge the resources of the
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organization and its members. Progress has been made on a number of fronts, however, including the development
of a decision structure for use by the Council and Commissions as well as by relevant authorities of NASCO
member in the management of single and mixed stock salmon fisheries; a plan of action for the application of the
precautionary approach to the protection and restoration of Atlantic salmon habitat; revision and broadening of the
Oslo Resolution, including incorporating into it all other NASCO measures addressing introductions, transfers,
aquaculture and transgenics (i.e., the guidelines on transgenic salmon, the NAC protocols, and the NEAC resolution,
and the guidelines on containment). In addition, guidelines on stocking were developed and appended. The new
and improved resolution was dubbed the Williamsburg Resolution. In addition, progress has been made in the area
of the socio-economics through the adoption of guidelines for incorporating social and economic factors in decisions
under the precautionary approach.

Liaison Group: NASCO has recognized the need to involve the salmon farming industry in efforts to protect the
wild stocks through improved salmon farming management. Toward that end, NASCO established a Wild and
Farmed Salmon Liaison Group with the International Salmon Farmer’s Association (ISFA) to effect closer
cooperation with the salmon farming industry. This group has met several times since its inception and shared
information on a variety of topics, including area management initiatives, escape issues, controlling disease, etc.
Unitl its 2007 meeting, NGOs were not invited to participate. In considering the results of the 2007 Liaison group
meeting and a discussion document presented by industry, the Council decided that a Joint Technical Task Force
should be established to consider matters further. Membership would be from the Secretariat and two or three
nominated expert participants from NASCO and ISFA. The Terms of Reference for this Group were as follows:
taking account of the findings in the 2005 ICES/NASCO Bergen Symposium, the Joint ISFA/NASCO Trondheim
Workshop and any other relevant scientific information regarding impacts from aquaculture on wild stocks; and
identify and agree on a series of best practice recommendations to address the continuing impacts of salmon farming
on wild stocks (e.g. escapes, interbreeding, sea lice infestations, disease transfers to and from the wild). The Task
Force should, for the time being, replace the NASCO/ISFA Liaison Group. In communicating this decision to
ISFA, that organization responded that it was eager to continue the relationship with NASCO, however, they did not
respond to the proposal regarding the creation of the Task Force. They instead proposed a full Liaison Group
meeting be held in Boston in March 2009. The Council determined that was not ready to reconvene the Liaison
Group and proposed proceeding with the Task Force. The Task Force met in the Spring 2009 and was followed by a
meeting of the Liaison Group. The results of those meetings will be consider at the 2009 NASCO annual meeting.

Next Steps for NASCO: On the occasion of its 20th anniversary, NASCO decided to undertake a review of the
Organization (in essence, a performance review) in order to ensure that it was properly positioned to be able to
address the current and future issues facing Atlantic salmon in the North Atlantic. Through an intensive working
group process that included public scoping meetings, NASCO comprehensively reviewed its convention, rules of
procedure, decision making, structure, and operations. The Working Group developed a Strategic Approach which
articulated the vision for NASCO, framed future activities of NASCO, and laid out a clear approach for moving
forward in addressing challenges and implementing the recommendations. The Council endorsed the work of the
Working Group, calling for speedy implementation of some recommendations and setting up processes to consider
implementation aspects for the more complicated issues, including those surrounding improving implementation of
and reporting on Contracting Party commitments. A Public Relations Working Group was created to develop a
strategy to raise the profile of the Organization and generally to improve public relations and outreach. A Task
Force met intersessionally to develop improved reporting procedures to enhance compliance and accountability with
NASCO agreements. Developing improvements to the transparency and inclusiveness of the organization, including
by considering modification of the rules governing observers at NASCO meetings, was also a key recommendation.
Advancements in all the areas identified for improvement have been made. Relevant information on the task force
recommendation follows:

Transparency: Regarding transparency, revisions to NASCO’s rules of procedures concerning NGOs were
developed which increased their level of involvement, including allowing them to take the floor more frequently
during NASCO meetings and participate in working groups. This move helped resolve a longstanding difference
between NASCO and at least two North American NGOs whose observer status in the organization had been
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suspended. In addition, more debate on issues occurs in plenary rather than in Heads of Delegation meetings so that
the rationale for decisions is more clearly understood.

Accountability/Implementation Plans: During its 2005 annual meeting, NASCO agreed that one way to improve
implementation, commitment, and accountability was to have each Party produce an Implementation Plan (IP) and
report annually on progress in achieving the objectives contained therein. The Next Steps Task Force met
intersessionally before the 2006 Annual meeting developed guidelines to assist the Parties in preparing the IPs and
to provide a proposed process and schedule for review and finalization of IPs, as well as for focus area reports under
the IPs. The Council refined this work at the 2006 annual meeting. At the 2007 NASCO meeting, the Council held
an open “Special Session” on the Report of the Ad Hoc Review Group appointed in 2006 to evaluate the IPs. At this
stage, the review focused on the structure of the plans and how well they conformed with the guidelines for
development of the plans not the adequacy of their substantive content. The plans were submitted or resubmitted for
final review by November 1, 2007. The second phase of review of the Next Steps Process would be to develop
“focus area reports” or FARs for review and assessment in key Atlantic salmon management areas. The first focus
area report was on the fisheries management aspect of the Implementation Plans. The second FAR, to be publicly
considered in a 2009 special session, is on habitat protection and restoration. At the 2009 NASCO meeting, the
parties will agree the terms of reference for the third FAR on aquaculture, introductions and transfers, and
transgenics.

Public Relations Group: As part of the Next Steps process, the Council agreed in 2006 to establish a Public
Relations Group to advise on implementation of public relations/outreach issues. Terms of reference were adopted.
The Public Relations Group met in London in December 2006. The Group developed recommendations for a
strategy to enhance NASCO’s profile and increase publicity for its work, including development of an annual ‘State
of Salmon’ report, undertake a major enhancement of the Organization’s website, and potentially employ an
Information Officer with good public relation skills. In order to carry out some of the tasks identified by the PR
group, the Council decided to allocate 25,000 Pounds Sterling (approximately USD$50,000) to upgrade and improve
the website of NASCO and the IASRB, and produce possible formats for a “State of the Salmon” report. Moreover,
there was general agreement that the organization should be developing a communications rather than a public
relations strategy. The work of the first meeting of the PR working group was seen as valuable in supporting future
work in this area.

Socio-Economic Working Group: The Council had previously agreed that a Technical Working Group (TWG)
should be held to consider the development of a bio-economic model. This decision was consistent with the
decision in the ‘Strategic Approach for NASCO’s Next Steps, CNL(05)49, to continue and expand existing efforts
to incorporate social and economic factors in the Organization’s work. However, for a number of reasons it had not
been possible to organize a meeting of the TWG. Leading up to the annual meeting, Norway developed new terms
of reference for a working group on socio-economics. After consultation, revised terms of reference were agreed
that establish a working group with a broader mandate than the development of a bio-economic model. The
working group will met inter-sessionally before the 2008 Annual Meeting but did not complete its tasks. The
Council agreed that the working group should meet again over the 2009-10 period to continue its work. Appropriate
experts, including the NGOs, are able to participate in the work of this group.

Performance Review of the Work of NASCO: A proposal was made by the EU to the Council that NASCO
conduct an independent performance review similar to those being conducted by tuna Regional Fishery
Management Organizations (RFMOs). Prior to the meeting, the performance criteria agreed to guide reviews for
tuna RFMOs were circulated to all Parties. Most Parties expressed reservations about undertaking another review in
light of the ongoing Next Steps process. Eventually the Council agreed to consider the issue in 2010 once the Next
Steps process has run its course.

Actions Taken by NASCO’s Three Regional Commissions:

NAC Discussions/Actions: Many stocks in the NAC area, particularly those originating in U.S. rivers, are in a
critical state. The U.S. has not had a commercial fishery since 1948 and recreational fisheries for salmon are
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extremely limited. Canada has reduced its fisheries substantially over the years, including having eliminated its
commercial fisheries several years ago.

Salmonid Introductions and Transfers: The U.S. has been pressing Canada for the last few years to improve bilateral
cooperation on the management of aquaculture operations—in particular with respect to containment of farmed fish
and notification when escapes occur. In bilateral meetings, progress on developing reciprocal notification
procedures in the event of escapes was made. The two parties will continue to liaise on notification issues as well as
on aquaculture issues more generally. The U.S. and Canada also considered whether or not the existing
International Protocols on Introductions and Transfers of Salmonids and the associated database of product
movement need some reconsideration. The Protocols represent agreement to minimize the negative impacts of the
introduction and transfer of salmonids and require reporting and assessment of such activities. The Parties agreed to
establish a Working Group to meet intersessionally before the 2009 NASCO meeting to evaluate the need and
content of a database as well as the role of a scientific group to review introductions and transfers.

The St Pierre and Miquelon Salmon Fishery: The cooperation shown by France (in respect of St. Pierre and
Miquelon) to NASCO over the years has been inconsistent, and the organization has tried a wide variety of means to
enhance this cooperation. In 2007, it was agreed to try a new approach in this regard; thus, NASCO agreed to invite
France (in respect of SPM) to become a Party to the NASCO Convention. The NASCO President wrote to the
Director for Fishing and Agriculture on 18 January 2008 and again on 9 April 2008. France (in respect of the St
Pierre and Miquelon) was also invited to attend the 25th Annual Meeting as an observer. France (in respect of the St
Pierre and Miquelon) attended the meeting and just prior to the meeting provided a report on the management of the
fishery, the catches, and information from the sampling program. The representative from France (in respect of the
St Pierre and Miquelon) stated that discussions were ongoing regarding the invitation to join NASCO.

WGC Discussions/Actions: ICES considers the stock complex at West Greenland to be below conservation limits
and thus suffering reduced reproductive capacity. In 2006, the North American stock complex of non-maturing
salmon declined to the lowest levels in the time-series; spawning escapement was below the conservation limit (CL)
for the stock complex. The Southern European stock complex is also suffering reduced reproductive capacity.
Given zero marine fishing mortality in 2007-2009, there is less than a 3% chance of meeting the CL in the 4
northern North American regions, less than 1% chance of a 10% increase in returns for the 2 southern North
American regions (compared to the 1992-1996 baseline period) and a 64%, 56% and 47% probability (respectively)
of meeting the southern European non-maturing stock complex’s CL. Thus, ICES concludes that none of the stated
management objectives would allow a fishery at West Greenland to take place in 2007, 2008, or 2009.

In addition, ICES provided a finalized FWI (Framework of Indicators) to be used to detect any significant change in
the previously provided multi-annual management advice for the West Greenland Commission area. The FWI
includes 32 indicator variables that can be used to determine if there has been a significant change in the previously
provided multi-annual catch advice. The FWI would be used in January of a given year and a full assessment of the
mixed stock off West Greenland would only be conducted by ICES if the FWI indicated that a significant change
had occurred. In the absence of a significant change in the intervening years, a full assessment would be conducted
every three years.

In 2006, NASCO adopted a regulatory measure limiting the West Greenland fishery to internal use through 2008. In
the past, this internal fishery has been estimated to be about 20 mt. Continuation of the 2006 measure through 2008
depended on the outcome of the application of the newly developed FWI for the WGC area. Application of the FWI
in 2008 confirmed no significant change to the previous management advice. Accordingly, the multi-annual
management measure was continued for the 2008 fishing season. In addition, all Parties supported the continuation
of the collaborative sampling program for the West Greenland fishery. This agreement was amended slightly to
ensure that it did not encourage additional mortality on the stock and included recognition of possible collaboration
with those non-governmental organizations involved in a separate conservation agreement with Greenland intended
to minimize Atlantic salmon harvests by that country, including by providing monetary compensation to fishermen
for not commercially fishing.
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NEAC Discussions/Actions: The NEAC stock complex is made up of four individual components. Three of these
are considered to be at full reproductive capacity prior to the commencement of any distant water fisheries. One (the
Southern European multi-sea winter (MSW) stock complex) is considered to be suffering reduced reproductive
capacity. ICES advised once again that there should be no fishing on the Southern MSW stock complex given that
the stock levels are forecasted to be below the Spawner Escapement Reserve (SER) from 2008-11. ICES noted that
given the different status of individual stocks within the four stock complexes, mixed stock fisheries present
particular threats to stock status. Homewater fisheries should occur only on stocks shown to be above their
conservation limits. Some Parties, in particular Norway, still prosecute mixed stock fisheries off their coasts. This
fact generated significant debate. Norway defended its fisheries, stressing that that they are implementing
management restrictions sufficient to ensure conservation limits will be met.

In light of the 2008 scientific advice, NASCO extended the existing regulatory measure to apply to the 2009 Faroe
Islands fishery. This measure does not set a quota but states that the Faroe Islands will follow scientific advice and
act in a manner consistent with the Precautionary Approach. In reality, the expectation is that, as with the last
several years, there will be no commercial fishery by the Faroe Islands in 2009. Most of the members of the NEAC
as well as the United States, which is an observer to this Commission, would like to see the NEAC make progress
with respect to the development of forecast models for all the contributing stock complexes and the FWI, which is a
tool to identify the possibility of significant changes in the management advice. If such changes are detected, a full
stock assessment would be triggered. Similarly, we would prefer the adoption of management measures that clearly
indicate what restrictions are on the fishery and that improve the consistency between the NEAC and the WGC—in
particular, with respect to the adoption of multi-annual regulatory measures.

Other matters: Additional information on the work of NASCO can be found on its website (www.nasco.int). The
Council agreed to hold its 26th Annual Meeting in Molde, Norway, from June 1-5, 2009.

Staff Contacts

NOAA Fisheries: Department of State:

Kim Blankenbeker Nicole Ricci

International Fisheries Affairs Division (F/IA1) Office of Marine Conservation (OES/OMC)
Office of International Affairs U.S. Department of State

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA 2201 C Street, NW

1315 East-West Highway, Room 12635 Washington, D.C. 20520-7818

Silver Spring, MD 20910 Telephone: (202) 647-2335

Telephone: (301) 713-2276 Fax: (202) 736-7350

Fax: (301) 713-2313
e-mail: Kimberly.Blankenbeker@noaa.gov

Mary Colligan (F/NER)

Assistant Regional Adminstrator for Protected Species
Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA

55 Great Republic Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Telephone: (978) 281-9116

Fax: (978) 281-9394

E-mail: Mary.Colligan@noaa.gov
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Convention on Future Multilateral Cooperation in the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries (Basic
Instrument for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization -- NAFO

Basic Instrument

Convention on Future Multilateral Cooperation in the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries (entered into force January 1,
1979).

Implementing Legislation

Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Convention Act of 1995 (Title II of P.L..104-43).
Member Nations

Current members of NAFO include: Canada, Cuba, Denmark (in respect of the Faeroe Islands and Greenland), the
European Union (EU), France (in respect of St. Pierre et Miquelon), Iceland, Japan, Republic of Korea, Norway, the
Russian Federation, Ukraine, and the United States. The United States acceded to the Convention on November 29,
1995, and participated for the first time as a Contracting Party at the 1996 Annual Meeting (the United States
attended earlier annual meetings as an observer).

Commission Headquarters

Interim Executive Secretary: Mr. Stan Goodick

Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization
P.O. Box 638

Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada B2Y 3Y9
Telephone: (902) 468-5590

Fax: (902) 468-5538

Web address: http://www.nafo.int

Budget

NAFO adopted a budget for 2009 of Can$1,618,000 (approximately US$1,304,487), of which the U.S. contribution
is expected to be approximately Can$246,876 (approximately US$198,884).

U.S. Representation

A. The Appointment Process:

The Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Convention Act of 1995 provides that not more than three U.S. Commissioners
and not more than three U.S. Representatives to the NAFO Scientific Council (see below) shall represent the United
States in NAFO. Commissioners and Representatives are appointed by the Secretary of Commerce and serve at his
pleasure. Each Commissioner and Representative is appointed for a term not to exceed 4 years, but is eligible for
reappointment.

Of the three Commissioners, one (but no more than one) must be an official of the U.S. Government, at least one a
representative of the commercial fishing industry, and one a voting (non-government employee) member of the New
England Fishery Management Council. Commissioners must be knowledgeable and experienced concerning the
fishery resources to which the NAFO Convention applies. Of the three U.S. Representatives to the NAFO
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Scientific Council, at least one must be an official of the U.S. Government. All Representatives must be
knowledgeable and experienced concerning the scientific issues dealt with by the Scientific Council.

B. U.S. Representatives:

U.S. Commissioners (expiration date in parentheses):

Dr. Dean Swanson (03/10)

Chief, International Fisheries Affairs Division
Office of International Affairs

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA
1315 East-West Highway

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Ms. Maggie Raymond
PO Box 287
South Berwick, ME 03908

Mr. David Preble
64 Courtland Drive
Narragansett, RT 02882

Representative to the Scientific Council:

Fredric M. Serchuk

Chief, Resource Evaluation and Assessment Division
Northeast Fisheries Science Center

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA

166 Water Street

Woods Hole, MA 02543

C. Advisory Structure:

The Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Convention Act of 1995 further requires that the Secretaries of Commerce and
State establish jointly a Consultative Committee of not more than 15 members to advise the Secretaries on issues
related to the Convention. Each member of the Consultative Committee shall serve for a term of 2 years and shall
be eligible for reappointment. The membership of the Committee shall consist of representatives from the New
England and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Councils, the States represented on those Councils, the Atlantic
States Marine Fisheries Commission, the fishing industry, the seafood processing industry, and others
knowledgeable and experienced in the conservation and management of fisheries in the Northwest Atlantic.

Organizational Description

A. Mission/Purpose:

NAFO is the successor organization to the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries (ICNAF).
Its mission is: (1) to provide for continued multilateral consultation and cooperation with respect to the study,
appraisal, and exchange of scientific information and views relating to fisheries of the Convention Area and (2) to
conserve and manage fishery resources of the NAFO Regulatory Area (NRA), i.e., that part of the Convention Area
which lies beyond the areas in which coastal states exercise fisheries jurisdiction. The Convention Area is located
within the waters of the Northwest Atlantic Ocean roughly north of 35° north latitude and west of 42° west latitude.
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(Note: The Convention applies to all fishery resources of the Convention Area with the exception of: salmon; tunas,
swordfish, and marlins; cetacean stocks managed by the International Whaling Commission or any successor
organization; and sedentary species of the Continental Shelf.)

B. Structure:

NAFO consists of a General Council, Fisheries Commission, Scientific Council, a Secretariat, and six standing
committees. The General Council provides executive guidance for the Secretariat and provides a forum for member
nations' approval of programs and regulations. The Scientific Council provides a forum for the exchange of
scientific information and views relating to the fisheries of the Convention Area; compiles, maintains, and publishes
statistics pertaining to the fisheries, including environmental and ecological factors in the Convention Area; provides
scientific advice to coastal states when requested to do so; and provides scientific advice to the NAFO Fisheries
Commission. The Fisheries Commission is responsible for the management and conservation of the fishery
resources of the Regulatory Area. The Standing Committees consider and make recommendations in the areas of
(1) finance and administration; (2) inspection and control; (3) fishery science; (4) research coordination; (5)
publications; and (6) fisheries environment. The structure of NAFO is currently under review within the NAFO
reform process and will likely undergo changes in the near-term. More information is contained in the section on
NAFO Reform below.

C. General Programs:

Species managed: The principal species managed by NAFO are cod, flounders, redfish, American plaice, Greenland
halibut (turbot), capelin and shrimp. Occasionally, a significant squid fishery occurs in the Regulatory Area as well.
Following decades of unregulated fishing by non-members; over-harvesting, under-reporting and fishing under
formal objection by members, 10 of the 19 stocks managed by NAFO have collapsed and remain at all-time low
levels. NAFO-imposed moratoria continue for ten stocks in 2009. Details on current U.S. allocations from NAFO
as well as efforts to reform the NAFO allocation process and secure a useable allocation of yellowtail flounder are
detailed in the allocation section below.

Conservation and Management Measures: NAFO has established and maintained conservation and management
measures in the NRA since 1979. In addition to adoption of annual total allowable catches (TACs), member nation
quotas by species, and one fishing effort allocation), NAFO also maintains and establishes: 1) general and fishery-
specific conservation and management measures (e.g., bycatch, minimum size and gear requirements); 2) control
measures (e.g., fishing authorizations, vessel registry, and chartering requirements); and 3) monitoring requirements
(data recording and reporting, vessel monitoring system (VMS) and observer requirements). In addition, NAFO has
implemented: a scheme of joint international inspection and surveillance in the NRA, a scheme to promote
compliance by non-Contracting Parties, and a listing mechanism for tracking and sharing information on IUU
vessels.

D. Current Programs/Issues of Interest:

2008 Annual Meeting: At its 30™ Annual Meeting in Vigo, Spain, September 22-26, NAFO adopted the French
language version of a package of amendments designed to modernize and streamline the NAFO Convention. This
new Convention language includes, among other things, provisions to: enhance ecosystem considerations in
fisheries management decisions; improve the NAFO decision making process; and strengthen NAFO Contracting
Party port and flag State duties. It adopted a series of recommendations on the identification and protection of
vulnerable marine ecosystems, including the addition of the Fogo Seamounts to the four seamounts systems it has
already protected and an operationalization of the encounter provisions. These measures are in response to U.N.
General Assembly Fisheries Resolution 61/105. Finally, NAFO adopted a full range of management measures
(including TACs, national quotas, and an effort allocation) for species under its purview. The United States
obtained quota allocations for NAFO Divisions 3L shrimp, 3M and oceanic redfish, illex squid, and an effort
allocation for 3M shrimp. Finally, after a six-year campaign to achieve usable fishing privileges for Division 3LNO
yellowtail flounder, the United States signed a deal with Canada that will make available up to 1500 metric tons (mt)
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per year. Initially, the fish will come in a 1500 mt transfer from the Canadian quota in exchange for a transfer of the
U.S. Division 3L quota for shrimp. In subsequent years 1000 mt of Division 3LNO yellowtail flounder will be
transferred outright with an option of gaining an addition 500 mt transfer in exchange for a transfer of the U.S.
Division 3L quota for shrimp. The United States and Canada are preparing a separate exchange of letters recording
their intent that the 1500 mt yellowtail will become a permanent U.S. quota and that the two countries will jointly
pursue that outcome beginning in 2011.

Brief History of NAFO Reform: At its 2005 Annual Meeting, the NAFO General Council adopted a reform
proposal creating an ad hoc working group with terms of reference to: 1) evaluate and recommend changes to the
NAFO Convention to reform the NAFO decision-making process; 2) analyze options to streamline NAFO's
structure and operations; and 3) provide other relevant recommendations to update the NAFO Convention. The
Reform Working Group met twice in 2006 (April and September) and reported its results to the General Council
during the 2006 NAFO Annual Meeting.

During both meetings of the Working Group and again at the 2006 NAFO Annual Meeting, the United States made
clear its priorities for the NAFO reform effort. These priorities included: ensuring a thorough review and update of
the NAFO Convention and the Organization itself; securing a fair and equitable allocation process that reflects the
legitimate interests of all NAFO Parties; revising the NAFO Convention language on member dues assessments to
distribute the funding burden more equitably among those who receive the most benefits from NAFO membership;
and continuing to review and update the NAFO conservation and enforcement provisions to reflect a more
comprehensive and modern approach to issues such as bycatch, the ecosystem approach to fisheries management ,
compliance and IUU fishing.

The issue of dues assessments was one of principle for the United States, which pays the second highest dues in the
Organization despite having had no catches in the NAFO Regulatory Area since becoming a member. The current
NAFO Convention contains a list of species used to determine nominal catches by member from which the annual
budget is then calculated. This list includes species that occur throughout the NAFO Convention Area, which
includes the EEZs of NAFO coastal States (the United States is one of the three). However, NAFO only maintains
management measures in its Regulatory Area (the high seas area) for fewer than half of these species. Budget
assessments for NAFO Contracting Parties are currently applied as follows: 10% of the budget is divided among
Coastal States in proportion to their nominal catches in the entire Convention Area; 30% is divided equally among
all Contracting Parties (there are now 12); and 60% is divided among all Contracting Parties based on nominal
catches in the Convention Area. The U.S. proposal on dues assessment reform focused on adjusting the percentages
and species used in the assessment procedure to create a more equitable distribution of costs among Contracting
Parties. Although there was agreement (in principle) among Working Group participants that this issue should be
addressed in the future, the proposal was not accepted and some Parties stated that the issue should not be addressed
in the NAFO reform process.

Although the United States also initiated discussions during the Reform Working Group meetings regarding possible
amendments to the NAFO Convention relating to allocations, support for amendments relative to allocations were
limited to a clarification that the interests of relevant coastal States should be taken into account in allocative
decisions.

Ultimately, the April 2007 Special Meeting of the General Council and subsequent technical editing session
resolved most of the broader concerns among NAFO Contracting Parties. Issues associated with the objection
procedure and dispute settlement were addressed and the United States received some relief relative to the dues
assessment procedure. NAFO retained the old formula of 10 percent coastal state nominal catches in the
Convention Area, 30 percent common base fee, and 60 percent catches in the Convention Area, but added a 12
percent cap on members with small populations (e.g. DFG). It was further agreed that the nominal catches referred
to above shall be the reported catches of the fishery resources specified in the financial regulations adopted by the
Commission. The elimination of NAFO-irrelevant fish from nominal catches will result in a reduction of U.S. fees.
The United States also obtained improved wording for authorizing trade measures in the case of IUU fishing and for
entry into force of amendments to Convention annexes. The United States was disappointed, however, to not
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succeed in broadening the considerations relevant to allocations beyond fishing history and an improvement in the
dispute settlement procedures.

Thus, on 28 September 2007, after a two-year process, NAFO adopted a document entitled, "Amendment to the
Convention on Future Multilateral Cooperation in the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries", constituting the first formal
step towards a reformed Convention for NAFO. The adopted text now has to be ratified by at least three-fourths of
the NAFO Contracting Parties to become legally binding. The complete process is described in Article XXI of the
current NAFO Convention.

NAFO Allocations:

i) Current U.S. Allocations: For 2009, the United States received the following country-specific allocations in the
NRA: Division 3M redfish (69 mt); Subareas 3+4 lllex squid (453 mt); Division 3L shrimp (334 mt); and an effort
allocation of 100 fishing days for 1 vessel for Division 3M shrimp. U.S. fishermen are also entitled to harvest, on a
first-come-first-served basis, any allocation for which an “Others” category has been designated, provided there is
not a country-specific allocation to the United States for that fishery. For 2009, “Others” category allocations
available to U.S. fishermen include: Division 3LNO yellowtail flounder (85mt), Division 30 Redfish (100mt),
Division 3NO white hake (500mt), and Division 3LNO skates (500mt). Additionally, the United States may fish
any portion of the 385mt of Oceanic redfish available to non-NEAFC members in Subarea 2 and Divisions 1F and
3K, on a first-come, first-served basis.

i) U.S. efforts to secure an allocation of yellowtail founder: For over 20 years, NAFO Division 3LNO yellowtail
flounder was allocated exclusively to two Contracting Parties (Canada and the European Union), with a very small
amount allocated to the “others” category. In 2005, the European Union (EU) agreed to forgo its allocation so that it
could be given to France (on behalf of St. Pierre and Miquelon). Canada still receives the lion’s share (over 97%) of
the allocations.

The NAFO Scientific Council provides advice on the status of the 3LNO yellowtail flounder stock biennially. This
advice has resulted in a series of NAFO Fisheries Commission increases to the total allowable catch (TAC) for this
stock (from 13,000mt in 2002 to 15,000mt in 2005-2006). In 2006, the Scientific Council once again indicated that
a TAC increase --to 15,500mt each year for the 2007-2008 management period would be scientifically acceptable.
Additionally, in response to a U.S. request for advice, the Scientific Council indicated that the current harvest rate
for the stock could be increased from F=65%msy to F=75%msy (or even F=85%msy) with only a slight decrease in
catch biomass over the next 10 years (but generating a greater accumulated harvest). The risk of the stock
exceeding buffer limits for this stock under the precautionary approach at any of these harvest rates was miniscule.

In response to each of the TAC increases to this stock, the United States has tabled strong proposals for a (first time)
national allocation based on: the relative (and increasing) good health of the stock; a demonstrated U.S. history of
fishing for this stock in the NAFO Regulatory Area; and the principle that the agreed increase in TAC for this stock
should be shared among all those with a history in the fishery. In all instances, although TAC increases were
adopted, U.S. proposals for a share received little support.

In addition to its efforts to secure a useable share of Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder “on the table” within NAFO, the
United States has engaged in repeated bilateral meetings with Canadian government and fishing industry
representatives. Although an early (failed) attempt was made to set up an industry-to-industry arrangement within
the Canadian EEZ, the Canadian Government has been consistently unable/unwilling to support the United States in
NAFO on this issue. U.S. efforts to secure this support have included many bilateral meetings, diplomatic
communications and official visits by Department of State and National Marine Fisheries Service leadership to key
Canadian officials and members of Parliament in Ottawa. Although the Canadian Government has continually
expressed its understanding of the U.S. position on NAFO yellowtail flounder, the Canadian fishing industry
(particularly in Newfoundland and Labrador) are not in favor of creating any new allocations within any existing
Grand Banks fisheries. Specifically, they do not support the addition of another Party to the NAFO allocation key
for yellowtail flounder, even if the TAC is increased such that there is no loss of fish for Canadian

33



Part I. International and Regional Management Arrangements Atlantic Ocean

vessels/processors. Canada, however, has seemed sympathetic to the U.S. desire to obtain meaningful permanent
allocation of Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder, in part, because we have been allies to Canada on ensuring that NAFO
adheres to conservation recommendations of NAFO scientists.

The inability of the U.S. as a coastal state to receive a permanent allocation of Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder or any
other fish stock of interest to U.S. fishermen has put into question the value of the U.S. remaining a member of
NAFO. It also puts into jeopardy the likelihood of the Senate in ratifying recent amendments to NAFO. In an
apparent attempt to appease the U.S.’s frustration in not obtaining meaningful quota allocation of Div. 3LNO
yellowtail flounder and because the scientific recommendation on available catch of Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder
has increased, Canada requested a meeting with the U.S. delegation to see if there is an acceptable way to allocate
Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder to the U.S.

The U.S. met with Canada in Boston on September 5, 2008.At the meeting, Canada indicated that because of the
current dynamics in its government and fishing industry it was limited in the amount of and type of allocation it
could offer or support. Canada also explained that one complication to fishing for yellowtail flounder is the bycatch
of American plaice which is under a moratorium from directed fishing. Under NAFO rules, a bycatch allowance of
American plaice is allowed based on the higher of a specified amount or a percentage of catch on board. Canada
expressed a desire to make the bycatch allowance of American plaice as an overall TAC and not one determined on
a haul by haul basis as called for by NAFO rules. Canada indicated that they would like our support in changing the
bycatch rules. In addition to this understanding, Canada seemed to have a sliding scale of how much Div. 3LNO
yellowtail flounder could be offered based on the amount sought by the U.S., whether the Div. 3LNO yellowtail
flounder was to be transferred to the U.S. from Canada and noted as a footnote on the NAFO allocation table or
permanently allocated by NAFO directly to the U.S, and whether the U.S. was able to trade other fish allocated to
the U.S., most notably shrimp. Canada’s preference was to transfer Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder from its
allocated quota on an annual basis and to note the transfer as a footnote on the allocation table. Canada stated that it
could probably agree to transfer from its allocated quota as much as 1500 mt if the U.S. would agree to trade shrimp
1n return.

The U.S. countered by stating that it would like to receive 11% of the overall available allocation of Div. 3LNO
yellowtail flounder (which equals approximately 50% of the 2009 TAC increase) as a permanent allocation by
NAFO noted on the allocation table. The U.S. indicated that it could agree to support Canada’s efforts to change the
bycatch limits contained in NAFO rules. Canada responded by stating that it would be difficult to support a
permanent allocation of Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder because it would open up the quota table to other
contracting parties seeking a share of Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder as well as other fish allocated on the table.
Canada felt that a simple transfer of Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder from Canada to the U.S., noted as a footnote on
the table, would be the easiest way for the U.S. to receive sufficient Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder for U.S.
fishermen to prosecute the fishery.

The U.S. reiterated its strong desire to receive a permanent allocation of Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder noted on the
allocation table and suggested that it could agree to a lesser amount of permanent allocation combined with a
separately negotiated transfer of Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder from Canada. Canada seemed to agree to this
approach, although emphasizing that the maximum amount of Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder available to the U.S.
would need to involve a trade of shrimp to Canada.

In response, the U.S. proposed that Canada support a 5% (850 mt based on a reduced TAC increase of 17,000 mt
that is being recommended by Canada in place of the 2009 scientific recommendation of 2/3 of MSY)) permanent
allocation to the U.S. to be noted on the allocation table, with the understanding that the U.S. and Canada would
negotiate, at a later date, the amount to be transferred directly from Canada’s quota on an annual basis and recorded
as a footnote. Canada preliminarily agreed to this proposal, but after further consultation with its Capital, retracted
its preliminary agreement saying that 5% was too high. Canada seemed to indicate that it could possibly agree to
500 mt permanent allocation combined with 500 mt transfer totaling 1000 mt, although it was not clear if this offer
involved a trade of shrimp. Canada reiterated its initial offer that it could transfer, under the footnote procedure, up
to 1500 mt if the U.S. would trade shrimp in return. It also indicated that if there was no trade of shrimp involved,
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the total amount available for transfer would probably be in the 1000 mt range. The two parties also discussed how a
transfer would be worded in a footnote, with the U.S. indicating that such an option would only be considered if the
wording could be construed as a functional equivalent of a permanent allocation. Canada agreed to provide some
proposed wording of such a footnote to the U.S. for further consideration.

Because of time constraints and the dynamics of the meeting, no agreement was reached. The U.S. and Canada
agreed to meet further in Vigo, Spain, the day before the annual NAFO meeting to see if an agreement can be
reached. These discussions continued throughout the meeting and on the final day the U.S. and Canada signed an
agreement, which is in effect for 10 years, although the United States can activate the transfers of fish quotas at any
time. For the year in which the United States activates the transfers (by requesting 1000 mt of Div. 3LNO yellowtail
flounder), there is a mandatory transfer of the U.S. quota of 3L shrimp and a mandatory additional transfer of 500 mt
of Canada's Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder (for a total of 1500 mt). In the out years, the United States can receive
either 1000 mt of Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder or, in exchange for transferring the U.S. quota of 3L shrimp,
1500mt of Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder. There was also a verbal agreement on the exchange of letters that would
record the intent of the two parties to obtain a NAFO-recognized U.S. quota for Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder. The
United States and Canada are continuing to communicate about the implementation of this agreement.

Although the agreement specifies that the United States notify Canada of its intent to activate the exchanges by
January 1, Canada has agreed to postpone this date until April 1 for the year 2009. Given this postponement, the
United States was able to solicit expressions of interest from U.S. fishers in fishing Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder.
Two expressions of interests were received on behalf of twenty-one vessels. The interested parties reached an
agreement among themselves in which two vessel owners will attempt to fish Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder in
2009. Letter of authorization and rule-making are currently being written that will allow fishing for Div. 3LNO
yellowtail flounder

iii) U.S. efforts to reform the NAFO allocation process: At the 1997 NAFO Annual Meeting, the United States
offered a proposal to reform NAFO’s quota allocation practices. In response, the Fisheries Commission formed an
Allocation Working Group, which first met four times between 1998 and 2003. Initially, the Working Group
attempted to address key allocative issues such as: how to establish “real interest” in relation to future new
members; how to guide the expectations of future new members with regard to fishing opportunities in the NRA; the
development of a broad strategy to allocate future fishing opportunities for stocks not currently allocated; and how
to accommodate requests for fishing opportunities from the margins of stocks already under TAC management
(primarily through the use of an “others” quota). These discussions resulted in the 1999 adoption of the “Resolution
to Guide the Expectations of Future New Members with Regard to Fishing Opportunities in the NAFO Regulatory
Area”, which noted that: any state may accede to the NAFO Convention; all Contracting Parties are members of the
General Council; membership in the Fisheries Commission is limited to Contracting Parties who either presently
fish or have an immediate intent to begin fishing in the NRA; and new Contracting Parties admitted into the
Fisheries Commission can expect fishing opportunities to be limited to new fisheries or the quota allocation
available to all Contracting Parties without a national quota (the “others” category) for stocks presently under TACs
for the foreseeable future. However there was no agreement regarding possible sources for the creation of an
“others” quota in other fisheries, nor was there agreement on who should have access to the fish contained therein.
By the 2000 NAFO Annual Meeting, Contracting Parties began to question the utility of further work by the
Allocation Working Group the Working Group and some stated that allocative issues should be addressed only once
stocks begin to recover. The United States and others expressed strong support for continued work, noting that
allocation issues pertaining to new stocks must be dealt with in a timely manner. Following further discussion, it
was decided that the Working Group would not meet in 2001 --although there was general agreement that the issue
should be re-examined during the 2001 annual meeting. Despite U.S. expressions of concern, the Allocation
Working group did not reconvene until March 2003. During this meeting, the United States presented a white aper
proposing that NAFO develop a comprehensive list of allocation criteria that would be applicable in all situations
(such as used in ICCAT). However, the Working Group chose not to adopt the U.S. proposal, instead developing a
list of allocation criteria applicable only to stocks that are not now and never have been allocated by NAFO. While
the criteria were useful, their scope was severely limited. Additionally, the Working Group agreed only to give a
status report back to the Fisheries Commission, indicating the work that was done. It did not recommend adoption
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of that work or any next steps to be taken. The United States made a strong statement that the progress that had
been made was very small, not particularly useful in practical terms, and that NAFO would suffer in the longer term
if it continued to fail to address the allocation interests of all of its members. The Fisheries Commission has not
called for any further meetings of this Working Group.

Monitoring and Enforcement: Work relating to development and strengthening of NAFO compliance and
enforcement measures is generally done at both annual meetings and intersessional meetings of in the Fisheries
Commission and its Standing Committee on International Control (STACTIC). NAFO requires the use of VMS on
100 percent of Contracting Party vessels operating in the NRA. Until March 2004, NAFO also required 100%
observer coverage for Contracting Party vessels. However, following a two-year pilot project, the NAFO Fisheries
Commission adopted an observer program with reduced vessel coverage offset by greater vessel reporting
requirements. This new program will be reviewed again in 2010.

NAFO continues to develop and refine its monitoring and enforcement measures. Procedures have been adopted
for: processing information from at-sea inspections; a hail system requiring 6-hour advance notification by vessels
entering or leaving the NRA and 24-hour advance notification by vessels transshipping at sea; and a requirement for
NAFO Contracting Parties to inspect the fishing vessels of other Contracting Parties during port calls to verify
species and quantities caught.

NAFO also conducts an annual review of compliance with the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures.
This annual review is currently carried out by STACTIC (with input from the NAFO Secretariat) and presented for
consideration by the Fisheries Commission at every annual meeting. Although the compliance review requirement
process has been in place since 2002, results continue to be hindered by non-standardized reporting and a lack
personnel to assess existing data. Despite strong support among some NAFO Contracting Parties for this initiative,
this program has yet to produce much useful/actionable information.

Non-Contracting Party Fishing: In 1998, NAFO implemented its Scheme to Promote Compliance by Non-
Contracting Party Vessels with the Conservation and Enforcement Measures Established by NAFO. This Scheme
presumes that a non-Contracting Party (NCP) vessel that has been sighted fishing in the NRA is undermining NAFO
conservation and enforcement measures. If such vessels enter the ports of Contracting Parties, they must be
inspected. No landings or transshipments are permitted in Contracting Party ports unless such vessels establish that
certain species on board were not caught in the NRA, and for certain other species that the vessel applied the NAFO
conservation and enforcement measures. Contracting Parties must report the results of inspections to NAFO and all
other Contracting Parties. The scheme also calls for coordinated joint demarches by NAFO Contracting Parties to
the governments of NCPs whose vessels had been observed fishing in the NRA requesting that the activity be
stopped.

NAFO Contracting Parties may also board, inspect, and apply actions in accordance with international law against
vessels appearing to be operating without nationality (“stateless vessels”). In addition, Parties are encouraged to
examine the appropriateness of domestic measures to exercise jurisdiction over such vessels. NAFO contacts
relevant nations to attempt to confirm the registries of NCP vessels sighted fishing in the NRA, and has taken
measures to increase communication and information sharing among relevant regional fisheries management
organizations and international bodies (such as the FAO) regarding the fishing activities of such vessels.

In addition, NAFO has recently responded to the international dialogue on Illegal, Unregulated and Unreported
(IUU) fishing by establishing and maintaining a list of vessels presumed to have conducted illegal, unreported, or
unregulated fishing (IUU) in the NAFO Regulatory Area. The listing procedure, which includes follow-up actions
to be taken by NAFO and its Contracting Parties, also contains a mechanism to share [UU vessel sighting
information with other regional fisheries management organizations (e.g., NEAFC).

Future Meetings

The 31st NAFO Annual Meeting will be held September 21-25, 2009, in Bergen, Norway
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Staff Contacts
NOAA Fisheries

Lekelia Jenkins

Office of International Affairs (OIA)
1315 East-West Highway, Room 12622
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Telephone: (301) 713-2276

Fax: (301) 713-2313

E-mail: kiki.jenkins@noaa.gov

Allison McHale

NMEFS Northeast Regional Office
One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Telephone: (978)281-9103

Fax: (978) 281-9394

E-mail: Allison.McHale@noaa.gov
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Agreement on the International Dolphin Conservation Program (AIDCP)

Basic Instruments

Agreement on the Conservation of Dolphins (La Jolla Agreement), 1992
Panama Declaration, 1995

Implementing Legislation

International Dolphin Conservation Program Act of 1997 (11 Stat. 1122; 16 U.S.C. 1361 et seq.; 16 U.S.C. 1411)
Member Nations

Costa Rica, Ecuador, El Salvador, European Union, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, the
United States, Vanuatu and Venezuela.

Secretariat Headquarters

Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission
8604 La Jolla Shores Drive
La Jolla, California 92037-1508

Director of Investigations: Dr. Guillermo Compean
Telephone: (858) 546-7100

Fax: (858) 546-7133

Web Address: http://www.iattc.org/IDCPENG.htm

Budget

The expenses of the International Dolphin Conservation Program are shared by the Parties. Article XV of the
AIDCP provides that the Parties “shall contribute to the expenses necessary to achieve the objectives of this
Agreement through the establishment and collection of vessel fees, the level of which shall be determined by the
Parties, without prejudice to other voluntary financial contributions.” A unique feature of the fishery is that since
1995 one hundred percent of trips by large purse seine vessels (i.e., vessels in excess of 400 short tons, 363 metric
tons, carrying capacity) are covered by observers. However, 100% observer coverage is a substantial expense. In
order to cover the cost of the AIDCP’s On-Board Observer Program, all purse-seine vessels in excess of 363 metric
tons of carrying capacity that are authorized to fish for tuna in the eastern tropical Pacific Ocean (ETP) pay
assessment fees at a rate of US$ 14.95 per cubic meter of well volume. The AIDCP budget for FY 2008 was
projected to be $2,105,680; the United States had no tuna purse seine fleet in 2008, so the contribution from vessel
assessments was $0.

While vessel assessments cover the majority of AIDCP costs, a portion of the AIDCP budget is derived from the
Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC). The expenses of the IATTC are also shared by the
Contracting Parties, according to the proportion of the total catch by each Party from the fisheries covered by the
IATTC Convention and the portion of the catch utilized by each Party. The Party proportions are calculated from
statistics compiled by IATTC staff for calendar years previous (approximately 3 years) to the Fiscal Year (FY)
budget in question. Historically, the United States paid 80-90 percent of the IATTC’s budget. Since the U.S. tuna
market became “dolphin-safe” in mid-1994, U.S. utilization of the catch has greatly diminished, causing a decrease
in the U.S. contribution to IATTC. Further, the Department of State has indicated that future U.S. contribution will
likely be further reduced. The IATTC budget for FY 2009 is $5,508722, of which the United States agreed to
contribute $1,746,553.
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Description

A. Mission/Purpose:

The goals of the AIDCP are:

“(1) to progressively reduce incidental dolphin mortalities in the tuna purse-seine fishery in the Agreement Area to
levels approaching zero, through the setting of annual limits; (2) with the goal of eliminating dolphin mortality in
this fishery, to seek ecologically sound means of capturing large yellowfin tunas not in association with dolphins;
and (3) to ensure the long-term sustainability of the tuna stocks in the Agreement Area, as well as that of the marine
resources related to this fishery, taking into consideration the interrelationship among species in the ecosystem, with
special emphasis on, inter alia, avoiding, reducing and minimizing bycatch and discards of juvenile tunas and non-
target species.”

B. Organizational Structure:

The AIDCP consists of National Parties, regional economic integration organizations, and a Secretariat headed by a
Director of Investigations, which is shared with the IATTC. Approval of decisions, resolutions, recommendations
and publications is achieved by consensus of all Parties to the AIDCP. The Director of Investigations is appointed
by the Parties and is responsible for drafting programs of investigations, budget formulation, accounting and
administrative support, directing technical staff, coordinating the AIDCP with other organizations and preparing
administrative, scientific, and other reports of the AIDCP.

International Review Panel: The International Review Panel (IRP) follows a general procedure for monitoring
compliance by vessels with measures established by the AIDCP for minimizing the mortalities of dolphins during
fishing operations and reporting on compliance to appropriate governments. The IRP reviews data collected by
observers of the On-Board Observer Program related to compliance with the AIDCP, and identifies possible
infractions of that Agreement. Lists of these possible infractions are submitted by the Secretariat to the governments
of the Parties in which the vessels are registered for investigation and possible action. The governments report back
to the Secretariat on actions taken regarding these possible infractions. The IRP publishes an annual report that
summarizes the activities, actions, and decisions of the IRP, and lists the possible infractions identified for the
various national fleets.

The Permanent Working Group on Tuna Tracking (PWGTT) was established by the Parties to the AIDCP in 1999 as
a component of the IRP. The AIDCP requires that all Parties have an approved tuna tracking and verification
system. The purpose of the system is to ensure the dolphin-safe status of tuna harvested in the ETP. The first task
undertaken by the Working Group was to develop an international tuna tracking and verification system template
that each Party could use to prepare a national tuna tracking system consistent with AIDCP requirements. In
addition, the PWGTT has encouraged and assisted in the development of national plans as requested by AIDCP
Parties. The PWGTT provides a forum for discussing and solving problems encountered in operating the national
tuna tracking systems, and from time to time, recommends improvements to the system. At its meeting in El
Salvador in June 2001, the PWGTT developed an international dolphin-safe Certification Program to provide a
method of documenting the dolphin-safe status of ETP tuna in the world market. The international certification
program and system for tracking and verifying tuna are reviewed and amended as necessary.

C. Programs:

To fulfill its mission, the Parties carry out an extensive research and data collection program. This program is
conducted by a permanent, internationally recruited staff selected and directed by the Director of Investigations, who
is responsible to the Parties. In addition, the Parties to the AIDCP have established work groups to address specific

management and organizational issues.

Dolphin Conservation

In the 1950’s, fishermen discovered that yellowfin tuna in the ETP aggregated beneath schools of dolphin stocks.
Since that discovery, the predominant tuna fishing method in the ETP has been to encircle schools of dolphins with
a fishing net to capture the tuna concentrated below. Hundreds of thousands of dolphins died in the early years of
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this fishery. U.S. participation in the ETP tuna fishery has greatly decreased since the inception of the fishery,
coming to a virtual standstill by the early 1980's. However, foreign participation in the ETP fishery has continued to
increase. Annual dolphin mortality is down from over 133,000 in 1986 to approximately 2,000 dolphins since 1998.
Preliminary dolphin mortality data for 2007 indicate that observed mortality was less than 883 dolphins, a total
reduction in dolphin mortality of greater than 99%.

In the fall of 1992, the nations participating in the ETP tuna fishery signed the La Jolla Agreement, which placed
voluntary limits on the maximum number of dolphins that could be incidentally killed annually in the fishery,
decreasing the maximum each year over seven years, with a goal of eliminating dolphin mortality in the fishery.

The United States and nine other nations fishing in the ETP negotiated the Panama Declaration in 1995. The
Panama Declaration established conservative species/stock-specific annual dolphin mortality limits and represented
an important step toward reducing bycatch in commercial fisheries with sound ecosystem management. It contained
provisions for additional protection for individual stocks of dolphins and for other living marine resources to achieve
an ecosystem approach to management of the fishery. Due to the efforts of the nations that negotiated the Panama
Declaration and the IATTC, the yellowfin tuna fishery in the ETP has had 100% observer coverage since 1995. The
signatory nations envisioned that, as a result of their actions in reducing dolphin mortality, the United States would
amend its laws so their participation in the AIDCP would satisfy comparability requirements of the Marine Mammal
Protection Act (MMPA) and result in the lifting of embargoes on yellowfin tuna and yellowfin tuna products.

In response to the Panama Declaration, in 1997, Congress amended the MMPA with the IDCPA to implement the
AIDCP and to: (1) allow for lifting the embargoes for countries fishing in compliance with the AIDCP, and (2) lift
the ban on the sale of tuna that is not dolphin-safe.

In February 1998, the nations participating in the tuna purse seine fishery in the ETP negotiated the AIDCP, a
legally-binding instrument for dolphin conservation and ecosystem management in the ETP. The IDCPA is
intended to give force domestically to the AIDCP, which was designed to strengthen dolphin protection measures
already in place and afford nations harvesting tuna in the ETP in compliance with those measures access to the
lucrative U.S. market for their tuna.

Despite successes in reducing observed dolphin mortality in the ETP purse seine fishery, the three stocks of dolphin
that interact to the greatest degree with the fishery, the eastern spinner dolphin (Stenella longirostris orientalis),
northeastern offshore spotted dolphin (Stenella attenuata) and coastal spotted dolphin (Stenella attenuata
graffmani), are currently categorized as depleted under the MMPA. These stocks of dolphin are not recovering at a
rate of population increase that is consistent with the drastic reduction in observed dolphin mortality in the ETP
purse seine fishery. Investigations into the potential causes of this apparent lack of recovery are ongoing.

It is important to note that the dolphin-safe standard established by the AIDCP differs from that currently
implemented in the United States. Under the AIDCP, dolphin-safe means “tuna captured in sets in which there is no
mortality or serious injury of dolphins.” The current dolphin-safe standard in the U.S. is that “no tuna were caught
on the trip in which such tuna were harvested using a purse seine net intentionally deployed on or to encircle
dolphins, and no dolphins were killed or seriously injured during the sets in which the tuna were caught.”

Other Conservation and Administration Issues: The Parties have taken a proactive position in fishery management
and dolphin conservation in recent years. There are or have been two work groups dealing with specific
management issues: (1) fishing by non-parties to the AIDCP and (2) vessel assessments and financing the AIDCP.

The Joint AIDCP / IATTC Working Group on Fishing by Non-Parties was established in 2001 to monitor
compliance with the AIDCP and IATTC by non-parties and distinguish between cooperating and non-cooperating
non-parties. The joint working group addresses issues related to illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing
activities and develops measures to deter fishing by non-cooperating non-parties.

The Working Group on Vessel Assessments and Financing was established and met for the first time in 2002. The
Working Group was created with the objective of addressing the long-term budget issues faced by the AIDCP. In
2006, the Parties adopted a new approach to collect vessel fees, or assessments. The previous approach, established
in 2003, connected calculation of vessel assessments with the IATTC Capacity Resolution of 2002, requiring that
owners of all vessels listed on the register of vessels authorized to purse seine for tuna in the ETP, whether the
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vessel is active or inactive, pay annual assessments. The approach established in 2006 mirrors the approach used
prior to 2003, where only Class 6 purse seine vessels required to carry observers (i.e., in excess of 400 shorts tons,
362.8 metric tons, carrying capacity) pay assessments. The projected AIDCP expenditures for FY 2009 total
$2,110,446. The projected AIDCP revenues for FY 2007 total $1,927,746, leaving a projected deficit of
$182,700. The Secretary has proposed increasing vessel assessments rates from $14.95 per cubic meter of well
volume to $16.50 per cubic meter of well volume. The Secretary has asked parties to consider allowing the AIDCP
retain charges from assessments for inactive and sunk vessels in order to alleviate the deficit. These charges are
currently reimbursed to the national observer programs.

As mentioned in the previous paragraph, the AIDCP currently does not require that vessels in size classes 1-5 (i.e.,
of 400 short tons, 362.8 metric tons, carrying capacity or less) carry observers. However, in light of the concern that
some Class 1-5 vessels are setting purse-seine nets on dolphins, in contravention of the AIDCP, the Parties adopted
measures to require purse-seine vessels identified by the IRP to have intentionally set on dolphins to carry observers
on subsequent trips. In addition, the Parties are engaged in ongoing discussions to develop indicators (e.g., gear) for
identifying Class 1-5 vessels that may be harvesting tuna by intentionally setting purse seine nets on dolphins.

Staff Contacts

NOAA Fisheries:

Rod MclInnis

Administrator, Southwest Region (F/SWR)
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA
501 W. Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200
Long Beach, CA 90802-4213

Telephone: (562) 980-4001

Fax: (562) 980-4018

Sarah Wilkin

Protected Resources Division, Southwest Regional Office
National Marine Fisheries Service NOAA

501 W. Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200

Long Beach, CA 90802-4213

Telephone: (562) 980-3230

Fax: (562) 980-4027

Brad Wiley

Office of International Affairs
National Marine Fisheries Service
1315 East West Highway, SSMC3
Silver Spring, MD 20910
Telephone: (301) 713-2276

Fax: (301) 713-9106

Department of State:

David Hogan

Senior Foreign Affairs Specialist

Office of Marine Conservation (OES/OMC)
U.S. Department of State

2201 C. Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20520-7818

Telephone: (202) 647-2337

Fax: (202) 736-7350
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Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna (CCSBT)
Basic Instrument
Convention for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna, 1994
Implementing Legislation
N/A, the United States is not a party.
Member Nations/Entities
Australia, Indonesia, Japan, Korea, New Zealand, Chinese Taipei
Cooperating Non Parties
Philippines, South Africa, and the European Community
Commission Headquarters
CCSBT Secretariat
Unit 1, JAA House
19 Napier Close
Deakin, ACT
Australia
Telephone: (61 2) 6282 8396
Fax: (61 2) 6282 8407
Web Address: http://www.ccsbt.org
Budget
The contributions to the annual budget from each Party are calculated on the following basis:
(a) 30% of the budget shall be divided equally among all the Parties; and
(b) 70% of the budget shall be divided in proportion to the nominal catches of southern bluefin
tuna among all the Parties.
U.S. Representation
The United States has not historically participated in meetings of the CCSBT.
Description
A. Mission/Purpose:
The Commission's objective is to ensure, through appropriate management, the conservation and optimum

utilization of the global SBT fishery. The Commission also provides an internationally recognized forum for other
countries/entities to actively participate in SBT issues.

In pursuit of this objective the CCSBT performs a number of functions. It:

e isresponsible for setting a total allowable catch and its allocation among the members;

e considers and administers regulatory measures to meet Convention objectives;

e conducts and coordinates a scientific research program aimed at providing information to support the
Commission's management objectives ( the program is a mixture of member managed activities and
activities managed directly by the CCSBT Secretariat);
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takes decisions to support and implement fishery management;

provides a forum for the discussion of issues relevant to the conservation objectives of the Convention;

acts as a coordination mechanism for member's activities in relation to the SBT fishery;

fosters activities directed towards the conservation of ecologically related species (living marine species

which are associated with the SBT fishery) and bycatch species;

e encourages non members engaged in the fishery, to accede, apply for cooperating non-membership, or
participate as observers in Commission activities;

e cooperates and liaises with other regional tuna fishery management organizations in areas of mutual

interest.

B. Organizational Structure:

The CCSBT consists of a Commission composed of national sections of member nations and a Secretariat headed by
an Executive Director. The Commission's objective is to ensure, through appropriate management, the conservation
and optimum utilization of the global SBT fishery.

Decisions of the Commission are taken by a unanimous vote of the Parties present at the Commission meeting.
There are currently three subsidiary bodies: a scientific committee, a compliance committee, and a finance and
administration committee.

Fisheries Conservation and CCSBT Management

The CCSBT establishes an annual total allowable catch (TAC) for participating countries on a multi-year basis. At
its Fifteenth annual meeting the CCSBT agreed to a total allowable catch (TAC) for 2007-2009 of 11,810 tonnes.

In 2004, the CCSBT established a list of fishing vessels over 24 meters in length which were approved to fish for
SBT. The list was extended to include all vessels, regardless of size in 2005. The list is available on the CCSBT
website. In 2008, the CCSBT established a list of authorized farms that are approved to operate for farming SBT.
The CCSBT will establish a list of carrier vessels that are authorized to receive SBT at sea from large scale fishing
vessels in 2009.

In an effort to combat illegal, unregulated and unreported (IUU) fishing, Members and Cooperating Non-Members
will not allow the trade of SBT caught by fishing vessels and farms, or transshipped to carrier vessels that are not on
these lists.

The CCSBT has also recognized the critical importance of adopting and fully implementing an integrated package
of compliance measures which would ensure the elimination of unreported catch and provide accurate data as a basis
for proper stock assessment. At its Fifteenth annual meeting, the CCSBT adopted resolutions on the following
compliance measures, all of which are to be implemented on or before 1 January 2010:

e a Vessel Monitoring System;
e a Catch Documentation Scheme; and
e Regulation of Transshipments by Large Scale Fishing Vessels.

Staff Contacts

NOAA Fisheries:

Kelly Denit

1315 East West Highway
Silver Spring, MD 20910
301-713-2276 (ph)
Kelly.Denit@noaa.gov
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Convention for the Establishment of an Inter-American
Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC)

Basic Instrument

Convention between the United States of America and the Republic of Costa Rica for the establishment of an Inter-
American Tropical Tuna Commission, 1949 (TIAS 2044)

Implementing Legislation

Tuna Conventions Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 777), as amended (16 U.S.C. 951-961)
Member Nations

Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, El Salvador, France, Guatemala, Japan, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, the
Republic of Korea, Spain, the United States, Vanuatu, and Venezuela

Cooperating Non Parties

Belize, Canada, China, Chinese Taipei, Cook Islands, and the European Union

Commission Headquarters

Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission
c/o Scripps Institute of Oceanography

8604 La Jolla Shores Drive

La Jolla, California 92037-1508

Director of Investigations: Dr. Guillermo Compean
Telephone: (858) 546-7100

Fax: (858) 546-7133

Web Address: http://www.iattc.org

Budget

As defined by the Tuna Conventions Act, the expenses of the Commission are to be shared by the Contracting
Parties in relation to the proportion of the total catch by each Party from the fisheries covered by the Convention and
the portion of the catch utilized by each Party. "Utilized" is defined as eaten fresh, or processed for internal
consumption or export. Thus, tunas landed by a Party and subsequently exported in the round are not included in
computing that Party's contribution, but those which are exported canned are included. The Party proportions are
calculated from statistics compiled by Commission staff for calendar years previous (about three years) to the Fiscal
Year (FY) budget in question. Historically, the United States paid the bulk (80 to 90 percent) of the Commission's
budget. However, U.S. utilization of the catch, as defined by the Convention, from the eastern Pacific Ocean (EPO)
has greatly diminished since the U.S. fleet moved to fish in the Western Pacific and the U.S. tuna market became
"dolphin-safe" in mid-1994, thereby causing the U.S. required contribution to be diminished. Further, the
Department of State has indicated that the U.S. contribution will be reduced. In 2007, the IATTC adopted a new
formula for calculating the annual budget contributions of the Parties. The IATTC budgets for FY 2009 and
FY2010 are $5,508,722 and $5,793.744, respectively. The United States agreed to contribute $2,183,193 for FY
2009, which includes contributions for 14 months to account for the shifting of the start of the IATTC financial year
from November 1 to January 1 for 2009 and each subsequent year.
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U.S. Representation

A. Appointment Process:

The Tuna Conventions Act of 1950 provides that the United States shall be represented by a total of not more than
four Commissioners, of which at least one must be an officer of NOAA, one must be chosen from a
nongovernmental conservation organization, and not more than one can reside elsewhere than in a state whose
vessels maintain a substantial fishery in the area of the Convention. The Commissioners are appointed by and serve
at the pleasure of the President. These Commissioners, along with a State Dept. representative, comprise the U.S.
Section to the IATTC.

B. U.S. Commissioners:

Rodney R. Mclnnis Robert Fletcher

Regional Administrator 1084 Baylor Street

Southwest Region San Diego, CA 92106

NOAA Fisheries Service (619) 226-6455

501 W. Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200

Long Beach, CA 90802 Patrick Rose

(562) 980-4003 5469 Linea Del Cielo - Box 7242

Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92067
(858) 756-2733

C. Advisory Structure:

The Tuna Conventions Act as amended by the International Dolphin Conservation Program Act of 1997 provides
that the Department of State charter a General Advisory Committee (Committee) and a Scientific Advisory
Subcommittee (Subcommittee) to advise the U.S. Section regarding policy and science issues and U.S. positions
associated with IATTC conservation and management measures. The first meeting of the Committee was convened
in September 2003. All interested sectors - commercial and recreational fishing and environmental organizations -
are represented on the Committee. Membership to the Subcommittee has not been named, as applications from the
required minimum of five eligible persons have not been received. The terms of the advisory committees are fixed
at two years by the charters. Each member may reapply and there are no term limits. The advisory committees are
invited to attend all non-executive meetings of the U.S. Section and given opportunity to examine and to be heard on
all proposed programs, reports, recommendations, and regulations of the Commission.

Description

A. Mission/Purpose:

The IATTC was established to "1) study the biology of the tunas and related species of the EPO with a view to
determining the effects that fishing and natural factors have on their abundance, and 2) to recommend appropriate
conservation measures so that the stocks of fish can be maintained at levels which will afford maximum sustainable
catches." The Commission's duties were broadened in 1976 to include work on the issues arising from the tuna-
dolphin relationship in the EPO. In 2003, the IATTC adopted a resolution that approved the Antigua Convention, a
major revision of the original convention establishing the IATTC. This new text brings the convention current with
respect to internationally accepted laws on the conservation and management of oceanic resources, including a
mandate to take a more ecosystem-based approach to management. The revised convention was the subject of a
signing ceremony in November 2003. The U.S. Senate provided advice and consent to ratification of the Antigua
Convention on November 17, 2005. Implementing legislation packages for the Antigua convention have been sent
to the House Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Senate Commerce Science and Transportation Committee.

B. Organizational Structure:

The IATTC consists of a Commission composed of national sections of member nations and a Secretariat headed by
a Director of Investigations. The principal duties of the Commission are 1) to study the biology of the tropical
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tunas, tuna baitfish, and other kinds of fish taken by tuna vessels in the EPO and the effects of fishing and natural
factors upon them, and 2) to recommend appropriate conservation measures, when necessary, so that these stocks of
fish can be maintained at levels which will afford the maximum sustained catches. Approval of decisions,
resolutions, recommendations and publications is only by consensus of all Parties to the Commission. National
sections may consist of from one to four members appointed by the governments or the respective Contracting
Parties. Each national section may establish an advisory committee which is invited to attend non-executive
sessions of the Commission meetings. The Director of Investigations is appointed by the Commission and is
responsible for drafting programs of investigations, budget formulation, accounting and administrative support,
directing technical staff, coordinating Commission work with other organizations and preparing administrative,
scientific, and other reports of the Commission.

C. Programs:

To fulfill its mission, the Commission carries out an extensive research and data collection program. This program
is conducted by a permanent, internationally recruited staff selected and directed by the Director of Investigations,
who is responsible to the Commission. In addition, the IATTC has established a number of working groups to
address specific management and organizational issues and has expanded the scope and nature of its management
recommendations in recent years.

Fisheries Conservation and IATTC Management

Yellowfin Tuna: The IATTC recommends proposals for joint action by the member governments aimed at
maintaining yellowfin tuna resources at a high level (generally at maximum sustainable yield). From 1966 through
1979, the Commission set annual catch quotas on yellowfin tuna, usually below 200,000 mt, and member nations
implemented them. Beginning in 1979, this conservation program was effectively nullified, in large part, because
several important member countries, including Mexico, withdrew from the Commission. As a result, the remaining
member nations became reluctant to agree to implement a total catch quota when there was no assurance that non-
member fishing countries, such as Mexico, would abide by the quota. Nevertheless, the Commission continued to
recommend an annual international yellowfin tuna catch quota within the Commission Yellowfin Regulatory Area
(CYRA) as the basis for all participants in the fisheries to evaluate the conservation needs of the resource.

Member countries agreed to resume implementing the annual yellowfin tuna quota system in 1998, in part because
of the resolution of the tuna-dolphin issue (discussed below) allowed the Commission to refocus on fishery
management. From 2004 through 2007, parties were required to choose a six week purse seine closure for the entire
Convention Area beginning either August 1 or November 20 of each year. However, IATTC scientific staff has
indicated that despite these conservation measures, overfishing of yellowfin tuna is occurring in the Convention
Area. The Parties failed to reach consensus on conservation and management measures for yellowfin tuna in 2008.
The Commission is currently considering a range of conservation measures for 2009.

Bigeye Tuna: In 2004, the Commission agreed that Parties would limit their future longline catches of bigeye tuna
to 2001 levels. In 2006, the Commission amended this approach to limit Parties to annual bigeye catches equivalent
to catch levels in 2001 or 500 metric tons, whichever is greater. The Commission also prohibits the use of tender
vessels and the at-sea transfer of purse seine-caught tuna. These actions were taken to limit effective fishing
capacity and reduce the risk of overcapacity and overfishing. Such harvests could result in long-term damage to the
productivity of the bigeye tuna stock. Despite these measures, IATTC scientific staff has indicated overfishing of
bigeye tuna is occurring in the Convention Area. The Parties failed to reach consensus on conservation and
management measures for bigeye tuna in 2008. The Commission is currently considering a range of conservation
measures for 2009.

Other Conservation and Administration Issues: There are or have been five working groups dealing with specific
fishery management issues: 1) bycatch, 2) control of the fishery on floating objects/FADs, 3) fleet capacity, 4)
compliance, and 5) the joint working group on Illegal, Unreported, Unregulated fishing.

In 2000, a pilot project was agreed to for 2001 under which all tuna brought on board a purse seine vessel would be
retained. This was intended to prevent waste associated with discard of dead juvenile fish and possibly result in
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vessels aborting sets and releasing live fish rather than having to retain low value fish on board. This requirement
expired on December 31, 2007 and was not renewed.

While no specific restrictions on FAD fishing have been instituted, the IATTC has considered limiting the number
of FADs a vessel may carry and once implemented the bigeye tuna quota by prohibiting floating object (including
FAD) sets after the quota was reached. This tool remains available if needed in the future. As noted above, the
IATTC also has banned tender vessels and at-sea transshipments from purse seine vessels, which effectively limits
some FAD fishing. The Commission is considering a range of marking and reporting requirements for FADs in
20009.

In 2002, the IATTC adopted an overall purse seine fleet capacity agreement which froze the fishing capacity
available to Parties to then current levels and established a requirement that purse seine vessels authorized to fish in
the Convention Area be included on an IATTC vessel register. This effectively establishes upper limits on capacity
in this sector. This is the first known instance of a regional fishery management organization establishing a fleet
capacity limit. In June 2002, when the Capacity resolution entered into force, the active capacity was 218,482 cubic
meters of well volume. The IATTC also has a long-term capacity management plan intended to ultimately reduce
purse seine capacity to about 135,000 mt carrying capacity, which is thought to be consistent with the long-term
maximum yield of tuna stocks. No significant progress has been made on this capacity reduction plan to date

A Compliance Working Group was established and met for the first time in 2000 with the goal of promoting more
complete and uniform implementation of compliance with IATTC and AIDCP management recommendations. In
2003, this working group was presented with reports on the extent of compliance and on the steps being taken by
members to enforce the recommendations of the IATTC. The lack of compliance by certain non-members was a
critical element in the IATTC agreement in 2003 that Parties would not engage in trade in any tuna caught in
contravention of time or area closures agreed to by the IATTC. In 2006, the Commission adopted a resolution on
trade measures to promote compliance. This resolution required all Parties and co-operating non-parties to examine
import and landing data for fish products covered by the IATTC. The resolution also provided a process for
identifying fishing entities whose activities undermine the effectiveness of IATTC conservation and management
measures. If the identified entity failed to take corrective action, the Commission could encourage Parties to adopt
non-discriminatory trade restrictive measures. This resolution contained an automatic expiration date of June 2008
and was not renewed. The Commission may consider new trade measure proposals in 2009.

The Commission adopted a resolution establishing a program regulating transshipment by large-scale tuna fishing
vessels (large-scale longline vessels and associated carrier vessels) in 2006, which was subsequently replaced by an
amended resolution in 2008. The resolution establishes conditions relating to in-port transshipment of species
covered by the IATTC. Following the establishment of a registry of vessels authorized to receive transshipments at
sea by July 1, 2008, and an IATTC observer program for transshipment vessels by January 1, 2009, transshipment at
sea will be limited to vessels that are both on the registry and carrying an IATTC observer.

In 2007, the Commission adopted binding measures for sea turtle conservation. The resolution requires fishermen
on vessels targeting species covered by the Convention to bring aboard, if practicable, any comatose or inactive
hard-shell sea turtle as soon as possible and foster recovery, including resuscitation, before returning it to the water.
Purse seine fishermen are also directed to avoid the encirclement of sea turtles and release turtles observed entangled
in fish aggregating devices. Longline fishermen are required to carry and, when sea turtle interactions occur,
employ the necessary equipment (e.g. de-hookers, line cutters, and scoop nets) for the prompt release of incidentally
caught sea turtles. The resolution also encourages Parties to continue to perform research and develop techniques to
further reduce sea turtle interactions in IATTC fisheries.

As noted above, the Antigua Convention, the culmination of more than 4 years of work by the Negotiations
Working Group, was agreed to by the Commission at its annual meeting in June 2003. The Antigua Convention will
come into force 15 months from the date of the deposit of the seventh ratification or accession by a nation that was
Party to the 1949 IATTC Convention at the time that Antigua was opened for signature. Thus far, 6 nations that
were Party to the 1949 Convention in 2003 have deposited instruments of ratification of the Antigua Convention.
Additionally, Belize, Korea and the European Union have also ratified the Antigua Convention.
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Staff Contacts

NOAA Fisheries - Southwest Region: Department of State:

Rodney R. McInnis David Hogan

Administrator, Southwest Region (F/SWR) Deputy Director, Office of Marine Conservation
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA (OES/OMC)

501 W. Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200 U.S. Department of State

Long Beach, CA 90802-4213 2201 C. Street, NW

Telephone: (562) 980-4003 Washington, D.C. 20520-7818

Fax: (562) 980-4018 Telephone: (202) 647-2335

Fax: (202) 736-7350
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Convention for the Preservation of the Halibut Fishery of the Northern Pacific Ocean and
Bering Sea (Basic Instrument for the International Pacific Halibut Commission -- IPHC)

Basic Instrument

Convention for the Preservation of the Halibut Fishery of the Northern Pacific Ocean and Bering Sea, 1953 (TIAS
2900).

Implementing Legislation

Northern Pacific Halibut Act of 1982 (as amended: 50 Stat. 325; 67 Stat. 494; 79 Stat. 902; 97 Stat. 78).
Member Nations

The United States and Canada.

Commission Headquarters

International Pacific Halibut Commission
P.O. Box 95009

University Station

Seattle, WA 98145-2009

Director: Dr. Bruce Leaman

Telephone: (206) 634-1838

Fax: (206) 632-2983

Web address: http://www.iphc.washington.edu

U.S. Representation

A. Appointment Process:

The United States is represented on the IPHC by three Commissioners who are appointed by the President for a
period of 2 years (with eligibility for reappointment). Of these Commissioners, one must be a NOAA official, one
must be a resident of Alaska, and one must be a nonresident of Alaska. In addition, one of these three
Commissioners must be a voting member of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council. The Secretary of
State, in consultation with the Secretary of Commerce, may designate from time to time Alternate U.S.
Commissioners to the IPHC.

B. U.S. Commissioners:

James Balsiger, Ph.D. Ralph Hoard (Alternate Commissioner)
Acting Assistant Administrator for Fisheries Executive Vice President

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA Icicle Seafoods, Inc.

1315 East-West Highway 4019 21st Avenue West

Silver Spring, MD 20910 P.O. Box 79003

Seattle, WA 98119
Philip Lestenkof (Alternate Commissioner)
P.O. Box 127
St. Paul Island, AK 99660
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C. Advisory Structure:

There are no formal provisions for a U.S. Advisory Committee to IPHC, although informal groups made up of U.S.
and Canadian industry representatives, known as the IPHC Conference Board and the Processor Advisory Group, do
attend and provide recommendations to annual Commission meetings.

Description

A. Mission/Purpose:

The IPHC was created to conserve, manage, and rebuild the halibut stocks in the Convention Area to those levels
that would achieve and maintain the maximum sustainable yield from the fishery. The yield definition was changed
to optimum sustainable yield by the amending 1979 Protocol.

The halibut resource and fishery have been managed by the IPHC since 1923. The IPHC was established by a
Convention between the United States and Canada, which has been revised several times to extend the
Commission's authority and meet new conditions in the fishery. The most recent change, a protocol, was concluded
in 1979, and involved an amendment to the 1953 Halibut Convention.

"Convention waters" are defined as the waters off the west coasts of Canada and the United States, including the
southern as well as the western coasts of Alaska, within the respective maritime areas in which either Party exercises
exclusive fisheries jurisdiction. For purposes of the Convention, the "maritime area" in which a Party exercises
exclusive fisheries jurisdiction includes without distinction areas within and seaward of the territorial sea or internal
waters of that Party.

B. Organizational Structure:

The IPHC consists of a Commission and staff. The Commission consists of six members; three representatives
appointed by each Contracting Party. All decisions of the Commission are made by a concurring vote of at least two
of the Commissioners of each Contracting Party. The research programs and regulatory actions of the Commission
are coordinated by the IPHC staff, in consultation with the Commissioners. The IPHC staff currently consists of 27
permanent employees, including fishery biologists, administrative personnel and support staff.

In addition, the Commission is advised by a Conference Board, a Processor Advisory Group (PAG), and a Research
Advisory Board. The Conference Board is a panel representing U.S. and Canadian commercial, native, and sport
halibut fishers. Created in 1931 by the Commission, the Board provides the industry/sport/native harvesters’
perspectives on Commission proposals presented at Annual Meetings. Members of the Board are designated by
union, vessel owner, recreational harvester, Native American, and Canadian First Nations organizations from both
nations. Created in 1996, the Processor Advisory Group (PAG) represents halibut processors. Like the Conference
Board, the PAG lends its opinion regarding Commission proposals and offers recommendations at [IPHC Annual
Meeting. The Research Advisory Board (RAB) was created in 1999 with representation from harvesters and
processors to advise the Director and staff on Commission research programs.

C. Programs:

Under the Protocol to the Convention, the Commission retains a research staff and recommends, for the approval of
the Parties, regulations designed to achieve the purpose of the Convention. The Protocol provides for: (1) the
setting of quotas in the Convention Area, and (2) joint regulation of the halibut fishery in the entire Convention Area
under Commission regulations. Neither U.S. nor Canadian halibut fishing vessels are presently allowed to fish in
the waters of the other country. In 1991, Canada implemented an individual vessel quota (IVQ) system; a similar,
individual fishing quota (IFQ) system for Alaska was implemented by the United States in 1995.

D. Conservation and Management Measures:

The International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) completed its Eighty-fifth Annual Meeting in Vancouver,
B.C., with Dr. Laura J. Richards of Nanaimo, B.C. presiding as Chair. The Commission is recommending to the
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governments of Canada and the United States catch limits for 2009 totaling 54,080,000 pounds, a 10.4% decrease
from the 2008 catch limit of 60,400,000 pounds.

The Commission staff reported on the 2008 Pacific halibut stock assessment which implemented a coastwide
estimation of biomass, with apportionment to regulatory biomass based on the data from the annual Commission
assessment survey. While the total of the staff catch limit recommendations arising from IPHC survey-based
apportionment of the estimated coastwide biomass was accepted, there were differences from staff recommendations
for most areas, and the Commission requested additional investigation of apportionment methods during 2009.

For 2009, the Commission recommended a 20% harvest rate for use in Areas 2A through 3B. However, the
Commission staff expressed concern over continued declining catch rates in Area 4A and conducted an analysis of
productivity in this area during 2008. The analysis recommended a reduction of the harvest rate for this area to 15%,
similar to that for other areas of the Bering Sea (Areas 4B and 4CDE). Catch limits adopted for 2009 were lower for
most regulatory areas except Area 3B where the Commission, with advice from its advisory bodies, recommends a
catch limit the same as that in 2008. The Area 4B recommended catch limit increased slightly for 2009. Decreased
catch limits reflect stock biomass declines as the exceptionally strong 1987 and 1988 year classes pass out of the
fishery. Recruitment from the 1999 and 2000 year classes is estimated to be above average but is several years away
from making major contributions to the exploitable biomass of the stock.

Seasons and Catch Limits

The Commission received regulatory proposals for 2009 from the scientific staff, Canadian and United States
harvesters and processors, and other fishery agencies. The Commission will recommend to the governments the
following catch limits for 2009 in Area 2A (California, Oregon, and Washington), Area 2B (British Columbia), Area
2C (southeastern Alaska), Area 3A (central Gulf), Area 3B (western Gulf), Area 4A (eastern Aleutians), Area 4B
(western Aleutians), Area 4C (Pribilof Islands), Area 4D (northwestern Bering Sea), and Area 4E (Bering Sea flats):

2009 Catch Limits
Catch Limit
_Regulatory Area (pounds)
Area 2A
Non-treaty directed commercial (south of Pt. Chehalis) 166,385
Non-treaty incidental catch in salmon troll fishery 29,362
Non-treaty incidental catch in sablefish longline fishery (N. of Pt. Chehalis) 11,895
Treaty Indian commercial 303,500
Treaty Indian ceremonial and subsistence (year-round) 29,000
Sport — North of Columbia River 214,110
Sport — South of Columbia River 195,748
Area 2A total 950,000
Area 2B (includes sport catch allocation) 7,630,000
Area 2C 5,020,000
Area 3A 21,700,000
Area 3B 10,900,000
Area 4A 2,550,000
Area 4B 1,870,000
Area 4C 1,569,000
Area 4D 1,569,000
Area 4E 322,000
Area 4 total 7,880,000
Total 54,080
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The Department of Fisheries and Oceans, Canada (DFO) will allocate the Area 2B catch limit between sport and
commercial fisheries.

The IPHC sets biologically-based catch limits for Areas 4A, 4B, and a combined Area 4CDE. The catch limits for
Regulatory Areas 4C, 4D, and 4E reflect the catch-sharing plan implemented by the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council (NPFMC). The catch-sharing plan allows Area 4D Community Development Quota (CDQ)
harvest to be taken in Area 4E and Area 4C Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) and CDQ to be fished in Area 4D.

The catch-sharing plan implemented by the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) for Area 2A was adopted
by the Commission and is reflected in the catch limits adopted for the Area 2A fisheries. The Commission surveyed
the Area 2A directed commercial/incidental halibut fishery license holders for their preferred starting date for the
directed commercial fishery. There was a range of views on starting dates with most harvesters supporting opening
during June and largest proportion favored June 24. In Area 2A, seven 10-hour fishing periods for the non-treaty
directed commercial fishery are recommended: June 24, July 8, July 22, August 5, August 19, September 2,
September 16, September 30, 2009. All fishing periods will begin at 8:00 a.m. and end at 6:00 p.m. local time, and
will be further restricted by fishing period limits announced at a later date.

Area 2A fishing dates for an incidental commercial halibut fishery concurrent with salmon troll fishing seasons, and
the incidental commercial halibut fishery during the sablefish fishery north of Point Chehalis, will be established
under United States domestic regulations by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). The remainder of the
Area 2A catch-sharing plan, including sport fishing seasons and depth restrictions, will be determined under
regulations promulgated by NMFS. For further information of the depth restrictions in the commercial directed
halibut fishery, incidental halibut during the sablefish fishery, and the sport fisheries, call the NMFS hotline (1-800-
662-9825).

After reviewing staff information and proposals from the harvesting and processing sector, the Commission
approved a season opening date of March 21 for the U.S. and Canadian Individual Quota fisheries, and Treaty tribal
fisheries in Area 2A. The Saturday opening date is to facilitate marketing. Therefore, seasons will commence at 12
noon local time on March 21 and terminate at 12 noon local time on November 15, 2009 for the following fisheries
and areas: the Canadian Individual Vessel Quota (IVQ) fishery in Area 2B, and the United States IFQ and CDQ
fisheries in Areas 2C, 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E. All Area 2A commercial fishing including the treaty Indian
commercial fishery will fall within March 21 - November 15, 2009.

Regulatory Changes and Issues

For Alaska, the Commission revised the sport regulation that had stated no person shall possess on board « fishing
vessel, including charter vessels and pleasure craft, halibut that has been filleted, mutilated, or otherwise disfigured
in any manner except that each halibut may be cut into no more than two ventral and two dorsal pieces and two
cheeks, all with skin on. The revision changes the reference from fishing vessel to vessel, and adds an exemption so
that halibut in excess of the possession limit may be possessed on the vessel for transportation of halibut, when the
vessel is not carrying gear.

The Commission approved a change to the 72-hour restriction prior to the Area 2A directed commercial fishery
which would change the restriction to affect all vessels, not just setline vessels, and would require vessels and
skippers fishing before the 72-hours immediately prior to the opening to offload their catch or submit to a hold
inspection. Without this change, enforcement officers could not tell if fish was caught before or within the 72-hour
period.

The Commission approved a regulation that allowed fishing in multiple regulatory areas (4A, 4B, 4C, or 4D),
provided a certified observer is on board; or a Vessel Monitoring System is on board and the vessel does not possess
at any time on board more halibut than the IFQ allowed for the area currently being fished. In both cases, the halibut
needs to be identifiable by regulatory area. This is a regulation that was adopted in 2008 but was not recorded
correctly as part of the IPHC regulations in the U.S. Federal Register.

54



Part I. International and Regional Management Arrangements Pacific Ocean

Other Actions

The catch in sport fisheries and enforcement of sport fishing regulations, particularly for charter vessels, were
discussed at length. There was support in concept for the development of a harvest tag or ticket for data collection in
all recreational halibut fisheries in Alaska and for accurate and timely accounting. The Commission will send letters
to the NPFMC and ADF&G acknowledging this support. In 2009, the Commission and agency staff will work with
sport representatives to review IPHC Alaska sport regulations and determine if changes are necessary. The
Commission staff will also work with ADF&G and NMFS staffs to provide clearer documentation of the Alaska
sport regulations.

The Commission also considered the proposed NMFS one-fish bag limit for charter fisheries in Area 2C for 2009.
The Commission expressed its desire to see implementation of effective management measures for this fishery, in
consideration of the Guideline Harvest Level of 788,000 Ib defined for this fishery. The Commission will therefore
monitor the implementation of the NMFS proposed rule. In the event of conservation concerns, the Commission will
be prepared to take extraordinary action at an intercessional meeting in 2009 to pass IPHC regulations
commensurate with the intent to conserve the resource, should there be any delay or problem with the
implementation schedule for the NMFS regulation.

An industry proposal to allow the retention of legal-sized Area 4A IFQ halibut during the Bering Sea sablefish pot
fishery was discussed. Although the Commission determines the legal gear for the halibut fishery, the Conference
Board requested that the NPMFC IFQ Implementation Team discuss this issue. Accordingly, the Commission will
send a letter to the NPFMC to have their advisory body review this proposal.

An industry proposal to reduce the commercial size limit for halibut was reviewed but not adopted. The IPHC staff
is continuing its investigation of how a reduced size limit would affect assessment, yield, and long-term productivity
of the halibut stock and has not endorsed such a change.

The Commission's advisory bodies supported the coastwide assessment model but continued to seek additional
discussion on the best method to apportion the coastwide biomass to regulatory areas. The Commissioners directed
the staff to conduct additional consultation with industry in the late spring of 2009 to review apportionment
procedures and identify preferred methods.

The Commissioners also directed the staff to conduct a workshop in the fall of 2009 to examine the estimation of
sublegal-sized bycatch mortality and the methods by which this mortality is incorporated into the stock assessment
and harvest policy. The Commission wishes to review these procedures and impacts during its review of the 2009
stock assessment.

The Commission honored Mr. Joel Thomas of Port Townsend, WA as the seventh recipient of the IPHC Merit
Scholarship. Mr. Thomas was unable to attend the meeting due to class requirements but was previously presented
with the scholarship of $2,000 (U.S.). The Commissioners expressed their continued support for the scholarship
program and commended the Scholarship Committee for their efforts in assessing the candidates.

The recommended regulations for the 2009 halibut fishery will become official as soon as they are approved by the
Canadian and United States Governments. The Commission will publish and distribute regulation pamphlets.

The next Annual Meeting of the Commission is planned for Seattle, WA from January 25-29, 2010. The United
States Government Commissioner, Dr. James W. Balsiger of Juneau, AK, was elected Chair. The Canadian
Government Commissioner, Dr. Laura J. Richards of Nanaimo, B.C., was elected Vice-Chair for the coming year.
Other Canadian Commissioners are Larry Johnson (Parksville, B.C.) and Gary Robinson (Vancouver, B.C.). The
other United States Commissioners are Ralph Hoard (Seattle, WA) and Phillip Lestenkof (St. Paul, AK). Dr. Bruce
M. Leaman is the Executive Director of the Commission.
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Staff Contacts:

NOAA Fisheries: Department of State

Patrick Moran John Field

Office of International Affairs (F/IA) Office of Marine Conservation (OES/OMC)
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA U.S. Department of State

1315 East-West Highway, Room 12657 2201 C Street, NW, Room 2758

Silver Spring, MD 20910 Washington, D.C. 20520-7818

Telephone: (301) 713-2276 Telephone: (202) 647-3263

Fax: (301) 713-2313 Fax: (202) 736-7350

E-mail: pat.moran@noaa.gov E-mail: FieldJD@State.gov
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Convention for the Conservation of Anadromous Stocks in the North Pacific Ocean (Basic
Instrument for the North Pacific Anadromous Fish Commission — NPAFC)

Basic Instrument

Convention for the Conservation of Anadromous Stocks in the North Pacific Ocean, 1992 (hereafter referred to as
the "Convention," Senate Treaty Document 102-30, 102d Congress, 2d Session).

Implementing Legislation

The North Pacific Anadromous Stocks Act of 1992 (Title VIII of Public Law 102-567).
Member Nations

Canada, Japan, the Republic of Korea, the Russian Federation, and the United States.

Commission Headquarters

North Pacific Anadromous Fish Commission
Suite 502, 889 West Pender Street
Vancouver, B.C., Canada V6C 3B2

Executive Director: Mr. Vladimir Fedorenko
Telephone: (604) 775-5550

Fax: (604) 775-5577

E-mail: secretariat@npafc.org

Web address: http://www.npafc.org/

Budget

The approved NPAFC budget for Fiscal Year (FY) 2008/2009 (July 1, 2008-June 30, 2009) is CAD$830,000, with
each Party contributing CAD$145,000. The budget estimate for FY 2009/2010 is CAD$807,000 with each Party
contributing CAD$145,000.

U.S. Representation

A. Appointment Process:

The United States is represented on the Commission by not more than three U.S. Commissioners who are appointed
by the President and serve at his pleasure. Each U.S. Commissioner is appointed for a term not to exceed 4 years,
but is eligible for reappointment. Of the three Commissioners, one must be an official of the U.S. Government, one
a resident of the State of Alaska, and the third a resident of the State of Washington. Candidates for the non-Federal
Commissioner positions must be knowledgeable or experienced concerning anadromous stocks and ecologically-
related species of the North Pacific Ocean.

In addition, the Secretary of State, in consultation with the Secretary of Commerce, may designate from time to time

Alternate U.S. Commissioners to the NPAFC. The number of Alternate Commissioners that may be designated to a
Commission meeting is limited to the number of authorized U.S. Commissioners that will not be present.
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B. U.S. Commissioners:

James W. Balsiger Rowland R. Maw, Jr. Gary T. Smith
Acting Assistant Administrator Executive Director President, Gary Smith Company
National Marine Fisheries Service, United Cook Inlet Drift Association 3219 Point Place SW

NOAA
1315 East-West Highway
Silver Spring, MD 20910

43961 K-Beach Road, Suite E
Soldotna, AK 99669

Seattle, WA 98116

C. Advisory Structure:

The North Pacific Anadromous Stocks Act of 1992 established an Advisory Panel to the United States Section of the
NPAFC. The Advisory Panel shall be composed of: (1) the Commissioner of the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game; (2) the Director of the Washington Department of Fisheries and Wildlife; (3) one representative of the Pacific
States Marine Fisheries Commission; and (4) 11 members (6 residents of the State of Alaska and 5 residents of the
State of Washington) appointed by the Secretary of State, in consultation with the Secretary of Commerce, from
among a slate of 12 persons nominated by the Governor of Alaska and a slate of 10 persons nominated by the
Governor of Washington. There must be at least one representative of commercial salmon fishing interests and one
representative of environmental interests on each of the Governors' slates. As is the case with NPAFC Commission-
ers, Advisors must be knowledgeable of North Pacific anadromous stocks and ecologically related species.

Advisors serve for a term not to exceed 4 years, and may not serve more than two consecutive terms. The current
Advisory Panel members follow.

Washington Department of Fish And Wildlife

Guy Norman

Regional Director (Director’s Representative)
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Region 5 Office, 2108 Grand Blvd.
Vancouver, WA 98661

Washington Members*

Nate Mantua
Assistant Professor

Douglas Fricke
110 Valley Rd

Hoquiam, WA 98550

Rich Lincoln

Program Director, State of the Salmon
1410 113" Avenue SE

Olympia, WA 98501

Katherine Myers

Principal Research Scientist

School of Aquatic & Fishery Sciences
University of Washington

P.O. Box 355020

Seattle, WA 98195-5020

Commissioner of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game

David Bedford (Commissioner’s Representative)
Deputy Commissioner

Alaska Department of Fish & Game

P.O. Box 25526

Juneau, AK 25526
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Aldrich "Butch" Smith
Coho Enterprises, Inc.
P.O. Box 268

Ilwaco, WA 98624
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Alaska Members**

David Beebe James Kallander

P.O. Box 148 P.O. Box 2272

Petersburg, AK 99833 Cordova, AK 99574

Karen Gillis Jay Stinson

Executive Director President, Pelagic Resources, Inc.
Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association P.O. Box 3845

110 W. 15™ Avenue, Unit A Kodiak, AK 99615

Anchorage, AK 99501

Charles (Chip) W. Treinen
Michael Heimbuch 2054 Arlington Drive
4540 Anderson Street Anchorage, AK 99517
Homer, AK 99603
Tel: 1-907-235-6350
E-mail: musicman@xyz.net

Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission

David Hanson (Executive Director’s Representative)
Deputy Director

Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission

45 SE 82nd Avenue, Suite 100

Gladstone, OR  97027-2522

* All State of Washington members of the Advisory Panel were appointed on October 16, 2008. Their appointments
will expire on October 15, 2012.

** All State of Alaska members of the Advisory Panel were appointed on January 22, 2009. Their appointments
will expire on January 21, 2013.

Description

A. Mission/Purpose:

The NPAFC serves as a forum for promoting the conservation of anadromous stocks and ecologically-related
species, including marine mammals, sea birds, and non-anadromous fish, in the high seas area of the North Pacific
Ocean. This area, as defined in the Convention, is "the waters of the North Pacific Ocean and its adjacent seas,
north of 33E North Latitude beyond 200 nautical miles from the baselines from which the breadth of the territorial
sea is measured." In addition, the NPAFC serves as the venue for coordinating the collection, exchange, and
analysis of scientific data regarding the above species within Convention waters. It also coordinates high seas
fishery enforcement activities by member countries (the Convention prohibits directed fishing for salmonids and
includes provisions to minimize the incidental take of salmonids in other fisheries in the Convention area).

B. Organizational Structure:
The NPAFC has three standing committees: the Committee on Enforcement, the Committee on Finance and
Administration, and the Committee on Scientific Research and Statistics. The committees are responsible for

providing accurate and timely advice to the Commission in the areas relating to the finances of the Secretariat and
the scope of the enforcement activities and scientific research conducted under the auspices of the Commission.
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C. Programs:

The 16™ Annual Meeting of the NPAFC was held in Seattle, Washington, on November 17-21, 2008. All of the
Parties (Canada, Japan, Korea, Russia, and the United States) were represented. Mr. Doug Mecum, NMFS Acting
Alaska Regional Administrator and U.S. Alternate Federal Commissioner, led the U.S. delegation. The plenary
meeting was chaired by Mr. Dohyung Koo (Korea), President of the Commission. Representatives from Taiwan,
the North Pacific Marine Science Organization (PICES), the Coastal Conservation Alliance, and the University of
British Columbia observed the meeting.

At NPAFC Annual Meetings, the majority of the work of the Commission takes place in its three standing
committees: the Committee on Enforcement (ENFO), the Committee on Finance and Administration (F&A), and the
Committee on Scientific Research and Statistics (CSRS). The recommendations of each Committee on its agenda
items are presented in the form of a report to the Commission for its consideration. These reports are then formally
adopted by the Commission at its final plenary session.

Commercial salmon fishing occurs within each country’s jurisdiction. The total 2007 catch of Pacific salmon by all
producing countries was the highest on record --more than 1,000,000 metric tons. Russian catches for 2007 were
also the highest on record, particularly for pink salmon from eastern Sakhalin and sockeye and chinook from
Kamchatka. Catches in the United States (Alaska) and Japan were also high. However, the trends for Canada, the
Northwestern United States and the Republic of Korea were poor. These regional fluctuations in abundance need
further consideration by scientists from NPAFC countries. One possible explanation is that the fluctuations result
from climate change impacts on salmon production. To assist in this understanding, NPAFC scientists plan to
conduct winter surveys to gather information on this aspect of Pacific salmon’s lifecycle.

The Parties have been successful in reducing illegal salmon fishing in the Convention Area; however, each year
suspected high seas vessels are detected using large scale drift nets. The Parties reviewed enforcement efforts and
activities in the Convention Area in 2008. Member countries conducted 118 ship patrol days and 371 aerial patrol
hours in the Convention Area. This year’s efforts also used Canadian satellite information to focus efforts in high
threat areas. Eleven HSDN vessels were sighted, two were apprehended and international right of boarding were
conducted on another two vessels which were believed to be Indonesian registered. It was reported that one of the
vessels apprehended was fined approximately U.S.$7,000, the catch was seized and sold and the vessel was seized
and auctioned off with the nets and other gear being destroyed.

Due to the continued threat of high seas fishing for salmon in the Convention Area, all Parties reaffirmed their
commitment to maintain 2009 enforcement activities at high levels and to continue close cooperation with the
Fisheries Working Group of the North Pacific Coast Guard Forum and the Technical Committee on Compliance of
the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC) against [UU fishing in the North Pacific. Japan
invited all the participants to the Enforcement Evaluation and Coordination Meeting to be held next February in
Fukuoka.

The NPAFC hosted the International Symposium on Being-Aleutian Salmon International Surveys (BASIS) in
Seattle, USA immediately after the Annual Meeting (November 23-25, 2008). The purpose of the symposium was to
summarize BASIS research conducted since 2002 and increase understanding of how climate change affects salmon
growth and survival in the ocean. The NPAFC is also planning to work with the North Pacific Marine Science
Organization (PICES) towards another international symposium in 2010 to further overall scientific understanding
of the effect of climate change on fish, including salmon.

In 2007, the NPAFC was awarded a grant from the Gordon and Betty Moore Foundation in support of a long-term,
integrated research and monitoring plan. This plan will synthesize past research and identify critical areas for new
research to understand impacts of future climate and ocean changes on the population dynamics of Pacific salmon.
The project will be completed in August 2009..

Finally, the NPAFC initiated a process to review the organization’s performance with outside experts, as
recommended to all Regional Fisheries Management Organizations by the General Assembly of the United Nations
(UN) and the Food and Agriculture Organization of the UN (FAO) Committee on Fisheries. A performance review
report will be presented at the 2010 NPAFC Annual Meeting.
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Future Meetings: The 17" NPAFC Annual Meeting will be hosted by Japan in Niigata on November 2-6, 2009.
The 18™ Annual Meeting will be held in Korea in 2010 (dates and city to be announced later).

New President: The Commission elected Dr. Suam Kim of Korea as the next President of the NPAFC.

Staff Contacts

NOAA Fisheries: Department of State:

Paul Niemeier John Field

International Fisheries Affairs Division (F/IA1) Office of Marine Conservation (OES/OMC)
Office of International Fisheries U.S. Department of State

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA 2201 C Street, NW, Room 2758

1315 East-West Highway, Room 12752 Washington, D.C. 20520-7818

Silver Spring, MD 20910 Telephone: (202) 647-2335

Telephone: (301) 713-2276 x 189 Fax: (202) 736-7350

Fax: (301) 713-2313 E-mail: FieldJD @state.gov

E-mail: paul.niemeier@noaa.gov
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Treaty Between the Government of the United States of America and
the Government of Canada Concerning Pacific Salmon (Basic
Instrument for the Pacific Salmon Commission — PSC)

Basic Instrument

Treaty Between the Government of the United States of America and the Government of Canada Concerning Pacific
Salmon, 1985.

Implementing Legislation

Pacific Salmon Treaty Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3631).
Member States

The United States and Canada.

Commission Headquarters

Pacific Salmon Commission Executive Secretary: Mr. Don Kowal

1155 Robson Street, Suite 600 Telephone: (604) 684-8081

Vancouver, British Columbia Fax: (604) 666-8707

Canada V6E 1BS5 Web address: http://www.psc.org/Index.htm
Budget

Each Party contributed CAD$1,729,153 to the approved Commission budget of CAD$3,603,904 for Fiscal Year
2008-2009 (April 1, 2008-March 31, 2009). The budget for the fiscal year that begins April 1, 2009, is
CAD$3,831,332 and includes contributions of CAD$1,747,510 from each Party.

U.S. Representation

A. Appointment Process:

The appointment process for U.S. members of the PSC includes several unique features. The legislation
implementing the treaty specifies: "The United States shall be represented on the Commission by four
Commissioners who are knowledgeable or experienced concerning Pacific salmon, to be appointed by and serve at
the pleasure of the President. Of these, one shall be an official of the U.S. Government who shall be a non-voting
member of the U.S. Section; one shall be a resident of the State of Alaska and shall be appointed from a list of at
least six qualified individuals nominated by the Governor of that State; one shall be a resident of the States of
Oregon or Washington and shall be appointed from a list of at least six qualified individuals nominated by the
Governors of those States; and one shall be appointed from a list of at least six qualified individuals nominated by
the treaty Indian Tribes of the States of Idaho, Oregon, and Washington. Two of the initial appointments shall be for
2-year terms; all other appointments shall be for 4-year terms." Legislation also provides for the designation of an
Alternate Commissioner for each Commissioner. In the absence of a Commissioner, the Alternate Commissioner
may exercise all functions of the Commissioner.

B. Commissioners:

Larry Rutter David Bedford

National Marine Fisheries Service Deputy Commissioner

Olympia Field Office Alaska Department of Fish and Game
510 Desmond Drive, S.E. Suite 103 P.O. Box 25526

Lacey, WA 98503 Juneau, AK 99802-5526
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Dr. Jeffrey Koenings

State of Washington

Recreation and Conservation Office
P.O. Box 40917

Olympia, WA 98504

C. Alternate Commissioners:

David Balton

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Oceans and Fisheries
United States Department of State

2201 C Street NW, Room 5806

Washington, DC 20520

James E. Bacon

1410 Tongass Avenue
Ketchikan, AK 99901

Description

A. Mission/Purpose:

Olney Patt Jr.

Executive Director

Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission
729 N.E. Oregon St., Suite 200

Portland, OR 97232

Roy Elicker

Director

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
3406 Cherry Avenue, N.E.

Salem, OR 97303

W. Ron Allen

Tribal Chairman

Jamestown S=Klallam Tribe
1033 Old Blyn Highway
Sequim, WA 98382

The PSC's mission is to serve as a forum for cooperation between the United States and Canada in the establishment
of general fishery management regimes for the international conservation and harvest sharing of intermingling North
Pacific salmon stocks. Implementation of the principles of the Pacific Salmon Treaty should enable the two
countries, through better conservation and enhancement, to "prevent overfishing and provide for optimum
production; and provide for each Party to receive benefits equivalent to the production of salmon originating in its
waters." The Commission also serves as a forum for consultation between the Parties on their salmonid

enhancement operations and research programs.

B. Organizational Structure:

The Commission has a complex organizational structure which includes four regional Panels (Northern,

Transboundary, Fraser River, and Southern) consisting of 23 U.S. Panel Members, 15 of whom are appointed by the
Secretary of Commerce. Each Panel member on the Northern, Fraser River, and Southern Panels has an Alternate
Member (16 total), 8 of whom are appointed by the Secretary of Commerce. The Northern Panel=s stocks of
concern are those originating in rivers between Cape Suckling in Alaska and Cape Caution in British Columbia.
The Transboundary Panel=s stocks of concern are from rivers that originate in British Columbia and flow to the sea
through Southeast Alaska. The Fraser River Panel is the only panel with regulatory responsibility. It is responsible
for stocks of sockeye and pink salmon originating in the Fraser River. The Southern Panel is concerned with stocks
originating in rivers of Canada south of Cape Caution (not including Fraser River pink and sockeye salmon) and the
rivers of Washington, Oregon and Idaho.

The Panels are responsible for providing advice to the Commission on the management regimes for the intercepting
salmon fisheries in their respective regions, i.e., those in which one or both countries intercept salmon spawned in
the other country. This is done by reviewing technical data on annual fishing plans, regulations, and the salmon
enhancement programs of each country. Based on the advice provided by the Panels, the PSC formulates

management recommendations, including catch limits and related regulations, to present to the two governments.
These recommendations become effective upon approval by both governments.
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C. Programs:

During May 2008, the Pacific Salmon Commission successfully concluded two years of negotiations to update the
fishing regimes contained in Annex IV of the Pacific Salmon Treaty and recommended their adoption to the
Governments of the United States and Canada. The Governments adopted the updated regimes through an exchange
of diplomatic notes on December 23, 2008. The Fraser River sockeye and pink fishing regime is being renegotiated
on a different schedule as the current regime does not expire until the end of 2010. The new agreement will be in
place from 2010 — 2018 and is intended to protect, rebuild and provide for fair sharing of salmon stocks subject to
the Pacific Salmon Treaty.

The agreement maintains abundance-based fishing regimes, based on run strength, for the major salmon intercepting
fisheries in the United States and Canada. Larger catches will be allowed when abundance is higher and catches
will be constrained in years when abundance is down. These regimes are designed to implement the conservation
and harvest sharing principles of the Pacific Salmon Treaty.

Remaining in place are two bilaterally-managed regional funds that were established in 1999--the Northern
Boundary and Transboundary Rivers Restoration and Enhancement Fund (northern fund) and the Southern
Boundary Restoration and Enhancement Fund (southern fund). The funds are used to improve fisheries
management and aid efforts to recover weakened salmon stocks. The United States contributed US$75 million and
US$65 million to the northern and southern funds, respectively, over a 4-year period after the 1999 Agreement. The
importance of habitat protection and restoration in achieving the log-term objectives of the Parties relative to salmon
also remains a goal of the Treaty, as is a commitment by the two countries to improve how scientific information is
obtained, shared, and applied to the management of the resource.

Overview of the Agreement=s Current Fishing Regimes in Annex IV of the Treaty

Transboundary Rivers (Chapter 1): This fishing regime provides for sockeye, coho, chinook, and pink salmon
management for several rivers that flow from Canada to the Pacific Ocean through the Alaskan panhandle, including
the Stikine, Taku and Alsek Rivers. An attachment to this Chapter describes programs and associated costs for joint
enhancement of sockeye salmon in the Taku and Stikine rivers.

Northern British Columbia and Southeast Alaska (Chapter 2): This Chapter addresses the management of sockeye,

pink and chum salmon fisheries in southeast Alaska and northern British Columbia. It specifies how the fisheries
will be managed to achieve conservation and fair sharing of salmon stocks that intermingle in the border area. The
fixed catch ceilings contained in the expired agreements were replaced with abundance-based fishing regimes in
1999. These regimes allow harvests to vary from year to year depending on the abundance of salmon. Of particular
note, because they resolve long-contentious issues, are agreements governing the harvest of sockeye in Alaska=s
purse seine fisheries near Noyes Island (District 104) and the gillnet fishery at Tree Point (District 101), and
Canada=s various marine net fisheries for pink salmon and its troll fishery for pink salmon in specific Canadian
fishing areas .

Chinook Salmon (Chapter 3): Because they pass through fisheries regulated by many jurisdictions in both Canada
and the United States, chinook salmon have been the focus of increasing concern and controversy in recent years.
Although some chinook populations are relatively healthy, others remain listed by the U.S. Federal Government
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The new chinook regime encompasses marine and certain freshwater
fisheries in Alaska, Canada, Washington, and Oregon. All chinook fisheries will be managed based on abundance.
Two types of fisheries have been designated: (1) those that will be managed based on the aggregate abundance of
Chinook salmon present in the fishery, and (2) those that will be managed based on the status of individual stocks or
stock groups in the fishery.

The agreement provides a degree of flexibility to allow management agencies to decide how best to distribute the
harvest impacts across their various fisheries to reflect domestic fishery priorities, provided the over-all reductions
are achieved. For some chinook stocks, the total reductions will have to be much greater than the general obligation,
due to the need to provide extra protection for certain very depressed stocks. The general obligation will not apply
to hatchery stocks or healthy natural stocks that are achieving escapement objectives and can support harvest. In
addition to predetermined harvest schedules, the agreement contains provisions that specify conditions under which
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even greater harvest reductions will apply. These so-called Aweak stock@ provisions serve as a safety valve to
afford additional protection to stocks that may 