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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 (TTAS 6767), 20 U.S.T. 2887, 1969, which was
signed on May 14, 1966.

Implementing Legislation

Atlantic Tunas Convention Act (16 U.S.C. 971).
Member Nations

There are currently 38 Contracting Parties: Algeria, Angola, Barbados, Brazil, Canada, Cape Verde, China (People's
Republic), Cote d'Ivoire, Croatia, Cyprus (Republic of), Equatorial Guinea, European Community (EC), France (in
respect of St. Pierre et Miquelon), Gabon, Ghana, Guinea (Republic of), Honduras, Iceland, Japan, Korea (Republic
of), Libya, Malta, Mexico, Morocco, Namibia, Panama, Philippines, Russian Federation, Sao Tome and Principe,
South Africa (Republic of), 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

6-Planta

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.es/

Budget

The Commission's Standing Committee on Finance and Administration (STACFAD) approved a budget for calendar
year 2004 of 1,679,601.62 Euros, which is an increase of approximately 258,300 Euros or about 15 percent from the
2003 level. The U.S. contribution to this budget is 133,774 Euros (approximately $168,822).

In 2003, it was again noted that several Contracting Parties were in arrears, which was creating cash flow difficulties
for the Commission. The Commission has discussed suspending voting privileges for these parties, consistent with
the rules of the Convention. In addition to the collection of past due contributions, there is another step that, if
taken, will help relieve ICCAT’s budgetary difficulties. This step is the adoption of the Madrid Protocol. This
Protocol was negotiated in 1992 and restructures the way contributions are calculated to take into consideration the
position of developing countries. The Protocol will enter into force once the required number of developed and non-
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developed market economies ratify or accede to it. At this point, ratification/accession from only one of the
following five non-developed market economies is needed to bring the Madrid Protocol into effect: Angola, Cape
Verde, Cote d’Ivoire, Equatorial Guinea, or Sao Tome and Principe. Once in force, the Protocol will reduce the
contributions of developing states, place ICCAT on a stable and secure budgetary foundation, and ensure that the
Commission can undertake all of its work.

U.S. Representation

A. Appointment Process:

The Atlantic Tunas Convention Act (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. The non-Government Commissioners are not eligible to
serve more than two consecutive 3-year terms.

B. U.S. Commissioners:

Government Recreational

William T. Hogarth, Ph.D. Robert Hayes (First term expires: 1/05)
Assistant Administrator for Fisheries Ball Janik, LLP

NOAA Fisheries 1455 F Street, N.W., Suite 225

1315 East-West Highway Washington, D.C. 20004

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Commercial

Michael P. Genovese, Sr. (Interim)
Vice President-White Dove, Inc.
F/V White Dove Too

600 Shunpike Road

Cape May Court House, NJ 08210

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). Appointed Committee
members serve 2-year terms and are eligible for reappointment. The Committee generally consists of the maximum
20 appointed 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
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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,
bluefin tuna, and BAY'S (bigeye, albacore, yellowfin, and skipjack) tunas. The Commissioners generally appoint the
maximum number of technical advisors provided by law (i.e., 16).

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 Erika Carlsen (see addresses below). The Committee meets at least twice a year, usually in Silver Spring,
Maryland, and often 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 or online at
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/international/U.S. ICCAT.htm.

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 bigeye, yellowfin, and skipjack tunas. Panel 2
covers North Atlantic bluefin and albacore tunas. Panel 3 covers South Atlantic bluefin and albacore tunas. Finally,
Panel 4 covers Atlantic swordfish, billfishes, and other species. 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
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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.

Recommendations adopted by the Commission are submitted to governments for acceptance. These
recommendations become effective for all Parties to the Convention 6 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 - Bigevye, Yellowfin and Skipjack Tunas

Status of the stocks:

Bigeye. The 2002 SCRS stock assessment for bigeye tuna showed that the stock is over-exploited. The SCRS noted
the importance in reducing mortality of small bigeye and recommended the full implementation of the moratorium
on fishing with fish aggregation devices (FADs) by all surface fleets in the Gulf of Guinea during the 3-month
period from November 1 of one year to January 31 the following year. The SCRS recommendation was to limit the
total catch to 100,000 mt or less to avoid further decline in the stock biomass. A further reduction would be
necessary to begin rebuilding. The next bigeye assessment is scheduled for 2004.

Yellowfin. A yellowfin stock assessment was conducted in 2003. Unfortunately, at the time of the assessment, only
19% of the 2002 catch data had been reported and the assessment was conducted using data only through 2001. The
SCRS reported that the 2001 yield of 159,000 mt is likely somewhat above the replacement yield, and that recent
levels of fishing effort and fishing mortality may be near maximum sustainable yield (MSY). The SCRS suggested
that effective measures be found to reduce fishing mortality of small yellowfin, as the 15% tolerance in number of
fish per landing has not been adhered to. The moratorium Gulf of Guinea noted above was not expected to reduce
the mortality of juvenile yellowfin and a full evaluation of its impact on yellowfin tuna could not be completed
because of insufficient data.

Skipjack. The last assessment for skipjack was conducted in 1999. SCRS reiterated in its most recent report that
certain characteristics of Atlantic skipjack stocks make it extremely difficult to conduct an assessment using current
models; thus, no standardized assessments were carried out during the last assessment. Instead, estimates were made
using different fisheries indices and a new development of the generalized production model. The new model show
suggest that there may be over-exploitation within the FAD (fish aggregating devices) fisheries, although it was not
clear to what extent this applies to the entire stock. SCRS noted that maintaining the Gulf of Guinea closed season
could have a positive effect on the eastern stock.

Conservation and Management Actions:

Small fish measures. In 1972, the Commission recommended a ban on the taking of yellowfin tuna weighing less
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than 3.2 kilograms (kg), allowing an incidental catch of not more then 15 percent of the number of fish landed per
trip. This regulation was extended to bigeye tuna in 1979. Adherence to the minimum size for bigeye and yellowfin
tunas has been poor.

The Commission has been concerned about the high catches of juvenile tunas by purse seine and baitboat vessels
fishing in the Gulf of Guinea using floating objects or FADs. This fishing method tends to attract large amounts of
juvenile bigeye (and to a lesser degree yellowfin and skipjack) tunas, including tunas under current minimum sizes.
Since 1996, ICCAT has been taking steps to gather data on and to enhance the protection of juvenile tunas in the
Gulf of Guinea. At its 1998 meeting, ICCAT adopted a binding measure that closed the Gulf of Guinea to purse
seine fishing using floating objects from November 1, 1999 through January 31, 2000. Observers were first
recommended by ICCAT for bigeye and yellowfin fisheries, including the Gulf of Guinea fishery, in 1996. At its
1999 meeting, ICCAT extended its Gulf of Guinea time/area closure, and the measure was expanded to encompass
all surface fleets. The current recommendation prohibits fishing over floating objects from November 1 of one year
to January 31 of the following year. The measure also requires vessels to carry an observer at all times for both
compliance and the collection of biological data, and it requires the establishment of internal procedures by each
party to penalize their vessels for non-compliance.

The SCRS continues to analyze the impact of the Gulf of Guinea closure on tuna stocks and most recently completed
such an analysis in 2002 for the 1997-2002 period. The results of the analysis indicate that the behavior of the fleets
was different during the years in which the closure has been implemented. For bigeye tuna, the overall fishing
mortality by age was comparable to pre-moratorium levels, but higher for ages 1 and 4. Furthermore, during the
moratorium period, an increase in effort by some fleets was larger than the effect of the moratorium and resulted in
an increase in juvenile selectivity and a decrease in yield-per-recruit and in spawning-biomass-per-recruit. However,
the situation would have been worse had the moratorium not been implemented. The moratorium was not designed
to affect yellowfin positively or negatively, however, results indicated that mortality on small yellowfin increased
beyond what would be expected by changes in fishing effort but this increase may only reflect an increase in
recruitment of yellowfin. Finally, catches (in weight) of skipjack associated with floating objects decreased by 41%
during the years of the moratorium and may have lessened the possibility of local depletion that had been suggested
in the last skipjack assessment.

In 2003, the Commission adopted a bigeye tuna recommendation that includes a provision tasking the SCRS with
conducting an analysis of the effectiveness of the current minimum standard size recommendations for bigeye, and
to advise the Commission in 2004, on alternative measures for the protection of juvenile bigeye, taking into account
the current moratorium.

Other measures. The Commission has also begun to look at other methods to conserve and manage the bigeye
fishery in recognition of the need to control the overall catch of this species. In response to increases in harvests and
fishing effort, the Commission placed a 16,500 mt cap on Chinese Taipei’s bigeye fishery at its 1997 meeting and,
starting in 2000, placed a 125 vessel limit on the number of fishing vessels of Chinese Taipei allowed to operate in
the bigeye fishery. The Commission continued to take important conservation action, and in 2000, adopted a
measure with the first-ever catch limits in the overfished bigeye tuna fishery for the 2001 fishing season. The
measure also limited China’s fleet to 60 vessels and its bigeye catch to 5,000 mt. The Philippines’ bigeye tuna
fishing fleet was limited to five vessels. These measures have been continued since, and are in place through 2004.

In 1997, ICCAT began a program to collect basic data on fleet size in a move toward limiting fishing effort. ICCAT
followed up this action at its 1998 meeting by adopting a measure requiring the registration of vessels over 24 meters
length overall (LOA) fishing for bigeye tuna and authorizing parties to take the necessary measures to prevent
vessels not on the registration list from fishing for bigeye tuna. Further, ICCAT adopted a binding measure to limit
both the number of vessels larger than 24 meters LOA operating in the bigeye fishery and the capacity of those
vessels as a means of limiting effort and catch of ICCAT species, with exemptions for countries under certain catch
levels and recreational vessels. The 1998 bigeye vessel registration recommendation was replaced by a 2000
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recommendation requiring submission of a list of all vessels fishing for tuna or tuna-like species. The 2000
recommendation was later replaced by a 2002 recommendation establishing a list of vessels authorized to fish for
tuna and tuna-like species in the ICCAT convention area. The 2002 positive vessel list recommendation does not
require submission of well capacity of purse seine fleets. This information would be needed to establish effective
capacity controls on the purse seine fleet.

Recognizing that vessel limitations and capacity controls are interim measures and, taken alone, likely will not lead
to the recovery of bigeye tuna, the Commission adopted a resolution in 1998 tasking the SCRS to develop rebuilding
plans for this species that take into account all forms of fishing mortality, including dead discards. In response, the
Bigeye Tuna Year Program (BETYP) started an ambitious research program in 1999. The final symposium of the
BETYP is scheduled to take place on March 8 - 9, 2004, in conjunction with the Second Worldwide Bigeye
Conference. The results of this research should enhance bigeye assessments in the near future so that the SCRS can
provide improved advice to the Commission.

With respect to yellowfin tuna, concern has been expressed at ICCAT meetings about the significant harvest of
yellowfin tuna under ICCAT’s minimum size. Although the hope was that the yellowfin tuna would benefit from
the Gulf of Guinea closure discussed under bigeye above, recent analysis by the SCRS suggests that the closure may
not be reducing harvests of undersized yellowfin tuna.

In 1993, ICCAT adopted a measure for yellowfin tuna requiring ICCAT Parties to cap effective fishing effort at
1992 levels. Total effective effort has remained relatively stable since 1990. Yellowfin tuna is probably fully
fished.

ICCAT has not adopted any management measures for either the eastern or western Atlantic stock of skipjack.
Research on the affect of the Gulf of Guinea closure on the eastern stock of skipjack is ongoing.

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, 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 the catch of bluefin smaller than 120 centimeters in length to no more than 15 percent in
weight of the catch limit in the Western Atlantic; 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 provides flexibility to alter the TAC, the MSY target, and/or the rebuilding period
based upon subsequent scientific advice. In 2002, the TAC for the 20-year rebuilding program was raised from 2500
mt to 2700 mt. Other changes to the rebuilding program included allocating a small bycatch quota to Mexico, who
joined the Commission that year. The United States and Canada also received bycatch quotas of 25 mt and 15 mt,
respectively.

The 2,700 mt 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. Bermuda first received a 4 mt incidental catch allocation
during the 1995 quota negotiations. Although the fishery was fully subscribed, ICCAT noted that the request was
limited in scope and determined that denying it could discourage other non-member countries harvesting ICCAT-
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managed species from joining ICCAT; thus, potentially harvesting ICCAT species but remaining outside ICCAT’s
control.

The 1998 recommendation as amended by the 2002 recommendation provides that, after reducing the TAC to
account for (a) the bycatch quotas for United States and Canada for their directed longline fisheries in the vicinity of
the management boundary area, (b) the quotas for the UK and France, and (c) the dead discard allowance, the
remainder of the TAC is to be allocated among the United States (57.48%), Japan (18.77%), and Canada (23.75%).
The U.S. share of the landings quota for 2003 and 2004 is 1,489.60 mt. Canada received 620.15 mt and Japan
received 478.25 mt of the TAC. The rebuilding plan has a unique clause that provides an incentive to minimize dead
discards. If dead discards are above a country’s allowance, they must be counted against that country’s quota in
subsequent years. If discards are below a country’s allowance, half of the underage may be added to the next year’s
quota while the other half is conserved. The U.S. dead discard allowance under ICCAT’s rebuilding program is 68
mt. Among other things, this recommendation also allows four years to balance the 8 percent tolerance of bluefin
under 115 cm, which will facilitate implementation of recreational fishery measures.

The next assessment of western Atlantic bluefin tuna is scheduled for 2005.

Eastern Atlantic Bluefin Tuna: Recognizing the potential impact of mixing between the eastern and western Atlantic
stocks of bluefin tuna, the United States has been pursuing the establishment of effective management measures for
the eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean bluefin tuna fishery with increasing vigor. At the 1998 ICCAT meeting, the
Commission adopted, for the first time, firm quotas for all harvesters of bluefin tuna in the eastern Atlantic and
Mediterranean. Previously, ICCAT had established a cap for all countries (except France which received firm
quotas beginning in 1996) fishing in the fishery with phased in reductions. These reductions were to start in 1996
and be completed by 1998. However, compliance with these reductions for eastern Atlantic/Mediterranean
harvesters was slim.

Under the terms of the agreement adopted by ICCAT in 1998, the 1999 quota for the eastern Atlantic and
Mediterranean fishery was 32,000 mt and the 2000 quota was 29,500 mt. These quotas were subdivided into
country-specific quotas, and they represented a significant reduction from the earlier landings of over 40,000 mt. A
critical aspect of this agreement was that overharvests from 1997 were to be deducted from the 1999 quota level,
thus, the adjusted TAC applicable to the eastern Atlantic/Mediterranean was expected to approach 27,000 mt. In
real terms, the 1999 catch level was to be about a 33 percent decrease over current catch levels. Before the quota
agreement for the eastern bluefin tuna fishery came into force, Libya and Morocco lodged objections to the measure.
The agreement came into force for all but these two countries on August 20, 1999.

At the 2000 ICCAT meeting, the Commission adopted an overall catch level of 29,500 mt for 2001, although
scientific advice indicated that the total catch for the eastern Atlantic bluefin tuna fishery must, at a minimum, be
reduced to 25,000 mt in order to begin rebuilding. Furthermore, a catch level of 29,500 would allow overfishing to
continue, and does not take into account other factors that may lead to actual harvest levels that exceed this target.

The difficulty in establishing an effective conservation measure for this stock during this time was due, in part, to the
lack of progress on ICCAT allocation criteria. In 2001, with the ICCAT Criteria for the Allocation of Fishing
Possibilities adopted and in place, the Commission again considered management measures for eastern bluefin tuna.
However, a proposal for this fishery was not circulated until very late in the meeting and set the TAC at a level
inconsistent with scientific advice. The multi-year measure, which allowed catches at levels 35% higher than
sustainable levels with little reduction, was blocked by a number of members, including the United States, and
resulted in the abrupt ending of the 2001 meeting. With no measure in place for 2002, autonomous quotas were set
by countries fishing eastern bluefin tuna. In 2002, the Commission tried again and was successful in adopting a
multi-year management measure for the fishery. The measure fixed catches of eastern Atlantic bluefin tuna to
32,000 mt for the years 2003 through 2006. The measure has an allocation scheme that includes all parties fishing
for eastern bluefin tuna and has payback and carryover provisions.
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The 2002 recommendation for eastern bluefin tuna also reiterated previous conservation measures in effect for the
eastern Atlantic and relating to eastern bluefin tuna, including: (1) a prohibition on catching bluefin tuna with purse
seines during the month of May in the Adriatic Sea and during the period July 16-August 15 in the other areas of the
Mediterranean to protect juveniles (previously the entire Mediterranean was closed for the month of August); (2) a
prohibition on catching bluefin tuna by longline vessels greater than 24 meters in length during June and July in the
Mediterranean: (3) a prohibition to retain on board, land, or sell bluefin tuna under 4.8 kg in the Mediterranean; and
(4) a 10% tolerance for the landing of bluefin tuna weighing less than 6.4 kg. A prohibition on the use of airplanes
and helicopters in support of fishing operations in the month of June in the Mediterranean also remains in effect.

Small fish: In 2002, the Commission also adopted a recommendation that requires parties to develop (1) a plan for
reducing catches of juvenile bluefin tuna in the Mediterranean and (2) scientific programs to identify the various
fisheries that are fishing bluefin tuna and the size and distribution of catches in those fisheries. The plans are to be
presented to the Commission and the SCRS in 2005. Also at that time, the Commission shall consider additional
measures or alternatives for the protection of juvenile bluefin tuna in the Mediterranean.

Entire Atlantic: In 1974, a 6.4 kg minimum size limit and a limit on fishing mortality were established for Atlantic
bluefin tuna. The minimum size measure allows an incidental catch of not more than 15 percent of fish (by weight
or number) less than 6.4 kg to be landed per trip. An absolute minimum size of 3.2 kg was adopted by ICCAT at its
1998 meeting. This is an increase over the previous absolute minimum size of 1.8 kg. The 1998 absolute minimum
size measure prohibits the retention, landing, and sale (including sale in markets in nations bordering the Convention
area) of bluefin tuna less than 3.2 kg in the Convention Area by Contracting Parties and non-Contracting Parties.

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. In 1994, a Bluefin Tuna Action Plan was adopted by the Commission that linked information
gathered thru the BSD Program with Contracting Party compliance and non-Contracting Party cooperation with
ICCAT’s conservation regime. The action plan has been replaced by the 2003 trade resolution. The Compliance
Committee is tasked with reviewing Contracting Party activities, while the Permanent Working Group (PWG) is
tasked with reviewing the activities of non-Contracting Parties. Information on the BSD and the work of the PWG
and Compliance Committee can be found in later in this chapter.

The next assessment of eastern Atlantic bluefin tuna is scheduled for 2005.

Mixing. Because of concerns that harvests of eastern Atlantic bluefin tuna will negatively affect the western stock,
ICCAT adopted at its 2000 meeting a proposal calling for an intersessional scientific meeting in 2001 to examine
bluefin tuna stock boundary issues and the possibility that bluefin tuna spawning areas exist in the central Atlantic
Ocean. ICCAT also requested that the SCRS (1) report on the effects of bluefin tuna farming on the collection of
catch statistics, (2) recommend ways to improve the bluefin tuna statistical document, if needed, (3) and report on
updating the conversion factors for bluefin tuna products to live weight.

The SCRS reported the results of their research in the 2001 report of the ICCAT Workshop on Bluefin Mixing. In
2002, the Commission adopted a recommendation establishing a working group to develop integrated and
coordinated Atlantic bluefin tuna management strategies. The Working Group is comprised of both scientists and
managers and will evaluate stock structure and mixing information and develop options for implementing alternative
approaches for managing mixed populations of Atlantic bluefin tuna. The working group first met in 2003 and
developed a work plan for it’s next meeting, which is scheduled for May 17-20, 2004.
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Northern Albacore: At its 1998 meeting, ICCAT adopted a measure to limit fishing capacity in the northern
albacore fishery. This action is similar to that taken by ICCAT in the bigeye tuna fishery in 1999 and is intended to
prevent further increases in fishing mortality, consistent with scientific advice that the stock is close to full
exploitation. Specifically, parties fishing for northern albacore are to limit the number of vessels in this fishery to
the average number in the period 1993-95. To control compliance with this measure, parties are to submit a list of
the vessels participating in a directed fishery for northern albacore by June 1, 1999, and annually thereafter. The
measure exempted recreational vessels and countries harvesting less than 200 mt from these reporting and limitation
requirements, although it capped the latter at 200 mt. In addition, Japan was to limit its total catch of northern
albacore to no more than 4 percent by weight of its total longline harvest of Atlantic bigeye tuna.

At its 1999 meeting, ICCAT adopted a recommendation directing the SCRS to evaluate the fishing capacity of
different fleets/gears that participate in northern albacore fishery with a view to establishing effective fishing effort
correspondence, taking as the reference period the years 1993-95. The measure requires all parties that have directed
fisheries for northern albacore to provide SCRS with all the information required to establish said fishing effort
correspondence and specifies that SCRS may suggest other appropriate management measures needed to limit
sufficiently fishing mortality, including different possible stock recovery scenarios.

To improve control over the overfished northern albacore fishery, ICCAT agreed at its 2000 meeting to establish
first-ever catch limits on that fishery. The measure adopted a TAC of 34,500 mt was set for 2001 and was
subsequently rolled over for 2002 and 2003. In the 2000 measure and subsequent rollover measures, the majority of
the TAC was allocated to the EC (28,712 mt). The U.S. share was 607 mt. All other ICCAT members are to limit
their catches to 200 mt, except Japan. Because albacore is a taken as a non-target species in Japan’s bigeye tuna
fishery, Japan is to limit its harvest of northern albacore to 4 percent in weight of its longline catch of bigeye tuna.

Despite difficulties with the stock assessment on northern albacore conducted in 2003, the Commission considered
new management measures for the stock and adopted a new multi-year recommendation for this stock. The three-
year recommendation establishes a total allowable catch (TAC) of 34,500 metric tons for northern albacore through
2006 and includes an allocation arrangement covering ICCAT’s major and minor harvesters as well as non-
members. The TAC level is not projected to result in rebuilding. In recognition of concerns of stockpiling
underharvests, the 2003 measures includes a provision limiting carryover resulting from underharvests for a
particular party in any given year to 50% of its initial catch quota.

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 closely with the
CCSBT regarding this stock.

Southern Albacore: 1CCAT adopted management measures for southern albacore for the first time at its 1994
meeting. Further measures were adopted in both 1996 and 1997. These actions were aimed at arresting the apparent
decline of southern albacore. A TAC of 22,000 mt was established for the stock at ICCAT’s 1997 meeting for both
1998 and 1999; however, a sharing arrangement for the TAC could not be agreed by the concerned nations (which
included ICCAT members South Africa and Brazil and non-members Chinese Taipei and, at that time, Namibia).
The 1998 scientific advice estimated that replacement yield for the stock was higher than previously thought at
28,200 mt and that current catch levels appeared to be sustainable. Based on this advice, ICCAT adopted a new
measure at its 1998 meeting that replaced the 22,000 mt TAC for 1999 with a 28,200 mt TAC. Of that figure,
27,200 mt was allocated to parties “fishing actively” for southern albacore (i.e., South Africa, Brazil, Namibia, and
Chinese Taipei). Countries not actively fishing for southern albacore, including the United States and the EC, were
subject to an annual catch limit of no more than 110 percent of their average 1992-96 catch levels of that stock.
Japan was to endeavor to limit its total catch of southern albacore to no more than 4 percent by weight of its total
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longline catch of bigeye tuna taken in the South Atlantic.

To keep within the TAC, parties under the “actively fishing” catch limit agreed to monitor their catches and report
those catches to a designated Contracting Party within 2 months of the harvest. Every 2 months, a report of the
cumulative catch is to be made to those actively fishing for southern albacore and to the ICCAT Secretariat. When
the total catch reaches 80 percent (21,760 mt) of the 27,200 mt level, multilateral discussions are to be initiated in
order to decide on steps to be taken to prevent over harvest of the catch limit. Once the established catch limit of
27,200 mt is reached, the parties stop fishing for southern albacore. Parties continue to agreed to monitor their
fisheries, report harvests to a designated party at regular intervals, and close down the fishery when the TAC has
been reached. While implementation of this innovative management approach has not worked particularly well,
TACs have not been seriously violated in the past.

Although there is continuing difficulty on the part of certain countries to monitor their southern albacore fisheries
and report in a timely way, ICCAT agreed to rollovers of the 1998 measure in each of the years during the period
1999-2003, with minor changes in some years. In 1999, ICCAT recognized that U.S. catches of southern albacore
are incidental to its South Atlantic swordfish fishery and that, according to analyses based on improved data
collection, the limitation in effect for the United States for 1998 was not adequate. Thus, the United States was
provided a modest increase in its harvest allowance for 2000 and was to limit its total catch of southern albacore to
no more than 4 percent by weight of its total South Atlantic swordfish catch taken by longline. In 2000, the TAC
was raised to 29,200 mt, which corresponds to replacement yield and is below the estimates of maximum sustainable
yield. Four parties (Brazil, Namibia, South Africa, and Chinese Taipei) share 27,500 mt of the overall TAC. Also in
the 2000 measure, the catch limit for parties not actively fishing for southern albacore and having caught less than
100 mt during the years 1992-1996 was set at 100 mt, which included the United States. Those parties not actively
fishing for southern albacore and having caught more than 100 mt during the same years were held to the previous
provision of 110% of their average during those years. In the 2002 measure, parties fishing for southern albacore
agreed to participate in an intersessional meeting to develop and agree on sharing formulae based on the ICCAT
Criteria for the Allocation of Fishing Possibilities adopted in 2001. However, such a meeting could not be
scheduled. This provision was again included in the 2003 measure. Details of an intersessional in 2004 have not yet
been worked out.

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

Swordfish: In 1990, the Commission adopted management provisions for swordfish that, among other things:
reduced fishing mortality on fish weighing more than 25 kg by 15 percent from the 1988 levels in the North Atlantic;
prohibited the landing of swordfish weighing less than 25 kg in the entire Atlantic; allowed an incidental catch of not
more than 15 percent of the number of fish landed; and limited effort in the entire Atlantic to 1988 levels. Because
the 15 percent tolerance (in number) of incidental small fish catch is difficult to enforce, the Commission, in 1995,
adopted a U.S. proposal allowing Contracting Parties to select an alternative swordfish minimum size of 119 cm
from the tip of the lower jaw to the fork of the tail, or the equivalent in weight, with no tolerance. The measure
allows Contracting Parties that adopt this alternative minimum size to take the necessary measures to prohibit the
landing and sale in their jurisdiction of swordfish and swordfish parts below the alternative minimum size.

The Commission established management measures for South Atlantic swordfish for the first time in 1994. The
1994 measures for South Atlantic swordfish were extended in 1995, 1996, and 1997. These measures required
Contracting Parties whose catches in the South Atlantic were greater than 250 mt to not increase their catches in
1995 and 1996 beyond their 1993 or 1994 catch level, whichever is higher. Further, member nations whose catches
in the South Atlantic were less than 250 mt were not to increase their catches in 1995 and 1996 beyond 250 mt.
ICCAT adopted a recommendation at its 1997 annual meeting that established a TAC of 14,620 mt for the South
Atlantic swordfish stock. This agreement also set up a sharing arrangement and specified catch quotas for 1998-
2000.
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Both the sharing arrangement and the TAC for the South Atlantic stock of swordfish were reviewed by ICCAT at its
2000 meeting. While this stock is significantly healthier than a number of other ICCAT species, the target TAC for
2001 was set at 14,620 mt, which is above the level that would produce MSY (13,650 mt). Moreover, unlike past
years, no member specific quotas could be agreed for this fishery. Instead, parties were encouraged to set
precautionary catch limits for 2001 such that the TAC target would not be exceeded. All parties were required to
notify ICCAT of their catch limit by the end of 2000. A majority of countries complied with this reporting
requirement.

By 1994, new data indicated that current harvest levels of North Atlantic swordfish were above replacement yield,
and country quotas for 1995 and 1996 were agreed for all of the primary harvesting nations. At its 1995 meeting, the
Commission established a long-term sharing arrangement for North Atlantic swordfish to carry over unused quota
from year to year and to subtract quota overages from the following year’s quota. This arrangement improved the
inequities associated with the 1994 swordfish agreement by increasing the U.S. share to a level consistent with past
harvests (29 percent of total harvest).

In its 1996 report, the SCRS noted that catches of North Atlantic swordfish in 1995 were considerably higher than
the established 1995 TAC of approximately 13,800 mt. North Atlantic swordfish was estimated to be at 58 percent
of the level that would produce MSY, and replacement yield was estimated to be 11,360 MT. To address the
apparent stock decline, ICCAT established the following TACs for North Atlantic swordfish at its 1996 meeting:
11,300 mt for 1997, 11,000 mt for 1998, and 10,700 mt for 1999. Further, to address compliance issues for this
swordfish stock, each of the 3 years covered by the quota agreement are to be considered a separate management
period as defined in the recommendation on compliance adopted at the 1996 ICCAT meeting and refined at the 1998
ICCAT meeting.

A supplemental management measure for North Atlantic swordfish adopted by the Commission in 1997 specified
that parties without specific quotas under the 1996 scheme should reduce their catch for 1998 and 1999 by 45
percent of their 1996 catch levels; that those with 1996 catch levels below 100 mt shall not increase their catch
above their 1996 level; that parties without any reported catch in 1996 refrain from developing any directed
swordfish fishery in the North Atlantic in 1998 and 1999; and that Bermuda be allocated 28 mt for 1997 that will be
decreased during 1998 and 1999 according to the provisions of the 1996 TAC agreement for North Atlantic
swordfish.

At its 1998 meeting, ICCAT adopted a U.S. resolution tasking the SCRS to develop rebuilding scenarios for the
heavily stressed Atlantic swordfish stocks. Among other things, the SCRS was to estimate a series of annual TACs,
including dead discards, that are necessary to rebuild to biomass levels that would support MSY with a probability
greater than 50 percent within various time periods, including of 5, 10, and 15 years. These analyses were used by
ICCAT at its 1999 meeting, during which 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. The 1999 swordfish
rebuilding program established 3 years of progressively smaller TACs that are inclusive of dead discards. The dead
discard allowance was taken off the TAC before being allocated, allowing the catch that could be retained in each of
the three years to be set at 10,200 mt. The U.S. share under this scheme is 29 percent. The EC and Canada’s
received 49.85 and 10 percent, respectively. The allocation to Japan was 6.25 percent and “others” receive

4.9 percent. Meanwhile, the UK (in respect of its overseas territories) was allocated a quota of 24 mt for each of the
3 years from 2000 - 2001. The dead discard allowance was divided between the United States and Canada, with the
United States getting 80 percent. Payback provisions for overages also covered dead discards. The dead discard
allowance was phased out by 2004, per the provisions of the rebuilding program.

Because of the incidental nature of Japan’s swordfish harvests, Japan was originally given a “management period” of
5 years (1997-2001) within which to comply with its cumulative quota over that time period. In 2000, Japan
reported that it had seriously exceeded its North Atlantic swordfish quotas for the last few years. Swordfish are a
non-target species taken in Japan’s bigeye tuna fishery. Because of concerns for the integrity of the ten year
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swordfish rebuilding program and given the recent underharvest by the United States of its North Atlantic swordfish
quota, the United States agreed to assist Japan in addressing its swordfish overharvest. Specifically, a measure was
adopted in 2000 that, among other things, allowed Japan access to 400 mt of unused U.S. quota for 2001 only. The
goodwill generated by the sacrifice made by the U.S. longline industry assisted the United States in advancing its
agenda on other important issues. Other aspects of the measure include: (1) providing Japan flexibility to count up
to 400 mt of its 2002 swordfish catch taken from a certain part of the North Atlantic against its uncaught South
Atlantic swordfish quota, with 1 mt of catch taken in the specified area counted as 2 mt of southern swordfish quota;
(2) requiring Japan to have 5 percent observer coverage on its vessels operating in the North Atlantic in 2001 and to
endeavor to increase that coverage to 10 percent for 2002; (3) requiring Japan to conduct research on the stock
structure of Atlantic swordfish; and (4) reviewing Japan’s catch in both 2001 and 2002 to assess its progress toward
compliance.

In 2002, the stock assessment for North Atlantic Swordfish indicated that the stock showed signs of improvement
and was at 94 percent of the biomass needed to produce MSY. In response to the positive results of the assessment,
the Commission decided to raise the TAC of North Atlantic swordfish to 14,000 mt for the years 2003, 2004, and
2005. Under the amendments of the rebuilding plan, 1,185 mt per year was set aside for the “others” category, and
the remainder was divided according to a sharing arrangement, so that the United States receives 30.49 percent, the
EC and Canada receives 52.42 percent and 10.52 percent, respectively, and Japan receives 6.57 percent. The 2002
amendment to the rebuilding plan further divided the “others™ category to provide country-specific quotas.

Both North Atlantic and South Atlantic swordfish will be assessed in 2006.

With respect to the Mediterranean stock of swordfish, the Commission adopted a measure at its 2000 meeting
requesting the SCRS to present a report on the possible measures to protect juvenile Mediterranean swordfish. In
2003, following a new stock assessment for Mediterranean swordfish, 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.

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.
The resolution called for promotion of the use of monofilament leaders to avoid hindering the live release of
billfishes; to report at the 1997 ICCAT meeting on costs and benefits of using monofilament leaders; and to improve
catch statistics and information about post-release mortality of billfishes released live from commercial and
recreational fisheries in order to develop a recovery program for billfishes. The Commission also agreed that funds
allocated for the tagging work associated with the bluefin year program would also provide for implementation of
the SCRS-proposed billfish tagging program.

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 were subsequently continued through 2000.

In 2001, ICCAT directed SCRS to conduct assessments of western Atlantic and eastern Atlantic sailfish and to
develop stock recovery scenarios for all billfish species that are identified as over-exploited, if possible.
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At its 2000 meeting, the Commission adopted a two-phase plan to rebuild severely depleted populations of Atlantic
blue marlin and white marlin. Phase one of the rebuilding plan requires countries to reduce white marlin landings by
67 percent and blue marlin landings by 50 percent from 1999 levels through the release of all live marlins taken as
bycatch in commercial fisheries. 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. 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.

The marlin rebuilding program has been amended twice. In 2001, the Commission agreed to change the reference
year for reductions in landings to 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. Also, in 2001, the stock assessments for white and blue marlin
were pushed back to 2002 and 2003. In 2002, the rebuilding program was amended again to extend phase 1 of the
rebuilding program through 2005 and to set the next stock assessments for both white and blue marlin for 2005.

Other Species: No management measures are in place for Atlantic bonito or other Panel 4 species.

Permanent Working Group (PWG) :

Trade Measures. Up through 2003, the work of the PWG was guided by the Bluefin Tuna Action Plan, the
Swordfish Action Plan, and the UU catches resolution, which were adopted to promote cooperation with ICCAT
conservation measures. The Action Plans established a mechanism by which multilateral trade measures could be
imposed against parties deemed to be diminishing the effectiveness of the ICCAT conservation measures for bluefin
tuna and swordfish. 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.

ICCAT adopted the “Resolution Concerning the Unreported and Unregulated Catches of Tunas by Large-Scale
Longline Vessels in the Convention Area” (also referred to the UU Catches Resolution) in 1998. The measure was
designed 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 and
established a process for identifying both ICCAT members and non-members whose large-scale longline vessels
have been fishing for ICCAT species in a manner which diminishes the effectiveness of the Commission’s
conservation and management measures. Similar to the Action Plans, the UU Catches resolution provided for
ICCAT to identify countries and to recommend appropriate action, including non-discriminatory trade restrictive
measures to prevent the large-scale longline vessels of identified countries from continuing fishing operations for
tuna and tuna-like species in a manner that diminishes the effectiveness of relevant ICCAT conservation measures.

ICCAT first applied the provisions of the BFT Action Plan at its 1995 annual meeting and identified Belize,
Honduras, and Panama as nations with vessels fishing in a manner that diminishes the effectiveness of ICCAT’s
conservation measures for bluefin tuna. In 1996 meeting, the Commission agreed that Belize, Honduras, and
Panama had not rectified the fishing practices of their vessels. Therefore, in accordance with the Bluefin Tuna
Action Plan Resolution, the Commission recommended its members to take measures to the effect that the import of
Atlantic bluefin tuna products in any form from these three countries be prohibited. These recommendations for
multilateral trade restrictive measures represented the first time that such measures had been authorized by an
international fishery management organization to ensure cooperation with agreed conservation and management
measures. The trade restrictive measures against these three counties continued through 2000. Belize, Honduras,
and Panama also had letters sent to them under the Swordfish Action Plan during this time. And in 1999, ICCAT
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recommended that its members prohibit the import of Atlantic swordfish and swordfish products from Belize and
Honduras. Panama later joined the Commission in 1998 and its fishing activities and compliance issues were
subsequently referred to the Compliance Committee.

Since their adoption, the Commission has reviewed the fishing activities of other non-Contracting Parties as called
for by the Action Plans and the ITUU Catches Resolution. When information was insufficient to identify any nation,
the Commission agreed to send letters to several non-members expressing concern about the status of the bluefin
tuna and swordfish stocks and encouraging increased cooperation with ICCAT. To date, letters have been sent
under the Bluefin Tuna Action Plan to Guinea Bissau, Philippines, Turkey, Denmark (on behalf of the Faroe
Islands), Iceland, Sierra Leone, Malta, and Norway. In addition to Belize, Honduras, and Panama; the Philippines
(1999) and Sierra Leone (2001) have been identified and Equatorial Guinea (1999) has had sanctions applied under
the Bluefin Tuna Action Plan. Countries identified under the Swordfish Action Plan include Singapore (1999?),
Vanuatu (2000), Sierra Leone (2001), Bolivia (2002) and letters have been sent to Barbados, Vanuatu, Kenya,
Argentina, Iceland, Liberia, Mozambique, Grenada, and the Netherlands Antilles.

The Commission has also identified a number of non-members pursuant to the UU Catches resolution, including
Belize (1999), Cambodia (1999), Honduras (1999), Kenya (1999), the Philippines (1999), Sierra Leone (1999),
Singapore (1999), and St. Vincent and the Grenadines (1999). (For actions taken relative to ICCAT members, see
the Compliance Committee section.) The Commission agreed to require its members to ban the import of bigeye
tuna from non-members Belize (2000), Honduras (2000), Cambodia (2000), and St. Vincent and the Grenadines
(2000), and ICCAT member Equatorial Guinea (2000). In recognition that Honduras is making efforts to address
ICCAT’s concerns, the Commission agreed to delay implementation of the bigeye tuna trade restrictions until
January 2002, to allow ICCAT time to review this decision in light of new information.

At its 1999 meeting, ICCAT adopted a proposal calling for further actions against illegal, unregulated and
unreported (IUU) fishing activities by large-scale longline vessels in the Convention area and other areas. This non-
binding measure calls on parties to ensure that their large-scale longline vessels do not carry out [UU fishing
activities. It also encourages parties to take every possible action, consistent with relevant laws, to urge their
importers, transporters and others to refrain from engaging in transaction and transshipment of ICCAT species
caught by vessels involved in IUU fishing activities; to inform their citizens of [UU activities and urge them not to
buy fish harvested by IUU vessels; and to urge concerned business people to prevent their vessels/equipment from
being used in IUU fishing operations.

Statistical 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. 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 these species, particularly as regards 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.

Cooperating Parties: ICCAT continues to encourage certain non-members to becoming cooperating parties.
Granting such status helps ICCAT expand and improve its control over the fisheries under its purview. 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 recommendation replaces a previous resolution and
reiterates the process and requirements for obtaining cooperating status in ICCAT established earlier by the
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Commission. 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. Chinese Taipei and Guyana currently hold cooperating
party status.

Over the years ICCAT has granted cooperating status to Mexico (1998), Chinese Taipei (1998), the Philippines
(2000). Such status has been granted despite some concern over (1) lack of control by Chinese Taipei over vessels
formerly flagged to them, (2) increasing bluefin and swordfish harvests by Mexico, (3) concern over the use of TUU
vessels by the Philippines. These parties were able to demonstrate to the satisfaction of ICCAT that they were
cooperating with the Commission by, among other things, submitting data and making efforts to re-register or de-
register vessels, as appropriate, and otherwise controlling their fishing activities and/or the number of vessels fishing
for ICCAT species. Mexico joined the Commission as a member in 2002 and the Philippines in 2004.

A number of countries applied for cooperating status in 2003, including: Guyana, Egypt, Cuba, Guatemala,
Netherlands Antilles, Belize, Northern Cyprus, and Grenada. Cooperating status was granted to Guyana, the
decisions on the others were deferred.

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 that Contracting Party
fishing vessels and mother vessels can only receive at sea transshipments from other Contracting Party vessels and
cooperating parties (adopted in 1997); (2) 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); (3) a recommendation that prohibits landing and transshipment in ICCAT member ports
by non-members under certain conditions (adopted in 1998); and (4) 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 made international fisheries management history by adopting 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 Africa formally objected to the measure, and are, therefore, not bound
to the provisions of this measure). Application of these measures was clarified at the 1998 ICCAT meeting.

17



Part I._International and Regional Management Arrangements Atlantic Ocean

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.

At the 1999 ICCAT meeting, additional progress was made in implementing the various compliance
recommendations, including submission of reporting tables, although conflicting interpretations of some ICCAT
measures made implementation of compliance recommendations difficult at times. Consistent with the compliance
regime, ICCAT has developed a “Compliance Annex” from parties’ reporting tables. The annex is adopted during
the early part of the annual meeting, and then serves as the official record to assess overharvests and subsequent
penalties to be deducted by ICCAT members in cases of non-compliance. In cases where reporting tables are not
submitted, or are incomplete, SCRS data is used.

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 became 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, and
has seen some success as of late. Setting a deadline for the submission of reporting tables allowed for the
compliance annex to be completed early in the meeting in 2002 and 2003, and a review of member compliance was
completed in those years.

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 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 the address concerns expressed by ICCAT in repeated
communications.

Actions Related to Unreported and Unregulated Fishing: 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. [CCAT 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 that diminishes
relevant 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. (For actions taken
under the unregulated/unreported catches resolution relative to non-members, see PWG section.)

Monitoring and Control: ICCAT has a number of measures in effect relating to monitoring and control and has had
three meetings of its Working Group on Integrated Monitoring and Control Measures. 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. No future meetings of the working group are currently scheduled, however, the Commission may continue
to discuss the development of a comprehensive and integrated international monitoring and inspection scheme that
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would include existing elements such as observers, port inspections, transshipment controls, chartering rules, and
vessel sightings reports, improve them where necessary, and develop new elements, such as a high seas inspection
program, as appropriate.

In addition, given continuing concerns about the quality and timeliness of data submissions to the Commission, a
joint SCRS-Compliance Committee-PWG workshop was held on October 11, 2003, in Madrid, Spain, to look at data
issues and recommend possible ways to improve the collection, submission, and use of scientific and compliance
data. Attendance to the data workshop was low, despite it being held immediately following the 2003 SCRS Plenary
meeting. However, the report of the working shop provided a number of suggestions for improving ICCAT data and
fishery statistics, and a U.S. proposal to establish a special fund to implement some of those suggestions was adopted
by the Commission at the 2003 annual meeting.

Vessel Lists. ICCAT adopted proposals at its 2002 meeting to establish positive and negative vessel lists. Parties
were to have provided their vessel information for inclusion on the positive vessel list by July 1, 2003. The list of
authorized vessels was compiled by ICCAT and it can be viewed on the ICCAT website at www.iccat.es.

The implementation of the authorized vessel list by member states is currently underway. The Secretariat compiled
a draft negative vessel list based on input from parties (mostly based on Japan's information) and circulated it for
discussion and use at the 2003 meeting. During discussions at that meeting to try to finalize the negative list, several
parties raised concerns that there was not enough information provided on the basis for inclusion of vessels on the
negative list. Given these concerns, the Commission determined that it could not develop a negative list at its 2003
meeting in full conformance with the recommendation establishing the list. Instead, the Commission adopted a list
of vessels believed to be engaged in IUU fishing (similar to those adopted in previous years), but the list is to be
considered provisional and is to be used for informational purposes only. However, parties agreed to undertake
efforts to improve information with respect to this issue during 2004 so that a true "negative" list can be developed at
the 2004 ICCAT meeting.

Other Issues:

At the 1994 ICCAT meeting, Parties agreed to expand the Commission's research activities to include collection of
bycatch statistics in tuna fisheries, including shark bycatch. The SCRS established a group to do this which
concluded that information on shark bycatch was insufficient. The SCRS then recommended that efforts be
undertaken to estimate bycatch for incorporation into ICCAT's statistical databases and to obtain more empirical
evidence, such as through a scientific observer program. The Commission adopted a resolution in 1995 encouraging
cooperation with FAO on the study of shark stock status and bycatch. ICCAT's Shark Working Group met in 1996
and 1997 to improve statistical information on sharks taken as bycatch in the ICCAT Convention area. In 2000, the
SCRS Sub-Committee on Bycatch recommended that ICCAT take the lead in conducting stock assessments for
Atlantic blue, porbeagle, and mako sharks and that the initial stock assessment evaluations should be scheduled for

2002. To undertake this work, parties were requested to provide total catches and landings (including dead discards)
of and other relevant data related to these three species. A shark assessment will be conducted by the SCRS in 2004.

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.

At its 1999 meeting, ICCAT adopted a “Resolution on the Need for New Approaches to Deter Activities that

Diminish the Effectiveness of ICCAT Conservation and Management Measures.” This non-binding measure
proposed that ICCAT Contracting Parties, Non-Contracting Parties, Entities and Fishing Entities consider new
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measures and approaches to address fishing activities that diminish the effectiveness of ICCAT measures beyond
those that have been adopted by ICCAT to date. It included provisions (1) endorsing the FAO initiative to develop
an International Plan of Action (IPOA) on IUU fishing and encouraging all parties to participate in this undertaking;
(2) encouraging all ICCAT members who have not yet done so to consider ratifying/acceding or accepting the 1995
UN Fish Stocks Agreement and 1993 FAO Compliance Agreement; and calling upon all parties to participate in
efforts to ensure the sustainability of marine living resources in the ICCAT Convention area, as called for by the
FAO IPOA for the Management of Fishing Capacity. At the 1999 meeting, the Commission also adopted a non-
binding measure endorsing the FAO IPOA on the Management of Fishing Capacity and attaching a high priority to
its implementation.

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.es).

The Fourteenth Special Meeting of the Commission will be held November 15-21, 2004, in the United States in New
Orleans, Louisiana. The plenary meeting of the SCRS is scheduled for October 4-8, 2004, in Madrid, Spain.

Staff Contacts
NOAA Fisheries:
Kimberly Blankenbeker

International Fisheries Division (F/SF4)
Office of Sustainable Fisheries

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA Dr. Christopher Rogers, Chief

1315 East-West Highway, Room 13113 Highly Migratory Species Management
Silver Spring, MD 20910 Division (F/SF1)

Telephone: (301) 713-2276 Office of Sustainable Fisheries

Fax: (301) 713-2313 National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA
E-mail: Kimberly.Blankenbeker@NOAA.gov 1315 East-West Highway, Room 13458

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Telephone: (301) 713-2347

Fax: (301) 713-1917

E-mail: Christopher.Rogers@NOAA.gov

Department of State:

Deirdre Warner-Kramer

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

2201 C Street, NW

Erika Carlsen Washington, D.C. 20520-7818
International Fisheries Division (F/SF4) Telephone: (202) 647-2335

Office of Sustainable Fisheries Fax: (202) 736-7350

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA E-mail: Warner-KramerDM@State.gov

1315 East-West Highway, Room 13114
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Telephone: (301) 713-2276

Fax: (301) 713-2313

E-mail: Erika.Carlsen@NOAA.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).
Member Nations

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: 44 131 228 2551
Fax: 44 131228 4384
E-mail: hq@nasco.int
Web address: www.nasco.org.uk

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. The Council adopted a budget for 2003
of, (approximately US$795,000), with a U.S. contribution of 19,191 (approximately US$33,000). The forecast
budget for 2005 was 447,770 (about US$795,000), with a U.S. contribution of 18,399 (about US$30,000).

NASCO receives its scientific advice from the International Council for the Exploration of the Seas (ICES).
NASCO’s contributions to ICES have increased by 67 percent from 1999 to 2002. Although NASCO is concerned
about the volatility of increases, the current MOU between NASCO and ICES was rolled over for a further period of
one year, i.e., until the end of 2004 to allow time for the new MOU to be developed.

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
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U.S. Government) who are knowledgeable or experienced in the conservation and management of salmon of U.S.
origin.

B. U.S. Commissioners:

Patricia A. Kurkul George D. LaPointe

Director, Northeast Regional Office Commissioner

National Marine Fisheries Service Maine Department of Marine Resources
One Blackburn Drive 21 State House Station

Gloucester, MA 01930-2298 Augusta, ME 04333

Stephen R. Gephard

State of Connecticut

Department of Environmental Protection
Inland Fisheries Division

P.O. Box 719

Old Lyme, CT 06371

C. Advisory Structure:

The U.S. Section of 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
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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.

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. Recently, Iceland has begun to express an interest in joining the WGC but
no formal request has been made. Denmark (in respect of the Faeroe 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. The Advisory Committee on Fishery
Management (ACFM), 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: Fishing for Atlantic salmon by non-Contracting Parties to the NASCO Convention
has been an issue for the organization for some time. 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. 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
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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).

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
intends to hold a follow-up meeting to its 1993 meeting in the next few years with coast guard/fishery protection
agencies to 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: ICES recommended that measures be taken to improve accounting for the significantly high
amount of salmon catch often reported as "guess-estimates." At its 1997 meeting, NASCO approved a proposal for
refining the estimates of unreported catch and adopted a proposal that the NASCO Secretariat carry out a review on
such catches. A review of catch statistics at the 1998 NASCO meeting indicated that approximately 25 percent of
the total North Atlantic salmon harvest was attributable to unreported catch. To improve reporting of salmon catch
statistics, the Parties agreed to provide data to ICES on a stock basis and to try to categorize this catch in accordance
with specified criteria. At its 1999 meeting, NASCO noted continuing concern about the high level of unreported
catches and agreed to refine the process developed in 1998 to assist in addressing this problem. At the 2000
meeting, the Council noted that estimates of unreported catches remained high (32 percent of the total 1999 salmon
harvest). Illegal fishing appears to be a major contributing factor to the continuing high level of unreported catch,
although not in all countries. Continuing concern was expressed about the high level of unreported catch and the
Council emphasized the need to take stronger measures to address this issue. The Council asked that all parties
provide a breakdown of their 2000 reported catch and took note of the FAO initiative to develop an international
plan of action (IPOA) to address illegal, unregulated, and unreported (IUU) fishing and considered additional action
to combat [UU fishing. A 2002 review of available information indicated that unreported catches for 2001 were
estimated to be between 962 and 1,374 mt (a small reduction from 1999 and 2000. Progress is being made to reduce
the level of unreported catch but additional work is needed. In 2003 NASCO recommended that the parties further
clarify the methods used to estimate unreported catch and the reliability of these estimates. .

With regard to catch and release, NASCO noted that this was not a component of unreported catch; however, the
parties agreed to advise annual on the extent of this activity, and to provide updates regarding methods to improve
and harmonize reporting.

Research: Atits 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
observed. Since the adoption of the resolution, NASCO has approved research-fishing proposals from several of its
members. Most recently, NASCO approved a research proposal from Canada covering the Outer Bay of Fundy and

25



Part I._International and Regional Management Arrangements Atlantic Ocean

extending to the northern Gulf of Maine during the period May 25 to June 17, 2002.

Due to concerns about marine survival of 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 working group
met in 2000 and developed a proposed research program that was considered at the 2001 NASCO meeting. At that
meeting, NASCO established the International Cooperative Research Board. It has met twice since its establishment
and is in the process of identifying and coordinating needed research and finding funding sources.

The United States has agreed to provide US$150,000 as start up funding. Other NASCO members are providing
support to the work of the board, primarily in the form of in-kind contributions.

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 organization and its
members.

The standing committee on the precautionary approach (SCPA) has met each year since 2000. It has produced 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. The SCPA has also developed a plan of action for the
application of the precautionary approach to the protection and restoration of Atlantic salmon habitat. NASCO held
a special session in 2002 for Parties to report back on the implementation of the action plan. A report is available
from the NASCO Secretariat. At the 2002 session, the SCPA met to consider the application of the precautionary
approach to introductions, transfers, aquaculture, and transgenics. The effort focused on reviewing relevant NASCO
measures to improve their consistency with NASCO’s definition of the precautionary approach. The effort resulted
in a revision and broadening 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.

Transgenic Salmon: The Council considered a resolution on transgenic salmon at its 1996 meeting that would begin
to address concerns about the possibility that transgenic salmon (i.e. salmon that have had genes from another
organism introduced into them) will interact with and negatively affect wild salmon stocks. Due to disagreements
over procedure, this resolution was not adopted at or after the 1996 meeting. At its 1997 meeting, NASCO again
considered this issue. The document "Guidelines for Action on Transgenic Salmon" was adopted in lieu of a
resolution. Under these guidelines, the Parties agreed to advise NASCO of any proposal to permit the rearing of
transgenic salmonids, providing details of the proposed method of containment and other measures to safeguard the
wild stocks. At the 2000 NASCO meeting, it was reported that a company located in Atlantic Canada is producing
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transgenic salmon in a secure, land-based facility. The government of Canada had not yet received a formal
proposal for commercial rearing, but would take appropriate steps should such a proposal be received. The United
States reported that preliminary discussions were taking place between a company rearing transgenic salmon. In
2001 NASCO provided comments to the USFDA concerning the use of transgenic salmon in aquaculture operations
but no response was received. The United States reported that consultations between the various government
agencies concerned were ongoing and that NASCO would be kept informed of any developments.

Oslo Resolution: In 1994, NASCO adopted a resolution directed at minimizing impacts from salmon aquaculture on
wild salmon stocks. At its 1997 meeting, the Council agreed to hold an intersessional meeting in early 1998 of its
Working Group on Implementation of the Oslo Resolution to consider further the implementation of the Resolution
in light of information arising from the 1997 ICES/NASCO symposium on the interaction between cultured and wild
salmon. At the 15™ Annual (1998) Meeting of NASCO, all of the Working Group’s recommendations were adopted
and the Secretary was charged with preparing a document containing both the Oslo Resolution and the newly
adopted recommendations. Further, in response to one of the Working Group recommendations, the NASCO
Parties submitted for review at the 1998 meeting detailed information on their efforts under the Oslo Resolution.
Based on this review, NASCO decided to hold a special session, in conjunction with the 1999 NASCO annual
meeting, and each year thereafter, to review and evaluate implementation of the Oslo Resolution by two individual
NASCO members. In 1999, Canada and Norway made such reports. Two EC Member States made similar reports
at the 2000 NASCO meeting. The United States, Iceland, and the Faeroe Islands offered presentations at the 2001
NASCO meeting.

In addition, 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 meet several times since its inception, but participation does not
include NGOs. In addition, not all Parties’ aquaculture industries are included in the ISFA. These have been and
may continue to be issues at future meetings of this group. The Liaison Group has developed guidelines on physical
containment and husbandry practices and these were adopted by NASCO. They have since been incorporated into
the Williamsburg Resolution. The Liaison Group met in 2002 to consider the Williamsburg Resolution among other
things. ISFA will provide any feedback to NASCO before its annual meeting. In addition, at its recent meeting, the
Liaison Group received information on possible areas for cooperative research. It was agreed that a workshop
should be held before the 2004 NASCO meeting to consider this work further.

Bycatch: During its 1997 meeting, the Council requested ICES to investigate possible increases in salmon bycatch
due to expansion of pelagic fisheries for herring and mackerel in the northeast Atlantic in 1997, noting that even a
very small percentage of catch of salmon post-smolts could mean significant losses. At its 1998 meeting, NASCO
agreed that it needed further information on the possible bycatch of salmon in pelagic fisheries and asked the
Secretariat to request such information from the Contracting Parties and from the NEAFC. At the 1999 NASCO
meeting, the Parties expressed continuing concern about the bycatch issue, noted that investigations into the issue
were being initiated, and again agreed to provide any available information for consideration. At the 2000 NASCO
meeting, the Council referred the issue of at-sea bycatch of Atlantic salmon to the working group on marine
mortality discussed under the research section above. In 2001, ICES confirmed that a preliminary review indicated
that bycatch of salmon in the mackerel fishery could be significant. NASCO also noted that there were no specific
research proposals presented to the research board designed to look into this matter and recommended that project
proposals to assess bycatch be given high priority.

Transparency: At its 2001 meeting, the Council reviewed its communications policies and decided to develop its
press release through a drafting group; improve the NASCO website; to adopt two new conditions concerning NGO
participation at NASCO annual meetings and to adopt a new condition concerning media participation that restricted
media participation to the opening session of the Council. Regarding the NGO rules, one precluded NGOs from
issuing press releases or other information concerning issue under discussion at the meeting while the NASCO
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meeting was in progress and the other specified that accreditation would be removed from any NGO that had not
been actively involved with the organization within the last three years (i.e., attended a meeting or communicated
with the Secretariat). The restriction on the issuance of press releases created immediate controversy. The United
States continues to seek a compromise to this situation.

Actions Taken by NASCO’s Three Regional Commissions:

NAC Discussions/Actions: Given the continuing poor status of North American salmon, there are no commercial
fisheries prosecuted by the United States or Canada. Canada does allow some recreational fishing for salmon in
certain rivers. In addition, there is a small aboriginal food fishery in Atlantic Canada on Quebec’s Lower North
Shore. For the United States, it is illegal to retain any sea-run Atlantic salmon, but there is a target harvest fishery in
the Merrimack River for reconditioned brood stock. In late 2000, certain U.S. salmon populations were listed as
endangered on under the U.S. Endangered Species Act. Despite these efforts, evidence suggests that returns to U.S.
Rivers have declined.

With regard to the fishery at St. Pierre and Miquelon, the Parties expressed increasing frustration in 2003 regarding
the failure of ongoing efforts to establish a cooperative sampling program. The NAC protocols on introduction and
transfer have been in the process of being revised for a number of years primarily due to issues raised by Canada.
The consultation process in Canada is taking longer than expected. An update of this situation will be provided
during the 2004 NASCO meeting and the Parties will consider next steps.

WGC Discussions/Actions: Efforts have been made over the last decade or so to use scientific advice and, where
possible, a mathematical model to derive quotas for the West Greenland fishery. The use of the model to determine
quotas had varying degrees of success. In 1996, the approach broke down completely and Greenland set a unilateral
quota of 174 mt, of which 92 mt were harvested. To avoid another impasse, discussions regarding future quota
setting procedures for West Greenland took place prior to the 1997 annual meeting. This led to the adoption of an
addendum to the 1993 agreement that specified that the quota allocated to West Greenland would be the higher of
the Calculated Quota (as calculated according to the 1993 agreement using a pre-fishery abundance forecast at a 50
percent probability level) and the Reserve Quota, which is based on an allocation to Greenland, for 1997 of 6 percent
of the forecast pre- fishery abundance level using the biological parameters provided by ICES in 1996. In
accordance with the amended agreement, the WGC set a reserve quota of 57 mt which was inclusive of all forms of
catch (including an estimated 20 mt of local sales and subsistence fishing). Greenland reported that its 1997 harvest
was 63 mt. The slight over- harvest was due to landing reports that were submitted after the fishery was closed. The
1993 agreement, as amended, expired at the end of the 1997 salmon-fishing season.

Prior to the 1998 annual meeting of NASCO, Greenland indicated its readiness to accept a 1998 quota based on
application of the 1997 reserve quota formula. Use of the reserve quota system would have resulted in a 33 mt
quota; however, there was concern that the pre-fishery abundance estimates were uncertain and likely too high.
Because of the poor stock condition and the uncertainty surrounding the pre-fishery abundance, an agreement was
reached that limited the salmon fishing activity in West Greenland to internal consumption only during 1998. In the
past, this internal consumption fishery has been estimated at approximately 20 mt. The reported catch figure for
1998 was 11 mt. In addition, the Greenland Home Rule Government estimated that there was an unreported catch of
about 11 tons. A key element of the 1998 agreement was recognition of improvements in salmon catch monitoring

and reporting in Greenland. Significantly, Canada’s action regarding Labrador, together with the regulatory measure
adopted for West Greenland, meant that for the 1998 fishing year, commercial fisheries for Atlantic salmon in the
northwest Atlantic were virtually eliminated. This situation continued from 1998- 2000.

In 2001, scientific advice seemed to indicate that a commercial fishery was again viable in West Greenland.
However, there was concern that this decision was based on expected returns and that it would be better to tie
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harvest levels to actual returns. An ad hoc management regime was devised that would allow anywhere from 28 mt
to 200 mt of commercial harvest depending on the level of documented returns as determined by CPUE analysis. A
total of 34.5 mt were harvested for commercial sale. In 2002, a similar measure was adopted, but it was more risk
averse than the 2001 approach. The commercial catch could be anywhere from 20-55 mt depending on the CPUE
analysis. In fact, no commercial fishery was prosecuted in 2002 due to a conservation agreement that was developed
and agreed between various private sector organizations and Greenland’s fishermen that compensated the
Greenlanders for not fishing.

NEAC Discussions/Actions: The NEAC provides for the management of the intercept salmon fishery off the Faeroe
Islands. Although quotas have been established through NASCO for the Faeroese fishery for many years, there has
been no commercial fishery in the Faeroe Islands since 1991. Until 1998, a private sector quota purchase
arrangement bought the quota harvesting rights. In 1998, no purchase agreement was reached for the NASCO
established 380 mt quota, but only a 6 mt research fishery was prosecuted. During negotiations in 1997 regarding
the 1998 quota, Denmark (in respect of the Faeroe Islands) stressed that it would not accept further reductions in the
Faeroese quota without appropriate "burden sharing" by other NEAC members. The Faeroe Islands have repeatedly
noted that they are a small island territory dependent on harvesting marine resources and they have insisted on a
need for significant quotas. (The 1997 quota established for the Faeroese fishery was 425 mt.) Ultimately, a
regulatory measure was adopted for 1998 that established the 380 mt quota mentioned above and established other
restrictions on season and gear. At the 1998 NASCO meeting, the NEAC agreed to a 1999 quota of 330 mt for the
Faeroese fishery, of which Denmark (on behalf of the Faeroe Islands) agreed to harvest only 290 mt. In a significant
development, the NEAC recognized the importance of establishing conservation limits on a river stock basis within
the NEAC area. Private sector interests did not purchase rights to the 1999 quota, but no commercial fishery was
prosecuted.

At the 1999 NASCO meeting, the NEAC again noted the ICES advice that great caution should be exercised
regarding the exploitation of the northeast Atlantic salmon stock. After difficult negotiations, the NEAC agreed to a
quota of 300 mt for the 2000 Faeroese fishery, of which Denmark (with respect of the Faeroe Islands) noted it would
allocate no more than 260 mt. Additional restrictions to reduce fishing effort and season length and to protect
undersized salmon were also agreed. At the 1999 meeting, Denmark (in respect of the Faeroe Islands) announced
their intention to resume a commercial harvest of salmon in 2000. The results of this fishing will be reported at the
2001 NASCO meeting. In the interim, all other members of NASCO signed a letter to the Faeroe Islands expressing
concern about their intent to resume commercial salmon fishing.

In its 2000 scientific advice (relative to the 2001 fishery), ICES noted that caution should be exercised regarding
exploitation of most stocks found in the NEAC area. In the face of increasing evidence that the stocks in that area
are declining, NEAC members, particularly the EC and Denmark (in respect of the Faeroe Islands) were under
increasing pressure to reduce salmon quotas and exploitation to levels consistent with scientific advice. Thus, at the
2000 NASCO meeting, the NEAC adopted a regulatory measure that lays the groundwork for more scientifically
based management measures. Specifically, the measure: (1) states that the NEAC decided against setting a quota for
the Faeroe Islands for 2001, (2) recognized the right of the Faeroe Islands to harvest salmon within their area of
jurisdiction and the restraint offered by that country in recent years by not utilizing their quotas, (3) provides that the
NEAC members will work expeditiously with ICES in an effort to develop a more science based approach to quota
setting. (4) provides that the NEAC will develop a fair and equitable approach to allocations, and (5) notes the
intention of the Faeroe Islands to manage its fishery in a precautionary manner and that fishing will be limited in
scope and will be subject to close national surveillance and control. The measure agreed in 2000 for the 2001 Faeroe
Islands fishery signifies a major milestone as it marks a significant change from the previous practice of allocating a
large paper quota to the Faeroe Islands. Similar approaches were taken in 2001, 2002, and 2003 for those fishing
seasons, although some countries expressed a preference to set a specific quota.

Future Meetings: The Council agreed to hold its 21 Annual Meeting in Reykjavik, Iceland on June 7-11, 2004.
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Atlantic Ocean

Staff Contacts
NOAA Fisheries:
Headquarters:

Kimberly Blankenbeker

Foreign Affairs Specialist

International Fisheries Division (F/SF4)
Office of Sustainable Fisheries

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA
1315 East-West Highway, Room 13115
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Telephone: (301) 713-2276

Fax: (301) 713-2313

Northeast Region:

Mary Colligan (F/NER)

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA
One Blackburn Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Telephone: (978) 281-9116

Fax: (978) 281-9394
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Department of State:

Nikki Brajevich

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

2201 C Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20520-7818

Telephone: (202) 647-2335

Fax: (202) 736-7350
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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: Bulgaria, Canada, Cuba, Denmark (in respect of the Faeroe Islands and
Greenland), Estonia, the European Union (EU), France (in respect of St. Pierre et Miquelon), Iceland, Japan,
Republic of Korea, Latvia, Lithuania, Norway, Poland, Romania, 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

Executive Secretary: Dr. Johanne Fischer

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.ca

Budget

NAFO adopted a budget for 2004 of Can$1,500,000 (approximately US$1,127,826), of which the U.S. contribution
is expected to be approximately US$166,480 (approximately Can$221,416.45). The preliminary 2005 forecast
budget is Can$1,448,000.

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
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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
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):

John H. Dunnigan (04/06) Jeffrey Pike (03/04)
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries 2000 L Street, NW
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA Suite 612

1315 East-West Highway Washington, D.C. 20036

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Representatives 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 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. There are currently six members of the NAFO Consultative
Committee.

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.

(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.)
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(1) Organizational Structure:

NAFO consists of a General Council, Fisheries Commission, Scientific Council, a Secretariat, and seven 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) the fishing activities of non-Contracting Parties in the NRA; (3) inspection and
control; (4) fishery science; (5) research coordination; (6) publications; and (7) fisheries environment.

B. Programs:

Background: NAFO has established and maintained conservation and management measures in the NRA since
1979. These measures currently include: total allowable catches (TACs) and member nation quota allocations by
species; one fishing effort allocation; data recording and reporting requirements; vessel monitoring system (VMS)
and observer requirements; minimum size limitations; mesh size and chafing gear requirements; and notification,
registration and hailing requirements for fishing vessels operating in the NRA. In addition, NAFO has a scheme of
joint international inspection and surveillance in the NRA.

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. During the late
1980s and early 1990s, unregulated fishing in the NRA by non-member States (sometimes by reflagged vessels of
member States); under-reporting of catches; overharvesting by Canada of stocks that straddle the line between
Canada's exclusive economic zone and the NRA; and fishing by a NAFO member under objection (the EU) all
contributed to the eventual collapse of 8 of the 13 stocks managed by NAFO (the NAFO Convention provides that a
management measure is not binding on any contracting party that formally objects to it). As a result, NAFO was
forced to impose moratoria on fishing on these stocks in the NRA. Many NAFO-regulated species remain at all-time
low levels (or the lowest level ever recorded), and NAFO-imposed moratoria continued for seven of these stocks in
2004.

U.S. Allocations: For 2004, the United States received the following country-specific allocations in the NRA:
Division 3M redfish (69 mt); Division 3L shrimp (145 mt); Subareas 3+4 [llex squid (453 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 2004, “Others” category allocations may
be available to U.S. fishermen in Division 3LNO yellowtail flounder (73mt) and Division 3LMNO Greenland
halibut (985mt). Additionally, the United States may fish any portion of the 7,500my TAC of Oceanic redfish
available to non-NEAFC members in Subarea 2 and Divisions 1F and 3K, on a first-come, first-served basis.

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). In 1999, NAFO began requiring the
use of observers on 100 percent of Contracting Party vessels operating in the NRA. NAFO has also required 100
percent use of VMS on Contracting Party vessels operating in the NRA since January 1, 2001. Additionally, NAFO
continues to develop and refine its monitoring and enforcement measures. Procedures have been adopted for
processing information from at-sea inspections; modifying the hail system to require vessels entering or leaving the
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NRA to have provided 6-hour advance notification and vessels transshipping at sea to have provided 24-hour
advance notification; and to require NAFO Contracting Parties to inspect the fishing vessels of other Contracting
Parties during port calls to verify species and quantities caught.

At the January 2002 Special Meeting, a U.S. proposal was adopted providing for an annual review of compliance
with the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures. This step was taken against the backdrop of a Canadian
presentation showing numerous infringements of these Measures by vessels of NAFO Contracting Parties. The
annual review was designed to be carried out by STACTIC (with input from the NAFO Secretariat) for consideration
by the Fisheries Commission. Since the September 2002 NAFO Annual Meeting, both Canada and the European
Union have made annual presentations on compliance based on their respective monitoring and enforcement
activities in the Regulatory Area. Though the compliance review process has been hindered by non-standardized
reporting and a lack personnel to assess existing data, it appears to have fairly strong support among NAFO
Contracting Parties is will likely continue in the future.

Non-Contracting Party Fishing: In 1998, NAFO implemented the “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 now actively reviews the issue of Illegal, Unregulated and Unreported (IUU) fishing as it relates to on-going
discussions at the FAO and is looking for ways to improve it’s dealings with such vessels and their flag states.

Although parts of the Scheme have been integrated into the NAFO Conservation and Enforcement Measures, the
Fisheries Commission has attempted to fully integrate the Scheme in its on-going efforts to streamline and improve
this document.

Allocation of Fishing Rights: 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
(WG), which first met in March 1998. This first meeting of the Working Group focused first on setting guidelines
for future discussions, including: exploring the meaning of the term “real interest” in relation to future new
members; considering adoption of a broad strategy to guide expectations of future new members with regard to
fishing opportunities in the NRA; development of a broad strategy to allocate future fishing opportunities for stocks
not currently allocated; and exploring in connection with stocks under TACs possible margins to accommodate
requests for fishing opportunities.

Discussion at the 1999 Working Group meeting focused on a number useful working papers submitted by
Contracting Party s on the topics agreed at the previous meeting. These discussions resulted in some forward
movement by the WG and a “Draft Resolution to Guide the Expectations of Future New Members with Regard to
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Fishing Opportunities in the NAFO Regulatory Area” was adopted noting 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. This resolution was adopted at the 1999
NAFO Annual Meeting and it was agreed that the Allocation WG should meet again in March 2000.

Discussions during the 2000 meeting of the Working Group focused to a large degree on continued development of a
broad strategy for allocation of future fishing opportunities for stocks not currently allocated. The WG attempted to
create non-exhaustive, non-prioritized “shopping lists” relating to both qualifying criteria and allocation criteria with
regard to such opportunities. In addition, the WG examined possible opportunities for fishing opportunities on the
margins of stocks currently under TAC. Much of this discussion related to the possible creation of an “others”
quota. However there was no agreement regarding possible sources for such a quota, nor was it determined who
should have access to the fish contained therein.

At the 2000 NAFO Annual Meeting, Contracting Parties examined the utility of continued work by the Working
Group. 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. Other Contracting Parties stated that allocative
issues should be addressed only once stocks begin to recover. Following further discussion, it was decided that the
Working Group would not meet in 2001. However, there was general agreement that further discussions on the
allocation issue should take place during the 2001 annual meeting. The United States raised this issue at the January
2002 Special Meetings in order to ensure that it is included on the agenda for the September 2002 Annual Meeting.
During the 2002 Annual Meeting, it was agreed that the Allocation Working Group should meet during early 2003 to
continue its work. Terms of reference were agreed based on those in place when the work of the WG was
suspended.

The March 2003 Working Group meeting focused primarily on consideration of two papers: a U.S. white

paper proposing that NAFO develop a comprehensive list of allocation criteria that would be applicable in

all situations (ala ICCAT), and the Report of the Norway-FAO Expert Consultation on the Management of Shared
Fish Stocks. The Working Group chose not to follow 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 are
useful, their present scope is 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 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. At the September 2003 Annual Meeting, the Fisheries
Commission did not call for any further meetings of the Working Group.

Precautionary Approach: At the 1996 NAFO Annual Meeting, the United States introduced a draft paragraph for
inclusion in the request for advice from the Fisheries Commission (FC) to the Scientific Council (SC). This
paragraph noted the importance of early action to implement provisions of the precautionary approach and requested
that the SC provide a report examining specific elements of these provisions and how they might be implemented in
NAFO. In the years that followed this request, support among members of the Fisheries Commission for the
implementation of the precautionary approach has been guarded but generally positive. During this time the SC has,
at the request of the FC (and with some FC participation): developed a conceptual framework and Action Plan for
implementing the Precautionary Approach in NAFO; collaborated with other relevant fisheries organizations that
had similar initiatives underway (i.e., ICES, FAO and others); held a workshop of the precautionary approach in
March 1998; examined theoretical, general and specific considerations regarding NAFO stocks; examined the role of
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scientists and fisheries managers in relation to the Precautionary Approach; and initiated and conducted simulations
of a precautionary approach to management for three categories of NAFO fish stocks.

At the May 1999 meeting of the Joint SC/FC Working Group, it was recommended that both the SC and FC consider
elements in designing and formulating further action in respect to implementation of the Precautionary Approach for
the three stocks used in the simulation and that similar actions be taken for other NAFO stocks with related
characteristics as the implementation of the Precautionary Approach progresses. At its 1999 Annual Meeting,
NAFO adopted a U.S.-proposed resolution to guide the implementation of the precautionary approach within NAFO
that addresses many of the U.S. concerns. It was also agreed that the joint FC/SC Working Group should meet in
2000 to continue work on this issue. A Canadian-proposed agenda was also adopted for this meeting.

At its February 2000 meeting, the Joint SC/FC Working Group agreed on: implementation plans for applying the
precautionary approach to 2 out of 3 model stocks that had been identified earlier; a similar implementation plan for
3LNO American plaice; a generic template for applying the precautionary approach to other NAFO-managed stocks;
and general criteria for reopening a fishery in light of the precautionary approach. Despite this progress however,
several issues of contention continue to plague the progress of the Working Group. Of particular concern are issues
relating to terminology and operationalizing the precautionary approach within NAFO.

At the 2000 annual meeting, these and other concerns led Contracting Parties to consider whether or not the working
group should continue its work. After considerable discussion, it was agreed that a small group of technical experts
would meet in the first half of 2001 to advance future work in the Fisheries Commission Working Group. This
group was to circulate a report to all Contracting Parties and recommend whether the Working Group should meet
prior to the 2001 NAFO annual meeting. Unfortunately, this group was never convened.

At its June 2002 meeting, the Working Group examined and compared work done on the precautionary approach by
the NAFO Scientific Council with that done by the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES).
ICES provides scientific advice to a number of regional fisheries management organizations, including NEAFC.
While the United States and Canada were strongly committed to the NAFO process and stressed the similarities
between work done by NAFO and ICES, the European Union and other NEAFC members expressed concern
regarding the differences. In the end, it was agreed that further progress could be made by addressing specific
differences found between the NAFO and ICES work on precautionary approach. The Working Group
recommended that the Fisheries Commission identify appropriate examples, and then instruct the Joint FC/SC
Working Group to meet intersessionally to address them specifically. In addition, it was recommended that the
Fisheries Commission consider development of long-term plans for application of the precautionary approach to
different fleet sectors within NAFO. No action was taken on these WG recommendations by the Fisheries
Commission at the 2002 Annual Meeting.

At the 2003 Annual Meeting, the Chairman of the Scientific Council presented to the Fisheries Commission a
summary and overview of the proposed revised NAFO precautionary approach framework, adopted and refined by
the Scientific Council in June and September 2003. The

United States tabled a strong proposal calling for Fisheries Commission adoption of the proposed revised NAFO
framework and agreement to hold an intersessional meeting of the Joint Fisheries Commission/Scientific Council
Working Group to examine application scenarios for specific NAFO stocks. Although the U.S. proposal had some
support among Contracting Parties, the proposal was not adopted based on NAFO Budget and time constraints. No
further work on this issue was recommended by the Fisheries Commission.

Transparency: The United States first raised this issue at the 1996 NAFO Annual Meeting and a working group was
created, with the United States serving as Chair, to examine applicable rules of other organizations and
arrangements. Subsequent intersessional meetings of the working group in 1997 and 1998 were contentious, with
the Nordic countries (i.e., Iceland, Denmark, and Norway) particularly resistant, and only limited headway was made
on the issue. As a result of the difficulty of the discussions, in 1998 the Chair tabled a highly bracketed paper,
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“Procedures for Observers,” designed to address the concerns of all parties. Although some progress was made at
the 1999 working group intersessional, several disagreements remained on terms for admitting observers to NAFO
meetings.

At the 1999 NAFO Annual Meeting, Canada presented a compromise text that set criteria for observer eligibility and
stipulated that groups can participate in sessions of the General Council and FC unless a majority of Contracting
Parties vote to exclude them. It also allowed NGOs to participate in meetings of subsidiary bodies unless one or
more Contracting Parties objected. The new rules would be in place for two years, after which NAFO could
evaluate the success of the program. In the end, the General Council adopted a modified version of this proposal as
presented by Denmark. Observers will only be able to sit in on sessions of the General Council and Fisheries
Commission, not subsidiary bodies. The NAFO Secretariat will receive applications from interested observers and
determine if they meet the eligibility criteria, which include a written statement that the organization supports the
goals of NAFO. The Secretariat will then notify all Contracting Parties which groups have been deemed eligible;
they will be allowed to participate unless a Contracting Party objects for cause in writing. Any objection will lead to
a mail vote among all members on the issue. The guidelines stipulate that the vote be conducted according to the
usual NAFO decision-making rules; we interpret this to mean that once a party makes a motion to exclude the group,
it can participate unless a majority of Contracting Parties agree to exclude. As in the Canadian proposal, NAFO can
reevaluate these rules any time after 2001.

Dispute Settlement: NAFO continues to explore the desirability and feasibility of establishing a formal dispute
settlement procedure for the organization. A working group, chaired by Norway, has held a number of meetings to
consider a proposal put forth by Canada which is designed, in effect, to limit the use of the objection procedure and
to enforce those limitations through compulsory, binding dispute settlement. In response, the EU has presented
various counter proposals that have broader implications for NAFO. There is a common element to all the EU
proposals: each would create a dispute settlement procedure for all NAFO disputes, not just those arising from the
use of the objection procedure.

At the February 1999 meeting of the Working Group, Canada stated that it was now unsure that a dispute resolution
mechanism, modeled along the way that the EU contemplates it, would be desirable. Conversely, the EU--which
had originally resisted the proposal--has worked along with Norway to create a proposal whereby a broad number of
disputes would initially be sent to an ad hoc dispute settlement panel (i.e. a non-binding procedure) and ultimately to
binding dispute resolution as contemplated by the Fish Stocks Agreement.

At the 1999 NAFO Annual Meeting, Contracting Parties disagreed widely on the utility of continuing the Working
Group. Canada argued that the UN Fish Stocks Agreement (UNFSA) is rapidly acquiring enough ratifications to
enter into force. They noted that, as UNFSA includes procedures for settling disputes within regional fisheries
organizations, NAFO should simply adopt those procedures. Canada did not think the DSP Working Group should
continue to try to devise a separate NAFO procedure. Other Contracting Parties, most notably the EU, felt strongly
that the DSP Working Group should continue. They argued that the UNFSA procedures were too slow to resolve a
dispute within a single fishing season and would not apply to NAFO-regulated discrete stocks. Prompted by the
United States, the General Council decided the DSP Working Group would continue, but under new terms of
reference that focus on devising means to implement the UNFSA provisions in a NAFO context.

The May 2000 meeting of the DSP Working Group began with a discussion of whether the parties could agree to
adopt recommendations found in a Chairman’s Paper which essentially proposed incorporation by reference into the
Convention, mutatis mutandis, the 1995 UN Fish Stocks Agreement. The United States and Canada supported this
approach, whereas the EU, Japan, and most of the other Contracting Parties were not very sympathetic. The focus of
the meeting then shifted to an EU paper distributed at the last intersessional meeting which proposed the possibility

of disputing parties choosing binding dispute settlement under the 1995 UN Fish Stocks Agreement, UNCLOS or an
ad hoc NAFO procedure. Out of this discussion came a Chairman’s Consolidated Text which included provisions
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for which there was general consensus and bracketed text for which there was not consensus.

At the 2000 NAFO Annual Meeting, Contracting Parties disagreed widely on the utility of continuing the DSP
Working Group. Canada adopted the new position that NAFO should simply wait for the UN Agreement on
Straddling and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks (UNFSA) to enter into force, instead of attempting to devise a separate
NAFO procedure. Other Contracting Parties, most notably the EU, felt strongly that the working group should
continue. They continued to argue that the UNFSA procedures were too slow to resolve a dispute within a single
fishing season and would not apply to NAFO-regulated discrete stocks. The June 2001 DSP WG meeting saw
further work on the heavily-bracketed Consolidated Text. The resulting document (“Consolidated Text 2001~DSP
W.G. W.P. 01/7 Rev2) reflects the current state of agreement and views expressed within the WG to date. At the
end of this meeting, the EU tabled its own version of a Dispute Settlement Procedures text (DSP W.G. W.P. 01/10),
indicating that it might table this version as a possible compromise text at the 2001 Annual Meeting. Due to the
cancellation of the 2001 Annual Meeting, this issue was deferred until the 2002 Annual Meeting.

In discussions at the 2002 Annual Meeting, considerable concern was expressed from a number of Parties
(particularly Canada and the United States) regarding the status of the European Union text and the work of the
Dispute Settlement Working Group in general. The United States once again made its view clear that NAFO dispute
settlement procedures should be based strongly on those in UNFSA. Since there was little agreement regarding
appropriate next steps for the Working Group, the General Council agreed that there should be a consultation
between interested Parties (primarily Canada, the European Union and the United States) to determine the usefulness
of a further Working Group meeting during 2003. Provisions were made so that, if interested Parties agree on the
need, such a meeting could take place.

At the 2003 Annual Meeting, there was general agreement that the Working Group consultations had continued to
move the issue forward, but that further work is necessary before a resolution can be reached. After discussions on
the sidelines of the annual meeting, the Parties involved in the 2003 consultations recommended that another
intersessional meeting take place during 2004. This recommendation was adopted by the General Council, but no
date for this meeting was set.

Future Meetings

The 2004 NAFO Annual Meeting will be held September 13-17, 2004, in Dartmouth, Nova Scotia, Canada.

Staff Contacts
NOAA Fisheries: Sarah McLaughlin
NMEFS Northeast Regional Office
Patrick Moran One Blackburn Drive
International Fisheries Division (F/SF4) Gloucester, MA 01930
Office of Sustainable Fisheries Telephone: (978) 281-9279
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA Fax: (978) 281-9394
1315 East-West Highway, Room 13117 E-mail: Sarah.McLaughlin@noaa.gov

Silver Spring, MD 20910
Telephone: (301) 713-2276
Fax: (301) 713-2313

E-mail: pat.moran@noaa.gov

38



Part I. International and Regional Management Arrangements

Atlantic Ocean

Department of State:

Deirdre Warner-Kramer

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

2201 C Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20520-7818

Telephone: (202) 647-2883

Fax: (202) 736-7350
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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.)
Member Nations

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

Secretariat 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. Robin Allen
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 (IDCP) are shared by the Parties and Article XV of
the Agreement on the IDCP 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 or 362.8 metric tons) are covered by observers. However, 100% observer coverage is a substantial expense.
Previously, only owners of large purse seine vessels were required to pay observer fees. In order to cover the cost of
the On-Board Observer Program, the scope of vessels required to pay annual fees, or vessel assessments, expanded
in 2003 to all vessels under the jurisdiction of a Party and listed on the register of vessels authorized to purse seine
for tuna in the eastern tropical Pacific Ocean (ETP). The IDCP budget for FY 2004 was projected to be $2,321,734;
the United States’ tuna purse seine fleet has contributed approximately $128,004 in vessel assessments for 2004.

While vessel assessments cover the majority of IDCP costs, a portion of the IDCP 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 has 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 the U.S. contribution will be
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reduced. The IATTC budget for FY 2004 is $4,866,254; it was agreed that the United States would contribute
$1,987,344.

Description

A. Mission/Purpose:

The goals of the IDCP 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 the same as for the IATTC. Approval of decisions, resolutions,
recommendations and publications is achieved by consensus of all Parties to the IDCP. 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 IDCP with other
organizations and preparing administrative, scientific, and other reports of the IDCP.

International Review Panel: The International Review Panel (IRP) follows a general procedure for monitoring
compliance by vessels with measures established by the IDCP 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 Agreement on the IDCP, 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 to the Agreement have a tuna tracking and verification
system. The purpose of the system is to assure 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.

C. Programs:
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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 IDCP have established work groups to address specific
management and organizational issues.

Dolphin Conservation

In the 1950s, 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 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 in 1998, greater
than a 99% reduction in dolphin mortality.

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 IDCP 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.

Congress amended the MMPA in 1997 to: 1) allow for lifting the embargoes for countries fishing in compliance with
the IDCP; 2) lift the ban on the sale of tuna that is not dolphin-safe; and 3) change the definition of dolphin-safe to
include tuna caught in accordance with the IDCP. In 1997, Congress amended the MMPA with the IDCPA to
implement the IDCP and in response to the Panama Declaration.

In February 1998, the nations participating in the tuna purse seine fishery in the ETP negotiated the Agreement on
the IDCP, a legally-binding instrument for dolphin conservation and ecosystem management in the ETP. The
IDCPA is intended to give force domestically to the Agreement, 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.”
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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 Agreement on the IDCP and (2) vessel assessments and
financing the IDCP.

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 IDCP. The
working group developed a new formula for calculating observer fees that the AIDCP Secretariat expects to
contribute to a small surplus for 2004. In 2003, the Parties adopted a new approach to collect vessel fees, or
assessments. The new approach resulted in an increase in the number of vessels that required to pay assessments. In
previous years, only Class 6 vessels (i.e. in excess of 400 short tons or 362.8 metric tons) actively fishing in the ETP
were required to pay fees because these were the only vessels required to carry observers. However, the new
method connects calculation of vessel assessments with the IATTC Capacity Resolution of 2002 and requires that all
vessels listed on the register of vessels authorized to purse seine for tuna in the ETP, whether active or inactive, are
required to pay annual assessments. The rationale for the Parties’ decision was that owners of all size vessels benefit
from the IDCP and On-Board Observer Program, so all owners should contribute to the maintenance of these
programs. In addition, beginning in 2004, to ensure timely payment vessel assessments that are received after
specified deadlines are subject to a 10% surcharge.

As mentioned in the previous paragraph, the IDCP currently does not require that vessels in size classes 1-5 (i.e. less
than 400 short tons or 362.8 metric tons) 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 intentionally setting purse seine nets on dolphins.

Staff Contacts
NOAA Fisheries, Southwest Region: 1315 East-West Highway
Silver Spring, MD 20910
Rod Mclnnis Telephone: (301) 713-2332
Acting Administrator, Southwest Region (F/SWR) Fax: (301) 713-0376
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA
501 W. Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200
Long Beach, CA 90802-4213
Telephone: (562) 980-4001
Fax: (562) 980-4018
Department of State:
David Hogan
Senior Foreign Affairs Specialist
NOAA Fisheries, Headquarters: Office of Marine Conservation (OES/OMC)
U.S. Department of State
Office of Protected Resources (F/PR) 2201 C. Street, NW
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA Washington, D.C. 20520-7818
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Telephone: (202) 647-2337
Fax: (202) 736-7350
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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 (TTIAS 2044)

Implementing Legislation

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

Costa Rica, Ecuador, El Salvador, France, Guatemala, Japan, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, the United States,
Vanuatu, and Venezuela.

Commission Headquarters

Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission Director of Investigations: Dr. Robin Allen
c/o Scripps Institute of Oceanography Telephone: (858) 546-7100

8604 La Jolla Shores Drive Fax: (858) 546-7133

La Jolla, California 92037-1508 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 3 years) to the Fiscal
Year (FY) budget in question. Historically, the United States has paid the bulk (80-90 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. 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, and the IATTC is developing a new framework for determining contributions. The IATTC budget for
FY 2004 is $4,866254; the United States agreed to contribute $1,987,344.

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.
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B. U.S. Commissioners (designate):

Rodney R. McInnis Patrick Rose
Acting Regional Administrator 5469 Linea Del Cielo - Box 7242
Southwest Region Rancho Santa Fe, CA 92067
NOAA Fisheries (858) 756-2733
501 W. Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200
Long Beach, CA 90802 Scott Burns

1250 24" Street, NW
Robert Fletcher Washington, D.C. 20037-1132
1084 Baylor Street (202) 778-9547

San Diego, CA 92106
(619) 226-6455

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. Membership to the Committee was named in 2003
and the first meeting of the Committee was convened in September. All interested sectors - commercial and
recreational fishing and environmental organizations - are well represented on the Committee. Membership to the
Subcommittee has not yet been named. The terms of the advisory committees are fixed at 2 years by the charters.
The advisory committees are invited to attend all non-executive meetings 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 problems 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 law 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, and advice and consent on ratification will be sought by
the U.S. Senate in 2004.

B. Organizational Structure:

The IATTC consists of a Commission composed of national sections and a secretariat headed by a Director of
Investigations. The Commission selects a Chairman and a Secretary from different national sections for 1-year terms
to be succeeded by representatives of different nationalities.

The principal duties of the Commission are (1) to study the biology of the tropical 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
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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 work 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, however, 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. As the productivity of the yellowfin tuna stock apparently has been quite good in recent years, the
overall catch quota for 2001was 310,000 mt, and the quota was reached before the end of the year. For 2002, to
simplify and make more effective the control of fishing effort and consequent fishing mortality, the Commission
agreed to close the purse seine tuna fishery for the full month of December 2002 throughout the Convention Area.
For 2003, an area closure for purse seine fishing was adopted for December, but more importantly, the IATTC
agreed to a 6-week purse seine closure for the entire convention area in the summer of 2004. Further, the IATTC for
the first time agreed to limit longline fishing, recommending that Parties control their fisheries such that the total
2004 longline catch be kept to the level reached in 2001.

Bigeye Tuna: The Commission first set a catch quota for bigeye tuna in the EPO purse seine fishery in 1998 out of
concern that the increasing purse seine effort on floating objects and fish aggregating devices (FADs) was resulting
in unsustainable harvests of small bigeye tuna. In addition, the Commission adopted resolutions to prohibit the use
of tender vessels and to prohibit 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. A quota on juvenile bigeye tuna was set in 2001 but
was not reached. The purse seine closure for 2002 would have provided protection to bigeye as it did to yellowfin
tuna. The area closure in 2003 will contribute marginally to bigeye conservation, but the larger seasonal closure and
longline catch limits in 2004 will be more significant.

Other Conservation and Administration Issues: The Commission has been taking a proactive position in fishery
management in recent years. There are or have been four work groups dealing with specific fishery management
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issues: (1) bycatch, (2) control of the fishery on floating objects/FADs, (3) fleet capacity; and (4) compliance.

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
vessels aborting sets and releasing live fish rather than having to retain low value fish on board. The pilot project
has been extended to run through 2004.

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 limit
some FAD fishing.

In 2002, the IATTC adopted an overall purse seine fleet capacity agreement under which purse seine vessels that
were not on the IATTC vessel register would not be authorized to fish for tuna in the Convention Area. 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. 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 yields of the tuna stocks.

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 and compliance with IATTC 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.

As noted above, the Antigua Convention, the culmination of more than 4 years of work by the Negotiations Work
Group, was agreed to by the Commission at its annual meeting in June 2003.

The Finance Working Group has moved closer to a new approach for determining the contributions of the various
Parties to the financing of the IATTC each year, recognizing the different levels of interest in the fisheries and the
scale of development of the Parties. This scheme may be applied for the first time in determining contribution levels
for 2003.

Staff Contacts
NOAA Fisheries William Gibbons-Fly
Deputy Director, Office of Marine Conservation
Southwest Region: (OES/OMC)
U.S. Department of State
Rodney R. Mclnnis 2201 C. Street, NW
Acting Administrator, Southwest Region (F/SWR) Washington, D.C. 20520-7818
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA Telephone: (202) 647-2335
501 W. Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200 Fax: (202) 736-7350

Long Beach, CA 90802-4213
Telephone: (562) 980-4001
Fax: (562) 980-4018

Department of State:
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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

Budget

The appropriations from the United States for FY 2002-2003 will total $1,686,000, and those from Canada will be
$849,000 for the fiscal year, resulting in a final base budget of $2,768,039. The budget is supplemented by funds
generated by Commission staff from the sale of halibut gathered during stock assessment cruises, contracts, and
research grants.

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.
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B. U.S. Commissioners:

James Balsiger, Ph.D. Philip Lestenkof (Interim)
Administrator, Alaska Region P.O. Box 127
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA St. Paul Island, AK 99660

P.O. Box 21668
Juneau, AK 99802

Ralph Hoard

Executive Vice President
Icicle Seafoods, Inc.
4019 21st Avenue West
P.O. Box 79003

Seattle, WA 98119

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 and sport halibut
fishers. Created in 1931 by the Commission, the Board provides the industry/sport/native harvesters’ perspectives
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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 Meetings.
In 1999, the IPHC Director created the Research Advisory Board (RAB), which consists of both harvesters and
processors who offer suggestions to the Director and staff on content, design, conduct, and evaluation of
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:

2002 Interim Meeting:

The IPHC’s 2002 Interim Meeting convened in Seattle, Washington, during November 20-21, 2002 to discuss
administrative, financial, and preliminary 2002/2003 research results and future projects. On Wednesday,
November 20, the Commissioners and Commission staff met behind closed doors to discuss administrative and
financial issues internal to the Commission. Thursday, November 21, the Commission met in Administrative
Session to hear staff discussion and reports on 2002/2003 research projects and proposed future research projects, as
well as stock assessment and catch limits. Although this meeting was not open to the public, staff assessment of the
fishery and catch limit recommendations were detailed in a news release after the meeting.

2003 Annual Meeting:

The IPHC held its 79th Annual Meeting in Victoria, British Columbia, during January 21-24, 2003. At this meeting,
the Commission recommended to the governments of Canada and the United States catch limits for 2003 totaling
74,920,000 pounds, identical to the regulatory area catch limits in 2002.

The Commission staff reported on the assessment of the Pacific halibut stock in 2002. There were some significant
changes in the assessment as a result of changes in the underlying data being analyzed and the persistence of smaller
sizes at age in the central part of the halibut range. These changes created some uncertainty about differences in the
biomass of the stock estimated from the current and the previous assessment. Analyses were conducted for the 2002
assessment to ensure that the stock is not in any danger of being over harvested. However, the staff needs to resolve
these technical issues of the assessment over the next year. In addition, Commission staff is investigating a new
harvest policy that may result in greater stability in the yield from the fishery and insulate the process of setting
catch limits from technological changes in the assessment. This harvest policy will also need to be reviewed by the
Commission. The resolution of the technical issues of the assessment may indicate a larger estimate of biomass in
the central region of the stock distribution but application of the proposed harvest policy might dictate slightly lower
yields. Since these two processes may be somewhat counterbalancing, the staff wishes to complete its investigations
before recommending any changes to present catch limits or the harvest policy. While the trajectory of the halibut
stock biomass is downward, the biomass is still above the long-term average level and is expected to remain above
this level for the next several years.

2003 Catch Limits: The Commission received regulatory proposals for 2003 from the scientific staff, Canadian and
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U.S. harvesters and processors, and other fishery agencies. The Commission recommended to the governments the
following catch limits for 2003 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):

Area Catch Limit (Pounds)

2A Non-treaty directed commercial (south of Point Chehalis) 222,700
2A Non-treaty incidental catch in salmon troll 39,300
2A Non-treaty incidental catch in sablefish longline fishery (north of Point Chehalis) 70,000
2A Treaty Indian commercial 456,500
2A Treaty Indian ceremonial and subsistence (year-round) 27,000
2A Sport - North of Columbia River 232,499
2A Sport - South of Columbia River 262,001
2A (total) 1,310,000
2B 11,750,000
2C 8,500,000
3A 22,630,000
3B 17,130,000
4A 4,970,000
4B 4,180,000
4C 2,030,000
4D 2,030,000
4E 390,000
Total: 74,920,000

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 NPFMC catch-sharing plan in Area 4 allows the Commission
to set biologically based catch limits for Areas 4A, 4B, and a combined Area 4C-D-E. The catch-sharing plan
allows Area 4D Community Development Quota (CDQ) harvest to be taken in Area 4E. The requirements for
fishing Area 4D CDQ in Area 4E will be part of regulations promulgated by the U.S. National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) and will be reflected in the IPHC regulations.

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. Fishing dates for an
incidental commercial halibut fishery concurrent with salmon troll fishing seasons in Area 2A and the incidental
commercial halibut fishery during the sablefish fishery north of Point Chehalis will be established under U.S.
domestic regulations established by 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).

In Area 2A, seven 10-hour fishing periods for the non-treaty directed commercial fishery are recommended: June 25,
July 9, July 23, August 6, August 20, September 3, and September 17. 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.

2003 Seasons: The staff reported to the Commission on its further investigation of the issues associated with an
extended halibut-fishing season. The Commission conducted extensive discussions on the season extension issue and
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received several industry proposals and public testimony. After reviewing staff information and proposals from the
harvesting sector, the Commission voted to extend the season by two weeks at the beginning of the season.
Therefore, the treaty Indian commercial fishery in Area 2A, the Canadian Individual Vessel Quota (IVQ) fishery in
Area 2B, and the U.S. Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) and CDQ fisheries in Areas 2C, 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and
4E will all commence at 12 noon local time on March 1* and terminate at 12 noon local time on November 15th,
2003.

In addition, the Commission directed the staff to form an industry-agency task force and provide a report and
recommendations on how a season of up to 12 months could be accommodated. The task force report will be
presented to the Commission at its 2003 Interim Meeting in November.

2003 Regulatory Changes: The Commission approved several minor clarifications to the regulations. The
regulation allowing fillets from legally landed and retained fish to be possessed only aboard a vessel, in port, up to
1800 hours local time on the calendar day following the offload was revised to state "harvesting" vessel. The
requirement of vessel operators for retaining records was revised to reflect the defined term of landed rather than
delivered halibut.

The Commission agreed to amend its regulations concerning clearances into and out of Area 4 to accommodate a
NOAA Fisheries Office for Enforcement request that vessels equipped with Vessel Monitoring Systems (VMS) is
exempted from clearance requirements. The exemption would only apply if VMS systems are installed and operated
according to Enforcement’s standards and conditions. Full details on the requirements have been published in [IPHC
regulations and will be available on the NOAA Enforcement website (http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov) or by phone at
(907) 586-7200.

The coordinates for the Cape Spencer light used for the Area 2C-3A boundary were updated (58°11'54" N,
136°38"24" W) to agree with the U.S. Coast Guard light list.

Other Actions: The regulations were not changed to require IPHC permits for tagging halibut and retaining halibut
for research, or defining access for IPHC sampling, as requested by staff. The Commission agreed with the intent of
recommended changes but wished to consider the impacts of these regulations on other agency activities. The
Commission asked staff to monitor issues of access to fish for sampling and advise of any difficulties, while the
potential regulation was being evaluated.

The Commission reviewed the request for changing the regulation from having all buoys onboard the vessel marked
with vessel identifiers, to having only the setline buoys or the buoys in the water marked. The regulation was not
changed but different enforcement agencies will review various buoy-marking requirements and report to the
Commission on potential standardization of marking, at the next Annual Meeting.

The Commission noted the concerns of local depletion by several groups. The staff will cooperate through DFO
with the West Coast Vancouver Island Aquatic Management Board to investigate whether depletion of halibut off
Vancouver Island has occurred and, if so, what mitigative measures might be possible. IPHC research projects in
Area 4C, in conjunction with Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association, will be continued in 2003. This research
is examining oceanographic influences on halibut distribution.

The Commission honored Ms. Elise Pletnikoff of Kodiak, Alaska as the first recipient of the IPHC Merit
Scholarship. Ms. Pletnikoff attended the meeting and was presented with a certificate and plaque, as well as 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 Commission notes that halibut bycatch mortality in non-target fisheries was reduced slightly in 2002, continuing
the trend initiated by the 1991 Commission agreement to achieve lower bycatch mortality levels. However, the
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Commission believes that progress on further reductions on bycatch mortality is desirable and that current levels of
mortality reduce yield to the directed halibut fisheries. The Commission will continue to work with agencies of the
two governments to achieve reductions in halibut bycatch mortality.

The Commission received statements of concern from industry about the level of NOAA Enforcement oversight of
IFQ deliveries in Alaska. Commissioners discussed this issue with Enforcement staff and expressed their concern
that Enforcement positions be fully staffed and that IFQ oversight be adequate.

The Commission acknowledged comments concerning aquaculture received in its public sessions. Recognizing that
aquaculture development occurs in both countries, the Commission is concerned that all such developments
incorporate monitoring and evaluation programs, such that wild Pacific halibut stocks will not be harmed. Staff was
instructed to obtain present guidelines and standards for aquaculture licensing and operation in each country, for
presentation to the Commission.

The Commissioners and staff will conduct a strategic consultation in the summer of 2003. This meeting will
concentrate on Commission approaches to bycatch mortality in non-target fisheries, risk assessment and the
presentation of uncertainty, harvest policy, and a strategic plan for Commission activities over the next decade.

The United States Government Commissioner, Dr. James Balsiger, was elected Chairman for the coming year. The
Canadian Government Commissioner, Dr. Richard Beamish, was elected as Vice Chairman.

Future Meetings: The 80" next Annual Meeting of the Commission will be held in Juneau, Alaska, from
January 20-33, 2004.

Staff Contacts

NOAA Fisheries: Department of State:

Patrick Moran Nikki Brajevich

International Fisheries Division (F/SF4) Office of Marine Conservation (OES/OMC)
Office of Sustainable Fisheries U.S. Department of State

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA 2201 C Street, NW

1315 East-West Highway, Room 13137 Washington, D.C. 20520

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

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

Fax: (301) 713-2313
E-mail: pat.moran@noaa.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) 2003/2004 (July 1, 2003-June 30, 2004) is Can$675,000, with
each Party contributing Can$135,000. The budget estimate for FY 2004/2005 is Can$713,000 with each Party
contributing Can$145,000. The budget forecast for FY 2005/2006 is Can$728,000 with each Party contributing
Can$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 (Acting) Guy R. McMinds
Administrator, Alaska Region P.O. Box 67
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA Taholah, WA 98587

P.O. Box 21668
Juneau, AK 99802-1668

State of Alaska Commissioner (Vacant)
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.

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 33° 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.

C. Programs:

The 11™ Annual Meeting of the NPAFC was held in Honolulu, Hawaii, on October 26-31, 2003. All of the Parties--

Canada, Japan, the Republic of Korea (Korea), the Russian Federation (Russia), and the United States--were
represented. Dr. James Balsiger, NMFS Alaska Regional Administrator, led the U.S. delegation. The plenary

meeting was chaired by Dr. Anatoly Makoedov (Russia), President of the Commission. Representatives from the
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North Pacific Marine Science Organization and the North Atlantic Salmon Conservation Organization attended the
meeting as observers.

The meeting was the first for Korea as a member of the NPAFC. Korea attended the NPAFC Annual Meetings for
many years as an observer. After repeated invitations by the Parties to join the Commission, Korea finally acceded
to the Convention for the Conservation of Anadromous Stocks in the North Pacific Ocean in May 2003.

At NPAFC Annual Meetings, the bulk of the work of the Commission generally 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. The major accomplishments of each committee are
highlighted below.

ENFO Committee

Unauthorized Fishing--The ENFO Committee reviewed unauthorized fishing activities in the Convention Area in
2003 on the basis of information provided by each of the Parties. Due to the Parties’ cooperative enforcement
efforts, no vessels were detected engaged in illegal large-scale driftnet fishing for salmon in or near the Convention
Area. However, the United States reported that 27 suspected high seas driftnet vessels were sighted. Of that total,
four vessels of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) were boarded and turned over to the PRC Government for
prosecution; two Korean vessels were boarded and evidence of large-scale high seas driftnet fishing was turned over
to the Korean Government for further action; and one Russian vessel was sighted with high seas driftnet fishing gear
on board and reported to Russian authorities for further action. The Parties were unable to positively identify the
remainder of the vessels. The vessels appeared to be targeting tuna and squid, rather than salmon.

In light of the continuing threat of unauthorized high seas salmon fishing in the Convention Area, Parties agreed to
maintain 2004 enforcement efforts at high levels as a deterrent to potential unauthorized fishing activity. To
coordinate enforcement efforts, the Parties agreed to hold an Enforcement Evaluation and Coordination Meeting in
Japan in May 2004. Russia proposed that the Parties consider creating an Integrated Information System that would
be used to enter and retrieve information on vessels suspected of illegal high seas driftnet fishing--the equivalent of a
“bad-vessel list.” The Parties will continue discussions on the proposal at the May 2004 meeting.

F&A Committee

Revised Current Fiscal Year (FY) 2003/2004 Budget and Estimate for FY 2004/2005 Budget--Upon the recommen-
dation of the F&A Committee, the Commission adopted a revised general fund budget of CAD$675,000 for the
current FY, which began on July 1, 2003. The Commission reviewed and adopted a revised budget estimate for FY
2004/2005 of CAD$713,000. The Commission also reconfirmed its decision at the 2002 NPAFC Annual Meeting
to increase the contribution level of each Party beginning in FY 2004/2005 by CAD$10,000, bringing each
country’s annual contribution to CAD$145,000 (approximately US$111,000).

One of the more innovative endeavors of the F&A Committee was to create an ad-hoc External Funding Working
Group to develop a plan of action for raising non-governmental funds to enhance and expand the Commission’s
Bering-Aleutian Salmon International Survey Program, also known as BASIS. BASIS provides the foundation for
long-term, large-scale ecosystem research on salmon in the Bering Sea. It is designed to clarify the mechanisms of
biological response by salmon to the conditions caused by climatic changes. The program calls for four synoptic
1-month seasonal salmon surveys per year for 5 years. The surveys cover 105 sampling stations spaced at regular
intervals across the entire Bering Sea. Funding remains a major challenge to the future of BASIS research.

CSRS Committee
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The CSRS Committee exchanged scientific research information on a broad range of issues concerning North Pacific
salmonid stocks. This exchange is helping in the quest to seek answers to questions concerning the myriad of factors
that affect changes in salmon abundance. The CSRS Committee reviewed approximately 60 documents related to
scientific research activities, salmon catches, and salmon enhancement.

The Parties agreed to continue cooperative initiatives through the BASIS Program and the associated NPAFC
Science Work Plan. BASIS will provide the first comprehensive seasonal information on distribution, abundance,
and stock origins of all of the salmon species in the Bering Sea and adjacent areas. A 2-day BASIS workshop will
be held following the 2004 NPAFC Annual Meeting. Russia invited the Parties to participate in the Research
Planning and Coordinating Meeting in May 2004 in Petropavlovsk-Kamchatsky.

North Pacific Salmon Catch--The total preliminary commercial salmon catch for the Parties in 2002 was 726,852
metric tons (t), down from 818, 205 t in 2001. The U.S. catch accounted for slightly more than 40 percent of the
total (302,854 t). Collectively, the Parties released over 4.9 billion juvenile salmon into the Convention Area from
hatcheries in 2002. Of this total, the United States accounted for 1.8 billion fry, or about 37 percent of the total
hatchery releases.

Other Issues

New Officers—Mr. Koji Imamura of Japan was elected President of the Commission for the next 2 years. Mr.
Toshinori Uoya of Japan will assume the duties of Deputy Director of the NPAFC Secretariat on December 1, 2003.
He will serve a 3-year term.

Future Meetings—Japan invited the Commission to hold its 12" Annual Meeting in Sapporo, Japan, on October 24-
29, 2004. Korea will consider hosting the 13" Annual Meeting in 2005.

Workshop—The NPAFC sponsored the International Workshop on Application of Stock Identification in Defining
Marine Distribution and Migration of Salmon on November 1-2, 2003, in Honolulu, immediately after the Annual
Meeting.

Staff Contacts

NOAA Fisheries: Department of State:

Paul Niemeier Dorothy C. Zbicz

International Fisheries Division (F/SF4) Office of Marine Conservation (OES/OMC)
Office of Sustainable Fisheries U.S. Department of State

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA 2201 C Street , NW

1315 East-West Highway, Room 13115 Washington, D.C. 20520-7818

Silver Spring, MD 20910 Telephone: (202) 647-3073

Telephone: (301) 713-2276 Fax: (202) 646-7350

Fax: (301) 713-2313
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
1155 Robson Street, Suite 600
Vancouver, British Columbia

Executive Secretary: Mr. Don Kowal
Telephone: (604) 684-8081
Fax: (604) 666-8707

Canada V6E 1B5 Web address: http://www.psc.org/Index.htm

Budget

Each Party contributed Can$1506,442 to the approved Commission budget for Fiscal Year 2003-2004 (April 1,
2003-March 1, 2004). The new budget for the fiscal year that starts April 1, 2004, is Can$3,105,201 with
contributions of Can$1,506,442 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 implement-
ing 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, or 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
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National Marine Fisheries Service
Olympia Field Office

510 Desmond Drive, S.E. Suite 103
Lacey, WA 98503

David Bedford

Deputy Commissioner

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
P.O. Box 25526

Juneau, AK 99802-5526

Frank L. Cassidy, Jr

Northwest Power and Conservation Council
P.O. Box 2187

110 Y Street

Vancouver, WA 98661

W. Ron Allen

Tribal Chairman
Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe
1033 Old Blyn Highway
Sequim, WA 98382

Description

A. Mission/Purpose:

C. Alternate Commissioners:

David Balton

Director, Office of Marine Conservation
United States Department of State

2201 C Street NW, Room 5806
Washington, DC 20520

Jev Shelton

United Southeast Alaska Gillnetters Association
1670 Evergreen Avenue

Juneau, AK 99801

Rollie Rousseau
16420 N.W. Joscelyn
Beaverton, OR 97006

Olney Patt Jr.

Executive Director

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

Portland, OR 97232

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 enhance-

ment 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, 9 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 originate in rivers in British Columbia that 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 south of Cape Caution (not including Fraser River pink and sockeye salmon).

The Panels are responsible for providing advice to the Commission on the management regimes for the intercepting



Part I. International and Regional Management Arrangements Pacific Ocean

salmon fisheries in those 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 recommen-
dations, including catch limits and related regulations, to present to the two governments. These recommendations
become effective upon approval by both governments.

C. Programs:

On June 30, 1999, the United States and Canada signed a new Pacific Salmon Agreement, thereby resolving one of
the most contentious issues in the U.S.-Canada relationship. The agreement concluded 7 years of negotiations and
establishes new fishing regimes under the 1985 Pacific Salmon Treaty to protect and rebuild salmon stocks.

The long-term agreement secures a management and harvest-sharing framework for the next decade. Most of the
new fishery arrangements will be in effect for 10 years, beginning in 1999. The arrangement concerning the
management of Fraser sockeye and pink salmon will be in effect for 12 years, also beginning in 1999.

The agreement establishes abundance-based fishing regimes, based on run strength, for the major salmon intercept-
ing 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.

Also under the agreement, two bilaterally-managed regional funds were established. The funds will be used to
improve fisheries management and aid efforts to recover weakened salmon stocks. Subject to availability of
appropriated funds, the United States will contribute US$75 million and US$65 million to a northern and southern
fund, respectively, over a 4-year period. The agreement also highlights the importance of habitat protection and
restoration to achieving the log-term objectives of the Parties relative to salmon. It also includes 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:

Transboundary Rivers (Chapter 1): This agreement specifies arrangements 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 the agreement 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 agreement 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 are replaced with abundance-based provisions
that 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 Canadian Area 1.

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, particularly the “far north migrating stocks” that tend to
migrate to the marine waters near Alaska to grow and mature, others have been so diminished in recent years that
they have been listed by the U.S. federal government under the Endangered Species Act. The new chinook regime
encompasses marine and certain freshwater fisheries in Alaska, Canada, Washington, and Oregon. All chinook
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fisheries will be managed based on abundance, replacing the fixed catch quotas that applied in previous regimes.
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
even greater harvest reductions will apply. These so-called “weak stock”™ provisions serve as a safety valve to afford
additional protection to stocks that may fail to respond to the recovery programs.

Fraser River Sockeye and Pink Salmon (Chapter 4): Although much of the structure of the previous agreements
relating to the Fraser River is retained, the new agreement requires a reduction of the U.S. share of Fraser sockeye,
which was phased in by 2002. The U.S. share in Washington State is 16.5 percent of the total allowable catch. (By
way of contrast, the U.S. share specified in the first 4 years of the Pacific Salmon Treaty was approximately 26
percent.) The U.S. share of Fraser pink salmon will be 25.7 percent of the total allowable catch.

Coho Salmon (Chapter 5): The coho agreement essentially provides a blueprint and specifications (biological
criteria) for a conservation-based regime for border area fisheries in southern British Columbia and Washington
State. The specifics of the regime were bilaterally developed and were agreed to in February of 2002. The new
regime will includes rules that will establish harvest limits in specified border area fisheries. The rules are designed
to limit exploitation rates on natural coho stocks to sustainable levels, taking into account all fisheries affecting the
stocks, thereby improving the long term prospects of sustainable, healthy fisheries in both countries.

Southern British Columbia and Washington State Chum Salmon (Chapter 6):. This chapter incorporates certain
refinements to the provisions that trigger fisheries directed at chum salmon in the Strait of Georgia and Puget Sound.
These refinements will have only a minor impact on the allocations of catches, but will improve the effectiveness of
the regime. Additionally, at the request of the United States, Canada has agreed to require the live release of chum
salmon in certain of its net fisheries in its southern boundary areas at those times of the year when “summer chum”--
a species recently listed as threatened under the ESA--may be present in the areas. Both countries agreed to collect
better data relating to these fish.

The 1999 agreement can be found at: http://www.state.gov/www/global/oes/oceans/990630 salmon_index.html.

Staff Contacts

NOAA Fisheries: Department of State:

David Cantillon Colin Mciff

Pacific Salmon Treaty Section Office of Marine Conservation (OES/OMC)
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA U.S. Department of State

7600 Sand Point Way 2201 C Street, NW

Seattle, WA 98115-0070 Washington, D.C. 20520-7818

Telephone: (206) 526-4140 Telephone: (202) 647-4824

Fax: (206) 526-6534 Fax: (202) 736-7350

Convention on the Conservation and Management of
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Pollock Resources in the Central Bering Sea

Implementing Legislation

There is no implementing legislation for the Convention.
Parties

Japan, People's Republic of China (China), Republic of Korea (Korea), Republic of Poland (Poland), Russian
Federation, and the United States.

Description

A. Mission/Purpose:
The objectives of the Convention are:

"1. to establish an international regime for conservation, management, and optimum utilization of pollock
resources in the Convention Area [the high seas area of the Bering Sea beyond the U.S. and Russian 200-mile
jurisdictions];

2. to restore and maintain pollock resources in the Bering Sea at levels which will permit their maximum
sustainable yield;

3. to cooperate in the gathering and examining of factual information concerning pollock and other living
marine resources in the Bering Sea; and

4. to provide, if the Parties agree, a forum in which to consider the establishment of necessary conservation and
management measures for other living marine resources in the Convention Area as may be required in the
future.”

B. Organizational Structure:

The Convention does not provide for a commission. It does, however, specify that Parties will convene an Annual
Conference and establish a Scientific and Technical (S&T) Committee. The functions of the Annual Conference are,
among other things, to establish an annual allowable harvest level (AHL) for pollock in the Convention Area,
establish an annual individual national pollock quota (INQ) for each Party, adopt appropriate pollock conservation
and management measures, establish a Plan of Work for the S&T Committee, and discuss cooperative enforcement
measures and receive enforcement reports from each Party. Parties may also use the Annual Conference to
determine the scope of any cooperative scientific research on, and conservation and management measures for,
living marine resources other than pollock covered by the Convention.

The S&T Committee has the charge to "compile, exchange, and analyze information on fisheries harvests, fish
stocks, and other living marine resources covered by this Convention in accordance with the Plan of Work
established by the Annual Conference, and shall investigate other scientific matters as may be referred to it by the
Annual Conference." The S&T Committee also makes recommendations to the Annual Conference regarding the
conservation and management of pollock, including the AHL.

C. Advisory Body:
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No formal U.S. advisory body has been legislated for the Convention. However, the U.S. Department of State has
invited the 12-member "North Pacific and Bering Sea Fisheries Advisory Body," appointed to advise the U.S.

Representative to the U.S.-Russia Intergovernmental Consultative Committee (ICC), to serve informally as the
advisory body. This group consists of the following individuals:

--  The Director of the Department of Fisheries and Wildlife of the State of Washington;

--  The Commissioner of the Department of Fish and Game of the State of Alaska;

--  Five members appointed by the Secretary of State from a list of 10 nominees provided by the Governor of
Alaska; and,

--  Five members appointed by the Secretary of State from a list of 10 nominees provided by the Governor of
Washington.

D. Background:

The development in the mid-to-late 1980s of an extensive pollock fishery in the central Bering Sea area of the
Aleutian Basin, beyond the U.S. and Russian 200-mile zones, was of great concern to U.S. and Russian fishing
interests. The United States closed a domestic fishery as a result of the adverse impact this unregulated fishery was
having on U.S. pollock stocks. Concern also extended to bycatch problems associated with the fishery.

The central Bering Sea pollock fishery was conducted by trawl vessels from China, Japan, Korea, Poland, and the
former Soviet Union. Catch data submitted by these countries indicated that annual harvests in the area rose to
approximately 1.5 million metric tons (mt) in the years leading up to 1989. Largely due to drastic declines in catch
and catch-per-unit-effort from 1990, leading to a total catch of under 300,000 mt in 1991 and under 11,000 mt in
1992, the governments involved agreed to a voluntary suspension of fishing in the area for 1993-94. During the 2-
year suspension of fishing, an agreed scientific monitoring program was carried out that showed no evidence of the
recovery of the resource.

On February 11, 1994, the Parties completed 3 years of negotiations and initialed the Convention on the Conserva-
tion and Management of Pollock Resources in the central Bering Sea. Its major principles include: no fishing
permitted in the Convention area unless the biomass of the Aleutian Basin stock exceeds a threshold of 1.67 million
mt (if the parties cannot agree on an estimate of the biomass, the estimate of the Alaska Fisheries Science Center and
its Russian counterpart will be used); allocation procedures; 100 percent observer and satellite transmitter coverage;
and prior notification of entry into the Convention area and of transshipment activities.

On June 16, 1994, the Convention was signed by China, Korea, the Russian Federation, and the United States.
Japan and Poland signed it on August 4, 1994, and August 25, 1994, respectively. The Convention entered into
force on December 8, 1995, for Russia, Poland, China, and the United States, December 21, 1995, for Japan, and
January 4, 1996, for Korea.

Current Status

Representatives of the United States, Russia, Japan, and Korea met in Portland, Oregon, on September 15-18, 2003,
for the 8™ Annual Conference of the Parties to the Convention on the Conservation and Management of Pollock
Resources in the Central Bering Sea. China and Poland did not send delegations to the meeting. The Conference
was chaired by Dr. James Balsiger, Regional Administrator, NMFS Alaska Region, and Dr. Richard Marasco,

NMEFS Alaska Fisheries Science Center, led the U.S. delegation. The first two and a half days of the meeting were
devoted to a Scientific and Technical (S&T) Committee meeting; plenary sessions were conducted for the remainder
of the meeting.
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The major functions of the Annual Conference are, among other things, to establish an allowable commercial harvest
level (AHL) for pollock in the central Bering Sea for the following year, establish an annual individual national
pollock quota (INQ) for each Party, establish a Plan of Work for the S&T Committee, and adopt appropriate pollock
conservation and management measures for the Convention area.

2004 AHL and INQs: At the May 2003 Pollock Workshop in Pusan, Korea, Parties agreed to establish the
intermediary step of determining the allowable biological catch (ABC) of pollock in Convention Area, prior to
determining an AHL. They determined that the North Pacific Fishery Management Council method for setting the
ABC was appropriate for this purpose, based on the March 2003 Bogoslof Island pollock spawning stock survey
results. As a result, Parties set the ABC for the Convention Area in 2004 at 2,401 metric tons (mt). Japan and Korea
recommended that the ABC be set as the AHL for 2004. However, due to the extremely low biomass level of the
Aleutian Basin pollock stock, the United States and Russia recommended that the AHL be set at zero.

When Parties fail to reach consensus on the AHL, it is determined by a fall-back formula in Part 1 of the Annex to
the Convention. Pursuant to this formula, the AHL was set at zero for 2004 and consequently the INQ was also set
at zero. 2004 will mark the 11th anniversary of a moratorium on commercial pollock fishing in the central Bering
Sea.

The best available information in 2003 to estimate the biomass in the Aleutian Basin indirectly was obtained from a
midwater echo integration-trawl survey of the Bogoslof Island pollock spawning stock conducted by the United
States using the R/'V MILLER FREEMAN in March 2003. U.S. scientists estimated the pollock biomass for this area
to be 198,000 mt--the lowest biomass on record.

Trial Fishing: Korea reported that two commercial fishing vessels conducted trial fishing operations in the
Convention Area in March 2003. Only two pollock were caught in a combined total of 13 mid-water trawl hauls.
The Parties agreed to roll over 2003 terms and conditions for trial fishing for 2004. Korea, Japan, and Russia said
that they may conduct trial fishing in 2004.

Work Plan for the S&T Committee: The Work Plan for the S&T Committee for 2004 consists of (1) forming a
working group to develop a comprehensive program and protocols to collect and exchange pollock specimens for
genetic research, (2) assigning the Comprehensive Research Plan Working Group to assess the feasibility of
conducting synoptic pollock surveys in the entire Bering Sea, and (3) investigating a neutral host for the Convention
website (currently housed on the Alaska Fisheries Science Center’s web site).

Transparency: The Parties agreed to the same interim observer rules for 2004 that were employed from 1998-

2003. These rules do not address attendance by non-governmental observers--only observers from regional and
intergovernmental organizations.

Future Meetings

Japan offered to host the 9™ Annual Conference of the Parties in Kushiro on September 7-10, 2004. Japan also
recommended that the schedule of meetings be discussed at the 9" Annual Conference.

Copies of the approved reports of the 2003 Annual Conference and the S&T Committee are available from NOAA
Fisheries upon request.

Staff Contacts
NOAA Fisheries:

Headquarters: Paul E. Niemeier
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Office of Sustainable Fisheries (F/SF4)
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA
1315 East-West Highway, Room 13113
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Telephone: (301) 713-2276

Fax: (301) 713-2313

E-mail: paul.niemeier@noaa.gov

Department of State:

H. Stetson Tinkham

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

2201 C Street, NW

Washington, D.C. 20520-7818

Telephone: (202) 647-2335

Fax: (202) 736-7350

E-mail: tinkhamsx@state.gov
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Region:

James W. Balsiger, Administrator

Alaska Region (F/AK)

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA
P.O. Box 21668

Juneau, AK 99802-1668

Telephone: (907) 586-7221

Fax: (907) 586-7249

E-mail: jim.balsiger@noaa.gov
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Treaty Between the Government of the United States of America
and the Government of Canada on
Pacific Coast Albacore Tuna Vessels and Port Privileges

Implementing Legislation

Implementing legislation was signed on April 13, 2004, as Public Law 108-219, 118 Stat. 615.
Parties

The United States and Canada.

Description

Under the Treaty, each Party allows fishing vessels of the other Party to fish for albacore tuna in waters under its
fisheries jurisdiction beyond 12 nautical miles. In addition, each Party allows the albacore tuna fishing vessels of the
other Party to enter its designated ports to:

II. land their catches of albacore tuna without payment of duties and

IV. transship them in bond under customs supervision to any port of the flag state or
VI. sell them for export in bond or
VIIL. sell them locally on payment of the applicable customs duty and

X. obtain fuel, supplies, repairs, and equipment on the same basis as albacore tuna vessels of the other Party.

Each Party provides annually to the other Party a list of its fishing vessels that propose to fish for albacore tuna off
the coast of the other Party. Vessels of each Party are to keep records of the number and weight of albacore tuna
caught in the jurisdiction of the other Party and to submit such in