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The Commission for the Conservation and Management of 

Highly Migratory Fish Stocks in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean 

 

 

Sixteenth Regular Session of the Commission 

Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea 

5–11 December 2019 

  

  

SUMMARY REPORT  

 

 

AGENDA ITEM 1 —  OPENING OF MEETING  

1. The sixteenth Regular Session of the Commission for the Conservation and Management of Highly 

Migratory Fish Stocks in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean (WCPFC16) took place from 5–11 

December 2019 in Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea (PNG).  

2. The following Members and Participating Territories attended WCPFC16: American Samoa, 

Australia, Canada, the People’s Republic of China,  the Cook Islands, the European Union (EU), the 

Federated States of Micronesia (FSM), Fiji, France, French Polynesia, Indonesia, Japan, Kiribati, the 

Republic of Korea, the Republic of the Marshall Islands (RMI), Nauru, New Caledonia, New Zealand, Niue, 

Palau, Papua New Guinea (PNG), the Philippines, Samoa, the Solomon Islands, Chinese Taipei, Tokelau, 

Tonga, Tuvalu, the United States of America (USA) and Vanuatu.  

3. The following non-party countries attended WCPFC16 as Cooperating Non-Members (CNMs): 

Ecuador, El Salvador, Liberia, Nicaragua, Panama, Thailand and Vietnam.  

4. The following non-Party State observers attended WCPFC16: Curaçao.  

5. Observers from the following intergovernmental organizations attended WCPFC16: African, 

Caribbean and Pacific Group of States; Agreement for the Conservation of Albatross and Petrels (ACAP); 

Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations (FAO), North Pacific Fisheries Commission 

(NPFC); Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA); Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat (PIFS); Parties 

to the Nauru Agreement (PNA); Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC) and The World Bank. 

6. Observers from the following non-governmental organizations (NGOs) attended WCPFC16: 

American Tunaboat Association, Australian National Centre for Ocean Resources and Security (ANCORS), 

Conservation International, International Environmental Law Project (IELP), International Pole and Line 

Foundation (IPNLF), Marine Stewardship Council, Pew Charitable Trusts, Seafood Legacy, The Ocean 
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Foundation (TOF), World Tuna Purse Seine Organisation (WTPO) and World Wide Fund for Nature 

(WWF). 

7. A full list of all participants is provided in Attachment A. 

8. The Reverend Tony Dalaka offered a prayer. 

9. The WCPFC Executive Director, Feleti P Teo, OBE in his welcoming remarks welcomed 

participants to the opening ceremony of WCPFC16. He extended, on behalf of the WCPFC and all delegates, 

appreciation and gratitude for the attendance at the meeting of the Honourable James Marape, Prime 

Minister of the Independent State of Papua New Guinea and looked forward to the prime Minister’s address 

and insights. The Executive Director thanked the government and people of PNG for the warmth of their 

welcome and for hosting WCPFC16, and acknowledged with gratitude PNG’s Minister for Fisheries, the 

Hon. Dr. Lino Tom and his officials and staff for the excellent meeting arrangements. He also acknowledged 

the presence of other ministers of fisheries from member states of the Commission, particularly Pacific 

Island developing states, and noted that their continued attendance was sending a powerful message 

regarding the serious concern of Pacific Island states regarding the health and sustainability of tuna and 

other highly migratory fish stocks in the western and central Pacific Ocean (WCPO). He further noted that 

the Pacific has the world’s richest tuna resources and production, contributing over half of global tuna catch 

in 2018. He also highlighted that all the key commercial tuna stocks in the WCPF Convention Area are 

assessed as being managed and maintained above agreed sustainable levels, an accomplishment not matched 

in any other region. He cautioned, however, that there was a temptation to be complacent and less vigilant 

with regard to conservation efforts, and reminded CCMs that the WCPFC is first and foremost a 

conservation organisation, which must have as its central focus the biological sustainability of the fish 

stocks, with all other considerations and interests — whether financial, economic or commercial — 

remaining subservient to that central focus. The Executive Director’s full remarks are attached as 

Attachment B. 

10. The Commission Chair, Ms. Jung-re Riley Kim, welcomed the Prime Minister of PNG, as well as 

honourable ministers, delegates, representatives, and attendees to WCPFC16. She expressed her gratitude 

to the government of PNG, remarking on the professionalism and efficiency which the government of PNG 

had demonstrated as host of the WCPFC. She also remarked in particular the significance of the attendance 

by the Prime Minister of PNG at the opening of WCPFC16. She stated her immense pleasure and honour to 

lead the discussions that would contribute to shaping the future of resource conservation and management 

in the WCPO. The Chair noted that critical issues facing WCPFC16 included making further progress on 

harvest strategies; improving the Compliance Monitoring Scheme (CMS), which is set to expire in 2019; 

discussing and producing a workplan to develop high seas purse seine catch or effort limits and longline 

bigeye limits and relevant allocations as set out in the WCPFC’s tropical tuna measure; and discussing ways 

to ensure effective conservation and management of South Pacific albacore. She drew particular attention 

to the harvest strategy, which is a core objective of the Commission, and stated that WCPFC15 agreed on a 

6-day annual meeting for WCPFC16 to enable the Commission to move forward with discussions and 

development of a harvest strategy in accordance with Conservation and Management Measure (CMM) 

2014-06, and noted her expectation that WCPFC16 would make meaningful progress in that regard. She 

highlighted the significant contribution by SPC-OFP in providing science and data inputs into this work, 

and their innovative efforts and initiatives for engaging with and building the capacity of CCMs with respect 

to harvest strategies. She also noted the importance of giving consideration to the special requirements of 

small island developing states (SIDS) and appreciated the efforts by all CCMs to uphold this important 

principle. The Chair offered special thanks to the Executive Director and his team for their support in 

preparation for WCPFC16; and thanked the Commission Vice Chair, and chairs and vice chairs of the 

subsidiary bodies of the Commission for their hard work and leadership. She also offered congratulations to 

FFA members on their 40th anniversary. The Chair closed by expressing thanks and acknowledgement to 
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the former WCPFC Chair Ms. Rhea Moss-Christian, who she said led the Commission with dedication, 

focus and stewardship; the Chair emphasized her intention to carry on that legacy. The WCPFC Chair’s full 

remarks are attached as Attachment C.  

11. The Honourable James Marape, MP, Prime Minister of the Independent State of Papua New Guinea, 

gave the keynote opening address. On behalf of his government and the people of PNG he extended a very 

warm welcome to his country, which he noted is a land of many cultures, tradition and languages, with over 

8 million people, 800 languages and 1000 tribes. He observed that PNG was not new to United Nations 

(UN) processes, recalling that PNG hosted a PrepCom conference in Madang preceding the first WCPFC 

conference. He recalled the importance of UN Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) 14 and the declaration 

by Pacific Island Forum Leaders of a Blue Pacific, in recognition of the region’s shared stewardship of the 

Pacific. He observed that the WCPO contains the world’s most productive tuna fisheries, which are unique 

in that they occur mostly under national jurisdiction, largely within the exclusive economic zones (EEZs) 

of Pacific SIDS, where about half of the global supply of skipjack is caught. He highlighted that there are 

issues and challenges affecting the sustainability of tuna and other highly migratory stocks in the WCPO, 

noting in particular illegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing, with its far-reaching consequences 

for long-term sustainable fisheries management. Among the other pressing issues facing WCPFC16 he 

mentioned the need to develop harvest strategies for key commercial tuna species; controlling high seas 

fishing effort and transhipment; the special requirements for SIDS; and an effective CMS. However, he 

observed WCPFC’s actions have helped ensure that all major tuna stocks in the WCPF Convention Area 

are currently at sustainable levels, which is not the case in any other regional fisheries management 

organization (RFMO). He stated the need for all CCMs to work together in true partnership to ensure 

WCPFC’s fish stocks remain healthy, noting PNG’s commitment in that endeavour, and his government’s 

vision to encourage growth through onshore and downstream processing in the fisheries sector in the region, 

providing jobs, livelihoods, foreign exchange and food security, with the goal of seeing the region 

recognized in the global market as the home of sustainable fishing and catch. He also called upon WCPFC 

to address climate change and its impact on the low-lying islands of the Pacific, its waters, and fish stocks; 

the growing impacts of pollution from plastics and marine debris; harmful fisheries subsidies that impacting 

fragile Pacific economies; and social accountability standards for those employed be fisheries. He stated 

that such issues are real for Pacific peoples, and they must be properly managed. He expressed confidence 

that WCPFC’s deliberations would strengthen existing measures and reach consensus on adoption of new 

CMMs, noting the reality that the Pacific islands could not move on to new regions if they soiled their 

resources. He wished participants success in their deliberations and declared the 16th Annual Regular 

Session of the WCPFC open. The Prime Minister’s full remarks are attached as Attachment D.  

1.1 Adoption of Agenda  

12. The Chair presented the revised Provisional Agenda (WCPFC16-2019-01) for consideration and 

adoption of the Commission. She noted the addition of agenda Item 13.2A, as discussed at the Heads of 

Delegation meeting. 

13. The Agenda was adopted (Attachment E*). 

 

1.2 Statements from Members and Participating Territories  

14. The Hon. Semi Koroilavesau, Minister for Fisheries of Fiji, acknowledged the Prime Minister of 

PNG for his address, and gave tribute to the traditional owners of Papua New Guinea for their hospitality. 

He stressed that the shared ocean and its resources formed an identity that had sustained Pacific Islanders 

for generations, and that Fiji and its Pacific Island neighbours were thus passionate about voicing their 

concerns during WCPFC meetings. He reviewed several items of concern to Fiji:  
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i. Finalising the preferred South Pacific albacore target reference point (TRP), with a focus on an 

overall hard limit split between the high seas and EEZs, and implementing overall hard limits that 

recognise zone-based management, EEZ limits, data collection and reporting requirements until a 

harvest strategy is agreed upon;  

ii. Developing control measures on effort in the high seas through limits and an allocation framework 

for purse seine and longline fisheries;  

iii. Improving current coverage and more effectively implementing broader monitoring, control and 

surveillance (MCS) priorities; 

iv. Recognising the adverse impacts of climate change in the WCPO, and collectively taking stronger 

action on climate change in the form of better science, robust measures that help mitigate impacts of 

climate change, and a general reduction of the WCPFC’s carbon footprint; and  

v. Recognising the limitations of SIDS and what needs to be undertaken to ensure that CMMs are not 

burdensome and are passed through consensus. 

 

15. The Hon. Dennis P. Momotaro, Minister of Natural Resources and Commerce, and Chairman of the 

Marshall Islands Marine Resources Authority, expressed gratitude for the excellent hosting of the meetings, 

and for the Prime Minister’s address. He also congratulated the WCPFC Chair for her new role, and 

acknowledged the prior Chair, Ms. Rhea Moss-Christian. He addressed three key issues, in addition to 

supporting the comments raised by Fiji:  

i. the ongoing challenges of IUU fishing, and work toward achieving an IUU-free Pacific by 2023; 

ii. the immediate need to address marine pollution through effective implementation of CMM 2017-04; 

and 

iii. the response to the impacts of climate change, as expressed in WCPFC16-2019-DP04. 

 

16. The Hon. Esa Sharon-Mona Ainu’u (Niue) wished the Chair all the best in her leadership; 

acknowledged the Vice Chair of WCPFC, Dr Josie Tamate, from Niue; and expressed appreciation and 

thanks to Ms. Rhea Moss Christian for her dedication and hard work during her term as Chair of WCPFC. 

She thanked the host government of PNG for the warm hospitality accorded to her delegation and stated that 

her presence was an indication of Niue’s continual commitment to the management and sustainable 

development of its vital fisheries. She stressed the responsibility CCMs have to ensure the tuna resources in 

the WCPO are managed sustainably. She noted three particular concerns Niue would focus on at WCPFC16:  

i. Climate change, which she stated was an existential threat to the region, and directly threatens Pacific 

livelihoods, security and wellbeing. She stated that action on climate change needs to be a primary 

concern in all areas and called on WCPFC to adopt the FFA resolution that would be introduced;  

ii. The need to agree and implement a process and workplan to establish limits and allocations for high 

seas purse seine and longline fisheries that specifically recognizes the special circumstances of SIDs, 

and the rights of SIDs to develop fisheries in the high seas; and 

iii. The South Pacific albacore roadmap, as albacore is the key species of interest for Niue’s EEZ.  

 

She stated that she looked forward to cooperating with Niue’s regional partners to strengthen management 

of the high seas in order to cater for future generations. 

 

17. The Hon. Lino Tom, Minister for Fisheries and Marine Resources, PNG, welcomed all delegations 

to PNG, congratulated the Chair of WCPFC, and looked forward to working with her as chair. He noted that 

measures adopted by the Commission had resulted in demonstrated sustainable management of tuna and 

other highly migratory fish stocks in the WCPO, and that the Commission’s legacy was achieving 

cooperation between the competing interests of its various members. He mentioned some significant issues 

on the agenda, including high seas allocation, the harvest strategy, CMS, and climate change. He stated that 

the outcomes of the discussions should continue to strengthen and enhance existing management regimes, 
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in particular CMMs adopted for the high seas. He referenced the need to ensure that measures adopted did 

not have a disproportionate impact on SIDS and the need to adopt a skipjack TRP and noted with concern 

the approach being taken by the Commission regarding harvest strategies. He stressed the importance of 

addressing climate change, and of ensuring the need to comply with and be vigilant in maintaining the 

integrity of the Commission’s CMMs.  

18. The Hon. Tetabo Nakara, Minister of Fisheries and Marine Resources Development, Kiribati, 

offered warm gratitude to the government and people of PNG for hosting WCPFC16, and thanked the 

Secretariat and NFA for their support for WCPFC16. He acknowledged Commission members in 

recognizing Kiribati’s unfortunate situation with three non-contiguous EEZs across vast areas of high seas, 

and the accommodations made to Kiribati in recognition of this. He noted the dependence of Kiribati on the 

region’s shared tuna stocks and noted the need to honour and respect each other’s interest and sovereignty, 

in a spirit of good faith and cooperation. He noted that the success of the WCPFC’s CMMs was encouraging, 

while calling for more work on the science and economics of the fisheries to enable informed and active 

participation in decision-making. He also asked that developed CCMs recognise the Third Implementing 

Arrangement of the Parties to the Nauru Agreement, which he stated was embedded in the CMM for tropical 

tunas, and thus form part of the institutional structure of tuna management in the WCPO. 

19. The Hon. Minute Alapati Taupo, Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Fisheries and Trade of 

Tuvalu, thanked the government and people of PNG for the excellent hospitality and courtesy accorded to 

their delegation, and congratulated the Chair, while assuring her that his delegation would support and work 

with her in her tenure as chair of WCPFC. He also conveyed thanks and congratulations to the outgoing 

Chair, Ms Rhea Moss Christian. On behalf of the government of Tuvalu he noted the following priorities.  

i. Climate change, which he described as threatening the very survival of Tuvalu. Tuvalu strongly 

supported the views expressed by FFA member countries in WCPFC16-2019-DP04, and urged 

WCPFC members to work towards effective and equitable solutions to address climate change 

impacts on the management of fisheries resources in this region;  

ii. The review of the TRP for skipjack, which accounts for about 90% of the commercial tuna catches 

in Tuvalu’s waters. He noted Tuvalu favours a TRP that will maintain stocks and effort at or near 

2012 levels. He also addressed the need to reach agreement on TRPs for yellowfin and bigeye, while 

suggesting a better understanding of the practical and economic impacts on Tuvalu’s multi-species 

fisheries was needed for setting TRPs for these tunas, observing that experience with the skipjack 

TRP also showed the need for caution;  

iii. The process for setting limits for high seas purse seine and longline fisheries, while not re-opening 

the effective systems that PNA members have in place to manage the fisheries in their EEZs; and  

iv. Concerns regarding the definition FADs. He noted that although Tuvalu would benefit from relaxing 

the FAD definition as proposed by two CCMs, it opposed it at WCPFC15 because of concerns over 

the impact on bigeye tuna stocks. Tuvalu also stated concern that the new exemption for “small items 

of garbage”, which was trialled in 2019, caused confusion for Tuvaluan observers. While always 

willing to consider measures to improve FAD management, Tuvalu was not inclined to agree to 

simply extend the arrangement.  

He looked forward to further discussion on the issues before the Commission and stated his hope that CCMs 

could reach consensus. He closed by expressing sincere sympathies and condolences to the countries 

affected by the recent outbreak of measles which caused sad and unexpected casualties.  

20. Mr. Eugene Pangelinan, Executive Director of FSM’s National Oceanic Resource Management 

Authority, and Chair of the Forum Fisheries Committee (FFC), spoke on behalf of the 17 members of FFA. 

He congratulated the Commission Chair, stating that she had the full support of the FFA membership, and 

again thanked the outgoing Chair, Ms. Rhea Moss-Christian for her past leadership. He thanked the PNG 

government for hosting the meeting and NFA for the excellent arrangements. He stated that at their 2019 
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annual meeting Pacific Island Forum Leaders highlighted that climate change is the single greatest threat to 

the livelihoods, security and wellbeing of the people of the Pacific, and reaffirmed their commitment to 

progress the implementation of the Paris Agreement. He stated that it is an unprecedented global challenge 

— the impacts of climate change are particularly severe in Pacific Island countries, where for many the 

threat posed by climate change is existential. He stated that climate change places the benefits to Pacific 

SIDS from the region’s tuna fisheries at great risk; for many countries, tuna fisheries are their most critical 

renewable resource, one that provides essential social, cultural and economic benefits, and tuna stocks are 

increasingly important for food security in the region and essential for the achievement of all SDGs by 

Pacific Island countries. He stated that as outlined in WCPFC16-2019-DP04, FFA members called on 

WCPFC to take stronger action on climate change, and that FFA members’ broader priorities for WCPFC16 

were outlined in WCPFC16-2019-DP01 and other delegation papers. He closed by highlighting several 

other issues of concern to FFA members: 

i. The lack of thought in the CMM 2013-06 assessments on the impacts of new proposals on SIDS, 

noting the need for better advance consultation between proponents of measures and SIDS CCMs;  

ii. The status of certain stocks, with North Pacific striped marlin being the most critical, noting that 

management of these stocks must be a priority; and 

iii. The need to resolve some longstanding issues, including the consolidated shark CMM. 

 

21. France stated that their primary concern at WCPFC16 was the fight against IUU fishing, which 

requires continued improvement. It referred to enforcement actions taken by French authorities, stating that 

France will maintain the highest level of inspections possible near New Caledonia, French Polynesia, and 

Wallis and Futuna. France looked forward to efforts to increase Port State control and strengthen CMM 

2017-02 (Conservation and Management Measure on Minimum Standards for Port State Measures). As of 

1 January 2020, France stated it will apply the International Maritime Organization (IMO) Port State 

measures in Papeete. France stated it would support adoption of a CMM ensuring transhipment is conducted 

in port instead of at sea, and supported cooperation with other tuna (t)-RFMOs, especially with regard to 

inspections at sea and in port.  

22. Mr. Va’amua Henry Sesepasara, Director of the Department of Marine and Wildlife Resources in 

American Samoa stated that, like Fiji, American Samoa identifies very closely with tuna — its culture and 

economy are tuna dependent, and American Samoa therefore supports the effective management of the tuna 

resources under the stewardship of the Commission. He looked forward to discussing all of the potentially 

contentious management issues such as high seas allocations, TRPs and harvest strategies, reflecting that, 

thanks to the good work of the Commission, tropical tunas in the WCPO are in good condition, but observed 

that the same cannot be said for tuna-dependent economies. He stated that there was simply too much tuna 

being caught, and the oversupply of purse seine-caught tuna had reduced the value of tuna for canning, 

noting that the current tuna fishery was simply not economically sustainable for any CCM. Therefore, like 

the albacore fishery, American Samoa believed economic considerations should be included when 

developing management measures for the purse seine tuna fishery. 

1.3 Meeting Arrangements  

23. The Commission reviewed the meeting arrangements, the indicative meeting schedule, and 

confirmed decisions made at the Heads of Delegation meeting held on 4 December.  

1.3.1 Establishment of small working groups  

24.  The Commission agreed to progress work on specific issues through the following small working 

groups: (i) CNM SWG, led by Nauru; (ii) SWG to finalise the CMR, led by the TCC Chair (RMI); (iii) , 

SWG to consider the E-Monitoring Concept Paper, led by ERandEM WG  Chair (Australia); (iv) Review 
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of Transhipment CMM IWG terms of reference, led by IWG Cho-Chairs (RMI and USA); (v) Draft CMM 

for Sharks, led by the Shark IWG Chair (Japan); (vi) Considering enhancements to the CMM on CMS in 

accordance with the future work in Section IX of CMM 2018-07, led by the TCC Vice Chair (Canada); (vii) 

SWG on the list of obligations to be assessed by the CMS in 2020, led by the WCPFC Vice-Chair (Niue); 

(viii) Harvest Strategy Workplan SWG, led by Australia; and (ix) SWG to develop a terms of reference for 

a workshop on high seas purse seine effort limits and bigeye longline limit allocation, led by Papua New 

Guinea.  

AGENDA ITEM 2  — ANNUAL REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR  

25. The Executive Director introduced WCPFC16-2019-04: 2019 Annual Report of the Executive 

Director, which is a requirement under Rule 13 of the Commission’s Rules of Procedure. He indicated that 

if the Corporate Plan was approved, future annual reports would address the requirements of that plan. He 

stated that WCPFC15 key outcomes included approval for the continuation of the tropical tuna CMM, a 

TRP for South Pacific Albacore, and bycatch CMMs (for seabirds, turtles, etc). He observed that the lack 

of agreement regarding a science–management dialogue resulted in a 6-day meeting for WCPFC16. The 

Executive Director reviewed the work of SC15, which was undertaken under four thematic areas, and 

thanked the theme conveners for their efforts on behalf of the Commission. He reminded CCMs that the 

WCPO catch totals 81% of the Pacific Ocean catch, and 51% of the global catch. The services of the SPC-

OFP supports the work of the SC, and he noted that the outcomes of their assessments would be addressed 

at WCPFC16. He reviewed the work of the NC during 2019, noting the joint activities undertaken with 

IATTC. He also reviewed the work by TCC15, which adopted a provisional CMR, while work on 

streamlining reporting requirements and development of audit points would continue into 2020. Terms of 

Reference (TORs) were adopted for the work of the transhipment review IWG, while the working groups 

addressing the flow of observer reports and electronic reporting and electronic monitoring were able to meet 

in the margins of TCC15. Institutional issues raised by the Executive Director included strategic planning; 

a summary of staffing matters; and financial and administrative arrangements, in particular, he highlighted 

the healthy financial status of the Commission as expressed in the unqualified auditor’s report. The 

Executive Director noted WCPFC’s trust funds and thanked the CCMs responsible for funding these (a list 

of voluntary contributions is provided in para 37 of his report). The Executive Director also noted the 

tremendous contributions made by SPC (scientific services provider), FFA (as Vessel Monitoring System 

[VMS] services provider), and ISC (scientific services provider to NC). The Executive Director also 

highlighted the relations of WCPFC with other organisations (including the UN and FAO, tuna and non-

tuna RFMOs, and other Pacific regional organisations) and touched on the ABNJ Common Oceans and 

WPEA projects. Among key future activities, he highlighted the harvest strategy development work, and 

work on the new tropical tuna CMM.  

26. FSM, on behalf of FFA members, thanked the Executive Director for the report, and noted that the 

Secretariat had tabled a draft Corporate Plan for consideration at WCPFC16, which they considered good 

progress, and looked forward to commenting on it later in the meeting. FFA members thanked the 

Commission for allocating an extra day at WCPFC16 to allow discussions on harvest strategies and noted 

with concern that Southwest Pacific striped marlin is likely overfished and that North Pacific striped marlin 

is overfished and subject to overfishing. FFA members encouraged all CCMs to take the required collective 

action to start rebuilding these stocks. FFA members also thanked the Secretariat staff that have moved on 

and welcomed new staff, noting that good staff are critical to supporting the work of the Commission. 

27. The Commission accepted the 2019 Annual Report of the Executive Director (WCPFC16-2019-

04). 
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AGENDA ITEM 3 — MEMBERSHIP AND OTHER APPLICATIONS 

3.1 Status of the Convention  

28. New Zealand, as the Depositary of the Convention on the Conservation and Management of Highly 

Migratory Fish Stocks in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean, presented WCPFC16-2019-05: Status of 

the Convention. It advised that since its last report in December 2018, New Zealand had not received 

notification of any instruments of ratification or accession to the Convention. 

29. The Commission noted the report on the Status of the Convention (WCPFC16-2019-05). 

 

3.2 Update on Observer Status  

30. The Executive Director referred the meeting to WCPFC16-2019-06: List of Observers that 

provided the full list of observer delegations. The Executive Director noted that Curaçao sought CNM status 

for 2020, and observer status for WCPFC16, explaining Curaçao needed to be formerly invited as a non-

party state observer to attend WCPFC16. The Executive Director also explained that Rule 36 of the Rules 

of Procedure (regarding Observers) was adopted in 2018, but that issues with implementation of paragraph 

1(e) were raised at the Heads of Delegation meeting.  

31. The Commission accepted Curaçao as a Non-Party State Observer.  

32. The Commission agreed to exclude Inter-governmental Organisations from the application of 

Rule 36 (5) of the Commission Rules of Procedure and agreed to amend Rule 36(5) to omit the cross-

reference to subparagraph 36 (1 e).  

33. The Commission confirmed that the Secretariat should use 2017, 2018 and 2019 as the base years 

for the initial application for Rule 36 (5) of the Commission Rules of Procedure.  

34. The Commission noted the updated list of observers to the Commission (WCPFC16-2019-06). 

 

3.3 Applications for Cooperating Non-Member (CNM) status  

35. The Commission considered applications for CNM status for 2020 in accordance with CMM 2009-

11, including recommendations from the TCC15. As outlined in WCPFC16-2019-07: Cooperating Non-

Member Requests for 2020, eight applications for CNM status were received in 2019 from Curaçao, 

Ecuador, El Salvador, Liberia, Nicaragua, Panama, Thailand and Vietnam.  

36. Kiribati, on behalf of FFA members, stated that it is a privilege to fish and engage in related activities 

within the WCPO, and that renewal of CNM status was conditional upon full compliance with the national 

laws and regulations of any licensing CCM, and all WCPFC CMMs, and provisions of the WCPF 

Convention. FFA members stated that the Commission should consider the question of whether a failure to 

comply with established requirements should be rewarded with renewal of CNM status. They noted the 

difficulty in determining appropriate action when a CNM has been found non-compliant until “Actions in 

response to non-compliance” were progressed as part of the overall CMS. As identified by TCC15, issues 

of non-attendance (at least for the TCC and Commission meetings), late financial contributions, and 

compliance and data gaps were to be addressed at WCPFC16. FFA members sought guidance from the 

Secretariat on issues and information gaps identified at TCC15 and to be reported to the Commission before 

a decision to grant CNM status to an applicant is made. They noted that CNM applicants should at the least 
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participate in the meetings of the Commission and the TCC and must be available to respond to any 

questions relating to their application, stating that the Commission and TCC could not receive information 

from a person who does not represent the CNM applicant, and that the Commission must remind CNMs that 

there is an expectation that CNMs participate actively to respond to queries and rectify issues in a timely 

manner. FFA members thanked all CNMs for payment of financial contributions. On the issue of late 

payment of financial contributions, TCC15 recommended that the Commission apply the same expectations 

regarding payment deadlines and outstanding payments that are applied to full members of the Commission. 

37. Solomon Islands, on behalf of FFA members, noted that certain CNM applicants were identified as 

non-compliant or priority non-compliant with respect to a number of CMMs during the CMS process in 

2019. Where a compliance issue is priority non-compliant, CNMs are required to provide an explanation as 

to how these repeated instances of non-compliance will be addressed and not repeated each year so that this 

can be critically assessed by the Commission in determining whether or not to grant CNM status to each 

applicant. The issue of non-compliance must be addressed before a decision is taken. With regards to 

Curaçao, FFA members requested they provide information on their compliance record in other RFMOs. 

38. The Compliance Manager noted that para. 10 of WCPFC16-2019-07 contained the additional 

information received by the Secretariat. 

39. The representative of Curaçao thanked the Commission for granting it non-party observer status for 

WCPFC16. Curaçao related that it is a member of ICCAT and has been a full member since 2014. Curaçao 

attended ICCAT’s last meeting, when only one item was notified (no information received regarding fishing 

in the EEZ of Curaçao). Curaçao indicated that no information had been received because no fishing licenses 

had been issued for Curaçao’s EEZ, and thus no data was provided. Curaçao stated it has been a member of 

SPRFMO for 2 years but was not fishing in that area. Regarding the Northeast Atlantic Fisheries 

Commission (of which Curaçao is a cooperating non-contracting party), Curaçao stated there were no 

compliance issues.  

40. Tuvalu, on behalf of FFA members, noted that considerations in the grant of participatory rights to 

a CNM are captured in paragraph 12 of the CNM CMM. Rights may also be reviewed in accordance with 

the measure. They noted that where a CNM has failed to comply with any of the CMMs, it “shall be deemed 

to have undermined the effectiveness of the conservation and management measures adopted by the 

Commission” (para. 15 CMM 2009-11). 

41. FSM sought clarification regarding the interest of Curaçao in the WCPFC area, noting that while 

there appears to be a focus on providing supporting services to fishing vessels, Curaçao also has fishing 

vessels. Curaçao stated that they do have purse seine vessels and trawlers operating in other areas and have 

six carrier vessels and two supply vessels flagged. Curaçao stated it has no intention of becoming engaged 

in fishing activities in the WCPF Convention Area and is only interested in conducting transhipment in ports 

within the Convention Area. Curaçao would seek to comply with all CMMs and CMS (e.g., with VMS) to 

align with the WCPFC Convention. 

42. The EU stated that they have formal dialogues on IUU fishing with some countries that are applying 

for CNM status and noted that some of these countries have been preidentified as non-cooperating with 

respect to fighting and preventing IUU fishing.  In this context, the EU also stated that despite the non-

compliance issues identified in the Compliance Monitoring Report, it would agree to accord this year CNM 

status to all countries applying for it.  However, the EU will not support the renewal of CNM status to these 

countries next year, unless they will achieve clear and concrete progress in addressing the shortcomings in 

compliance with WCPFC rules and in fighting IUU fishing.   
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43. The Commission agreed to accept the applications for CNM status in 2020 submitted by Curaçao, 

Ecuador, El Salvador, Liberia, Nicaragua, Panama, Thailand, and Vietnam. 

44. The Chair noted that Ecuador was registered but not present at WCPFC16. Palau inquired why the 

Commission should entertain CNM applications if parties were not present. The Chair stated they would 

provide an update on Ecuador’s attendance at WCPFC16 and sought input from CCMs regarding the 

granting or renewal of CNM status to CNMs who were not present. The United States noted that CNM 

status had been granted by the Commission for 2020 through the preceding discussion, noting it was 

important to look at the rules for CNM applications. The United States suggested it might be possible to 

change the rules for consideration of future applications. RMI stated that it was hard to assess applications 

if representatives were not present, and that it was not inclined to support applications when representatives 

were absent. Japan agreed that more time should be taken to consider changing the CNM CMM. It agreed 

with the USA’s position, while observing that other RFMOs are not inclined to give CNM status if a 

representative is not present. Japan suggested one approach would be to give existing CNMs a warning but 

in the case of new applicant warnings would not be needed.  

45. Nauru stated that, as the chair of the CNM SWG, and in light of the preceding discussion, the SWG 

would not consider El Salvador’s non-attendance, and would only take up the matter of participatory rights 

for the approved CNMs.  

46. China requested that, to assist the SWG in its work, the Secretariat provide a reference paper 

regarding participatory rights that have been granted in the past.  

47. The SWG considering the CNM participatory rights made the following recommendations and 

observations:  

i. The SWG noted with appreciation the attendance and participation of Curaçao, Ecuador, Liberia, 

Nicaragua, Panama, Thailand, and Vietnam.  

ii. The SWG was made aware that El Salvador would be arriving the following day. The SWG delayed 

consideration of El Salvador’s participatory rights until they arrived.  

iii. The SWG agreed to recommend that the participatory rights of Ecuador, El Salvador, Liberia, 

Nicaragua, Panama, Thailand, and Vietnam remain the same in 2020 as they were in 2019.  

iv. Curaçao clarified for the SWG that they would only be seeking participation for carrier and bunker 

vessels in the WCPO. The SWG agreed to recommend that the participatory rights of Curaçao would 

be limited to the provision of carrier and bunker vessels.  

 

48. China inquired regarding supply vessels, noting that in other RFMOs this covered vessels deploying 

FADs to help purse seine vessels, and asked if that was the Curaçao’s intent. It asked for specific details 

regarding the vessels, and their number. The representative from Curaçao stated that it did not foresee 

deploying any supply vessels in the Convention area, and that it was comfortable with eliminating the 

reference if desired by the Commission. Curaçao stated that it has 6 carrier vessels.  

49. The Chair inquired of Liberia if any FAD deployment was planned, and the representative of Liberia 

stated that it was engaged only in transhipment activities.  

50. The Chair addressed the issue that had been raised by CCMs regarding non-attendance of CNMs at 

relevant meetings and the annual meeting. The Chair and Secretariat proposed changes to CMM 2009-11, 

in the form of a new para. 3(b) and an amendment to para 6. 

51. The Commission agreed to amend paragraph 3 and paragraph 6 of CMM 2009-11 to include 

consideration of the attendance by an applicant for CNM status at the TCC and Commission meetings 
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where its application is considered, subject to the applicant being able to attend the meeting as an observer 

(Conservation and Management Measure 2019-01, Attachment F*). 

52. The Commission approved the applications for CNM status for 2020 from Curaçao, Ecuador, El 

Salvador, Liberia, Nicaragua, Panama, Thailand and Vietnam. 

 

53. Ecuador thanked the Commission for again approving Ecuador’s application as a CNM, a status it 

has been granted for more than 10 years. Ecuador stated that, along with other CNMs, it had been waiting 

for a long time for a legal, clear, fair and transparent procedure to become full WCPFC members. It recalled 

the discussion paper (WCPFC14-2017-DP18) presented by the United States to WCPFC14, which it stated 

could have represented a good starting point for dealing with the issue, but that the Commission expressed 

very little interest in changing the situation. The CNM application template was changed in 2015, asking 

applicant countries whether they had interest in becoming a full member. Ecuador stated it wondered why 

the change was made, if the information was not being used. Ecuador observed that it and most WCPFC 

members are members of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) and the United 

Nations Fish Stocks Agreement (UNFSA), which are pillars of the legal international framework for oceans 

and fisheries, which stated that RFMOs shall not discriminate against any state or groups of states having a 

real interest in the fisheries concerned. Ecuador stated that attending annual Commission meetings year after 

year, asking WCPFC to address the issue, and not being listened to, undoubtedly constituted discrimination, 

and was a violation of UNCLOS and UNFSA. It noted this was quite different than what had happened 

following adoption of the new IATTC Convention (The Antigua Convention) in 2003, where several non-

EPO coastal states (e.g., China, Belize and Kiribati) became IATTC members without any barriers. Ecuador 

again encouraged the Commission to set up a transparent framework and conditions to allow CNM countries 

to become full members, and specifically asked the Commission to accept Ecuador as a full member. 

54. The EU supported Ecuador’s statement, noting that the Commission was failing to fully respect 

UNCLOS with respect to countries who have fishing interests in the Convention Area and wish to become 

a member, and stated that this could result in problems in the future that could lead to a trial in ITLOS.  

55. Nauru, on behalf of the PNA stated that they did not support the expansion of the Commission to 

include new members. PNA members joined the Commission with the understanding that the WCPFC is a 

closed Commission, which they stated is reflected in the Convention, where the Commission has a different 

and less open process for considering new members compared to some other commissions. The WCPF 

Convention provides that new members can only join by invitation, and that invitation has to be decided by 

consensus. Nauru stated that the process reflected the nature of the Commission, where over 85% of the 

catch was made in the waters of developing countries, especially SIDS, which are highly dependent on those 

resources. PNA members believe it is misleading to invite applicants for CNM status to indicate whether 

they are interested in becoming a member of the Commission. 

56. The United States stated that this was not a new issue, but one which had been previously debated 

at length. The United States confirmed it had tried previously to provide information to support a process 

by which new member applications may be considered. It stated it shared some of the concerns raised by 

the EU, stressing that Commission discussions should at least be consistent with the UNFSA, and looked 

forward to developing a way forward. The United States noted its concern was with the Commission’s lack 

of process which would at least enable respectful discussion of expressions of interest. The United States 

stressed it was not in a position to say that the Commission should be expanded, but that there should at 

least be a process in place to have that discussion.  

57. Palau stated that PNA members considered that the CNM process provided adequate opportunities 

for participation by countries that had not been engaged in the process of drawing up the Convention. 
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3.3.1 Participatory rights of CNMs  

58. The Commission agreed to the following limits to be applied to the participatory rights of CNMs 

(Convention / CMM 2009-11): 

a. In accordance with the WCPF Convention and WCPFC conservation and management measures and 

resolutions, the following participatory rights apply to Cooperating Non- Members (CNMs) for fisheries 

in the high seas within the WCPFC Convention Area;  

b. In addition, unless otherwise specified below, CNMs may fish in waters under their national 

jurisdiction or other CCMs’ national jurisdiction, in accordance with appropriate bilateral arrangements;  

c. CNMs shall ensure vessels flying their flags comply with all provisions of the WCPF Convention and 

the WCPFC conservation and management measures. In addition, CNM vessels will be placed on the 

WCPFC Record of Fishing Vessels (WCPFC RFV);  

d. CCMs shall ensure that CNM fishing activities that are conducted in waters under their national 

jurisdiction in accordance with bilateral arrangements are consistent with all relevant conservation and 

management measures and provisions of the WCPF Convention; and  

e. Renewal of CNM status by the Commission will take into account compliance with the national laws 

and regulations of any licensing CCM, and all conservation and management measures and provisions of 

the WCPFC Convention. CCMs shall identify any violations by vessels flagged to a CNM and report on 

any investigations of such violations to the Secretariat for attention by TCC. 

 

Participatory rights of each CNM in 2020 

 

59. Curaçao: The participatory rights of Curaçao are limited to carrier vessels to engage in 

transhipment activities in the Convention area. 

60. Ecuador: The participatory rights of Ecuador for fishing in the WCPO are limited to purse seine 

fishing, with no participatory rights for fishing on the high seas for highly migratory fish stocks in the 

Convention Area. Any introduction of purse seine fishing capacity is to be in accordance with paragraph 

12 of CMM 2019-01 and CMM 2018-01 or its replacement measure.  

61. El Salvador: The participatory rights of El Salvador for fishing in the WCPO are limited to purse 

seine fishing only. The total level of effort by purse seine vessels of El Salvador on the high seas shall 

not exceed 29 days in the Convention Area. Any introduction of purse seine fishing capacity is to be in 

accordance with paragraph 12 of CMM 2019-01 and CMM 2018-01 or its replacement measure 

62. Liberia: The participatory rights of Liberia are limited to carrier vessels to engage in 

transhipment activities in the Convention area. 

63. Nicaragua: The participatory rights of Nicaragua are limited to purse seine fishing for one vessel, 

with no participatory rights for fishing on the high seas for highly migratory fish stocks in the Convention 

Area. Any introduction of fishing capacity is to be in accordance with paragraph 12 of CMM 2019-01 

and CMM 2018-01 or its replacement measure. 

64. Panama: The participatory rights of Panama in the WCPO are limited to the provision of carrier 

and bunker vessels. Panama’s participatory rights also apply to vessels that supply food, water and spare 
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parts to carrier vessels that engage in transhipment activities, provided that these vessels do not engage 

in activities supporting fishing vessels, including providing and/or servicing FADs. 

65. Thailand: The participatory rights of Thailand in the WCPO are limited to the provision of 

carrier and bunker vessels only. 

66. Vietnam: The participatory rights of Vietnam in the WCPO are limited to the provision of carrier 

and bunker vessels only.  

 

WCPFC/IATTC Overlap Area  

 

67. In accordance with the decision of WCPFC9 regarding the management of the overlap area of 

4˚S and between 130˚W and 150˚W, vessels flagged to Ecuador, El Salvador, Nicaragua and Panama will 

be governed by the IATTC when fishing in the overlap area.  

68. In accordance with the Data Exchange MOU agreed by both Commissions, fishing vessels flying 

the flag of a member of either the IATTC or WCPFC shall cooperate with the RFMO to which they are 

not a member by voluntarily providing operational catch and effort data for its fishing activities for highly 

migratory species in the overlap area.  

69. For the purpose of investigation of possible IUU fishing activities and consistent with 

international and domestic laws, vessels flying the flag of a CNM that is a Contracting Party to the IATTC 

will cooperate with those coastal State members of the WCPFC whose EEZs occur in the overlap area by 

voluntarily providing VMS reports (date, time and position) to those coastal States when operating in the 

overlap area. 

 

 

AGENDA ITEM 4 — NEW PROPOSALS 

DP01 

 

70. FSM as the FFC Chair introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP01 FFA key priorities for WCPFC16. The 

FFC Chair called attention to CMM 2013-06 on SIDS assessment and the Harvest Strategy Work Plan and 

the need for more consideration of implications of harvest strategies and associated capacity building needs 

(addressed under agenda item 6.1). He also noted the skipjack TRP review, with a specific proposal for 

revising the wording of CMM 2015-06 on the skipjack TRP, which needs to be adjusted to reflect the revised 

skipjack stock assessment, observing that the updated analysis indicates that, with the new assessment 

model, a spawning biomass depletion ratio of 42% is projected to achieve roughly the same fishery outcomes 

as the 50% TRP was projected to achieve when it was adopted in 2015; therefore FFA proposes the TRP be 

adjusted from 50% to 42%; and that the text describe the TRP in terms of the conditions of the fishery in 

2012 to avoid a similar problem in the future. Other items highlighted by the FFC Chair included yellowfin 

and bigeye tuna TRPs, timing of the management-science dialogue, the review of the Transhipment CMM, 

the work of the ERandEM Working Group, SW Pacific swordfish, renewal of CMM 2016-05 (Charter 

Notification Scheme), and fisheries subsidies. 
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DP02 

71. Palau on behalf of FFA members introduced WCPFC-2019-DP02 Proposal for a CMM on Mobuild 

Rays caught in Association with fisheries in the WCPFC Convention Area. It stated that the proposal was 

presented to TCC15 and acknowledged the feedback received from many CCMs. As noted by SC12, 

mobulid rays are particularly vulnerable to the impacts of fishing, both as a target and bycatch species. There 

are insufficient data to properly monitor their status, meaning that a precautionary approach to management 

is required. For that reason, mobulid rays are already protected under the Convention on Migratory Species, 

CITES and by both the IATTC and the IOTC. The proposal would provide an equivalent level of protection 

in WCPFC fisheries. The proposal implements a prohibition on targeting and retaining mobulid rays, 

requires the prompt release of unintentionally caught rays, and the collection and submission of scientific 

data, obtained through interactions with these rays, to the Commission for an assessment of mobulid rays 

by 2023. It also incorporates best practice voluntary handling guidelines for the safe release of mantas and 

mobulid rays.  

72. The EU stated it was fully supportive of the measure and reminded CCMs of its prior offer (at 

TCC15 and subsequently before the WCPFC16) to be a co-sponsor of the measure, which is repeatedly and 

inexplicably not endorsed by the proponents. The EU inquired whether extending the measure to 

recreational fisheries was appropriate. It was agreed that this proposal would be addressed under Agenda 

Item 8.4.  

DP03 

 

73. Australia, on behalf of FFA members, introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP03 Proposal on CMM 2018-

07, Section XI: Future Work, para 46(i): development of a process for assessing CCM actions in accordance 

with para 7(ii)(b) to replace para 27, which seeks to resolve the issue of conducting compliance assessments 

against CCMs based on individual vessel-level infringements identified in the WCPFC Secretariat’s online 

compliance case file system (CCFS). Australia stated that for several years the Commission had invested 

considerable effort to scrutinize CCM’s implementation, monitoring, and enforcement of certain obligations 

based on the activities of single vessels. The result is a compliance status for “Flag State Investigation” and 

a required accompanying report, “Investigation Status Report” that CCMs must submit yearly to update 

their internal actions with respect to specific cases involving each flagged vessel. This is counter to the 

purpose of the CMS (in paragraph 1 of the CMM): “...The purpose of the CMS is also to assess flag CCM 

action in relation to alleged violations by its vessels, not to assess compliance by individual vessels.” 

Australia stated that while the CCFS is an important tool for all CCMs to track and manage alleged 

infringements by their vessels and persons, their proposal would change the way in which information 

coming from the CCFS is used, by making the aggregated report provided by the WCPFC Executive 

Director pursuant to paragraph 26(ii) of the CMS measure the main report used by TCC in assessing 

implementation by CCMs of their obligations. That aggregated report provides a broad overview of systemic 

implementation issues across obligations, by flag CCMs, enabling identification of particular issues that 

require further attention, with a view to providing CCMs with needed support and assistance. Australia 

reiterated that resolving the issue at WCPFC16 was the highest CMS priority for FFA members and looked 

forward to working with other CCMs to reach a suitable outcome. The proposal was further discussed under 

Agenda Item 10.2. 

DP04 

 

74. Tonga, on behalf of FFA members, introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP04 Climate Change. FFA 

members, proposed action on three fronts: 
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i. Increased focus and attention under SC’s Ecosystem and Bycatch Theme on the implications of 

climate change for the region’s tuna stocks; 

ii. Active consideration by the Commission of how, through appropriate CMMs, it can: 

a.  mitigate the impacts of climate change on Pacific Island countries arising from the influence 

of climate change on regional tuna stocks;  

b.  reduce the carbon footprint of fishing in the Convention Area for fish stocks managed by 

the Commission; and  

iii. Ongoing action by the WCPFC Secretariat and members, as well as other participants to Commission 

meetings, to reduce their collective carbon footprint, and the carbon footprint associated with 

WCPFC meetings.  

FFA members stated that they looked forward to working with fellow CCMs to respond proactively to the 

threat of climate change.  

75. The EU noted for the record that having the delegation proposals shortly before the meeting made 

it difficult for CCMs to take a position, referring in particular to the paper on climate change, given the need 

to have time to consult with stakeholders, and its member states.  

76. The proposal was further discussed under Agenda Item 13.2A. 

DP05 

 

77. Samoa, on behalf of FFA members, introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP05 South Pacific Albacore 

Roadmap and Harvest Strategy. They stated that the much needed work to recover the fishery to the TRP 

as soon as economically possible should begin in earnest, and that zone-based management would be a key 

component in management of the stock and ensuring that FFA members’ sovereign rights were preserved 

within regionally-compatible limits. FFA members stated that they would reinvigorate the Albacore 

Roadmap Work Plan to clearly lay out realistic timelines for development of a revised South Pacific albacore 

CMM, including timely implementation and monitoring. FFA members nominated Fiji to take over the 

chairing of the Roadmap process and thanked New Zealand for their prior work in that role. The proposal 

was further discussed under Agenda Item 7.3.1. 

DP06 

 

78. Niue, on behalf of FFA members, introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP06 Views on high seas limits and 

allocation in the tropical tuna CMM, which presents FFA members’ views on high seas limits and 

allocation. Specifically, the paper provides the FFA position on the provisions of CMM 2018-01 that commit 

to agree on limits and an allocation framework for the purse seine fishery in the high seas and the longline 

bigeye fishery. The proposals were discussed under Agenda Items 7.2.2.1, 7.2.2.3 and 7.2.2. 

DP07 

 

79. New Zealand introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP07, Proposal on guidelines for the safe-handling and 

release of seabirds. New Zealand stated that it has the highest global diversity of albatross and petrel species 

in the world, with several species assessed as being at high or very high risk from commercial fisheries 

bycatch; accordingly, protection of seabirds is of great importance to New Zealand. Bycatch in pelagic 

longline fisheries is one of the greatest threats to seabirds, particularly albatrosses and petrels. New Zealand 

proposed adoption of non-binding guidelines for the handling and safe release of seabirds, which represent 

best practice advice developed by ACAP. The guidelines were endorsed by SC15, highlighted at TCC15, 

and supported by FFA members. The issue was further discussed under Agenda Item 8.3.  
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DP08  

 

80. The EU introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP08 Proposal to amend CMM 2010-06 (WCPFC IUU List), 

stating that the proposal includes two key components: it introduces procedures for cross-listing and 

delisting of vessels engaged in IUU activities, and actions to be taken by CCMs against their nationals who 

are involved in IUU activities. It follows up on discussions at TCC15 (TCC15-2019-06a). The EU stated 

its belief that the proposed amendments would allow WCPFC to more effectively combat IUU fishing, and 

that cross-listing could effectively contribute to close the door in all regions to all vessels involved in IUU 

fishing, which would help to reduce incentives to become involved in IUU activities.  

81. Australia on behalf of FFA members affirmed their commitment to combating IUU fishing, 

including through information sharing and cooperative responses to IUU. They acknowledged the risk posed 

by vessels that undermine international fisheries frameworks when they come into the Pacific region and 

that IUU fishing can only be effectively controlled by the cooperative actions of coastal states, port states, 

market states, states with nationals involved and regional bodies such as WCPFC. FFA members noted the 

proposal introduced two issues: the recognition of the IUU lists of other RFMOs, and a mechanism for the 

sharing of information on nationals engaged in IUU fishing. FFA members recognised and supported the 

principle the EU sought to achieve but raised concerns regarding the proposal’s administrative impact and 

implementation and noted their finding that the proposal would have significantly more impact on national 

administrations than suggested by the EU’s CMM 2013-06 assessment. They noted that the process is 

operational in other RFMOs and welcomed further explanations and guidance from the EU, and requested 

a proper analysis and assessment of the legal and institutional implications associated with recognition of 

IUU vessel lists of other RFMOs, especially non-tuna RFMOs, in order to enable a discussion of the 

potential risks for and liability of the Commission and CCMs. Regarding the control of nationals and 

reciprocal and cooperative arrangements for the exchange of information, FFA members requested that the 

EU provide a proper analysis/assessment of the legal and institutional implications, including but not limited 

to risks and liability associated with confidential information. FFA members stated that while control of 

nationals is important, as is information sharing, it must be subject to domestic laws and regulations. 

82. The proposal was further addressed under Agenda Item 11. 

DP09 

83.  The EU introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP09, Joint T-RFMO FAD Work Group recommendations 

for consideration by WCPFC. The main recommendations focussed on effectively managing the use of 

FADs  and sharing information among RFMOs. The EU stated that given the importance of FAD fisheries 

in the WCPFC it suggested that the FAD management options WG consider the recommendations and 

continue engaging with the joint t-RFMO FAD working group. The issue was further discussed under 

Agenda Item 7.2.2.4. 

DP10 

 

84. The United States introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP10 Proposals on Tropical Tunas, containing 

three discrete proposals relating to the Commission’s CMMs for the tropical tuna stocks as follow:  

i. A proposal to establish a plan of work for the Commission to move forward on its task, under 

paragraph 44 of CMM 2018-01, of agreeing on hard limits for bigeye tuna in the longline fishery. 

This was further considered under Agenda Item 7.2.2.3; 

ii. A proposal to establish a plan of work for the Commission to move forward on its task, under 

paragraph 28 of CMM 2018-01, of agreeing on purse seine fishing effort or catch limits in the high 

seas of the Convention Area. This was further considered under Agenda Item 7.2.2.1; and 
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iii. A proposal to (a) revise paragraph 18 of CMM 2018-01 with respect to the treatment of floating 

objects for the purpose of the FAD closures, (b) revise paragraph 4 of CMM 2009-02 with respect to 

the distance from FADs that must be maintained during FAD closures, and (c) request SPC to 

undertake work to inform consideration by the SC and the Commission of narrowing the definition 

of a FAD to objects with tracking buoys for the purpose of the FAD closures. This was further 

considered under Agenda Item 7.2.2.4. 

  

DP11 

 

85. The United States introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP11 Rules of Procedure Relating to the Northern 

Committee. It noted that the NC has twice failed to obtain a quorum at its long-planned and properly noticed 

regular annual sessions. To enable those engaged in the NC to take timely decisions and to help ensure that 

the NC can fulfill its functions in a cost-effective manner, the United States proposed that the Commission 

reduce the proportion of NC members that must be present to open meetings and permit debate. 

86. FSM on behalf of FFA members stated their view that the same threshold for quorum should apply 

to all meetings of the Commission and its subsidiary bodies, and that to allow for a lower threshold for a 

quorum in NC was not agreeable. FFA members encouraged the members of the NC to consider how they 

could incentivise participation in NC meetings, noting that the meetings often take place outside the region 

and attendance can be a challenge for administrations that are already stretched with their regional meeting 

agenda and tackling domestic fisheries priorities. They suggested that one possibility was to hold NC 

meetings alongside one of the meetings of a subsidiary body of the Commission. 

87. The proposal was further discussed under Agenda Item 9.2.  

DP12 

 

88. The United States introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP12, Rebuilding Plan for North Pacific Striped 

Marlin, noting that because North Pacific striped marlin is generally not targeted, it was more appropriate 

to develop a rebuilding plan for the stock than a harvest strategy, and that the rebuilding plan could be 

incorporated as appropriate into harvest strategies for other fisheries. The United States stated that the 

primary objective in any rebuilding plan is to rebuild the stock to a specific level in a specific time, and for 

the purpose of designing CMMs to achieve that objective, the plan included a specific probability for 

achieving the objective. Given the WCPFC’s hierarchical approach for setting reference points, and because 

the stock recruitment relationship for North Pacific striped marlin is not well known, the rebuilding target 

was expressed in terms relative to the size of the estimated unfished spawning stock.  

89. China inquired what the intention was for the format of the rebuilding plan — whether this would 

be part of the meeting record, or in the form of a CMM? The United States stated that the rebuilding plan 

would be a standalone document that would be posted under the Harvest Strategy section of the WCPFC 

website. The Commission would then have an obligation to reach the rebuilding targets; the specific 

requirements of how this would be done would be in the form of a CMM. 

90. The EU stated that while the proposal was a step in the right direction, the very depleted state of the 

stock required urgent action. The EU stated it understood the difficulty in managing North Pacific striped 

marlin, which is caught as bycatch, but stressed the need to do more in the form of concrete actions based 

on a fully-fledged rebuilding plan. The EU noted the need to discuss potential actions that would contribute 

to the rebuilding when the issue would be discussed later in the agenda.  

91. In response to an inquiry from PNG, the United States confirmed that the last benchmark assessment 

was in 2019, using figures up to 2017.  
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92. The proposal was further discussed under Agenda Item 7.7.1. 

DP13 

 

93. United States introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP13 Proposal for CMM for Charter Notification 

Scheme. It noted that the current WCPFC Charter Notification Scheme, CMM 2016-05, would expire on 31 

December 2019 unless renewed by the Commission. SC15 (Summary Report, para. 71) and TCC15 

(Workplan 2019–2021) identified potential issues with the management of chartered vessels under the 

current CMM. To allow time to identify and fully consider these issues, the United States stated it was 

proposing that the Commission roll the current measure over for a period of two years during which time 

the Commission and its subsidiary bodies should fully consider outstanding issues with the measure and 

explore potential improvements. The proposal was further discussed under Agenda Item 13.2.A 

DP14 

 

94. The United States introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP14 Draft guidelines for participation of 

observers in closed meetings of the Commission and its subsidiary bodies which consider the compliance 

monitoring report. The United States stated that at WCPFC13, the Commission agreed to develop and adopt 

guidelines to enable the participation of NGO observers at closed meetings of the Commission and its 

subsidiary bodies, in advance of TCC13 (WCPFC13 Summary Report, para. 658). The United States 

volunteered to develop a set of draft guidelines as well as a draft confidentiality agreement to be signed by 

observer representatives for their participation in closed sessions that consider the compliance monitoring 

report. CCMs provided comments on early versions of the draft guidelines and a final version was circulated 

for intersessional adoption in advance of TCC13. However, CCMs were unable to agree on the proposed 

guidelines. Some CCMs indicated that it would be more appropriate to wait for the final report from the 

Independent Panel to review the CMS prior to making a final decision on the adoption of guidelines. The 

final recommendations from the Independent Panel to review the CMS were circulated in March 2018 

(WCPFC Circular 2018-15) and included a recommendation to adopt a phased process for observers to 

participate in all CMS discussions (Final Report from the Independent Panel to review the Compliance 

Monitoring Scheme, para. 34). In 2018, the Commission adopted CMM 2018-07, (CMM for the CMS), 

which commits the Commission to a multi-year work plan, including the development of guidelines for 

participation of observers in closed meetings of the Commission and its subsidiary bodies that consider the 

CMR. The measure specifies that the work will take place during 2020–2021. During TCC15, in an effort 

to ensure that the work progresses during 2020, the United States offered to recirculate the previously drafted 

guidelines for the participation of observers in closed TCC and Commission sessions that consider the CMR. 

WCPFC16-2019-DP14 comprises the draft guidelines and draft confidentiality agreement as circulated in 

WCPFC Circular 2017-40. As agreed at TCC15, the United States stated it was offering the same draft 

guidelines for consideration by WCPFC16, where they could be considered under Agenda Item 10.2, review 

of the work plan of tasks to enhance the CMS. 

95. Vanuatu, on behalf of FFA members, thanked the United States for their work on this issue, and 

recognised it as a constructive effort to address the concerns that CCMs, including FFA members, had raised 

with respect to the participation of observers in sessions dealing with the CMR. FFA members stated they 

would be ready to consider the issue once they had collectively agreed to a revised CMS measure that FFA 

members are comfortable was working as intended. They noted there was much work yet to be done, 

particularly on the issue of removing the “Flag State Investigation” elements of CMM 2018-07.  

96. The issue was further discussed under Agenda Item 10.2 
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DP15 

 

97. Korea introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP15 Proposed amendment to CMM for protection of 

cetaceans from purse seine fishing operations (CMM 2011-03), noting that according to a technical paper 

by FAO (Bycatch in longline fisheries for tuna and tuna-like species: A global review of status and 

mitigation measures, presented in draft form to SC10 as SC10-2014/EB-IP04), marine mammals such as 

cetaceans and seals are known to interact with longline gear, although information on marine mammal 

interaction with longline fisheries is limited. Korea stated that CMM 2011-03 addresses protection of 

cetaceans from purse seine fishing operations but no WCPFC CMMs pertain to the issue of operational 

interactions between marine mammals and longline fisheries. There is no specific advice from SC regarding 

the population of cetacean species or bycatch mitigation measure but Korea stated that this is a result of the 

lack of information and data on cetacean interactions with longline as well as purse seine fisheries, and that 

it was crucial for the Commission to collect as much information and data as possible while protecting all 

cetacean species to the extent practicable, as a precautionary and comprehensive ecosystem approach. Korea 

stated it believes that, once sufficient information and data are accumulated, SC may produce specific 

recommendations for cetaceans, preferably by species. In that context, the proposal seeks to expand the 

scope of application of CMM 2011-03 to longline fisheries. Because no fishery under the purview of 

WCPFC is known to target cetaceans, Korea stated that in its view the new obligation would not create 

practical difficulties for CCMs.  

98. Fiji, on behalf of FFA members, stated it supported the intent of the proposal to improve the 

information available on potential interaction of cetaceans with longline fisheries, which in the long term 

could help the Commission to understand these interactions and enact effective measures to prevent 

incidental catches of these species, some of which are endangered. With this understanding FFA members 

stated they believed the information collected should be that which is of value to SPC’s work, and therefore 

referred the proposal to SC for their analyses on the type of information that should be collected. 

99. The proposal was further addressed under Agenda Item 8.4. 

DP16 

 

100. Korea introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP16, Proposed changes to the Rules for the FAD Closure, 

noting that periodic FAD closures had been in place between 20°N and 20°S since 2009, following the 

adoption of CMM 2008-01. However, Korea raised the issue of compliance resulting from observer-reported 

alleged FAD sets during FAD closures (i.e. vessels setting on FADs when they assumed they were setting 

on a free school), which required effort and at times money to address. Korea stated that other tuna-RFMOs 

(e.g., IATTC and IOTC) had adopted much clearer FAD definitions, and Korea stated those organizations 

had been able to implement FAD-related measures more effectively and systematically, and avoided many 

unnecessary disputes that would have arisen in the absence of such definitions. Korea submitted a proposal 

to WCPFC15 to change the existing rules for FAD closures with a proposed FAD definition very similar to 

that in place in IATTC. However, the Commission adopted compromise text (paragraph 18 of CMM 2018-

01) as a result of diverging views on the proposal. Nevertheless, Korea stated that in its view there was still 

room for improvement. Analysis by SPC (WCPFC-SC15-2019/MI-WP-11) suggested the potential 

impacts of paragraph 18 of CMM 2018-01 on the measure’s performance could be assumed to be negligible, 

although it was challenging for SPC to evaluate impacts precisely as key words (e.g., ‘garbage’ and ‘small’) 

in the paragraph were not defined. Korea raised this as one reason the Commission should revisit the issue 

and further refine the paragraph. Korea suggested a definition of FAD such as that used by IATTC would 

be much clearer and enforceable, but acknowledged this could be a drastic change for some CCMs, and 

stated that it shared their concerns to some extent. Consequently, Korea submitted the proposal in DP16 as 

an interim measure and looked forward to its adoption by the Commission; it stated its view that it was 
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highly inappropriate to regress to the previous definition of FAD or rules for FAD closure — i.e. the 

provisions in CMM 2017-01 — and that at a minimum the current text of paragraph 18 of CMM 2018-01 

should be retained until the Commission agreed with and adopted an alternative definition of FAD. 

101.  The proposal was further discussed under Agenda Item 7.2.2.4. 

DP17 

 

102. Japan introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP17 Proposed research project to compare WCPFC 

aggregated historical VMS data with AIS data on the WCPFC high seas, stating that Japan’s Fisheries 

Research and Education Agency (FRA), the Australian National Centre for Ocean Resources and Security 

(ANCORS) at the University of Wollongong and Global Fishing Watch (GFW) had entered into a 

collaborative partnership agreement to investigate IUU fishing and strengthen transparency and governance 

of fisheries. Japan drew attention of CCMs to a research project proposed by FRA, GFW and ANCORS, 

which intends to compare AIS data and aggregated WCPFC high seas VMS data. The research project seeks 

to estimate AIS data coverage, identify data gaps between AIS data and WCPFC VMS data, and estimate 

total fishing effort in the WCPFC high seas area. Japan stated that the proposed project would increase the 

transparency of high seas fishing activities and enable the further development of methodologies for 

estimating and verifying fishing effort estimates, which would bring significant benefits to the understanding 

of high seas fishing operations and improve the accuracy of AIS data used for scientific studies. 

103. PNG and Indonesia thanked Japan for making the information available in the delegation paper.  

104. The EU inquired why the project was limited to the high seas and noted that VMS data would be 

aggregated to flag. It stated that given the EU has just 2 vessels eligible for the project, aggregated data was 

not suitable in terms of the data rules. Japan stated that under the current data rules (2009) paragraph 13.5 

stipulates that high seas VMS data will be made available, and thus the data rule allows use of VMS data 

for the high seas only. 

105. The issue was further addressed under Agenda Item 13.2.A.1. 

DP20 

 

106. Indonesia introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP20 Harvest Strategies for Tropical Tuna in Archipelagic 

Waters of Indonesia. It reminded that the WCPFC adopted CMM 2014-06 on establishing a harvest strategy 

for key fisheries and stocks in the WCPO, and agreed to a work plan for the adoption of harvest strategies 

in 2015. Indonesia stated that it intends to develop harvest strategies for its archipelagic waters that are 

compatible with measures mandated by WCPFC and IOTC. The paper provides an update on Indonesia’s 

progress to develop harvest strategies for its archipelagic waters. 

DP21 

 

107. Indonesia introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP21 Improvement on data collection for shark as bycatch 

in tuna fisheries, which details Indonesia’s challenges and capacity building needs. Indonesia related that 

provision of shark catch data (by species and gear) remains challenging for Indonesia to provide to the 

Commission. Indonesia submitted a capacity development plan to the Secretariat on 28 September 2017, 

with progress reported to the TCC15. Previous national annual catch estimate workshops focused on the 

catch by gear of the main tuna species, while shark catch data (by gear and species) were not discussed in 

detail. Discussion of the catch estimate on sharks (by species and gear) using available statistical fisheries 

data, port sampling data, log book and observer data have been proposed to be included in the next annual 

catch estimates workshop, which may require extending the workshop; it will also discuss issues related to 
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the provision of bycatch and discarded data. It is expected that the workshop will provide an estimation of 

shark catch (per species and gear) as well as catch of shark from logbooks and the observer program.  

IWG Sharks 

 

108. The IWG Sharks Chair (Japan) introduced the work of the IWG Sharks, which began in 2018. 

During WCPFC15 many discussions were held on the comprehensive shark CMM. Disagreements were 

reduced until only one issue remained: addressing the issue of “fins naturally attached”. An 8th version of 

the draft CMM was submitted to TCC15, and the comments received were incorporated in a new 9th version 

of the draft CMM (WCPFC16-2019-IWGSharks-01) submitted for consideration by WCPFC16.  

109. The issue was addressed further under Agenda Item 8.2.  

IWG-CMS Audit Points 

 

110. The IWG-CMS Audit Points Chair (FSM) introduced the work of the IWG, which agreed at TCC15 

to use a template. The IWG report (WCPFC16-2019-IWG_CMSAuditPoints-01) provides a side by side 

comparison of the former method used by WCPFC and the template, the work of which will continue 

through 2020 to enable a proper review. 

111.  The issue was further discussed under Agenda Item 10.2.  

ERandEM WG 

 

112. The ERandEM WG Chair (Australia) presented WCPFC16-2019-ERandEMWG-01, which 

delivers against a TCC15 outcome for the ERandEM WG Chair to present a revised EM concept paper to 

WCPFC16, taking into consideration Project 93 and relevant discussions as well as input from CCMs. The 

paper proposes a goal, including subobjectives, for Electronic Monitoring in the WCPFC and includes 

revisions to the draft minimum standards informed by discussions at ERandEM WG3, an FFA-led EM 

Workshop in Honiara in October 2019, and information provided by CCMs as requested in Commission 

Circular 2019/70. 

113.  The issue was further discussed under Agenda Item 9.4.2 

DP22 

 

114. Indonesia introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP22 Information on Database of Indonesian Vessels 

Authorized to Fish for Tuna, noting that in accordance with CMM 2018-06 (Record of Fishing Vessels and 

Authorization to Fish), and Indonesia’s Presidential Regulation No. 61 of 2013, the WCPF Convention 

applies only to that portion of Indonesia’s EEZ within the Pacific Ocean (as defined by Article 3 of the 

Convention), and does not cover archipelagic waters, territorial waters, and internal waters. Therefore, 

Indonesia’s fishing vessels that are authorized to fish in archipelagic waters, territorial waters, and internal 

waters of Indonesia have no obligation to register in the WCPFC Record of Fishing Vessels (ROFV). 

However, Indonesia faces a marketing issue, whereby a few importing countries were questioning the 

registration status of Indonesian fishing vessels that fish within Indonesian waters but are not under the 

jurisdiction of the Commission, and were not accepting Indonesian tuna products from these vessels. To 

address this issue Indonesia is developing a Database of Indonesia Vessels Authorized to Fish for Tuna 

(DIVA-TUNA), a database of authorized fishing vessels that catch tuna and neritic tuna within Indonesian 

waters, which includes archipelagic waters, territorial waters, EEZ waters, and fishing vessels authorized to 

fish in the convention area and registered in the RFV. The aim is to register, verify and monitor all 
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Indonesian fishing vessel that are authorized to fish for tuna, with the objective of applying and ensuring 

the traceability of tuna products throughout the tuna supply chain for better acceptance by international and 

high-value markets, to implement the management practices according to RFMO standards, to have 

transparency of tuna fishery management within Indonesian waters, and help combat IUU fishing activities. 

In establishing DIVA-TUNA Indonesia is seeking compatibility with CMM 2018-06, and DIVA-TUNA 

will serve as a complete repository of fishing vessels that are legal to operate within Indonesian waters.  

DP23 

 

115. Indonesia introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP23 Information Paper on Labour Rights in the Fishing 

Industry (The Case of Unpaid Salary Disputes on Fishing Vessels), stating that on 13 November 2019 

Indonesia was notified via email by the WCPFC Secretariat regarding an unpaid salary dispute at Apia Port 

in Samoa concerning several Indonesian crew members who tried to retrieve their salary from a fishing 

company based in one of the member countries of the WCPFC. Indonesia stated its belief that the company 

was breaking the law, and running a salary scam by not paying salary dues for at least 97 crewmen since 

January, 2019. In the hope of resolving the situation, the crewing agency sent correspondence via e-mail to 

UNESCO, UNDP, and UN-ILO offices in the area. In the same spirit Indonesia stated it was raising this 

concern to the Commission, and it considered the dispute an issue of labour abuse, particularly in terms 

where crews are forced to work intensely, over long periods of time, in difficult and dangerous conditions, 

with low or no pay. Indonesia stated that it hoped that the case could be resolved immediately to ensure the 

safety and the wellbeing of all the fishing crews, and that various actions, as detailed in WCPFC16-2019-

DP23, could be taken to reduce the potential for such problems in the future.  

116. Samoa thanked Indonesia for its statement explaining DP23 relating to an unpaid salary dispute 

involving a vessel and its crew that called in to Apia Port in Samoa. Samoa also thanked the Chair for 

considering Samoa’s paper notwithstanding Rule 20 of the Commission Procedures. Samoa stated that it 

was very concerned that such incidents and reports relating to the welfare of crews, and in this 

case, alleged labour abuse were being reported in relation to fishing vessels operating in the Pacific region. 

The matter was brought to the attention of the Samoan government through an email communication from 

an agent of the crew working on the vessels. The government looked into the matter when the fishing vessels 

in question visited Samoa’s port. Samoa noted that the vessels concerned are not licensed to fish in Samoa 

and primarily operate in the high seas. Samoa raised the matter with the relevant flag state for necessary 

attention and corrective actions through government-to-government processes, and also raised this matter 

with both the WCPFC and FFA Secretariats. Samoa reiterated the importance of the responsibilities of flag 

states as well as the collective effort of all CCMs as these relate to WCPFC Resolution 2018-01 to ensure 

the wellbeing of crews on fishing vessels operating in the WCPO. The FFA Minimum Terms and Conditions 

for Access by Fishing Vessels (MTCs) is also a fundamental mechanism to regulate access, and Samoa 

called for stronger actions by the WCPFC in this regard.  

117. New Zealand on behalf of FFA members thanked Indonesia for submitting DP23 and supported the 

statement by Samoa. New Zealand stated that DP23 highlighted the serious labour issues occurring on 

vessels in the region, and the need for CCMs to take stronger action to address these issues; as well as to 

take steps to prevent further human rights abuses occurring on vessels in the Convention area. New Zealand 

encouraged other CCMs to follow Indonesia’s example and report similar incidents to the Commission, 

consistent with paragraph 5 of Resolution 2018-01 on Labour Standards for Crew on Fishing Vessels. FFA 

members noted that Resolution 2018-01 was an important step for the Commission and highlighted the 

decision by FFA Ministers in June 2019 to include labour standards in the region’s -harmonised Minimum 

Terms and Conditions for access to commercial tuna vessels fishing in FFA members waters. They looked 

forward to working with CCMs to further strengthen WCPFC’s efforts to promote fair working conditions 

for crews on fishing vessels, including a safe and secure working environment with minimum risk to health 
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and wellbeing; fair terms of employment; decent working and living conditions on board vessels; decent 

and regular remuneration; and the opportunity to disembark, and seek repatriation if so entitled. 

118. Cook Islands updated CCMs regarding its efforts regarding Resolution 2018-01, which they 

supported to ensure that working conditions on fishing vessels operating in its waters and of vessels flying 

its flag would be consistent with international best practice. Cook Islands acceded in November 2019 to the 

IMO’s 2012 Cape Town Agreement and encouraged other CCMs to do the same, and stated that Cook 

Islands’ Accession to the Maritime Labour Convention, 2006, which would take place in December 2019, 

would mean that Cook Islands would implement a suite of international legislation and take specific 

measures to ensure that the rights of all seafarers are protected within their waters, and further abroad for 

vessels flying its flag.  

119. Indonesia thanked Samoa, New Zealand and Cook Islands for addressing the labour issue, which it 

stated it had sought to raise because similar problems had been ongoing for years. It noted that Resolution 

2018-01 was not binding, and that Indonesia would seek to collect evidence and propose to discuss and 

adopt a CMM that is binding for all members. Indonesia noted that the incident described in DP23 involved 

WCPFC-registered vessels and was therefore appropriately addressed by WCPFC. 

DP24 

 

120. Indonesia introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP24 Vessel Monitoring System in Indonesia, detailing the 

situation in Indonesia with respect to VMS reporting. Indonesia confirmed at WCPFC14 that some vessels 

are still using Argos units, as well as another type of MTU that was not in the WCPFC approved list. 

Indonesia stated that it is not easy to replace VMS systems for a country the size of Indonesia, given the 

replacement costs; it is still being decided whether the replacement costs will be covered by the government 

or by the fishing industry and fishers. At WCPFC14 the Commission agreed that CCMs shall ensure vessels 

flying their flag do not purchase, install or transfer several VMS units and that they be removed from the 

WCPFC approved ALC/MTU list. The Commission further agreed that existing units on vessels shall be 

allowed to continue to operate for 5 years (until 1 January 2023). CCMs whose vessels use these models 

shall provide a list of vessels that are using the units to the Secretariat and shall update the list annually. 

Indonesia stated that additional details are provided in WCPFC16-2019-DP24.  

121. All proposals tabled for WCPFC16 consideration were introduced and proponents of proposals 

were encouraged to discuss them at the margins of the meeting and to report back on their progress to 

plenary.   

 

 

AGENDA ITEM 5 — SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS OF DEVELOPING STATES  

5.1 Implementation of Article 30 of WCPFC Convention and CMM 2013-07 (SIDS special 

requirements)  

122. The Chair noted that para. 20 of CMM 2013-07 requires an annual review of implementation of this 

measure, and referenced WCPFC16-2019-IP01: Summary from Part 2 CMM 2013-07 paragraph 19 annual 

reports (WCPFC-TCC15-2019-11) and WCPFC16-2019-DP18: Report of the European Union on Article 

30 of the Convention and Resolution 2008-01 of WCPFC (EU).  

123. Tuvalu, on behalf of FFA members, stated that implementation of Article 30 of the WCPF 

Convention is fundamental to the success of the Commission. FFA members recalled the decision taken at 

WCPFC15 to establish a separate page on the WCPFC website dedicated to information relating to the 
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Implementation of Article 30 and were pleased to see that the WCPFC Secretariat has completed that task. 

The webpage contains useful information that all CCMs and Observers can regularly consult. FFA members 

stated that the discussion under this agenda item was the foundation of all of work at WCPFC16, in ensuring 

that the principles in the Convention relating to the special needs and requirements of developing States are 

at the forefront of Commission decisions. Equally important is the need to ensure that the Commission’s 

processes are supporting both the capacity limitations and needs of SIDS CCMs. FFA members noted with 

appreciation the efforts by non-SIDS CCMs to report against CMM 2013-07 in their Annual Report Part 2. 

They stated that in the future it would be helpful for everyone if a standardized reporting format was adopted, 

and stated FFA members would seek to provide some guidance at WCPFC17. Given the busy agenda FFA 

members reminded CCMs to be mindful of small delegations and their fundamental right, not just to 

participate, but to participate effectively in the Commission’s work, which in some cases, relies on the 

support and cooperation of other CCMs.  

124. The EU stated its main source of funding for development is the European Development Fund 

(EDF), which finances several programmes and projects in SIDS of the region and all western and central 

Pacific.  Currently, the most important fisheries related development action in the region funded by the EDF 

is the Pacific–European Union Marine Partnership Programme, also co-funded Sweden, and totalling about 

$50 million. The objective is to improve economic, social and environmental benefits through stronger 

regional economic integration and the sustainable management of natural resources and the environment. 

The program has several components—on oceanic fisheries, coastal fisheries, IUU fishing, and capacity 

development through capacity building on education, training and research. It is primarily implemented by 

SPC and FFA, with involvement by SPREP and USP. The program started in 2018, and some developments 

are directly related to WCPFC. In terms of IUU fishing, support was provided to enhance MCS efforts, both 

oceanic and coastal, and provide support for surveillance capabilities to support regular MCS exercises. 

Directly related to fisheries, the EU contribution also includes, among others, three initiatives on climate 

change, with the objective of adaptation and reliance building for SIDS and Territories, and a programme 

for sustainable use of marine resources. A contract will also be signed soon with the Secretariat for research 

on FAD acoustics that will be financed by funds from DG MARE (fisheries budget). The EU stated that the 

information should be reflected in the capacity needs table; it acknowledged this required additional work, 

but stated that was the objective of the Commission’s new website, and would increase transparency. 

Regarding the suggestion for a template to provide information on different actions to address Article 30, 

the EU suggested it would like to receive reports from countries regarding how they are using the support.  

125. RMI noted and thanked the EU for their report and supported the statement by Tuvalu. On behalf 

of FFA members RMI reminded CCMs of the obligation in CMM 2013-06 to conduct a SIDS impact 

assessment in respect of new proposals and to consult with FFA SIDS members in the development of that 

assessment. They noted with appreciation Japan’s efforts over the last few years to consult directly with 

FFA members ahead of the Annual Meeting and encouraged other CCMs to do the same. RMI stated that 

the absence of CMM 2013-06 impact evaluations made it challenging for SIDS members to engage 

meaningfully in discussions on new proposals, which could delay or prevent their adoption, and stated that 

implementation of CMM 2013-06 was not a checklist, but a process. They stated that over time various 

approaches have been used to conduct the CMM 2013-06 impact assessments, which has made it difficult 

for SIDS members to review the true impacts of proposed new measures. If CCMs are still unsure as to how 

the CMM 2013-06 evaluations should be completed, FFA members referred to WCPFC15-2018-

DP12_Rev1 available on the WCPFC web page under the Article 30 Implementation tab which provides 

guidance to CCMs on completing CMM 2013-06 evaluations. FFA members observed that CMM 2013-06 

has been in place for six years and CCMs have had ample time to work with SIDS CCMs to understand the 

requirements of the CMM. They encouraged CCMs to engage early in consultations with SIDS CCMs as to 

any potential impacts of a proposal on SIDS so as to avoid situations where SIDS CCMs are forced to reject 

new proposals that lack adequate impact assessments. 
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126. Japan stated it fully recognized the importance of the CMM 2013-06 criteria, noting that FFA 

members, in DP01, stated that CMM 2013-06 can only be fully implemented through consultations with 

SIDS. It stressed the importance of multiple consultations through which an understanding between the 

parties could be developed. Japan thanked RMI for acknowledging Japan’s efforts in this regard. Japan 

stated it provided SIDS with ODA and capacity building through the Japan International Cooperation 

Agency (JICA) and the Overseas Fishery Cooperation Foundation of Japan (OFCF). Between 2008–2017 

Japan provided $1.1 billion in development assistance to the Pacific Islands, which included fishery-related 

projects, and cover conservation and management of highly migratory species and assistance to small-scale 

fishermen. In 2018 Japan’s Prime Minister pledged to implement development cooperation over 3 years, 

with a particular focus on human resource development, including people-to-people exchanges. Japan also 

noted that in 2008 it established the Japan Trust Fund in WCPFC, which has been building the capacity of 

SIDS for fishery statistics and management. In November 2017 OFCF signed an agreement with FFA to 

continue cooperation through the Japan Promotion Fund until 2027. Japan stated its hope that these programs 

and funds would contribute to the development of SIDS. 

127. Korea stated that if SIDS CCMs were unhappy with how CMM 2013-06 is implemented this should 

be addressed. Korea observed that paragraph 3 of the CMM 2013-06 states that only the Commission shall 

assess the impact of a proposed CMM on SIDS, and suggested the need for a procedure for how an 

assessment is carried out (i.e., when and where an assessment takes place). Korea noted that it had shared 

its view with FFA members and would undertake further consultation with FFA and SIDS. 

128. Indonesia observed that although it is not a member of FFA, Indonesia is also a developing country. 

It acknowledged the aid provided by the EU and Japan to assist SIDS. Indonesia stated that it hoped that 

CCMs would recognize that Indonesia also has some capacity building needs in complying with new CMMs.  

129. Cook Islands noted the comments from Korea regarding implementation of CMM 2013-06. It 

thanked the Secretariat for setting up the webpage and stated that it would prove very useful for evaluating 

CMM 2013-06 impacts. 

130. RMI stated that they appreciated the efforts by all countries to provide assistance to Pacific countries 

and stressed that CMM 2013-06 focusses on the need to take into account the needs and capacity of SIDS. 

RMI thanked the Chair for her efforts to address the issue.  

131. WCPFC16 reaffirmed the importance of assessing the impact of proposals on SIDS and 

encouraged CCMs to undertake such assessment when submitting proposals to the Commission. 

 

5.2 Updated Strategic Investment Plan  

132. The Executive Director referred to WCPFC16-2019-08, stating that one of the mechanisms adopted 

by the Commission to increase support for SIDS was adoption of a strategic investment plan. The plan seeks 

to match capacity building needs with appropriate capacity building strategies. The Executive Director 

referred CCMs to the Commission’s Article 30 webpage, which is a work in progress, and will continue to 

be updated.  

133. The EU referred to Table 1 and asked if this could be enhanced to show what actions are under 

implementation. The EU acknowledged this would involve more work, and would require that each CCM 

that is providing funds also provides specific information on how that funding is being used are, but stated 

it is important to know what is being done by all members. The EU also inquired regarding the funding 

source for the capacity building identified in Attachment A (about $300,000 for meeting participation). The 

Finance and Administration Manager stated that funding comes from a number of different sources. About 
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50% is from CCMs (Canada, the United States, Australia, and Korea) via the Special Requirements Fund; 

other sources are the Working Capital Fund, the CNM Contribution Fund, and observer fees, as agreed to 

by WCPFC15. 

134. Cook Islands, on behalf of FFA members, thanked the WCPFC Secretariat for their report on 

Strategic Investment Plan implementation in 2019. They thanked Australia, Canada, Korea, and the United 

States for their voluntary contributions to the Special Requirements Fund, which has provided critical 

support to SIDS CCMs in their ability to participate in important Commission work throughout the year. 

FFA members noted during the FAC discussions at WCPFC16 that the SRF balance is high and 

acknowledged this was unlikely to be the case in future years as meeting participation needs continue to 

grow and capacity assistance requests are increasingly matched to the SRF for support. Some SIDS members 

still had unmet needs for support to attendance at WCPFC16 and FFA members looked forward to working 

closely with the WCPFC Executive Director on how best to ensure that the Strategic Investment Plan is 

implemented as intended and appropriate assistance is provided through the Strategic Investment Plan, 

where needs are clearly identified. FFA members also thanked the governments of Japan and Chinese Taipei 

for establishment of their respective Trust Funds that provide important support to SIDS CCMs in their 

national efforts to more effectively manage their fisheries. They noted the requests from SIDS that have 

come through various sources and the potential avenues for assistance identified by the Secretariat. For 

future Strategic Investment Plan updates, they requested that further detail be provided on how and whether 

specific requests were met, including how the Secretariat assisted with any administrative support, where 

relevant. Overall, FFA SIDS members stated they were pleased with the adoption of the Strategic Investment 

Plan by WCPFC15 and they looked forward to its further development and to working with the WCPFC 

Secretariat and other CCMs on its continued successful implementation. 

135. Australia supported the issues raised by Cook Islands, noting that the intent was to identify needs, 

and match those needs to potential funding sources. Australia looked forward to seeing improvements as 

outlined by the Cook Islands. 

136. The Commission approved the Updated 2019 Strategic Investment Plan (Attachment G*) and 

tasked the Secretariat to provide additional information and context to the revisions and updates made to 

the Strategic Investment Plan. 

 

 

AGENDA ITEM 6 — HARVEST STRATEGY 

137. The Chair introduced the agenda item by noting that the discussion would focus on progressing 

implementation of the Agreed Work Plan for the Adoption of Harvest Strategies under CMM 2014-06 

covering South Pacific albacore, skipjack, bigeye and yellowfin. She noted that the species-specific elements 

of the Work Plan would be considered under Agenda Item 7, and that updates on harvest strategies relating 

to northern stocks would be considered in conjunction with those stocks under Agenda Item 7. She observed 

that the Commission had made some progress in implementing the work plan, but that progress has been 

rather slow. At WCPFC15 the Commission agreed to an extra day for WCPFC16 to progress discussion and 

development of elements of the work plan. She observed some CCMs expressed concern that they did not 

all have the same level of understanding of some of the complex issues under discussion, and noted that, in 

recognition of the need for capacity building, SPC-OFP was making significant effort to build CCM 

capacity, including through some innovative approaches. The Chair also thanked NGOs for their 

involvement in that process.  
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6.1 Overview of Harvest Strategy 

138. Dr Rob Scott (SPC-OFP) introduced WCPFC16-2019-09 An overview of progress in developing 

WCPFC Harvest Strategies, which outlines the elements of a harvest strategy and details the progress made 

to date in developing these elements for each of the four tuna stocks, as well as the outstanding issues that 

need to be addressed in order to meet the objectives of CMM 2014-06. In addition, a brief summary was 

provided of the measures taken to enable stakeholder consultation and capacity building on the subject of 

harvest strategies. The paper notes that work to date has focussed on developing single stock evaluation 

frameworks for skipjack and South Pacific albacore but that the development of frameworks for bigeye and 

yellowfin will require further consideration of mixed fisheries interactions. The paper concludes that, while 

substantial work has been completed and significant progress has been made, it will be necessary to revise 

and update some elements of the work plan. 

139. PNG, on behalf of PNA members, thanked SPC for the important overview paper. PNA members 

stated that they have strongly supported work to develop harvest strategies for key tuna stocks, and continue 

to support that work because they believe that harvest strategies offer potential improvement in the 

management of WCPO tropical tuna stocks that are important to the PNA, and have already contributed to 

improving management of those stocks. In particular, PNA members see the potential benefits resulting 

from having pre-agreed rules for how fishing will be adjusted as the status of stocks changes, and from 

better taking into account uncertainty. However, for PNA members, this means that harvest strategies should 

not be seen as a way of reshaping arrangements and approaches that have already been agreed, except where 

this is necessary to ensure sustainability. PNG stated that if all CCMs try to use the harvest strategy to 

reshape existing arrangements to their own advantage, then the harvest strategy work will not progress, and 

the Commission will all lose the potential benefits from improved decision-making that harvest strategies 

offer. On this basis, PNA members looked forward to further progress on harvest strategies and would 

provide more specific comments on other elements of the Commission’s work on harvest strategies during 

WCPFC16. PNG also remarked on the need for further capacity building to enable meaningful stakeholder 

engagement. 

140. Indonesia acknowledged the work of SPC, and the effort to share details on the harvest strategy 

work. They noted that TRPs can be based on various management objectives, (biological, social and 

economic), which may sometimes conflict. Given that, Indonesia inquired how the Commission would 

assess the future success of the management of its stocks, particularly if the objectives result in a relatively 

ambitious TRP, such as 0.56 for albacore. Indonesia also inquired regarding the setting of catch limits and 

catch allocations in the harvest strategy process, and how decisions were made regarding the number of 

scenarios that were considered. The presenter stated that the TRP is often selected because it reflects 

conditions that were favourable at some time in a fishery. Reaching the TRP would imply those other 

conditions are being achieved. However, he noted there may be additional objectives beyond those, and 

these can be in conflict. He noted this would be further discussed under Agenda Item 6.2. Regarding 

allocation, he noted SPC assumed some future distribution of fishing, but that its harvest strategy work did 

not reflect detailed negotiations regarding the allocation of catch into individual fisheries. Regarding the 

difference in the size of the grid of models, he agreed that 288 would be more than needed for skipjack, and 

that there was some redundancy. SPC seeks to capture major aspects of uncertainty over time using a 

factorial approach, with the result the grid can become very large. He noted some aspects of the skipjack 

model could be removed, while for albacore SPC had received requests for additional aspects to be 

examined.  

141. Japan commented that in its view it would be best to use a multi-species approach. It was concerned 

regarding the presenter’s comment that some performance indicators (PIs) cannot be calculated, noting that 

one social PI important to Japan is “avoiding impacts on small scale fishers”. Japan stated that while it 

understood this is not easy to calculate, it is of critical importance for Japan as it would be very hard for 
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Japan to support the approach, without this PI. Although the paper states that a “skipjack management 

strategy evaluation has been developed”, Japan understood that MSE is a process, which should include a 

dialog. Stakeholders need the opportunity to give feedback, but that has not occurred, and Japan inquired 

what would happen in that regard. Japan noted the presenter’s suggestion that the harvest strategy process 

begin with skipjack in 2020. While understanding the difficulty in applying a multi-species approach, it 

inquired what the impact would be on outcomes for other species if this process began for skipjack, as there 

was the potential for unpredicted impacts on other species or ecosystems. Japan argued for the need to 

establish a multi-species approach over time. It agreed with PNG regarding the need for more stakeholder 

dialogue, and acknowledged that SPC was working on this, including discussing a possible workshop in 

Japan, and expressed its appreciation. It noted that the TRP combines biological and socioeconomic factors; 

for albacore the agreed value of 0.56 takes into account economic factors proposed by FFA members, and 

although high, Japan supported the level because it would mitigate the economic difficulties experienced by 

FFA members. Japan suggested that similar consideration should be given to the TRP for skipjack. Japan 

also asked whether allocation should be considered in the skipjack harvest strategy, noting that that of the 

IOTC does include allocation, and that some CCMs were opposed to this approach. Japan further inquired 

regarding how changes to SPC’s assumed historical distribution between different gear types (e.g., between 

longline and purse seine) would be handled, and whether this would force calculations to be done again. 

Japan closed by observing that CCMs probably have a general fear of what will happen if harvest strategy 

is pursued, and advocated for taking a slow approach, and ensuring all CCMs understand the process. The 

presenter stated that under the approach being used the harvest control rule (HCR) applies to the entire 

fishery, and scales up and down, assuming a constant distribution of fishing. If this changes slightly, it may 

have a minimal impact; however, significant changes in allocation could produce very different evaluation 

results. SPC’s expectation is that allocation changes would not change the HCR that was selected.  

142. Australia stated it remained optimistic that the harvest strategy approach would be productive, and 

these would need to be considered. Australia noted the comments by Japan regarding allocation and stated 

its position that the harvest strategy process is separate and distinct from the allocation process and should 

be run separately and in parallel. It noted it would discuss the multi-species issues separately. On behalf of 

FFA members Australia stated they remain committed and optimistic that the harvest strategy approach is a 

sound pathway to achieving collective objectives with a clear and long-term perspective, and that they stand 

ready to play their part in progressing this work and finding solutions. Australia noted that there were clear 

implications for updating the harvest strategy workplan, and the schedule of work for the coming years, that 

would need to be considered at WCPFC16. Australia stated that FFA members are increasingly conscious 

of the complexity of the issues that the Commission seeks to tackle through the harvest strategy approach, 

noting the need to understand the full implications of decisions. Australia stated that FFA members would 

share additional points as WCPFC16 progressed. 

143. The EU thanked SPC for their work, and agreed that the issue is complex, observing that not all 

members have same level of understanding. The EU highlighted that it is committed to the work and has 

supported it over time through voluntary contributions. It stated that given the complexity, doing harvest 

strategies for several species at the same time, including a multispecies approach, complicates the 

Commission’s work; other organisations have first focussed on a case study (single species fishery/stock 

approach), to allow everyone to understand the process before expanding to other species, while WCPFC is 

taking a different approach. The EU stated it did not see how this could be achieved while remaining fully 

engaged on all aspects. It noted that SPC had stated the process must be driven by members but suggested 

this was not currently the case because of the complexity and a lack of opportunities on the part of most 

CCMs to engage sufficiently with SPC on the process. The EU stated it would make suggestions during 

WCPFC16 on how to build capacity to enable CCMs to remain engaged. 

144. Chinese Taipei noted that despite several years with significant discussion of harvest strategies, the 

process remained complex and complicated, and difficult for many CCMs to understand. Chinese Taipei 
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encouraged more engagement and education of stakeholders and stated that 4 years ago the Commission 

had chosen an interim Target Reference Point for skipjack which could serve as an example for other 

species. 

145. In response to an inquiry from the Chair, SPC stated there was an opportunity to further investigate 

TRPs for skipjack, and that this could be discussed later in the meeting. 

146. Kiribati, on behalf of PNA members commented in detail on progress on harvest strategies at SC15. 

They stated their view that while important progress has been made, the harvest strategy work was not going 

according to plan, and it was time to look carefully at the workplan. They noted that SPC’s comments and 

suggestions in WCPFC16-2019-09 were very helpful and agreed regrettably that it was unlikely that the 

2021 timing for the adoption of HCRs for bigeye and yellowfin would be met for a range of reasons. They 

noted that a review of the workplan was needed in part because some harvest strategy decisions produced 

the expected results, with the failure of the interim skipjack TRP being just one example. The PNA 

considered the outcomes to date as good experience before CCMs had committed to any harvest strategy 

decision-making processes. However, the experiences increased the awareness of PNA members regarding 

the uncertainty and complexity in the harvest strategy process, and their caution about committing to 

additional decisions without a clearer understanding regarding the results. PNA members stated they were 

moving to a more holistic view of the process and outcomes of harvest strategies, rather than dealing with 

individual elements sequentially; thus PNA members understanding that nothing is agreed until the whole 

package is agreed.  

147. The Chair noted that the workplan would be discussed under Agenda Item 6.7, following discussion 

of the species-specific aspects. 

148. Tuvalu, on behalf of the PNA, agreed with observation in WCPFC16-2019-09 that developing 

harvest strategies that will address multi-species aspects is more complex than originally expected and that 

was a primary reason for the need to extend some timeframes in the workplan. They noted that two important 

principles would affect the outcomes of the multi-species work: first the need for the Commission to avoid 

transferring a disproportionate burden from the outcomes of harvest strategies onto SIDS — given the 

current structure of the purse seine and longline fisheries, it is impossible to have a harvest strategy for 

bigeye that constrains purse seine effort without transferring a disproportionate burden onto SIDS, and 

therefore that kind of outcome will not be possible; and second the need for trade-offs between the 

achievement of TRPs for different stocks — it will not usually be possible to achieve all the TRPs, and 

mixed fisheries harvest strategies will likely lead to one or two stocks being fished above or below the TRP. 

Ultimately, the models need to be able to evaluate mixed fishery harvest strategies of this kind. 

149. Korea stated that it sought to implement a harvest strategy as soon as possible. It agreed with the 

concerns voiced by prior speakers, regarding complex, multi-species fisheries, and the resulting challenges 

that should be tackled by all members. It inquired when a harvest strategy for bigeye and yellowfin might 

actually be implemented, considering their complexity and the scheduled harvest strategy for skipjack in 

2021 (with bigeye and yellowfin scheduled for 2022 in the workplan). The Chair state that this was 

impossible to predict at present. 

150. China observed that WCPFC had not yet agreed to holding a science-management dialogue, with 

the result that harvest strategies were being discussed at WCPFC16. China stated it requires more time to 

understand the implications of the new approach. It agreed with the EU that any management measures 

should be driven by CCMs; noting Australia’s comment that harvest strategy should be pursued in parallel 

with allocation, China stated it could not devote sufficient time to do that. In general, it agreed with the PNA 

and Japan over the approach. At SC15, the conclusion was that more PIs are needed, but China stated it 

faces difficulty in providing the economic information needed for development of economic indicators. 
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China stated it needed more time to consider the harvest strategy scenarios and the positions of various 

CMMS.  

151. RMI stated that it had benefitted from capacity building in relation to harvest strategies, but that 

unfortunately there were new considerations that must be taken into account. It agreed regarding the 

complexity related to the consideration of new TRPs and a multi-species approach, including socioeconomic 

considerations, and noted that the workplan needed revision. RMI advocated for decisions to be made 

slowly, with allowance for differing capacity of CCMs accompanied by having the requisite resources to 

cater for those capacity building needs. RMI also noted the need to evaluate mixed fishery issues and looked 

forward to discussion of the workplan. 

152. Japan recalled its previous advice to proceed with great caution. It noted that as long as harvest 

strategies remain a conceptual exercise CCMs would not be able to see what will happen, and suggested 

proceeding with a specific species; if the outcomes are unacceptable, the Commission could return to the 

starting point and try again through an iterative process. Japan suggested taking the approach that nothing 

is agreed until everything is agreed, and stressed the need to examine specific species, candidate 

management procedures, and actions.  

153. FSM supported comments about capacity building and need for slow progress. It noted that SIDS 

economies are very dependent on fisheries and are just starting to see economic benefits. FSM stated that 

when HCRs are defined CCMs will be bound by these and stressed the need to ensure that the harvest 

strategy process will not have a negative impact on SIDS’ economies. FSM stressed the complexity of multi-

species, multi-gear fisheries, and stated there is much to take into account before making firm decisions.  

154. The Chair stated that elements for individual species would be discussed under Agenda Item 7. 

Australia volunteered to revise the harvest strategy workplan as the discussion proceeded. 

6.2 Harvest Strategy Display Software 

155. Dr Finlay Scott (SPC-OFP) provided a presentation in reference to WCPFC16-2019-10 Using PIs 

to select a management procedure for skipjack and WCPFC16-2019-11 Using the PIMPLE software to 

explore skipjack PIs. He observed that developing a harvest strategy is a stakeholder-led process and 

stakeholder engagement is a key component of the approach. An important area of stakeholder engagement 

is the communication of results. When developing a harvest strategy, candidate management procedures 

(MPs) are evaluated using management strategy evaluation (MSE). Performance indicators are used by 

stakeholders to evaluate the expected relative performance and trade-offs between candidate MPs, allowing 

preferred MPs to be identified. Not all indicators will be of interest to all stakeholders and different 

stakeholders will likely focus on different sets of indicators depending on their priorities for the fishery. It 

is important that the results from the evaluations, including the indicators, are communicated to stakeholders 

in a way that allows them to select their preferred MPs. In evaluating WCPO tuna stocks, each PI will be 

calculated over three time periods (short-, medium- and long-term). Additionally, to reflect the uncertainty 

in the results each indicator reports a distribution of values rather than a single value (except for the 

probability-based indicators, such as the probability of SB/SBF=0 being above the LRP). Therefore, a lot of 

information can be presented through the PIs and other results from the MSE, making selecting a preferred 

MP difficult. For example, for the current preliminary results for the skipjack evaluations seven PIs are 

calculated and each indicator is calculated over the three time periods. This gives 21 indicators to consider 

for each candidate MP, nearly all of which are distributions rather than single values. As more MPs are 

evaluated and more indicators are included, the amount of information that needs to be communicated to 

stakeholders can become very large, potentially making it difficult to select a preferred MP. To assist in the 

communication of the evaluation results SPC is developing an interactive software tool: Performance 

Indicators and Management Procedures Explorer (PIMPLE). The aim is to facilitate the interactive 
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exploration of the evaluation results, thereby making it easier to compare and evaluate the relative 

performance of candidate MPs. By selecting and deselecting from the list of available PIs and candidate 

MPs it is possible to “drill down” into the results. This makes it easier for each stakeholder to focus on the 

key indicators of interest and consequently identify their preferred MP. As different stakeholders have 

different preferences for how the results are presented, the tool includes a range of different plot types 

including bar charts, box plots, time series plots and radar plots, as well as summary tables. The development 

version of the tool is available online. To help stakeholders use PIMPLE, two reference sheets have been 

produced. One summarises the currently available PIs used in the skipjack evaluations, the other has an 

overview of how to use PIMPLE, including the different plot types that are available. These reference sheets 

are available through PIMPLE. 

156.  PNG acknowledged the work done by SPC to date and inquired whether this tool would be used in 

the in-country workshops, and if various harvest control rules (HCRs) (e.g., some with less drastic 

management responses than used in the examples previewed at WCPFC16) could be trialled. The presenter 

stated that PIMPLE was used in the last in-country workshop, and its use would continue. The HCRs were 

developed by SPC simply to explore the evaluation framework, and those currently in use were selected to 

offer contrasting results. He described the results displayed in PIMPLE as preliminary and stated that as 

work progresses SPC will seek for input from CCMs on trial HCRs.  

157. Indonesia inquired regarding selection of HCRs and MPs when using PIMPLE, observing that there 

were no options provided to select different MPs. The presenter stated that at present all use the same data 

collection and estimation model, which, with the HCR, are the elements that make up the MP. Alternative 

MPs will be examined in the future. For South Pacific albacore (where the HCR is driven more by CPUE), 

enabling the use of differing analytical methods will be much more important.  

158. Japan asked how the HCR would be affected when a new stock assessment model was employed. 

The presenter stated that SPC would recondition the current operating models using the current stock 

assessment. He noted that the HCR currently does not use either the 2016 or 2018 stock assessment model; 

it is similar to the 2016 model, but with different assumptions that make it more robust. He stated the same 

would be true for the management procedures.  

159. The EU wondered if it would be possible to have incompatible PIs when defining the model, which 

could produce bizarre results, because the PIs affect each other, and asked what could be done in such a 

case, and if this had to be taken into account when defining the model, or would be addressed when looking 

at the results? The presenter stated that this was related to the nature of trade-offs with regard to various 

indicators, and that it was unlikely a HCRs could be defined that would perform well across all indicators, 

meaning the trade-offs would always be present; he stated this trade-off process may not have been discussed 

in detail by the Commission.  

160. Kiribati inquired whether PIMPLE was being used with actual or theoretical data for skipjack or 

other stocks, stating it would prefer that actual data was used. The presenter stated that the results displayed 

to date related only to skipjack evaluations, but that the tool could also be used for South Pacific albacore. 

He noted that the historical results were all based on real data, but that 2015 was the last year with real data, 

but that this would be updated using the 2018 skipjack model. 

161. China stated that the current international price of tuna was very low and asked whether a PI 

reflecting the principle that fisheries should avoid oversupply was included, noting that most CCMs would 

be interested in including such an indicator. The presenter stated this was part of a broader discussion 

regarding what PIs various CCMs would be interested in using. He stated that it could be tricky to narrow 

down the underlying assumptions and associated calculations, but that it could be possible for SPC to work 

with FFA to develop some relevant PIs. 
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162. The Commission received a presentation from the Scientific Services Provider on the harvest 

strategy display software (PIMPLE) and encouraged CCMs to provide feedback to the Scientific Services 

Provider on the software. 

 

6.3 Management Objectives 

163. The Chair stated that the Commission needed to review management objectives annually and 

inquired whether CCMs were comfortable with the management objectives that have guided the 

Commission to date with respect to modelling, noting the management objectives from CMM 2018-01. 

164. New Zealand, on behalf of FFA members, stated that they had concerns regarding the value of 

including discussions of management objectives and their associated PIs on the agenda, given that the 

Commission already had recorded its management objectives. It recognised that PIs may need to be adjusted 

as the Commission moves through harvest strategies, particularly depending on adopted TRPs, and that FFA 

members would like to discuss how best to align these topics within the Commission’s harvest strategy 

development process, including if it is even necessary to discuss these issues in the future. 

165. The United States observed that there is a disconnect between the recorded management objectives 

developed for the harvest strategy, which are a work in progress, and those already adopted objectives for 

the four main stocks, which are in effect through 2020 (the life of the tropical tuna CMM). The United States 

stated there are therefore two discussions: one regarding development of the objectives housed in the harvest 

strategies, and one regarding the objectives in the tropical tuna measure, which would be discussed in 2020, 

and become effective in 2021. The United States suggested that the current objectives in the tropical tuna 

measure could be somewhat outdated given that a good paper on minimum TRPs had recently been 

produced, which contained information that was critical to modification of the objectives for the next 

tropical tuna CMM. 

166. The EU agreed with the USA, reflecting that discussion of the two sets of objectives did tend to 

become mixed. It suggested that the management objectives in place were precautionary given the 

uncertainty in the stock assessment for the tropical tunas, although somewhat arbitrary. 

167. PNG, on behalf of the PNA, noted that it had been difficult to make progress on agreed management 

objectives and PIs, which was not surprising given CCMs’ diversity of interests. As a result, the list of PIs 

is longer than SPC would like for analysis, and different PIs are going to be important for different 

Commission members. PNG noted the importance of a PI related to disproportionate burden, which might 

not be important for single species harvest strategies but would be critical for the multi-species work. 

Without this indicator, a lot of work might be done on alternative management procedures that are simply 

not feasible for the Commission to adopt, because of the disproportionate burden implications. 

168. Indonesia stated its understanding that the management objectives in the tropical tuna measure are 

very broad, and stated it was difficult to address all management objectives, including the PIs. Indonesia 

suggested the need to prioritize which management objectives must be achieved, and to base the TRP on 

traceable, quantifiable scientific findings, although other factors may also contribute.  

169. The Chair stated that the Commission would bear in mind the comment by FFA members, and the 

observation by PNG (and the PNA) regarding the importance of considering disproportionate burdens, 

issues that also related to PIs.  
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170. The Commission reviewed the Management Objectives for tropical tunas contained in CMM 

2018-01 and for South Pacific albacore and considered that there was no need to review the Management 

Objectives on an annual basis, but they should be amended as required. 

 

6.4 Performance Indicators and Monitoring Strategy 

171. The Chair noted that CCMs had raised various issues regarding Performance Indicators (PIs) in 

discussions under other agenda items, and that the Scientific Committee had reviewed various PIs for both 

skipjack (SC14-MI-WP-03) and South Pacific albacore (SC15-MI-WP-03).  

172. Nauru, on behalf of FFA members, stated their concern that there were no direct indicators that 

measure the economic impact on SIDS. They expressed concerns about relegating such an important issue 

to the monitoring strategy. FFA members inquired whether the Scientific Services Provider felt this was 

adequate to minimise the risk of adverse economic effects to SIDs by a particular candidate management 

procedure. They also expressed concern about the issue of subsidies being taken into account in the PIs, 

observing that is not done at present; one indicator does address maximising economic yield from the 

fishery, but is not necessarily helpful because some CCMs may affect their economic yield in other ways 

(e.g., by employing subsidies). 

173. Japan referenced its prior statement on the issue and observed that the specific PIs of interest to 

CCM should be included, but observed it is essential to be able to calculate the PIs. Japan noted that SPC 

has made efforts to calculate a range of PIs, including the disproportionate burden on SIDS, and impacts on 

small-scale fisheries, and that this is particularly important for multispecies fisheries. Japan suggested that 

CCMs assist SPC to develop ways to calculate specific PIs, whether through provision of data or sharing of 

ideas. 

174. Indonesia noted this is a very challenging process, and that data and papers considered by SC that 

inform how to achieve the management objectives and measure the PIs are based only on catch and effort 

data, and lack other data, including regarding economics. Indonesia stated that the Commission was better 

able to address biological and ecological aspects of fisheries than the socioeconomic aspects; it suggested 

that it may not be possible to assess all the PIs and management objectives and proposed the Commission 

should prioritize among the objectives. It suggested asking SPC which management objectives and PIs could 

be evaluated using available data.  

175. RMI, on behalf of PNA members, stated they consider the discussion on PIs and management 

objectives for the tropical tuna measure and harvest strategies to be separate, and that the outstanding success 

of the existing tropical tuna measure shows why the major elements of this measure should not be changed.  

176. China agreed with the statements by FFA and PNA. 

177. The United States commented that what is missing in the PI checklist is some reference to the 

economic viability of the fishery. This issue is not simply sustainable, healthy fish stocks, but also capacity 

and effort, as these impact the price of tuna and the economic viability of the fishery. In 2012 (a reference 

point for the viability of the fishery) skipjack sold for $2150/t; in 2019 the price was about $750/t. Central 

to the theme of PIs is economic modelling that includes many aspects that allow it to be profitable for vessels 

to catch fish. The United States observed the need to define the factors that help the fishery remain profitable 

and include these as PIs. 

178. The Chair summarised that CCMs agreed there is a clear distinction between management 

objectives and PIs, and that there is no need to review management objectives. Questions were raised over 
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specific PIs and how these can be determined, and she noted Japan had proposed that members assist with 

provision of data. 

179. SPC stated that with the MSE framework for skipjack, the assumption is that changes in the level 

of fishing are proportional across the fleet: allocation is not currently examined, so impacts on distant water 

fishing nation (DWFN) or Pacific Island fleets are proportional. Under multispecies approaches 

disproportionate burden could be calculated. SPC discussed the PIs in papers prepared for SC and welcomed 

further data and assistance from CCMs as works continues. SPC stated it had developed proxies for 

economic indicators, total catch, and catch rates, but lacked a detailed understanding of the economic costs 

within the fishery; such costs are currently calculated at the aggregate fleet level. Therefore, any economic 

data from CCMs would be welcomed. SPC stated it currently does not look at price elasticity but this could 

be done. Economic indicators should be included in the monitoring strategy, because many outcomes depend 

on how allocations are made. Monitoring changes in PIs is important, as it allows CCMs to compare the 

actual outcomes verses the model projections. 

180. The Chair noted that some of these issues would be further addressed under Agenda Item 6.5. 

181. The Commission considered that it was important to consider economic indicators as 

performance indicators (PIs) and encouraged CCMs to assist the Scientific Services Provider by providing 

economic and other data to assist in development of PIs, including in relation to the disproportionate 

burden on SIDS, particularly with respect to multi-species fisheries. 

 

6.5  Management Strategy Evaluation 

182. Dr Rob Scott (SPC-OFP) presented WCPFC16-2019-09 An overview of progress in developing 

WCPFC Harvest Strategies, which reviews the proposed approach for developing a mixed fishery and multi-

species approach for the development of fishery-based harvest strategies. The approach has been devised to 

allow for the continued development of single species modelling frameworks for the four tuna stocks, which 

can be subsequently incorporated into a mixed fishery framework; this would investigate the implications 

of management procedures (MPs) for one stock on each of the other stocks. Under this approach, 

management procedures would be developed for skipjack, south Pacific albacore and bigeye tuna. Yellowfin 

tuna would not have a dedicated species-based MP. Rather, the impact on yellowfin tuna would be evaluated 

from the application of the combined MPs for skipjack, bigeye and South Pacific albacore to all fisheries 

that significantly impact yellowfin. This framework would be used to identify those MP combinations that 

have an acceptably high chance of achieving management objectives for all stocks, including yellowfin. 

While the proposed approach would not fully capture mixed fishery/mixed species interactions in an 

integrated framework (which would require multi-species MPs), it provides a staged approach for 

developing fishery-based harvest strategies from a collection of single species modelling frameworks. 

183. The Chair noted that the hierarchical approach introduced by SPC was endorsed by SC. 

184. Japan referred to the prioritisation in the “Combined Modelling Framework”, which depicts the 

skipjack MP affecting bigeye and yellowfin management, and noted that prioritisation of species is 

important, and that SC had not agreed to prioritise skipjack over bigeye and yellowfin management 

procedures. The presenter agreed regarding Japan’s understanding of the SC outcomes. 

185. Australia, on behalf of FFA members, noted that the SC endorsed the development of a hierarchical 

approach to dealing with multispecies harvest strategy issues and thanked SPC for their development of an 

example of a hierarchical approach that might meet this need. While some FFA members are not ready to 

endorse an approach that includes no management procedure for yellowfin, and need to understand the 
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implications of these more clearly, they stated their recognition that this initial work was an exploratory 

analysis, and looked forward to further development. 

186. Vanuatu stated that it required more time to fully understand the concept of management procedures 

and hoped capacity building options would be available to facilitate this. It stated its understanding regarding 

the need for harvest control rules, and indicated it had been supportive of that work, but needed to ensure a 

similar level of comfort with the evaluation of management procedures through the management strategy 

evaluation process. 

187. PNG, on behalf of the PNA, thanked SPC for the large volume of work on the development of an 

MSE framework for skipjack, as reported in WCPFC16-2019-09. PNG stated that one of the elements that 

PNA members struggled with was the shift from the idea of testing alternative HCRs to testing alternative 

MPs. They stated their understanding was that the aim was not to adopt HCRs, as stated in the current 

workplan, but rather to adopt management procedures for each stock or fishery. PNG raised the following 

questions on this approach:  

i. Should the workplan be revised to refer to adopting management procedures instead of adopting 

HCRs? If so, PNA members suggested this may involve substantially more work and take longer 

than is currently provided for in the workplan.  

ii. As noted in WCPFC16-2019-09, various models may perform differently and CCMs will probably 

want to evaluate performance of models over time, which may take some time; would SPC agree 

with this assessment? 

iii. What information is available on the development of management procedures for other (non-

WCPFC) tuna stocks, in terms of the volume of work and the process for completing it? 

 

188. The presenter stated that under the workplan the intent had always been to develop management 

procedures for stocks, which comprises data collection methods to establish status, and HCRs. He noted that 

the discussion had focussed on HCRs, but the intention had always been to develop the management 

procedures. The shift to a multi-species framework and the additional work it requires may require changes 

to the harvest strategy workplan, with a second method to determine the status of a stock. The primary 

requirement of the model is that it tracks the status of the stock through time and gives a good estimate of 

stock status. He agreed that there could be a need to evaluate the estimation model further. Regarding the 

experience with the development of management procedures in other RFMOs (in terms of the work volume 

and process), he noted that this was a lengthy process — for example, southern bluefin tuna took several 

years.  

189. The EU thanked SPC, and supported continuation of the exploratory work.  It also expressed 

concerns about the lack of inclusiveness and opportunities of CCMs scientists to engage with SPC during 

the year (before SC) which is a fundamental requirement for such a process, especially noting that the work 

is expanding rapidly despite the concerns expressed by many CCMs for lack of time and opportunities to 

engage in this process.   

190. Japan noted that in ICCAT it was estimated that to develop a single species management procedure 

five 5-day meetings were needed.  

191. Indonesia acknowledged the process to address mixed fisheries, and noted the major catch figures, 

but observed that no specific procedures for yellowfin were proposed. For “other fisheries” the yellowfin 

catch is quite large, and Indonesia observed it will be important to develop specific yellowfin procedures in 

archipelagic waters; it looked forward to further consultations with SPC to develop such procedures. 
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192. FSM, on behalf of the PNA supported the SC15 endorsement of a hierarchical approach to 

developing a multi-species modelling framework, and agreed with the initial focus on developing a single 

species harvest strategy for skipjack, which would subsequently be incorporated into a mixed fishery and 

multi-species framework. The PNA reiterated their expectation that the framework would provide for an 

analysis of trade-offs between the achievement of TRPs for different stocks. SC15 was presented with some 

interesting examples of how these trade-offs are analysed in harvest strategy models for other multi-species 

mixed fisheries. Such models allow for analysis of the outcomes of different arrangements for making trade-

offs between the TRPs for different stocks. These include options for determining outcomes that maximize 

yields, or the value of yields, across the stocks as a whole. They stated their expectation that multi-species 

models would ultimately include consideration of schemes that would involve such a trade-off analysis. 

193. PNG stated that PNA members proposed that the workplan be considered an ‘Indicative’ Workplan 

so there is no sense of an obligation to meet the timelines. 

194. The Chair noted that the Commission requires time to provide guidelines in terms of the 

multispecies approach.  

195. The Commission agreed to task the Scientific Committee and the Scientific Services Provider 

with progressing work on a multispecies approach and to report back to the Commission. 

 

6.6 Terms of Reference for a Management Dialogue 

196. The Chair noted WCPFC16-2019-12, Reference Document on Terms of Reference for Science-

Management Dialogue and encouraged CCMs to provide input on how to progress with harvest strategies 

in a way that would engage both scientists and managers. 

197. Kiribati, on behalf of FFA members, reaffirmed their view that the dialogue be held immediately 

after SC. They noted that the intent of the dialogue as initially recommended by SC was to progress more 

expeditiously harvest strategy work, but stated that its increasingly complex nature meant more time was 

needed to ensure that all CCMs fully understand the concepts. FFA members requested more targeted 

capacity building at the national level on the concepts for their managers, noting that the existing national 

workshops by SPC, particularly on harvest strategies, were relevant for this. They stated that many FFA 

members did not see the value of holding the dialogue in 2020, although they would be interested if the 

dialogue could be initiated in the form of capacity building exercises for all CCMs.  

198. The Chair stated that SPC had advised that they are working with CCMs through workshops and 

would visit CCMs to undertake capacity assistance in 2020–2021. She asked CCMs to provide input on how 

best to progress the harvest strategy (e.g., through an extended Commission meeting or via a workshop or 

other standalone meeting).  

199. Several members stated the extended Commission meeting was useful at WCPFC16 and gave 

tentative support for using the same approach in 2020 but noted the schedule would have to take into account 

the various working groups that were also planning to meet in 2020. Other mechanisms for enabling 

managers and scientists to interact, such as holding an extended pre-stock assessment workshop, or creating 

an electronic working group, were also suggested. The question was raised whether such a dialogue would 

make use of the TORs developed previously by the SWG, which had focussed on technical issues, and had 

envisioned a separate working group.  

200. PNG, on behalf of PNA members, supported the prior comment by Kiribati regarding the need for 

significant capacity building prior to holding such a working group. PNG noted that the PNA agreed to the 
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Harvest Strategy Workplan on the basis that it would not require additional Commission bodies or meetings 

such as the science-management dialogue and would be integrated into the ongoing processes of the 

Commission. PNA members were reprioritising building their capacity to ensure they could participate 

effectively in the harvest strategy process and stated that they were not ready to engage in a separate science-

management dialogue.  

201. The EU stated the view that CCMs’ scientists should be able to interact intersessionally with SPC 

and failed to understand why this would be problematic for any CCMs. It referenced its proposal, as outlined 

elsewhere, including under Agenda Item 7.2.1.3.  PNG restated its view that capacity building would be 

needed to enable all CCMs to discuss these issues, because of its increasing complexity. Kiribati supported 

PNG’s statement, and stressed the need for national workshops before beginning processes such as the 

science-management dialogue. 

202. In reference to suggestions from the EU regarding alternative mechanisms for CCM involvement, 

SPC noted that the SPC’s pre-assessment workshop is designed to receive feedback to inform SPC’s stock 

assessments and would not be suitable for discussing MSE work. It suggested there would technical issues 

to consider prior to conducting an electronic working group. The EU reiterated its interest in enabling CCM 

scientists to be involved in the MSE work, which suggested it was a matter of sovereignty. The EU stated 

its desire to be involved on a regular basis and observed that other CCMs had the opportunity to interact 

with SPC throughout the year. SPC stated that it could look at technical approaches to enabling increased 

participation, and that it intends to make the code used for MSE work available to CCMs. It confirmed that 

the MSE process should be transparent, while being mindful that these are very technical issues, and some 

members would have more capacity to contribute than others. SPC stated it would look into ways CCMs 

and SPC could work together more closely and suggested the SC meeting could provide such an opportunity. 

203. Japan stated that it generally shared the concern expressed by the EU. It noted that with respect to 

typical stock assessments, some very technical discussions were held at the pre-assessment meeting, but 

with respect to MSEs — which are more complex — there is no opportunity for in-depth technical 

discussions with SPC experts. Results of the MSE work are reviewed at SC, but some CCMs feel the 

information presented is insufficient to evaluate what is being done. Japan observed that the more that CCMs 

feel uncomfortable, the slower the process will be; at a minimum CCMs should feel they have good access 

to information. Japan reiterated that there should be more inclusiveness in the MSE process than in the stock 

assessment process, and encouraged SPC to consider how to improve the situation. SPC observed there had 

been further requests for provision of additional information at SC and suggested it might be possible for 

SPC to work with colleagues at ISC to come up with a common approach to making these methods more 

transparent. 

204. Canada supported the comments by Japan and the EU, and noted the TORs developed by the 

working group were not for a management meeting, but for a joint meeting where all stakeholders are 

involved. Canada encouraged consideration of moving forward on a process such as that discussed at 

WCPFC15, if significant progress was to be made. 

205. The Ocean Foundation (TOF), on behalf of Pew, TOF, and WWF, stated that the Commission had 

committed itself to developing harvest strategies for key stocks or fisheries. Despite difficulty in reaching 

decisions on some elements of the harvest strategy approach that were scheduled for adoption in the 

workplan in 2019, there was significant detailed and productive discussion at WCPFC16, and TOF 

supported continuation of these discussions, stating that NGOs support capacity building in any form 

because harvest strategy work requires frank and open discussions among scientists and managers, and they 

need adequate time to focus on this work. They observed that for that reason both SC14 and SC15 

recommended creating a scientist-manager dialogue working group. Other RFMOs, such as NAFO, CCSBT, 

ICCAT and IOTC, are using or have used scientist–manager dialogue groups and found them essential to 
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developing the harvest strategy process. TOF observed that CCMs agreed this work to be incredibly valuable 

to the future of the tuna fisheries in the WCPO, and stated that if such a body could not be created, the 

Commission should devote time and resources to continue to progress this work at WCPFC17, noting the 

discussions should continue, so as not to lose the momentum and consensus for the work that had been 

generated to date. 

206. RMI fully agreed on the need to continue the discussion on building capacity regarding efforts to 

manage these stocks. It reminded the Commission that CCMs that are SIDS and coastal states need 

additional time, given the increasing number and complexity of issues being discussed. It supported the 

statements by PNG, Kiribati and others, noting the need for building capacity. RMI stated it was very 

important for processes such as the science–management dialogue to involve those who play a major part 

in the fishery and observed most of the fishery was in the waters of coastal states who depend very highly 

on these resources. It stated that all decisions made on the stocks affect each SIDS inhabitant, and thus SIDS 

need to be able to participate effectively.  

207. The Commission noted that the Scientific Services Provider is planning to continue to undertake 

workshops for individual CCMs to build capacity on harvest strategies. 

 

6.7 Review of Work Plan 

208. The Chair referenced WCPFC16-2019-IP02 Agreed Workplan for the adoption of Harvest 

Strategies under CMM 2014-06 and asked CCMs for their views on needed changes. 

209. The United States stated that it was clear that the workplan would need adjustment, certainly in 

terms of the schedule, but that it did not see the need for large structural changes. It noted Australia had 

taken the lead in drafting some revisions. The United States observed that in terms of terminology 

“management procedure” is a new term, not used in CMM 2014-06, and that perhaps the next version of the 

workplan can explain what management procedure means if the term will continue to be used. 

210. Japan noted its understanding that the Commission could proceed with skipjack management 

procedures, but establishment of a management procedure for skipjack did not mean it would be used, but 

rather that the Commission would then go on to address multi-species management procedures. This was 

confirmed by the Chair.  

211. Tokelau, on behalf of FFA members, stated that while the work plan was a critical document for 

guiding the Commission’s development of harvest strategies, it clearly needed to be reframed, because 

development of harvest strategies for WCPO stocks is an ambitious task, particularly given the complexities 

of intersecting stocks and fisheries. FFA members considered it important that the workplan addresses those 

complexities in a way that provides clear guidance to the Commission, but the workplan must also be 

realistic. FFA members noted that Australia had offered to help update the workplan to reflect decisions at 

WCPFC16 and encouraged all members to provide inputs to that revision so it would remain a useful guide 

for the Commission. 

212. PNG stated that it would be useful to frame the workplan as indicative, reflecting that some elements 

will change.  

213. New Zealand stated that the goals for harvest strategy capacity building were described in 

WCPFC16-2019-IP14 National Harvest Strategy Capacity Building Workshops for WCPO tuna fisheries. 

It noted that the workshops described were funded by New Zealand, and that the intention was not to include 

these in the workplan.  
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214. FSM on behalf of the PNA stated that on page 7 of WCPFC16-2019-09, SPC indicated that WCPFC 

remained on course for implementation of a single species harvest strategy for skipjack in 2020. However, 

PNA members stated that in their view it was not realistic to plan for completion of a skipjack harvest 

strategy in 2020. If a skipjack TRP was agreed at WCPFC16, it would still require a revision of the skipjack 

operating model and agreement on several elements of a skipjack management procedure; that work could 

take several years, especially taking into account that less progress is likely in 2020 because of the effort 

needed to renegotiate the tropical tuna CMM, thus making even 2021 an optimistic timeframe for a skipjack 

harvest strategy. In the absence of agreement regarding a revised skipjack TRP at WCPFC16, it almost 

certainly take longer than 2021 to complete the skipjack harvest strategy.  

215. The EU reiterated that priority in the workplan should be on skipjack. It also reminded CCMs it had 

made suggestions to increase the participation of CCMs in the MSE work and encouraged CCMs to consider 

these.  

216. The Chair observed that adoption of the harvest strategy would entail a long-term commitment by 

the Commission and stated that CCMs should take as much time as needed to consider capacity building 

and the special needs of members.  The Chair confirmed that would be Australia work in the margins of 

WCPFC16 to update the Harvest Strategy Workplan.    

217. After incorporating feedback and suggestions from CCMs, the Chair of the Harvest Strategy 

Workplan SWG (Australia) presented the Harvest Strategy Workplan. It was first developed in 2015, with 

an ambitious schedule, and was intended to be updated to reflect developments and progress. The workplan 

review planned for 2019 was intended to be thorough, and the SWG Chair stated CCMs had provided 

extensive comments, noting that CCMs were driving the process. The workplan is intended to be ambitious 

but realistic, and recognizes the need for time and capacity building, and learning from the collective 

experiences of CCMs. The SWG Chair thanked CCMs for their assistance with the update. 

218. PNG, on behalf of PNA members, stated they supported the FFA statement regarding WCPFC16-

2019-DP-01. They stated that the harvest strategy work had not gone according to plan in a number of 

important respects and required substantial amendments. Initial timeframes were clearly too short, and 

almost every element of the work is taking longer than in the initial plan, largely because the work is more 

complex than expected (and not because of a lack of effort by CCMs or SPC). In addition, the nature of 

some of the work has changed, the original goal was to adopt harvest control rules (HCRs)for each major 

stock, while now the goal is to adopt management procedures for each stock, which seems to involve 

reaching agreement on a monitoring strategy, the settings of the estimation model, and  HCRs. This could 

take several years even for skipjack, where progress has already been made. PNA members restated that 

2020 was not a feasible completion date for that work. In addition, PNG observed that some elements simply 

did not work — for example, the skipjack TRP must be revised and reformulated. These developments have 

made PNA members much more cautious about agreeing to any further decisions on any elements of the 

harvest strategy work until the likely implications and outcomes are better understood. PNA members 

asserted that the harvest strategy must be approached as a package, rather than separate elements, and 

stressed the need to build CCMs’ capacity to engage in the work and understand its implications. They noted 

that future sustainable development of PNA members was very heavily dependent on the tuna resources 

being managed. While harvest strategies can enhance the long-term value of those resources, PNA members 

cannot afford to take the risks associated with work on harvest strategies without being fully informed about 

the implications of the decisions that have to be made.  

219. China thanked the Chair of the SWG and supported the comments by PNG on behalf of PNA 

members. The EU thanked the SWG Chair for the updated indicative workplan, and suggested that in the 

future it might be possible to organise a SWG with interested CCMs to assist the SWG Chair with updates. 

The United States thanked the SWG Chair for their work, and made some specific drafting suggestions.  
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220. FSM, on behalf of PNA members proposed that the timeline for development of a skipjack 

management procedure be extended to 2022. They noted their prior hope that the timeline of 2021 for 

completion of a skipjack HCR could be maintained, but in supporting the FFA proposal for a revised 

skipjack TRP PNA members made it clear that failure to agree on a revised skipjack TRP would put that 

timeline at risk. However, they recognised that the questions raised about the FFA proposal were important 

and needed more consideration than possible at WCPFC16. In addition, as previously noted, the 

management procedure for skipjack has additional elements, as well as the harvest control rule. PNA 

members stated they found the advice of SPC and Japan provided at WCPFC16 on the experience in other 

RFMOs of development of management procedures daunting but very helpful. Consequently, PNA 

members regretfully concluded that it is likely to take longer than 2021 before the Commission can adopt a 

skipjack management procedure. PNA members stated they did not want to be bound by an unrealistic 

timeline for adoption of elements of the skipjack harvest strategy and could not agree to an unrealistic 

timeline of 2021, rather they could accept 2022, with the proviso that it may take longer. 

221. The Commission adopted the Updated Indicative Workplan for the Adoption of Harvest 

Strategies under CMM 2014-06 (Attachment H*). 

 

 

AGENDA ITEM 7 — WCPO TUNA AND BILLFISH STOCKS  

7.1 General overview of stock status (bigeye, skipjack, South Pacific albacore, yellowfin, Pacific 

bluefin, North Pacific albacore and North Pacific swordfish)  

222. Dr John Hampton (SPC-OFP) provided an overview of stock status, with reference to SC15 

outcomes on status of stocks and WCPFC16-2019-IP03_rev1 Western and Central Pacific Tuna 

Fishery:2018 Overview and Status of Stocks. The total catch of main tuna species in 2018 was approximately 

2.8 t, the second highest ever but within the range of catches over the past seven years. Purse seine catch in 

2018 was approximately 1.9 t. Effort, as measured in vessel days, has been lower since 2015 compared to 

the record level in 2014. Total catch has also been slightly lower over the same period. Purse seine CPUE 

shows a long-term increasing trend, and was particularly high for most of 2019, which will likely result in 

a record catch when all data are available. As in recent years, the purse seine catch is approximately equally 

distributed between associated and unassociated sets. Longline effort has tended to decline since 2012, and 

catch has also trended slightly downwards since 2010, primarily through reduced bigeye catches. CPUE of 

yellowfin and bigeye in the tropical longline fishery and albacore CPUE in the southern longline fishery 

have been stable or slightly increasing over recent years. None of the key tuna stocks in the WCPFC 

Convention Area are currently estimated to be overfished or experiencing overfishing, in contrast to other 

ocean areas. However, the spawning biomass in relation to unfished levels of all stocks has declined 

substantially over several decades as the fisheries developed, before stabilising, or increasing slightly, in the 

most recent years. All stocks are above the LRP with high probability, while skipjack and South Pacific 

albacore are slightly less than their respective interim TRPs. However, several other stocks of billfish (e.g. 

north and southwest striped marlin) and sharks (e.g. oceanic whitetip and silky sharks), as well as Pacific 

bluefin tuna are estimated to be either overfished, experiencing overfishing, or both. The recent evolution 

of the El Nino Southern Oscillation (ENSO) was reviewed, indicating that the WCPFC Convention Area 

continues to be in an ENSO-neutral state, with most forecasting models predicting maintenance of neutral 

conditions through the first half of 2020. Long term impacts of climate change continue to suggest overall 

negative impacts on skipjack, yellowfin and bigeye tuna in the WCPO, with projected eastwards 

displacement of these stocks towards the central and eastern Pacific, particularly in the second half of this 

century. 
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223. Tonga, on behalf of FFA members, thanked SPC for another comprehensive overview of the status 

of the four main tuna stocks, which shows that the WCPO produces over half the global supply of the larger 

tunas, and all four of the stocks that straddle the equator are sustainable.  

224. The EU noted that WCPFC has management based on a zoned approach and suggested it would be 

valuable to see graphics showing the catches inside and outside of the EEZs, as it would help understand 

the dynamics of the stocks and the fisheries. It also suggested it would be helpful to have additional graphs 

and tables on non-tuna species, including a figure showing the status of all species for all RFMOs. Regarding 

climate change, the EU inquired about the range and levels of uncertainties and how they are captured in 

the projections. SPC referred to Figure 17 of WCPFC16-2019-IP03_rev1, which displays (with orange 

shading showing 5% and 95% uncertainty) SPC’s best estimate of biomass, based on the use of a variety of 

models. SPC first estimates the impact of climate change on the oceans, and then projects the effect on tuna 

biomass. The uncertainty is quite high for some species, in particular albacore, which is driven by sensitivity 

to dissolved O2; climate models are not good at predicting dissolved O2.  

225. Palau, on behalf of PNA members, stated that the continuing positive status of the major stocks was 

a good reflection of the quality of the management arrangements in place for tropical tunas. They noted that 

while this was encouraging, there is more to be done to address the gaps and weaknesses in those 

arrangements. They also noted that there are some other important stocks, particularly bluefin, where the 

Commission record is very poor; for PNA members a major priority continues to be the need to strengthen 

arrangements for FAD management, because uncontrolled growth in FAD use remains the biggest threat to 

the sustainability of the major tropical tuna stocks, and PNA members give high priority to measures to 

improve information on FADs and FAD tracking in PNA waters. 

226. Japan stated that while the number of purse seine fishing days has decreased, catch has fluctuated, 

meaning that fishing vessels are likely becoming more efficient, and inquired (i) regarding the reasons for 

the increase, (ii) whether the number of sets was increasing, (iii) the effects of echosounder use, which is 

apparently increasing. SPC noted there was a very large increase in the number of free school sets starting 

in 2008, when WCPFC introduced a FAD closure. Vessels were then relearning how to set on free schools. 

A project at SPC funded by the EU is looking at detail at purse seine fishery evolution; SPC is seeing an 

increase in the number of sets per day, which increases CPUE based on number. FAD technological 

development is also a factor — vessels can select the most effective FADs, thereby increasing CPUE. 

227. Kiribati, on behalf of the PNA, thanked SPC for the presentation and for the continuing high quality 

of the regional fishery overview paper on which the presentation was based. PNA members supported the 

EU’s request relating to the breakdown of catches by national waters and high seas, stating this was 

important because of the importance for CCMs of trends in relation to high seas fishing, and of the relative 

balance of fishing between high seas and national waters.  

228. China noted all tuna species are in good health, which is not the case in other t-RFMOs. It agreed 

with the EU’s suggestion of the need for data to understand each CCM’s catch by year and species and 

inquired regarding linking stock projections with TRPs and harvest strategies.  

229. SPC noted that detailed annual information on fishing distribution and catch statistics by CCM are 

published in the WCPFC Tuna Fishery Yearbook, and that these include aggregate distributions. Stock status 

in relation to LRPs and TRPs is provided in the detailed stock assessment documents.  

230. The EU highlighted that the aggregated information should be broken down and catch and effort 

data displayed to CCMs, in order to enable a comprehensive understanding of the state of the fisheries and 

the impact of the Conservation and Management Measures in force.   
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231. RMI on behalf of PNA members thanked SPC for the chart on the status of stocks managed by 

different RFMOs, and noted the information relating to climate change. RMI asked SPC to confirm their 

understanding that yellowfin stocks managed by other t-RFMOs were overfished or subject to overfishing 

and all bigeye stocks were in the same state. SPC indicated that it directly reports what the scientific bodies 

of other t-RFMOs have reported. The reasons for the WCPO’s healthy stocks include the large component 

of the WCPFC fishery composed of skipjack, and the proportion of FAD verses free school catch (50/50); 

purse seine fisheries with a high FAD content will have a greater effect on yellowfin and bigeye. PNG 

inquired further on how estimates of stock status in other t-RFMOs was calculated. SPC stated that these 

reflect the standards used in those RFMOs. Not all use 20% SBF=0 (e.g., limits in the EPO are related to 

MSY, or a fraction thereof). Japan stated that other t-RFMOs sometimes use MSY as a borderline between 

these categories, and that it was not possible to simply compare stock status directly between t-RFMOs. 

232. Indonesia noted (i) the higher uncertainty for South Pacific albacore compared to skipjack, and 

inquired whether this had been incorporated into the harvest strategy models; (ii) the low number of model 

scenarios for South Pacific albacore (24) verses skipjack (288); and (iii) the issue of dissolved O2, and 

increased uncertainty for South Pacific albacore, and inquired whether uncertainty related to environmental 

factors would be included in the operating model for the MSE work. SPC stated that albacore differs in that 

most (90%) is exploited as large adult fish by the longline fishery, with only a small troll fishery around 

New Zealand, which means that SPC’s data are less informative (there is a lot of tag data for tropical tunas, 

but not for albacore); this contributes to the uncertainty for albacore. SPC is considering how environmental 

impacts can be taken into account in the MSE, possibly using the Spatial Ecosystem and Populations 

Dynamics Model (SEAPODYM).  

233. New Caledonia noted that 2019 was the third year of decline in its albacore catch. It has only 20 

longline vessels fishing in its EEZ, with historically very low fishing pressure, but overall catch trends are 

down (30% in 3 years), including a 15% reduction in albacore, and the industry is suffering economically, 

and New Caledonia requested insights from SPC. SPC indicated it would follow up directly with New 

Caledonia. PNG asked how to reconcile the decline in stocks in New Caledonia, as reflected by their 

comment, and the possible 50% increase in albacore is projected over the next 50 years, based on climate 

change projections.  

234. RMI stated that that the indications of overfishing from other t-RFMOs provided an incentive for 

WCPFC to adopt the precautionary approach, while recognizing the need to be cautious in how overfishing 

is compared between regions.  

Northern stocks  

 

235. Dr S. Nakatsuka (Chair of the ISC Pacific Bluefin Working Group) provided an introduction 

regarding the work of the ISC. He introduced general information regarding the stock status and catch of 

the northern stocks; North Pacific albacore catch was stable or declining in the last two decades, with the 

primary catch taken by Japan; Pacific bluefin tuna stocks have declined, and catch is low, with protective 

measures in place; and swordfish stocks are stable. He also referenced the stock assessments being 

conducted by ISC.  

236. In response to a query from the EU regarding supplementary information, the ISC WG Chair and 

the Chair noted that WCPFC16-2019-22, -23 and -24 and WCPFC16-2019-IP10 and -IP11 had been 

prepared as reference documents for WCPFC16. The EU indicated that these documents were useful but 

some information was missing and that it would share with Secretariat what additional information it was 

seeking. 
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237.  The EU stated that the presenter mentioned that there are no reference points defined for the 

Commission that allow the ISC to derive stock status, and suggested where there is no defined reference 

point, that the default reference point defined by the Convention (MSY) should be used. In response ISC 

WG Chair stated that the evaluation was conducted against FMSY as one of 7 reference points, to provide as 

much information as possible.  

238. The United States stated its understanding that there is no automatic MSY-based limit if the 

Commission has not adopted a limit reference point. It noted that it is very useful to have status against 

potential reference points examined, and voiced appreciation for how this was done by ISC. The United 

States stated that if MSY-based objectives are important for any CCMs, they should be among the potential 

candidates, as done by ISC.  

239. Palau inquired how the bluefin stock could be rebuilding when there is still overfishing. Japan 

indicated that given a rebuilding target and projection, all that is possible is to take uncertainty into account, 

implement measures, and observe the results; with targets and measures it is necessary to see the 

interactions. SPC observed that some of the confusion on the part of CCMs regarding Pacific bluefin tuna 

is that there is a rebuilding strategy but overfishing is continuing, which raises the question of how these 

can be reconciled. The ISC WG Chair stated he is often asked this by fisheries managers: how can a stock 

rebuild when fishing mortality is over MSY? This can happen if stock levels are very low, but fishing 

mortality is lower than current biomass can support; as stock levels increase and catch level is maintained, 

the stock can rebuild, even given small increases in fishing mortality. Japan observed that despite the stock 

being shown to be overfished with overfishing occurring, stock size has been increasing since 2010, with 

the stock assessment indicating recovery will take place more rapidly than originally projected. Japan 

suggested ISC should consider altering the description so as to reduce confusion. The ISC WG Chair stated 

that the same could happen with any species covered by SPC stock assessments. He emphasised Kobe charts 

provide a snapshot but can be used with a threshold to indicate whether a stock is recovering; projections 

are useful as they provide an idea, albeit uncertain, of the future trend. 

240. The EU noted that the discussion was very illustrative of how differently various CCMs understand 

key concepts regarding the status of the fisheries and the MSE framework. Regarding the United States’ 

intervention, the EU stated its understanding that the use of the reference point was not as a limit, but a 

benchmark for understanding stock status. The EU stated that for all tuna stocks MSY is used in Kobe plots 

as a benchmark and suggested that this should be done for bluefin as it is for other species.  

7.2 Bigeye, Skipjack and Yellowfin 

7.2.1 Harvest Strategy Issues 

7.2.1.1 Review of target reference point for skipjack 

241. Dr Graham Pilling (SPC-OFP) presented WCPFC16-2019-14, Current and Projected Stock Status 

of WCPO Skipjack Tuna to Inform Consideration of an Updated Target Reference Point, which describes 

the 2019 assessment of WCPO skipjack tuna agreed at SC15. It incorporates new information on skipjack 

biology and improved model settings similar to how the assessment of WCPO bigeye tuna performed in 

2017 changed the perception of stock status and productivity compared to previous assessments. The paper 

also presents results of analyses requested by SC15 based upon the 2019 assessment to assist WCPFC16 in 

its review of the performance of the interim skipjack tuna TRP. Those analyses indicate changes in effort 

and biomass from 2012 and ‘recent’ levels, and median equilibrium yield (as a proportion of MSY) 

associated with strategies that maintain a median of spawning biomass depletion (SB/SBF=0) of 40%, 45%, 

50%, and 55%. These are compared to results under 2012 ‘baseline’ fishing levels. 
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Table 7.2.2.1: Median skipjack tuna depletion levels (SB/SBF=0) and corresponding change in biomass 

from 2012 and 2015-18 average levels, change in purse seine effort (scalar), median equilibrium yield 

(total yield as % of MSY) and risk of falling below the LRP under baseline fishery conditions (shaded 

row) and for SC15-nominated depletion levels.  

Median 

depletion 

level 

(%SBF=0) 

Change in 

spawning biomass 

(%SBF=0) from 

2012 levels 

Change in spawning 

biomass (%SBF=0) 

from 2015-2018 

average 

Change in 

PS effort 

from 2012 

levels* 

Median total 

equilibrium 

yield (%MSY) 

Risk 

SB/SBF=0 

< LRP 

55% +31% +25% -40% 62% 0% 

50% +18% +13% -25% 69% 0% 

45% +7% +3% -13% 74% 0% 

42% -2% -5% 0% 84% 0% 

40% -5% -9% +5% 89% 0% 

* ‘2012’ conditions as described in the main text. No future ‘effort creep’ assumed, i.e. CPUE is assumed proportional 

to abundance. 

 

242. Chinese Taipei addressed three issues: (i) the effect of effort creep, noting this was discussed in 

2018, and stating that this has implications for understanding trends in fishing effort, with increases possibly 

related to technical improvements to existing vessels, or the addition of vessels. Chinese Taipei asked how 

much effect SPC considered this would have on the results. (ii) Regarding the baseline year (Fig 2. of the 

paper), the stock level in 2012 was much lower than in the 2014 stock assessment. The 2012 level in the 

new stock assessment is very close to lowest level of whole series. Chinese Taipei asked if it was still 

suitable to use 2012 as a baseline level for choosing a TRP? (iii) Chinese Taipei referenced (in Fig 2) the 

new stock assessment historical trend, which appears different from that presented by Dr John Hampton 

under Agenda item 7.1, and inquired why this was the case. The presenter replied (i) that effort creep is very 

hard to estimate. In WCPFC16-2019-14 SPC assumes it is not happening in the future, which is OK for a 

TRP. The question is then how management adjusts if effort creep is detected and conditions diverge from 

the TRP in the future. The approach is to manage around the TRP in the face of uncertainties such as effort 

creep. (ii) Regarding the baseline year: the lowest level identified in a particular year is 41%. The level in 

2012 was 42%. The decision regarding suitability for defining a TRP depends on whether this gives what is 

desired in terms of the social and economic aspects. (iii) For Fig. 2, the historical trend is different between 

models, probably because of the settings in the 2019 stock assessment. The difference with what was shown 

under Agenda item 7.1 is that it represents instantaneous depletion in one year relative to an unfished 

condition in that year, while the TRP is in relation to the previous 10 years; the figures and projections are 

consistent with how SPC would calculate the TRP. 

243. Japan suggested the need to separate issues to be decided by the Commission and those that should 

be the focus of conversations with SC or SPC. Japan agreed that the TRP needs to be decided by the 

Commission, but raised the question whether the explanation was scientifically justifiable. Japan recalled 

that it previously posed several questions about effort creep, and the answers from SPC suggested there 

could be some increase in the number of sets per day, and possibly increased CPUE as a result of 

echosounder use. SPC had indicated it was trying to assess this, and Japan stated it looked forward to 

receiving that information, but that it was difficult for the Commission to make an informed decision 

regarding a TRP if effort creep is hard to identify and estimate, and is to be left up to the Commission to 

react to over time. Japan stated that given that vessels are becoming more efficient, assuming unchanging 

effort over 30 years is not a precautionary approach. Japan agreed that the decision regarding the use of 

2012 as a baseline is up to the Commission and stated that if the existing TRP of 50% depletion ratio should 

be automatically converted to 42%, that would be acceptable. SC had stated that because the median 

spawning biomass has been below the TRP, the Commission should take measures to ensure this fluctuates 

around 50%; that is now 42%, and thus not in agreement with the SC recommendation, and Japan stated it 
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should be addressed again by SC. In addition, Japan noted that additional discussion was needed regarding 

changing the model maturity schedule so it could be compared directly with 2012. SPC stated it does not 

have a good estimate of how effort creep is impacting effective effort in the purse seine fishery, which is 

proving very difficult to estimate, and making it very hard to project what will happen in the future. The 

effective effort on the stock will go up with effort creep, resulting not in a level of 42%, but an even lower 

number. This is not included because if a stock size equivalent to the 2012 stock levels is desired, and effort 

creep is present, it will be necessary to lower F to maintain the stock. SPC stated it would be happy to engage 

with Japan on the modelling issues, which are also discussed in an appendix to the paper. 

244. Solomon Islands, on behalf of PNA members, stated that in DP01, FFA members proposed an 

approach to reformulating the TRP following SC’s advice: the TRP would be the spawning biomass 

depletion ratio consistent with the level of fishing effort for skipjack in 2012, and the condition of the 

skipjack stock in 2012. This percentage is estimated in the 2019 assessment at 42%. They acknowledged 

that this was a new approach that CCMs would need time to consider seriously because it was likely the 

Commission would need a similar approach for other TRPs.  

245.  New Zealand, on behalf of FFA members, noted that under the new skipjack stock assessment 

model, a spawning biomass depletion ratio of 42% is projected to achieve roughly the same outcomes as the 

50% TRP was projected to achieve when it was adopted in 2015. FFA members stated they sought to avoid 

the need to revise the TRP in the future to reflect changes in the assessment model and model results not 

related to the state of the stock. SC pointed to the value of using a clearly stated reference period as the 

baseline for a skipjack TRP, comparable to the approach used for the South Pacific albacore TRP agreed in 

2018. Therefore, FFA members suggested that the skipjack TRP be framed along the following lines as 

outlined in DP1 that: the target reference point for the WCPO skipjack tuna stock shall be the percentage of 

the estimated recent average spawning biomass in the absence of fishing (SBF=0, t1-t2), calculated as the 

median across the grid of models agreed by the Scientific Committee, that is consistent with the level of 

fishing effort for skipjack in 2012 and the condition of the skipjack stock in 2012. This percentage is 

estimated in the 2019 assessment as 42%. 

246. The United States concurred that effort creep assumptions should not be included in the stock 

assessment; referencing changes in purse seine catchability, the United States inquired if there was a better 

year to use than 2012 as a reference year.  

247. China raised the following issues (i) inquired if climate change impacts (on recruitment and 

distribution) were considered; (ii) stated if a TRP of 42% was used, this would mean increasing fishing 

effort by 16%, and inquired if this would negatively impact juveniles; and (iii) observed that skipjack prices 

were sharply down, possibly because of oversupply, and suggested that increased effort may not be wise. 

The presenter stated that (i) climate change has not been factored into the projections. Similar to effort creep, 

it is very hard to know the impacts of climate change, as the key impacts start around 2050, beyond the time 

range examined. (ii) Regarding increasing the level of fishing relative to the more recent period, a 12% 

increase would maintain stock at 42%, but the pattern of effort has fluctuated, making it hard to know if this 

will be constant. Juveniles are taken largely through FAD sets, and the impact of increased effort on 

juveniles would depend on the proportion of FAD sets. (iii) Regarding oversupply, he stated it was not 

known if this is due to oversupply in the global market.  

248. The EU stated that this was a mechanical process, and that there was no need to alter the limits and 

management, as fishing conditions could be maintained with no impact on the stock. The EU stated that 

catch would have to be reduced to keep the TRP at 50%, which was not justified, because the stock is 

exploited sustainably. The EU supported New Zealand’s position, and suggested the TRP be adapted to fit 

the new data. It noted purse seine efficiency is improving, which is normal because of technological 

development. Limits are based on fishing days, and as a fishing day becomes more efficient, the limit will 
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become risky. The EU suggested there may be a need to change the methodology used to limit the fishery, 

which would impact allocation discussions.  

249. Indonesia raised three issues namely (i) stated that the skipjack Majuro plot in the 2019 stock 

assessment uses different year ranges for spawning biomass (2015–2018) and the ratio of fishing mortality 

(2014–2017), and asked why; (ii) inquired why recent biomass and fishing levels are considered over a 4-

year period, rather than a longer period (e.g. 5 years); and (iii) regarding Table 2 (change in purse seine 

effort from 2012 levels), Indonesia noted the wide range of fishing effort, and inquired whether this 

considered only fishing days, or other factors as well? The presenter stated that (i) SC used the last 4 years 

of the stock assessment for SB because the last year’s data was acceptable, but that was not the case for 

fishing mortality, so the earlier period was used; (ii) the 4-year period for the TRP was decided by SC, and 

avoids yearly fluctuations; and (iii) regarding effort, in 2019 SPC switched from fishing days to fishing sets, 

which produce roughly equivalent results in the current data. Indonesia further inquired whether the tables 

provide targeting for purse seine operating in the high seas only or include others areas (EEZs), and whether 

small purse seine fisheries were included? The presenter stated that SPC manipulated the effort in the key 

industrial purse seine fisheries in the stock assessment model; both EEZs and high seas areas are included, 

and the industrial purse seine fisheries operating in those areas. 

250.  PNG stated that the interim TRP for skipjack was to progress the work on the harvest strategy, and 

is doing what was expected, and achieving the desired conditions. PNG suggested this view was likely 

supported by most delegations. PNG thanked the presenter and the team at SPC for their work, which was 

exactly what SC asked that they present. 

251. The United States stated that the value of the fishery is one objective, and that there is a need to 

recognize the close connection between effort, catch and price. It noted that the price has recently crashed 

and is not sustainable. It looked forward to working with other CCMs to set an appropriate TRP. 

252. Australia stated that it lacks an active skipjack fishery and thus was making its intervention from a 

scientific and technical perspective. As outlined by New Zealand on behalf of the FFA, Australia was 

lending further support to the FFA proposal to rescale the interim skipjack target reference point and tie it 

to a particular year rather than a fixed biomass, which would bring skipjack into line with the approach taken 

for the albacore TRP and that taken for the yellowfin and bigeye management objectives within the tropical 

tuna measure. Australia affirmed that each new stock assessment serves to update and improve the 

Commission’s understanding of stock status; this is the case with the latest skipjack assessment and was the 

case with other recent assessments (e.g., South Pacific albacore and bigeye). In each case the understanding 

of historical biomass levels has changed substantially with the most recent assessment. The FFA proposal 

reflects updated understanding of skipjack biomass levels and also seeks to “future-proof” the reference 

point against future stock assessments outcomes. 

253. Nauru, on behalf of PNA members, thanked Japan for sharing their ideas on the revised skipjack 

TRP, and expressed disappointment that Japan couldn’t support the FFA approach, stating that while they 

could understand Japan’s position, it was not the way FFA saw harvest strategies working. The aim of a 

harvest strategy is to have in place a stable means to keep the stock near the TRP, with effort fluctuating 

around the level associated with the TRP. FFA members expressed the hope they could work with Japan to 

find a way forward. Japan stated that it had not addressed the TRP, but rather the SPC presentation. It noted 

that there had not been an agreement “that the new 42% is equivalent to the old 50%”, and suggested that 

given the series of questions posed, against some assumptions made, the matter should be discussed at SC.  

254. Kiribati, on behalf of PNA members thanked China and Chinese Taipei for their questions regarding 

the FFA proposal for the revised TRP. They stated some questions could require further work by SPC and 

other CCMs and looked forward to making progress on those issues.  
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255. The EU inquired regarding the suggested tasking to SC, and what that would bring to the discussion. 

Japan stated its concerns regarding the assumptions, and whether this was a purely mechanical conversion. 

It reiterated its need to ensure the assumptions are valid.  

256. China noted that the impact on the juvenile catch from an increase in effort depends on the 

proportion that is associated with FADs. China stated it would assume that if total effort increases by 12% 

there will be an equivalent impact on the juvenile catch. 

257. The Chair noted that a number of members expressed a preference for a TRP based on a median 

depletion level of 42% of SB F=0 in 2012. But some CCMs expressed concern whether this is indeed a simple 

mechanical exercise, and are concerned over the impact on juveniles.  

258. The Commission requested the Scientific Committee to provide advice on:  

a. the formulation of TRPs for skipjack tuna, noting:  

i. the SC15 advice on a skipjack tuna TRP “that the Commission may identify a 

reference year, or set of years, which may be appropriate to use as a baseline 

for a skipjack TRP.”; and  
ii. the approach to the formulation of a skipjack tuna TRP proposed in 

WCPFC162019-DP01; and  

  

b. effort creep estimated in relation to the TRPs.  

  
259. The Commission also requested the Scientific Service Provider to revise WCPFC16-2019-15 

using candidate revised interim skipjack TRPs of 42%,44%, 46%, 48% and 50% of SB/SBF=0. 

 

7.2.1.2 Target reference point for bigeye and yellowfin 

260. Dr Rob Scott (SPC-OFP) presented WCPFC16-2019-15, Minimum Target Reference Points for 

WCPO yellowfin and bigeye tuna consistent with alternative LRP risk levels, and multispecies implications 

(an update of SC15-MI-WP01). The paper re-presents median levels of spawning biomass depletion 

(SB/SBF=0) for bigeye and yellowfin tuna that are consistent with specified risk levels of breaching the LRP 

of 0.2SBF=0. The results are summarised in the tables below. Those tables present values of SB/SBF=0 that, 

if achieved on average, are predicted to result in the specified levels of risk of breaching the LRP, and thus 

may be interpreted as minimum levels of SB/SBF=0 consistent with specific risk levels. The outcomes 

associated with achieving the different risk levels, and the associated consequences for other stocks, were 

investigated and compared against the objectives of CMM 2018-01. The analyses were conducted across 

the uncertainty framework defined for the most recent assessments of yellowfin (2017), bigeye (2018) and 

skipjack tuna (2019). 
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Table 7.2.1.2a: Median levels of long-term yellowfin tuna SB/SBF=0 for the four nominated levels of 

risk of breaching the LRP, and the stock level and risk under 2013-15 average fishing levels. Status 

of bigeye and skipjack stocks (SB/SBF=0) under those conditions also presented in the final three 

columns. Shading indicates stock status relative to CMM 2018-01 objectives (dark grey = clearly not 

achieved; light grey = approximately achieved; clear = achieved). 

 

Risk 

level 

Yellowfin results Bigeye SB/SBF=0  Skipjack 

SB/SBF=0  

SB/SBF=0
 

Scalar (relative 

to 2013-15 

average 

conditions) 

SB/SBF=0 

relative to  

SB2012-15/SBF=0 

Recent 

recruitment 

Long term 

recruitment 

 5% 0.34 0.95 1.02 0.42 0.31 0.43 

Fishing @ 2013-15 

average 
7% 0.33 1.00 0.99 

0.42 0.30 0.41 

 10% 0.32 1.05 0.96 0.39 0.29 0.40 

 15% 0.30 1.12 0.91 0.37 0.27 0.39 

 20% 0.28 1.20 0.84 0.35 0.26 0.38 

 

Table 7.2.1.2b: Median levels of long-term bigeye tuna SB/SBF=0 for the four nominated levels of 

risk of breaching the LRP, and stock level and risk under 2013-15 average fishing levels, under two 

future stock recruitment hypotheses (“recent” and “long-term”). Status of yellowfin and skipjack 

stocks (SB/SBF=0) under those conditions also presented in the last two columns. Shading indicates 

stock status relative to CMM 2018-01 objectives (dark grey = clearly not achieved; light grey = 

approximately achieved; clear = achieved). 

“Recent” recruitment  

 

Risk 

level 

Bigeye results Yellowfin 

SB/SBF=0 

Skipjack 

SB/SBF=0 

SB/SBF=0 

Scalar (relative to 

2013-15 average 

conditions) 

SB/SBF=0 relative 

to  

SB2012-15/SBF=0 

Fishing @ 2013-15 

average 
(0%) 0.42 1.00 1.18 

0.33 0.41 

 5% 0.33 1.23 0.93 0.28 0.38 

 10% 0.30 1.33 0.85 0.26 0.36 

 15% 0.29 1.4 0.82 0.25 0.35 

 20% 0.28 1.46 0.79 0.24 0.35 

“Long-term” recruitment 

 

Risk 

level 

Bigeye results Yellowfin 

SB/SBF=0 

Skipjack 

SB/SBF=0 

SB/SBF=0 

Scalar (relative to 

2013-15 average 

conditions) 

SB/SBF=0 relative 

to  

SB2012-15/SBF=0 

 5% 0.38 0.80 1.07 0.38 0.47 

 10% 0.34 0.89 0.96 0.35 0.44 

 15% 0.32 0.97 0.90 0.33 0.42 

Fishing @ 2013-15 

average 
17% 0.30 1.00 0.84 

0.33 0.41 

 20% 0.29 1.06 0.82 0.31 0.40 
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261. Japan stated that the approach examines the level of risk of breaching the LRP, and then determines 

the TRP, but observed that the TRP includes non-biological factors. Japan expressed concern about the 

current stock level, although in the “green zone”, because fishing is not currently economically viable for 

some longline fishing vessels. Japan stated it had made some investigation about what level is more 

appropriate by looking at the historical level of the stock, and suggested one approach would be to use the 

2000–2005 depletion level, when the Japanese fleet was able to operate successfully. This would result in a 

TRP of 0.41 SB/SBF=0 for BET. However, a problem remains in terms of which scenario will be used for 

recruitment, with many cases where the result of the stock assessment diverges because of differing 

recruitment. Japan inquired what SPC was suggesting in this regard. The presenter stated that the impact of 

different recruitment levels is given in Table 2 of the paper. The recommendation from SC is that more 

recent recruitment is the preferred option, but SPC also had requests from CCMs that other scenarios be 

considered.  

262. Solomon Islands, on behalf of FFA, noted that as stated by FFA to WCPFC15, an important purpose 

for TRPs is to maintain stocks above levels where there is a very low risk of breaching the LRP, consistent 

with the guidelines in the UNFSA; and secondly, preferably achieve modest increases to SB/SBF=0 compared 

to recent levels in order to support ongoing economic management of the purse seine fishery and facilitate 

development opportunities for SIDS longline fisheries. Generally, FFA members are comfortable with the 

state of the skipjack and bigeye stocks but see some possible future issues with yellowfin, especially given 

significant impact on yellowfin juveniles by Indonesian small-scale fisheries, where there are some large 

uncertainties, and this may need extra consideration with respect to a yellowfin TRP. FFA members 

welcomed the views of other CCMs on this issue. However, due to the high importance of these fisheries to 

the economies of most FFA members, they stated more time would be needed to consider the economic 

implications of any TRP decisions, and stated that therefore TRPs could not be agreed during WCPFC16. 

FFA members expressed their strongly held view that current objectives for yellowfin and bigeye tuna in 

the Tropical Tuna CMM be maintained. 

263. Korea stated that in setting TRPs for bigeye and yellowfin all these considerations are necessary, as 

mentioned in WP15, but it may not be possible to achieve them simultaneously for all species. Korea 

suggested giving priority to the species with the lowest estimated TRP.  

264. FSM on behalf of PNA members thanked SPC for the analysis and supported the statement made 

by Solomon Islands on behalf of FFA. They noted that this was another critically important issue for the 

Commission and PNA. They noted with regret they could not support the adoption of bigeye and yellowfin 

TRPs at WCPFC16, as a result of (i) the need for economic analysis of the implications; (ii) uncertainty 

about the skipjack TRP and the need to formulate these TRPs using a specific reference period; and (iii) 

new assessments of bigeye and yellowfin will be prepared in 2020, with possible implications for the TRPs. 

WCPFC16-2019-15 will then need to be updated to take into account the results of these assessments and 

a revised skipjack TRP. FSM looked forward to progress on the work in 2020, to the extent allowed by the 

need to spend time on the tropical tuna CMM. 

265.  Chinese Taipei suggested that, as TRP determination involves multi-fisheries, stocks and objectives 

trade-offs, the minimum values (SB/SBF=0 is to be maintained at or above the average SB/SBF=0 for 2012–

2015), as specified in CMM 2018-01 paragraphs 12 (for bigeye) and 14 (for yellowfin), could be used as 

the interim minimum TRPs, which could be refined in the future.  

266. The United States stated that the information in the paper was very informative for setting TRPs, 

but emphasised that TRPs should ideally include social and economic objectives. The United States 

referenced the TRPs proposed by Japan and FFA, and indicated the United States would be happy to 

consider those and others. The United States noted the Commission had tasked itself with revisiting the 

purse seine and longline limits, and that the paper was an essential information source for this. The United 
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States observed that FFA members had stated the current objectives for tropical tunas should be maintained, 

and stated it would agree to keep the objectives through 2020, but not necessarily after that, as they could 

be outdated by then. The United States asked FFA members to clarify what they would like to see happen 

with respect to the objectives in the tropical tuna measure.  

267. The EU noted that the Commission had entered uncharted waters with the multispecies harvest 

strategy approach, noting it had already shared its views on the complexity of the one species approach. It 

observed that the risk-based approach is based on an extremely conservative LRP adopted by the 

Commission, and stated that it was clear that focussing on a TRP based only on the spawning stock biomass 

could lead to endless discussion every time a stock assessment is updated. The EU stressed the need to 

consider this for the future. 

268. Tokelau, on behalf of PNA members, stated that discussions about how the TRP for one stock would 

affect the achievement of TRPs of other stocks was the wrong way to look at the issue. Given the current 

structure of the longline and purse seine fisheries, constraining purse seine effort and skipjack catches as a 

response to a harvest strategy for bigeye would involve the transfer of a very large burden of conservation 

action onto the SIDS in whose waters purse seining occurs. But practically that cannot occur because of the 

obligation on the Commission in Article 30 to avoid the transfer of a disproportionate burden onto SIDS. 

This obligation is repeated specifically in relation to harvest strategies in paragraph 12 of CMM 2014-06 on 

harvest strategies. PNA members stated that in practice this would mean that the achievement of the bigeye 

TRP would be related to the level of FAD effort and not the level of purse seine effort. 

269. Indonesia inquired regarding the multispecies considerations for the TRP for bigeye and yellowfin, 

and whether these would also be considered for skipjack, and whether SPC had prepared a paper to more 

generally inform how the TRP is adopted for these species. The presenter stated that SPC had received no 

requests to extend this to approach to the skipjack TRP, and stated there was no plan to produce any further 

documents related to the skipjack TRP.  

270. China observed that at WCPFC15, it agreed with the proposal for the South Pacific Albacore TRP, 

but received criticism internally because the proposal did not go through the SC. 

271. Palau stated that its position was to maintain the current management objectives for the two stocks, 

and then revisit the issue at WCPFC17. 

272. The Ocean Foundation (TOF), on behalf of TOF, Pew, and WWF, reiterated the importance of the 

harvest strategy process, which responds directly to the objectives in the WCPF Convention that all members 

share with respect to achieving sustainable fisheries. They stated that it was encouraging that CCMs 

generally agreed on the importance of the harvest strategy process in the WCPO, and that for bigeye and 

yellowfin, CCMs had the opportunity to make progress by adopting TRPs for those stocks. They stated their 

understanding that these decisions required careful consideration, but that the Commission could agree on 

interim points that could be used for future analysis. They also noted that despite significant previous 

investment in education and capacity building around harvest strategies development, over the course of 

several years, the discussion at WCPFC16 underscored the need to create a body such as the scientist–

manager dialogue working group. This would help progress the process of developing harvest strategies and 

improve understanding by answering some questions via dialogue among managers, scientists and other 

stakeholders. It would also be another opportunity for members to take greater control of the process. If 

needed, the dialogue group could be configured to focus its first meeting or meetings on capacity building 

or informal discussions, to enable a greater understanding and comfort with the harvest strategy 

approach. They also emphasised that the Commission had a responsibility to ensure stocks are sustainably 

managed for the long term, and that each year of inaction risks their long-term sustainability. 



WCPFC16 Summary Report issued 2 April 2020 

 

51  

  

273. The Commission requested the Scientific Committee to provide advice on the formulation of 

TRPs for bigeye and yellowfin tuna for other candidate TRP indicators other than depletion ratio, such as 

longline CPUE.  

274. The Commission further requested the Scientific Service Provider to conduct an analysis for 

bigeye and yellowfin tuna similar to that undertaken in WCPFC16-2019-14 for skipjack. It further tasked 

SC16 in 2020 to review the bigeye and yellowfin assessments, advise on the uncertainty grid and provide 

advice on the range of depletion for analysis. With regard to the range of depletion, the Commission 

tasked the Scientific Service Provider to conduct the analysis and present their outcomes in 2020 to the 

TCC16 and WCPFC17.  

275. The Commission considered the development of target reference points for bigeye and yellowfin 

and agreed that in the interim paragraphs 12 and 14 of CMM 2018-01 be retained. It further tasked the 

Scientific Committee and the Scientific Service Provider to continue to explore potential candidate target 

reference points for the two stocks.  

 

7.2.1.3 Harvest control rules and management strategy evaluation for skipjack 

276. Dr Rob Scott (SPC-OFP) with reference to WCPFC16-2019-16 Results of Initial Evaluations of 

Management Procedures for Skipjack, provided a brief presentation on the current status of the Management 

Strategy Evaluation (MSE) framework for skipjack tuna and the design of the harvest control rules (HCRs) 

that are currently under investigation. It was noted that model-based management procedures (MPs) were 

currently being investigated but that the option to investigate empirical MPs had not been ruled out. The 

HCRs currently under investigation for skipjack are based on the level and distribution of fishing in 2012 

and apply to all fisheries with the exception of the archipelagic waters of the Solomon Islands and PNG, for 

which status quo (2012) conditions are assumed. Members were invited to propose alternative HCRs that 

could also be evaluated within the framework. 

277. Tuvalu, on behalf of FFA members emphasised the importance of including a PI for skipjack 

addressing disproportionate burden, and noted this was equally if not more important in multi-species 

analyses. It inquired whether SPC could reinstate this indicator for future analyses? 

278. Japan suggested that in practice employing an HCR would entail some level of fluctuations (e.g., 

10%) around a TRP; at present the limit for such fluctuations is set at a stock status of 0.4 SB/SBF=0, beyond 

which the Commission must take measures to regulate the stock. Japan made following points (i) inquired 

how that breaking point was decided, whether one criterion was the expected natural variation in the stock 

over the time, and whether other factors were involved; (ii) remarked on the importance of calculating 

various PIs (including the indicator on disproportionate burden mentioned by FFA members), and inquired 

if SPC could make another effort to calculate the PIs considered important by CCMs; (iii) noted, regarding 

a mixed fishery and MSE approach, that while SPC could conduct a MSE focussing only on skipjack, before 

applying management procedures it was important to examine the effect of skipjack management procedures 

on other species, to ensure they did not have a negative effect, and to at least be aware of and consider trade-

offs; (iv) stated that if skipjack was the priority species, then procedures could maximize benefits with regard 

to skipjack, but that the Commission needed to be aware and clearly understand the trade-offs that could 

result; and (v) reiterated that it supported the process but wanted to look at all species before applying this 

approach to skipjack.  

279. In response, the presenter stated that the value of 0.4 was fairly arbitrary, and a different assumption 

could be used. He noted that variability does enter through recruitment, and that under the HCR being 

discussed, effort was maintained at the 2012 level even if the stock was below the TRP. He noted that 
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achievement of the TRP was just one PI — others are stability in catch, yield and effort. This TRP would 

be better at maintaining stability in effort, and possibly in catches, with a small leeway around the target; it 

would then be compared with other TRPs. Regarding calculation of PIs, problems arise because of the 

degree to which fisheries are aggregated in the evaluation framework. The work presented is based on the 

current stock assessment, and the level of aggregation in the stock assessment thus determines what SPC 

can do with the TRP. Proxies are used, and the level of depletion of the stock may be a good proxy —if the 

stock level is maintained, it may indicate that small-scale fishers are not overly impacted. Regarding the 

mixed fishery component and the impact on other species, SPC has not looked at this to date, but will do so.  

280. PNG supported the comments made by Japan regarding PIMPLE. It suggested the HCR design was 

possibly overly stark or drastic in terms of changes that are made once a point of inflection is reached and 

suggested more staggered points of inflection (and thus more gradual changes to the fishery) would be better. 

PNG agreed regarding the need to look at trade-offs in the future, and inquired what ratios would be used 

(50%, or 42%, which is FFA’s preference). PNG noted that PNA members wanted to ensure that a failure 

to agree on a revised TRP did not bring the work on a skipjack management procedure to a halt. For PNA 

members, proceeding with MSE work on the basis of the previous interim TRP (based on a different 

characterisation of the skipjack stock than the model that will be used for the MSE) did not make sense, and 

suggested this would probably require identifying more than one candidate revised TRP to be used in further 

analyses. PNA members proposed that the MSE work should continue using a 42% depletion ratio, at least 

as one of the options for the TRP. 

281. The EU stated it understood this was a work in progress, and that it was a priority. Given the 

Commission’s limited resources, the EU suggested progressing this as a case study, and using the experience 

to better consider other species in the future, while improving the current process, especially by increasing 

the participation by CCMs. The EU proposed developing a process through which CCMs could be more 

involved in key issues (e.g., conditioning of the model, determination of key assumptions, and the design of 

the HCR). It suggested doing this either by extending the SPC’s pre-assessment workshop to allow for more 

time and discussion on the MSC work, or by creating an electronic working group coordinated by SPC or a 

member, which would allow participation by CCM scientists in the MSC work. The EU stated it would be 

happy to consider other options but that a way to involve all members was needed.  

282. Indonesia stated that the paper (Section 3.1) made the assumption that all fisheries are subject to 

HCRs, except fisheries in archipelagic waters in region 5, and stated their understanding that this included 

Indonesian waters. Indonesia noted there had been some efforts to develop harvest strategies for tropical 

tuna in Indonesia’s archipelagic waters (discussed in WCPFC16-2019-DP20), and that further collaboration 

and consultation with SPC to develop a harvest strategy in their archipelagic waters was anticipated. 

Indonesia also asked for clarification on the reference to scalers in Section 3.1 of the paper. SPC affirmed 

that what was Area 4 in the 2016 stock assessment model was subject to the HCR, and that SPC was aware 

of the effort to develop harvest strategies for Indonesian waters, and that any future changes arising from 

this could be addressed, but for now SPC assumed that all fisheries in Region 4 of the 2016 stock assessment 

were subject to the HCR. Regarding scalars, it noted that large purse seine fisheries are scaled through effort, 

while others are scaled through catch, which corresponds to how the fisheries tend to be managed.  

283. Samoa inquired regarding the use of a proxy for small-scale fisheries and wondered how that 

accounted for disparity in small scale fisheries between CCMs, which could significantly impact on the 

development of such fisheries in SIDS. SPC stated that currently the HCR applies across the entire stock 

and tries to maintain the stock against that in region. The assumption is that if the stock is maintained around 

the TRP then fishery conditions should be stable around 2012 level in the region. But this is indeed a proxy, 

and more information may be revealed through monitoring of the PIs. 
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284. United States thanked the EU for their suggestion, which it said it would consider. It noted the 

importance of PIs, stating it understood the desire for specific PIs, with the understanding that some are 

difficult to measure. The United States noted CCMs should be aware of what PIs have been tentatively 

adopted. In  addition to the six in the paper, others are referred to in the paper as “indicators that have been 

requested by CCMs”, but in fact they have been adopted on an interim basis by the Commission. The United 

States suggested that those decisions, which might be in previous meeting reports, be compiled, made readily 

available, and referred to and used where appropriate. The United States suggested the need for a standalone 

document that includes all indicators adopted to date, which is then made readily available on the harvest 

strategy webpage. 

285. PNG, with regard to the EU’s suggestion, stated that while it may be technically more efficient to 

work on HCRs electronically, doing will not allow effective participation by all CCM. PNG referred to the 

amount of work that must happen before a more detailed discussion can be held among all CCMs.  

286. The Chair noted the importance of ensuring effective participation by all CCMs and stated that the 

issue would be taken up later during WCPFC16. 

287. SPC noted the question from Japan and stated that variability is addressed in PI 8, and this enables 

examination of how the HCR performs around the TRP. Regarding disproportionate burden, he stated that 

the current assumption is that any burden is spread evenly; the HCR does not examine allocation. However, 

this can be looked at in detail in the multispecies fisheries HCR. Regarding small-scale fisheries, the 

fisheries currently considered under the HCR are those included in the current stock assessment model. To 

incorporate small scale fisheries requires good data. If there is a strong desire to include these fisheries, and 

data is available to allow this, SPC can look at doing this.  

7.2.2 Review of CMM 2018–01 (bigeye, yellowfin and skipjack) 

288. Dr Graham Pilling (SPC-OFP) presented WCPFC16-2019-17 Evaluation of CMM 2018-01 for 

tropical tuna, with the following documents prepared for reference: WCPFC16-2019-13 Reference 

document for the review of CMM 2018-01 and development of harvest strategies under CMM 2014-06 

(bigeye, yellowfin and skipjack tuna), WCPFC16-2019-IP04 Summary of the Reports received under 

Tropical Tuna CMMs - from 2017 to 2018, and WCPFC16-2019-IP05_rev1, Catch and effort tables on 

tropical tuna CMMs. WCPFC16-2019-17 evaluates the potential for CMM 2018-01 to achieve its 

objectives for each of the three WCPO tropical tuna stocks as specified in paragraphs 12 to 14. The 

evaluation was based upon the latest SC-agreed stock assessments. The paper evaluates the adjustments 

from CMM 2017-01 to CMM 2018-01, and finds that, overall, the changes do not materially affect the 

management conditions assumed under the evaluation. However, while paragraph 18 (FAD definition 

excluding “small amounts of garbage”) was found to have negligible impact on the evaluation, any increase 

in the number of “FAD sets” due to this paragraph will “result in increased catches of bigeye and small 

yellowfin tuna”. As in previous evaluations, it is difficult to identify exact future fishing conditions resulting 

from the CMM. Therefore, two future scenarios were evaluated, representing “optimistic” and “pessimistic” 

future fishing levels under the CMM. Overall, the ability of the CMM to achieve its objectives for bigeye 

tuna was dependent upon the assumption made for future recruitment to the stock. Under the more positive 

“recent recruitment” assumption, all scenarios for future fishing under the CMM achieved CMM objectives, 

while all failed to do so under the less positive “long term” assumption. For yellowfin tuna, the “optimistic” 

scenario approximately achieves CMM objectives, but the “pessimistic” scenario does not. For skipjack 

tuna, based upon the 2019 stock assessment, the CMM does not achieve the corresponding objective, as the 

stock settles below the interim TRP of 50% SBF=0. The paper also evaluates additional requests made by 

CCMs at SC15. 
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289. Korea noted that that in regard to high seas fishing effort Korea was working to reconcile differences 

between its own data and that of SPC and identify the origins of the differences. It stated that it would keep 

CCMs informed. 

290. Tokelau, on behalf of FFA members stated their concern that SPC did not taken into account the 

requests made at TCC to evaluate the impact of all "special provisions" on the performance of CMM 2018-

01, and that the evaluation still concentrates mainly on the SIDS special provisions. They stated that they 

understood SPC had not had time to complete the work but stated that the only equitable solution was for 

the review to be postponed to 2020. It suggested this involved politicisation of the SC, when some CCMs 

can ask for an analysis of the impact of certain exemptions and not others, and with no scientific rationale 

for making these distinctions. FFA members stated they had no interest in having the Commission’s science 

processes used for “national point scoring”, which they stated mars discussions in many RFMOs. They 

stated the special provisions for developing and small island states were not new, but were incorporated into 

the Convention for good reason and accepted by all signatories, including those invited to join the 

Commission following finalisation of the final text. They requested a review of the tropical tuna measure 

be postponed until all special provisions could be evaluated and considered by SC16, and stated that 

meanwhile the purpose of the measure is to provide a "robust transitional management regime that ensures 

the sustainability of bigeye, skipjack, and yellowfin tuna stocks" continues to be achieved. 

291. The EU stated that it was normal and legitimate to expect that the Commission evaluates and takes 

into account in its deliberations the impact of exemptions in the fishery, and seek to base decisions on the 

relevant data. It stated that deciding on allocations in the high seas, especially for states fishing there with 

no limits, was important as this would impact stock status and could compromise the work and conservation 

efforts of the Commission. The EU also referenced the need to regulate FADs, and to harmonize FAD rules 

in the high seas and EEZs, because of increased FAD sets in EEZs.  

292. Japan referenced effort creep, which it stated has clearly been seen in purse seine fisheries as a result 

of increased use of echo sounders and new technology, noting that almost all FADs were now equipped with 

echo sounders, which has not been taken into account. Japan noted the gap between the pessimistic and 

optimistic scenarios was narrow and requested SPC to take effort creep into account during the subsequent 

evaluation of the CMM.  

293. Kiribati supported the statement by Tokelau and stressed that these were important issues for SIDS 

and were really the basis of having Article 30 in the Convention text.  

294. Palau, on behalf of other PNA members, supported the FFA statement, and stated they were not in 

a position to consider the report, because, in their view, it was incomplete because (i) no scientific rationale 

was provided by SC for the choice of the specific provisions for which separate analyses were requested; 

and (ii) it does not deal in a comprehensive and balanced way with the various specific provisions in the 

CMM. Consequently, PNA members supported the FFA proposal that the report be referred back to the SC 

for further consideration. 

295. SPC stated it was trying to get better analyse patterns of effort creep in the fishery, with a number 

of ongoing studies looking at FAD acoustic data, and thanked it partners in those efforts. It stated that 

although it was doing it best to examine the issue, it might not be able to incorporate this into the evaluation 

prepared in 2020. 

296. The United States stated that while there were good reasons for including particular special 

provisions and exceptions, it was important for the Commission to understand the implications of these 

decisions. 
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297. The Commission acknowledged the need to negotiate a successor measure to replace CMM 2018-

01 which will expire at end of 2020.  

 

7.2.2.1 Purse seine limits for high seas  

298. Niue, on behalf of FFA members, referenced WCPFC2019-DP06 Views on High Seas limits and 

Allocation in the Tropical Tuna CMM, which presents the views of FFA members on high seas purse seine 

limits. FFA members stated that agreeing to a high seas limit and allocation for the tropical purse seine 

fishery was a priority as it was discussed in depth and agreed to in 2017, resulting in CMM 2018-01. FFA 

members stated that in their view a high seas allocation framework for purse seine fisheries would not 

include considerations of current limits that apply within the EEZs of FFA member countries. FFA members 

expected any high seas limits to be consistent with achieving the agreed TRPs and maintaining or reducing 

current catch and/or effort accordingly. They stated that the allocation framework should commence with 

setting an overall limit for the high seas, which is then divided to create a share of this limit that specifically 

recognises the special circumstances of SIDs as outlined in Article 30, and the rights of SIDs to develop 

fisheries in the high seas. To facilitate development of limits and an allocation framework, FFA members 

proposed that WCPFC hold a two-day workshop in conjunction with one of the meetings of its subsidiary 

bodies in 2020 with a view to the WCPFC reaching decisions at WCPFC 17. Sufficient budget should be 

allocated for the additional days to ensure SIDS are able to attend. In order to progress the workshop 

proposal, FFA members drew attention to the draft TORs for such a workshop developed by the WCPFC 

Chair (in her role as vice-Chair) during WCPFC15. 

299. FSM on behalf of PNA members referenced paragraph 28 of CMM 2018-01, where CCMs 

committed to agreeing on hard effort or catch limits for the high seas, noting that such an agreement would 

close one of the major gaps in the Commission arrangements for management of the tropical tuna fisheries. 

They suggested some CCMs sought to go back on what was clearly agreed in paragraph 28 and considered 

it would be a serious lost opportunity for strengthening the management of purse seine in the high seas if 

that occurred. 

300. Korea stated it sought additional fishing opportunities in the high seas, noting anecdotal evidence 

from its industry that indicated recent aggregations of tropical tuna appeared in the high seas more frequently 

compared to past years, and that the pattern is especially evident in El Nino seasons, and may reoccur any 

time in future. Under such a circumstance, Korea stated that if it had only allocations to fish in EEZs, and 

none for the high seas, it would be unable to fish, even if fish were present in the high seas. Korea stated its 

goal was not to change the existing system, but instead to explore the possibility of using vessel days 

purchased under bilateral fishing arrangements in the high seas, while making sure that such a system does 

not negatively affect the sovereign rights or aspirations of SIDS. If established, such a system would enable 

more flexible positions in future negotiations of high seas arrangements and allocations, and would give 

more flexibility to fishing operations. Korea stated that the Commission must ensure in any case that overall 

purse seine effort or catch limits are controlled within the upper limit that the Commission sets. Korea 

requested that FFA members carefully consider this idea and looked forward to in-depth technical 

discussions with FFA members and other interested CCMs. 

301. The United States reemphasised that examining limits for the high seas necessitated looking at 

exploitation of purse seine fisheries across the entire Convention Area. It stated that the overall limit is 

driven primarily by the TRP for skipjack; the Commission does not know if that TRP should be adjusted, 

so all aspects should be addressed together. It supported the FFA proposal to pursue that work. 

302. The EU agreed that allocation should be discussed prior to WCPFC17, but stated that this 

necessitated considering allocations in both the high seas and EEZs. The EU noted that these are highly 
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migratory stocks; and allocation must take into account the dynamics of stocks and the fisheries on those 

stocks, in line with international law (UNCLOS and the UNFSA). The EU agreed that Article 30 must also 

be considered and suggested that all nations fishing in the high seas should be considered DWFNs, and be 

considered according to the same rules.  

303. Japan agreed on the need to discuss the issues in 2020, but expressed concern that it would be 

difficult to find time for separate meetings.   

304. American Samoa made a statement intended to explain the relationship between American Samoa 

and the United States as it relates to the workings of the WCPFC. It stated that American Samoa is a territory 

of the United States, similar to a number of members (e.g., French Polynesia, Wallis and Futuna, New 

Caledonia, and Tokelau). American Samoa relies on the United States to represent the interests of the 

Territory in many forums but in the specific case of tuna, feels it is very important to directly engage the 

Commission. Like all Pacific Islands, American Samoa depends on tuna to maintain the economic and social 

health of its people. It currently has one fully operational cannery that employs over 2000 workers and has 

worked hard over many years to develop a locally based United States-flagged fleet of purse seiners and 

longliners to supply that cannery. The EEZ of American Samoa is surrounded by the EEZs of other 

countries, territories and the high seas and its fleets are dependent on maintaining access to those areas. The 

high seas are especially important as it is one of the largest fishing areas that is within an economically 

viable area of operation for American Samoa’s locally based fleet and has historically been very important 

to support the local canneries. American Samoa stressed that it had its own very specific needs to have 

access to the high seas for its locally based fleet. 

305. Indonesia stated that according to CMM 2018-01, Indonesia has zero limit and that zero limit is in 

brackets, which means that Indonesia has the opportunity to utilize the high seas purse seine effort limit in 

the future. It also stated that in 2018-01 para 45 Indonesia is able to add flagged purse seine vessels larger 

than 24m with freezing capacity operating between 20°N and 20°S, by considering that Indonesia is a 

developing state that has the opportunity to develop its own domestic fishing fleet to fish in the Convention 

area. It also supported the FFA proposal to have a workshop to discuss high seas effort limit during 

WCPFC17.  

306. China thanked FFA for its proposal and agreed such a meeting was needed to establish a common 

understanding of what the catch limit is. It suggested fishing days could be used as now applied for DWFN, 

but stated that fishing effort must not be increased, and negative impact must be avoided.  

307. Kiribati stated it had already established a limit for its EEZ, and noted that as Palau and FSM stated, 

CCMs committed themselves in paragraph 28 of CMM 2018-01 to agreeing on hard effort or catch limits 

for the high seas. It stated that PNA members considered that it would be a serious lost opportunity for 

strengthening the management of purse seine in the high seas if CCMs go back on that agreement. 

308. RMI reiterated the FFA proposal, emphasising it only wanted to look at a framework for allocation, 

and was not ready to discuss allocation at present. It emphasised the need to think broadly, beyond any 

meetings or workshops, and to use an equitable principle.  

309. Tuvalu supported a workshop to address the issue, while noting that it is not in the same position as 

others in relation to fishing in the high seas, as the high seas are adjacent to Tuvalu’s EEZ. Tuvalu stressed 

that it was unfair for high seas allocation to be based on historical catch.  

310. PNG thanked China for their comments on the success of the management regime applied by SIDS, 

while stating that the high seas were different, and urged CCMs to come together regarding their 

expectations from the proposed workshop.  
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311. CCMs held an extended discussion regarding whether and when to hold a dedicated workshop, and 

the TORs for a workshop. Reference was made to the TORs drafted at WCPFC15 (included in an annex to 

WCPFC16-2019-DP06). Discussion was continued by a SWG to develop a terms of reference for a 

workshop on high seas purse seine effort limits and bigeye longline limit allocation, led by Papua New 

Guinea,, which was unable to reach consensus and recommended that the Commission hold an extended 

meeting in 2020. The issue was further discussed under Agenda Item 7.2.2.3 

312. The Commission agreed to consider the requirements of paragraph 28 of CMM 2018-01 at an 

extended WCPFC17 meeting which will be a seven (7) day regular annual session in 2020. 

 

7.2.2.2 Purse seine EEZ limits for concerned CCMs yet to notify their limits 

313. The Chair referenced WCPFC16-2019-IP04, Summary of the Reports received under Tropical 

Tuna CMMs from 2018 to 2019.  

314. The Philippines stated that it was required to submit the limits of its purse seine effort and/or catch 

of skipjack, yellowfin and bigeye within its EEZ in accordance with the effort limits established and notified 

to the Commission as required under paragraph 25 of CMM 2017-01. During TCC15, the submission was 

considered unclear because the effort limit was in number of fishing vessels instead of fishing vessel days. 

The Philippines received guidance on the issue at TCC15 from other CCMs and stated that it sincerely 

appreciated that assistance. The Philippines finalized, after consulting with its stakeholders, its purse seine 

limits in its EEZ. This is set at 42,000 fishing vessel days in lieu of the original submission, based on the 

current capacities and conditions of the small purse seine fishing vessels operating in the Philippines Pacific 

seaboard EEZ. These include wooden hulled ring net/purse seine fishing vessels.  The Philippines referred 

the meeting to WCPFC16-2019-DP25 for the latest notification.   

315. Indonesia stated that it is in the process of formulating the effort or catch limit of its purse seine 

fishery, with several areas still outstanding to calculate total purse seine effort in its EEZ and territorial 

waters, noting there is an overlap of effort for these areas. Two consultation workshops were held to 

determine the EEZ purse seine catch limit using the historical data of annual catch estimates and it was 

estimated at 68,935 tons, including skipjack 54,817 tons, yellowfin 13,850 tons and bigeye 633 tons (with 

a standard deviation of 20%). 

316. The Commission noted the notifications in reference to paragraph 25 of CMM 2018-01 on purse 

seine EEZ limits that were submitted by the Philippines, Korea and Chinese Taipei (in WCPFC16-2019-

IP04) and the subsequent update from Philippines (WCPFC16-2019-DP25).  

 

7.2.2.3 Longline limits for bigeye 

317. The Chair referenced two papers introduced under Agenda Item 4: WCPFC16-2019-DP06, Views 

on High Seas limits and Allocation in the Tropical Tuna CMM and WCPFC16-2019-DP10, Proposals on 

Conservation and Management Measures on Tropical Tunas. 

DP06 

 

318. Tonga, on behalf of FFA members, stated that work should begin on determining high seas longline 

bigeye allocations. FFA members thanked the United States for their proposal (WCPFC16-2019-DP10) on 

the matter and the process they suggested. FFA members sought to clarify that before agreeing to any 

process and in particular to the allocation process, they would not agree to a continuation of flag-based, 
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convention-wide bigeye limits for longline, stating that agreement must be reached to pursue area-based 

limits that treat EEZs and high seas separately before embarking on any longline bigeye limit-setting and 

allocation process. FFA members proposed that para 44 be considered together with para 28 (discussed 

under Agenda Item 7.2.2.1) to be discussed in a workshop in 2020 on the margins of one of the meetings of 

the Commission’s subsidiary bodies. FFA members looked forward to working closely and constructively 

with all CCMs to agreeing on hard limits for the longline bigeye fishery in the high seas in the next 12 

months, stating that such limits would have to be compatible with limits put in place by FFA members to 

manage longline fishing within their EEZs. 

319. Japan stated that the situation surrounding the longline fishery was different from the purse seine 

fishery. Most of Japan’s purse seine fishing is in EEZs, but it undertakes substantial longline fishing on the 

high seas. Japan stated it was difficult to agree to such a drastic change from flag-based to zone-based 

allocation for longline catch. Japan agreed limits would have to be determined in 2020 and looked forward 

to an exchange of views. 

320. China stated that flag-based catch limit on the high seas was a long-standing practice, both in the 

WCPO and other areas. China stated it was happy to discuss the issue. It stated its understanding that 

allocations could only be to members and stated the need for fairness. New Caledonia asked for clarification 

regarding China’s intervention. China stated that if tropical tuna was allocated to French Polynesia, New 

Caledonia, or Wallis and Futuna, it should be under France. French Polynesia stated that they preferred to 

keep each territories allocation separate, noting that the Commission should consider the needs of each SIDS 

and developing territory, as their needs and aspirations are completely different, and stated that France 

supported this view. New Caledonia supported the statement by French Polynesia, noting they have specific 

economic conditions, and wanted to preserve their right to fish in their EEZ. New Zealand stated that in 

relation to the points raised by China, under Article 43 of the Convention New Zealand had granted Tokelau 

full participatory rights in the work of the Commission and that further detail on the role of participating 

territories was provided in Annex II to the Rules of Procedure.  

321. Korea referenced DP06, and its statement that “work should also begin on determination of high 

seas longline bigeye allocations. This will require changes to the current flag based big eye catch limits 

which should be re-engineered so as not to apply to catches taken inside EEZs.” Korea inquired whether 

this was intended to mean that (i) historical catch taken in EEZs should be attributed to coastal states? If so, 

Korea stated it could not agree, as it would entail drastic changes in catch limits for CCMs; or (ii) does it 

mean in future catch taken in EEZs will be attributed to coastal states? If the latter, Korea stated that was 

subject to negotiations between costal states and fishing nations.  

322. Chinese Taipei stated that its longstanding position on longline fishery management was clear, and 

that it could not accept a change from flag to zone-based management. However, it welcomed the chance to 

discuss the issue in 2020 and onwards. 

323. Indonesia stated it favoured the current arrangement with regard to the bigeye longline catch limit. 

Allocations would apply only to the high seas and not apply to catches in EEZs and territorial waters. 

324. The EU agreed with the plan of work proposed by the USA. It did not see the need for drastic 

changes in the allocations for bigeye longline fisheries, noting that even if changes were made it was not 

clear how this would impact the current fishery. The EU argued for the need to avoid drastic change to the 

rights of those involved.  

325. FSM on behalf of PNA members supported the FFA proposal to replace the current bigeye catch 

limits with a more effective set of limits for fishing for bigeye. It stated that the current limits are of little 

value, being partial, with no effective monitoring; because they are based on historical catch levels, the 
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current flag-based limits inevitably come with a SIDS exemption, and any other arrangement would mean 

that the Commission is effectively determining who could fish in EEZs, and obstructing SIDS from 

developing the capacity to harvest their fair share of the resources, even in their own waters. FSM stated 

that the only fair and effective way forward was to move to zone-based limits, with limits for each EEZ, and 

a separate scheme of limits for the high seas. For PNA members, EEZ limits would be based on the longline 

VDS; the limits should be associated with a comprehensive scheme, to ensure robust monitoring and 

independent verification. 

DP10 

 

326. The United States referenced WCPFC16-2019-DP10, noting that other than adding limits for some 

CCMs, it was not proposing significant changes to the scheme for the longline industry. It stated that the 

intent was to establish catch limits for all CCMs. This would be done by first determining a bigeye longline 

total allowable catch (TAC), which would be based on (i) determination of a target or allowable exploitation 

for bigeye by all sectors, tied to a TRP, or informed by the risk of breaching the LRP; (ii) determining the 

proportion of this target to be allocated to the longline sector, using fishery impact on SSB as the unit of 

measurement; and (iii) converting the longline allocation into a TAC. It would then be necessary to specify 

how shares of the longline TAC are allocated among CCMs and provide a scheme for transfer of TAC shares 

among CCMs.  

327. Japan stated that the proposal by the United States was an option that should be considered. It noted 

its support for a continued flag-based approach, and also referenced the option it provides for sharing 

between gears. Japan inquired how to proceed with this idea, and if the Commission could receive scientific 

input on how this might work, noting the need to discuss how to manage bigeye longline catch in 2020. 

328. The Chair addressed the need for CCMs to determine the data needs for the proposed workshop, 

noting the suggestion to estimate how to share TAC between different gear types.  

329. Korea stated its position that the proposal appeared reasonable, but expressed the concern that in 

case of purse seine fisheries, it is very hard to estimate bigeye catch in a timely manner, with the result that 

RFMOs control bigeye catch through effort rather than catch limits. It suggested that any new system should 

not bring too drastic a change to the existing system. 

330. RMI asked for clarification that the proposal applied to the high seas, and inquired how the United 

States proposed to consider the FFA proposal in the context of its proposal. 

331. United States stated that it was proposing a new idea with respect to allocating bigeye exploitation 

among the fishing sectors, but one that was very similar to what the Commission has done in the past, which 

led to the combination of longline catch limits and FAD closures. In that case SPC provided tables with 

various combinations of FAD limits/closure lengths and longline bigeye limits; the result was specific catch 

limits for the longline fishery, and specific FAD limits/closure lengths for the purse seine fishery. In DP10 

the United States stated it was suggesting using a common unit of measurement for all the sectors (fishery 

impact on SSB) for the purpose of achieving a fair allocation of exploitation among the sectors, and then 

converting those sector-specific allocations to appropriate units for each sector – for example, catch limits 

in the longline sector and FAD limits in the purse seine sector. Regarding the question posed by RMI, the 

United States stated that the task in paragraph 44 of the tropical tuna measures is not a high seas-specific 

task; its understanding is that the task is to establish limits across the Convention Area. The United States 

stated that to accommodate the FFA proposal as part of the USA proposal would be difficult, as it was 

proposing something very different. The United States welcomed further discussion, but stated these were 

very different ideas.  
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332. Kiribati stated that in the discussion of bigeye limits, it was not in a position to agree to any proposal 

that would undermine its sovereign rights and would focus only on the high seas discussion.  

333. The Chair stated that it was necessary to move forward in 2020 on addressing longline limits and 

purse seine limits as currently set in paragraphs 28 and 44 of 2018-01. CCMs discussed various options, 

including establishing a virtual workshop, having a dedicated face to face meeting, and holding an extended 

session of the Commission meeting; varying opinions regarding provision of data were also expressed. 

Agreement was reached that the Commission would discuss revisions to 2018-01 during an extended (7-

day) WCPFC17 meeting. She encouraged CCMs to be mindful regarding the existing understanding that 

establishes a 30-day deadline prior to the meeting for submission of proposals.  

334. The Commission agreed to consider the requirements of paragraph 44 of CMM 2018-01 at an 

extended WCPFC17 meeting which will be a seven (7) day regular annual session in 2020. 

 

7.2.2.4 FAD Management 

335. The Chair referenced three papers introduced under Agenda Item 4: WCPFC16-2019-DP09, Joint 

T-RFMO FAD Working Group Recommendations for consideration by WCPFC16, WCPFC16-2019-DP10 

Proposals on Conservation and Management Measures on Tropical Tunas; and WCPFC16-2019-DP16 

Proposed changes to the Rules for the FAD Closure. 

DP09 
 

336. The EU introduced DP09, stating that it was proposing that the WCPFC FAD Management Options 

IWG consider the recommendations from the Joint t-RFMO FAD WG, evaluate their merits for the WCPFC, 

and continue to work with the Joint t-RFMO FAD WG.  

337. French Polynesia supported the continued collaboration with other RFMOs, and consideration of 

the recommendations by the IWG on FAD management options. It noted that it is located within the 

Convention Overlap Area, and promoted greater consistency across the Pacific, especially in relation to 

FADs. French Polynesia stated its perspective that strong collaboration across RFMOs is a good way to 

address concerns such as limitation of the number of FADs, FAD definition, FAD identification registration 

and tracking, lost FADs, and beaching events. 

338. Vanuatu, on behalf of FFA members, noted the number of technical recommendations and 

suggested it was most appropriate that these be referred to the FAD Management Options IWG to assess 

what is of value to their current work, and if needed, further guidance from the Commission. While FFA 

members supported cooperation with other t-RFMOs, in particular those with work relevant to WCPFC, it 

stated FFA members are very cautious of internationally driven initiatives that often pose more harm than 

good to the work of WCPFC, in particular to CCM’s rights as coastal states in the management of these 

fisheries. FFA members stated they would be very clear in the FAD Management Options IWG when 

deliberating these recommendations, to ensure the work of the FAD Management Options IWG and FAD 

management are not distracted by these initiatives. 

339. Kiribati, on behalf of PNA members supported the statement by FFA members, stating they were 

concerned that many of the recommendations reflect conditions in regions with lower standards of FAD 

management than the WCPO. Kiribati stated that high levels of FAD fishing are causing the destruction of 

bigeye and yellowfin stocks in every ocean outside the WCPO. In the Indian Ocean, according to a recent 

Pew study, around 80% of the catch in the purse seine fishery is taken from FADs, and yellowfin is 

overfished and overfishing of bigeye is occurring. In the Atlantic Ocean, around 75% of the purse seine 
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catch is taken from FADs, with the result that the bigeye and yellowfin stocks are overfished. The EPO is a 

little different because of the amount of setting on dolphin-associated schools, but FAD use is high and 

increasing, and there is overfishing of bigeye and yellowfin. In the WCPO, by comparison, about half of the 

purse seine catch comes from free schools, resulting in less pressure on juvenile bigeye and yellowfin and 

other bycatch species. PNA members noted that it wasn’t always that way. When the Commission first met 

in 2004, 76% of the purse seine catch came from FAD sets and, if it hadn’t been for the FAD closure, the 

MSC free school certification, and tighter controls on FADs generally, the WCPO bigeye and yellowfin 

stocks would likely be in the same condition as those elsewhere. PNA members acknowledged that WCPO 

FAD management arrangements are not completely effective, and need to be strengthened.  PNA members 

looked forward to working with other CCMs at the FAD Management Options IWG to consider relevant 

recommendations from the Joint t-RFMO FAD WG, but don’t see it as a major priority for the meeting.  

340. The United States agreed that in many respects the WCPFC is ahead of others in the management 

of FADs, but observed this did not mean work done elsewhere should be ignored, and supported the 

recommendations made by the EU.  

341. France supported the regulation of FADs.  

342. New Caledonia stated that its EEZ is entirely a national park. It said that FADs should be better 

managed to reduce the impact on the environment and supported the proposal.  

343. The EU thanked CCMs for their support, and agreed with some of the comments, including the 

observation that the WCPFC is ahead of other RFMOs regarding FAD management. It noted several 

research activities that should be considered. It also observed that there was no meeting schedule for the 

IWG, and suggested that the IWG could meet and discuss these issues at TCC or another meeting.  

344. Nauru supported the comment by Kiribati and noted that PNA members valued the opportunity to 

work in the FAD working group. It supported consideration of relevant recommendations of the Joint t-

RFMO FAD WG through the FAD IWG.  

DP10 (FADs) and DP16 

 

345. Korea stated that there had been some progress in relation to the FAD management proposals in 

DP10 (USA) and DP 16 (Korea) following discussions between the United States and Korea in the margins 

of WCPFC16 and introduced the text of the merged proposal. The United States confirmed that it was 

withdrawing its proposal and welcomed discussion on the combined proposal. 

346. Tuvalu, on behalf of PNA members, stated they did not agree the WCPFC should amend its FAD 

definition to align with that of the IATTC and other RFMOs as suggested by Korea. They noted the 

following: 

i. FADs are managed very differently in the WCPFC compared to other RFMOs. The IATTC and the 

other RFMOs have not yet adopted a FAD closure, although it is clearly global best practice for FAD 

management, meaning the definition and distinction of set types is an academic and scientific issue 

in those regions. 

ii. In the WCPO, the FAD definition is a compliance issue because it is an important component of the 

FAD closure. Therefore, the WCPFC must have a specific, tightly defined and unambiguous 

definition of a FAD and cannot use the inadequate definitions adopted by other RFMOs.  

iii. There is a much greater level of fishing on logs in the WCPO than in the EPO. In the understanding 

of PNA members, the definition of some other RFMOs would allow fishing on logs during the FAD 
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closure with a significant increase in catch of juvenile bigeye and yellowfin. In addition, evidence 

suggests that the definitions used by other RFMOs do not contribute to better FAD management. 

iv. Importantly, most FAD fishing in the WCPO occurs in national waters under national laws, and PNA 

national laws do not provide scope for the proposals by Korea and the US, which would require 

changes to regulations and licence conditions in several PNA members. Thus, PNA members will 

require much better evidence of the need for such changes than provided to date. 

 

347. Kiribati on behalf of FFA members stated they were open to constructive proposals to improve the 

effectiveness and flexibility of FAD management, noting that the FAD definition was in their national laws. 

In that respect, they appreciated the United States approach of suggesting a possible extension to the FAD 

closure, in association with a revised FAD definition. They noted it did not appeal to FFA members because 

of the adverse economic effects of the FAD closure, but stated they were prepared to develop, with the 

United States, a description of the work that could be undertaken by SPC for discussion of this issue at the 

FAD Management Options IWG in 2020. The IWG could examine scientific information available on 

alternative FAD definitions and associated measures such as the extended FAD closure and a pre-dawn set 

ban, subject to the fact that the definition of a FAD is embedded in CCMs’ national laws. FFA members 

noted that how a FAD is defined will affect fishing practices and ultimately catch or effort limits. They 

looked forward to a holistic approach to discussing the different parts of CMM 2018-01 measure and the 

best way to progress in 2020. 

348. Japan thanked the United States and Korea for their combined proposal and raised two concerns: 

practical differences in terms of compliance and judgement, and possible impacts by changing the definition 

of FADs. It noted past problems with FADs caused by some extent by the FAD definition and suggested 

changing the definition could help inspectors and fishing masters avoid any unnecessary compliance issues. 

Japan also observed a change in definition could also have a potential negative impact on fish stocks, and 

therefore supported the suggested changes in paragraph C of the combined proposal. Japan noted it might 

not be possible to reach consensus at WCPFC16, but supported the direction proposed. It suggested that 

SPC could examine the impacts of the proposal, and noted that it understood the issues raised by the PNA 

and FFA members, while stressing that narrowing the definition could avoid unnecessary problems. 

349. The EU agreed on the need for a clearer definition on FADs to reduce confusion regarding 

compliance. It agreed the proposal could contribute to globally increase catches.  However, it is not clear 

what is the magnitude of this increase and therefore the EU would need some input from SPC to better judge 

if it is accurate to support the proposal. 

350. SPC stated that the evaluation performed was specific to the particular factors and indicators that 

observers noted in their logbooks (it looked at man-made objects). SPC observed that any increase in sets 

would increase the catch, and that the proposal mentioned sets on floating objects without FAD buoys, 

which would serve to increase the number of sets, and could also lead to a perverse incentive to place 

tracking buoys on floating objects after setting on those.  

351. Chinese Taipei agreed that it was very difficult to determine whether a vessel was setting on a FAD 

because of the ambiguous definition of FADs and encouraged the Commission to consider the practical 

application of the definition.  

352. RMI reaffirmed the position taken by FFA and PNA members regarding national laws and 

regulations regarding the definition of a FAD. RMI suggested that the proposal might only apply in the high 

seas in view of Para. 32 of the CMM. It also noted that a CMM 2013-06 assessment would have been 

helpful.  
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353. The United States noted that it had just come from a compliance meeting and stated that for a 

monitoring and compliance scheme to work it must be achievable and realistic. It noted that it is impossible 

to see a piece of floating trash from a distance of 1 mile and stated that the issue involved the basic credibility 

of the Commission.  

354. China thanked Korea and the USA, and stated it had no problems in principle. It raised the issue 

discussed by Tuvalu, regarding the change in domestic law, and asked whether domestic laws would be 

affected if the measure applied only to the high seas. 

355. Indonesia thanked Korea and the United States for their proposal, and stated they understood the 

reasons for regulating FADs, and how powerful FAD fishing is, especially when combined with the use of 

lights, and suggested these techniques should possibly be considered in combination. Regarding the 

operation of FADs, Indonesia noted that drifting FADs with tracking buoys are addressed, but anchored 

FADs may not need tracking buoys. Indonesia suggested any FAD closure exclusion should not include 

objects intentionally designed to attract fish. 

356. Cook Islands stated, on behalf of FFA members, that they could not agree to the proposal to roll 

over paragraph 18, but stated their willingness to work with Korea, in 2020, on improving FAD management 

in a way that strengthens and does not undermine the effectiveness of the FAD closure. The United States 

also stated it was ready to work with other CCMs to find appropriate language to modify the measure.  

357. Korea stated, regarding comments by FFA and PNA members, that the reference to IATTC’s 

definition was by way of example, and not to advocate for adopting the same definition, given the differences 

in the circumstances and characteristics of the fishery in the WCPO and EPO. Korea emphasised it was not 

trying to change the definition of FADs, but to change the rules for FAD closures, through an interim 

measure to address issues that had been experienced. Regarding the comments that changes would be 

required to national laws, Korea suggested it might be possible to mitigate or address those concerns by 

adjusting the list of floating objects in the proposal. Korea stated that it was concerned with the impacts of 

any changes on bigeye and yellowfin juvenile tuna and noted that in order for SPC to conduct more precise 

analyses, more precise text was needed in the CMM. Korea stated its preference to apply the CMM 

throughout the Convention Area, but if that was not possible, to apply it at least in the high seas. Finally, it 

stated the need to further consider the issue of anchored FADs.  

358. Following further revisions of its proposal, Korea requested further input from CCMs regarding 

their concerns. 

359. Tuvalu, on behalf of PNA members, stated they had given serious consideration to the latest 

revisions to the joint FAD proposal put forward by Korea and the United States. They reaffirmed that 

revising the definition was a serious issue for PNA members because the definition of a FAD is in their 

national laws and is not easily changed, and is also an important factor in the work of observers, and there 

would have to be a strong rationale to move in that direction. Tuvalu stated that moving towards practices 

adopted by other RFMOs with a record of complete failure in control of FADs and management of bigeye 

and yellowfin was not a strong basis for convincing lawmakers of the need for change. Tuvalu stated PNA 

members had considered agreeing to the application of some elements of the joint proposal in the high seas 

through amendment of CMM 2009-02, but noted that would explicitly contradict the important principle of 

compatibility, and had concluded that was not a good way to strengthen FAD management. For these and 

other previously explained reasons, PNA members stated they were unable to agree to the joint proposal to 

revise the FAD definition.  

360. The United States stated that there was clearly a lack of consensus to address the issue as set forth 

in paragraph C in the Korea–United States proposal. The United States stated its understanding of the need 
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for compatibility, and for further work on the issue of FAD management, including regarding managing 

untracked floating objects. The United States stated it wished to continue to explore how best to manage 

FADs, and in order to better understand how to address untracked objects the Commission would benefit 

from additional data, as called for under paragraph C of the proposal. 

361. Korea agreed with USA’s comment regarding information and para C. Regarding Tuvalu’s 

comments, Korea reiterated that the proposal was not an attempt to change the definition of a FAD, but to 

change the rule for FAD closures only. Regarding the national laws of coastal states, it stated that 

amendments might be needed, and acknowledged how difficult that could be, but noted that the CMM stated 

that CCMs would determine how this should be applied in their waters. 

362. Kiribati supported the statement by Tuvalu on behalf of PNA. Regarding para. C, Kiribati stated it 

had problems with the language as proposed but would work with the United States on language for FAD 

management that could be used in 2020.  

363. Japan thanked Korea and USA, reiterated its disappointment and concern regarding returning to the 

previously used approach and stated it would continue to work to find a better definition for FADs in 2020 

in the context of the tropical tuna negotiations. It agreed with the perspective of the United States and Korea 

regarding para C and stated that unless the Commission had an improved assessment of possible impacts of 

changing the FAD definition, it would be very hard to consider the issue in the future.  

364. Indonesia noted it also faced difficulties with respect to ensuring consistency between its domestic 

regulations and proposed CMMs, as commented on by FFA and PNA members. It noted it still faced issues 

with respect to anchored FADs and inquired if a solution could be found that did not require changing the 

FAD definition. 

365. New Zealand observed the need to avoid undermining the effect of FAD closures and suggested 

other means could be found to address the “chopstick” compliance issue that had been raised.  

366. The Commission agreed the FAD Management Options Intersessional Working Group would 

meet in 2020 and that the Working Group would consider the report and recommendations of the second 

Joint t-RFMO FAD Management Working Group and report back to the Commission on the merits and 

relevance for tropical tunas of those recommendations. 

 

7.2.2.5 Other commercial fisheries for bigeye, skipjack and yellowfin 

367. The Chair introduced WCPFC16-2019-IP05_rev1, Catch and effort tables on tropical tuna CMMs, 

which is a direct reference from TCC15, relating to the difficulty in assessing compliance with paragraphs 

50 and 51 of CMM 2018-01; TCC15 asked WCPFC16 to clarify the interpretation and assessment of those 

provisions  

368. SPC stated that regarding the tasking by TCC15, it worked with the Philippines and Indonesia on a 

paper, but unfortunately could not complete the task. 

369. Indonesia stated that TCC15 had a long discussion on the assessment of “other commercial 

fisheries”, particularly for Indonesia and the Philippines, and reiterated its view on these fisheries for bigeye, 

skipjack and yellowfin. It noted that tuna fishing in Indonesia has been practiced by local fishermen, mostly 

using small boats, for many years, which gives them traditional fishing rights that also have value in the 

form of traditional knowledge. Moreover, the fish resource utilization rights are regulated and protected in 

Indonesia by the Law on Local Government and the Law on Protection and Empowerment of Fisherman. 
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Indonesia stated that catch limits for small scale fisheries will directly impact food security and livelihoods 

of small-scale fishers, and it will be very difficult to implement these in Indonesia. Indonesia is still having 

difficulty in determining the catch from its EEZ and territorial waters, which creates uncertainty in 

determining the effort levels of its tuna fisheries, including “other commercial fisheries”. Indonesia stated 

that it is trying to overcome these issues by improving its data collection system to obtain a reliable time 

series catch and effort data estimation by increasing the coverage of its port sampling, logbook and onboard 

observer program. To improve data collection Indonesia is developing an electronic fishing logbook system, 

which began implementation in October 2018. The e-logbook is obligatory for vessels above 30 GT and 

voluntary for vessels 30 GT and below. However, data improvement for “other commercial fisheries” 

remains a challenging process and source of uncertainty for Indonesia. Determining catch limits for these 

fisheries remains premature, because the exact catch baseline is still uncertain. Despite the challenges it 

faces, Indonesia has discussed the importance of “other commercial fisheries” with the Philippines and SPC, 

noting that the large range of uncertainties and the complexity of the fishery make it especially difficult to 

address the issue. Indonesia and SPC intend to have additional discussions on these fisheries in conjunction 

with the annual catch estimate workshop for Indonesia in 2020, and Indonesia proposes that Vietnam fully 

participate in the project with WPEA-ITM support. 

370. The Philippines stated that it believed that handlines in the Philippines should not be included as 

part of “other commercial fisheries” because of the size of the vessels and relatively low CPUE for each 

vessel. It stated that the general understanding of commercial fisheries does not cover these types of vessel 

— by international standards, only vessels that are more than 24m in length are considered commercial. 

Current handline (using pakuras) originated in General Santos City sometime in 2000, and that from 2001–

2005 the entire catch was landed in General Santos port. The fishing grounds where these vessels operated 

were mainly in Mindanao Sea (Celebes Sea), Sulu Sea and the waters in the Convention Area. Therefore, 

the arbitrary proportion of 20% of the total catch should only be applied to the landed catch in General 

Santos City. Eventually other areas in the Philippines started to operate small scale handlines, hence the 

increase in annual production. It noted, however, that the catch in recent years covers the total production 

of handlines nationwide, with only a small portion operating in the Pacific EEZ, even those that are landed 

in General Santos City. Thus the 20% estimated from beyond archipelagic waters in the Convention Area 

maybe applied only to landed catch in General Santos City. However, the Philippines proposed that this 

should be further studied, to enable determination of the actual catch from the Pacific EEZ, and stated the 

work was in progress with assistance from Peter Williams and others from the SPC. Beginning in 2020, the 

Philippines is planning to activate a system that will be able to track both the location and catch of each 

vessel. 

371. Australia, on behalf of FFA members, stated their continuing concern with the significant data gaps 

associated with non-purse seine and longline fisheries in the Philippines and Indonesia, and noted that while 

significant progress was being made, the absence of information for these fisheries was continuing to impede 

compliance reporting as demonstrated by the inability of the Commission to reach an assessment of these 

obligations in the final 2019 CMR. Australia stated that the situation also has substantial implications for 

determining appropriate limits and properly accounting for these fisheries in WCPFC’s management 

arrangements. The impacts on the Commission’s shared fisheries are substantial, particularly for yellowfin 

tuna, which is the most depleted tropical tuna stock. FFA members strongly supported the ongoing work of 

SPC, Indonesia and the Philippines through the WPEA project to improve data availability for these 

fisheries. FFA members recognised the challenges associated with these fisheries, and stated they were 

encouraged by the advice provided by Indonesia and the Philippines on steps taken to address these 

challenges. They strongly encouraged continuation of the work to ensure that WCPFC’s efforts to manage 

its stocks are not undermined. FFA members recommended that the Commission task SPC, in collaboration 

with Indonesia and the Philippines, to develop a paper containing all information on “other fisheries” to be 

presented to SC16 and TCC16, to review and advise the Commission with the aim of reviewing para.51 in 

the tropical tuna measure to ensure appropriate limits can be determined, measured and assessed in the CMS. 
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372. Indonesia noted that Vietnam is also a full participant in the WPEA project.  

373. EU stated it would work with FFA and encouraged the work by SPC. It noted the species ae highly 

migratory, and suggested all information, even from small-scale fisheries, is essential, and encouraged 

collection of fisheries data from those fisheries. The EU stated that TCC received some assurance from the 

delegations concerned that work would be done by WCPFC16 to progress the discussion, but observed that 

no reassurance was provided at WCPFC16 that this was likely to happen in the short term. The EU suggested 

making the tasking more precise, stating that it was necessary to define the data the Commission needs; and 

if the data do not exist, the Commission needs to know this so it can proceed accordingly. The EU also noted 

that the data available might not allow defining the levels indicated in CMM 2018-01 

374. China agreed with the EU’s suggestion that a clear reference limit on “other” commercial fisheries 

was needed. It observed that while Vietnam is included within the WPEA for the purpose of information 

exchange, its fishing area is outside the Convention Area.  

375. The Commission noted the progress being made in Indonesia and the Philippines in respect of 

data collection for other fisheries for bigeye, yellowfin and skipjack in their waters.  

376. The Commission tasked the Scientific Services Provider, in collaboration with Indonesia and the 

Philippines, to develop a paper containing all information on ‘other fisheries’ to be presented to the 

Scientific Committee and Technical Compliance Committee in 2020, to review and advise the 

Commission with the aim of reviewing paragraph 51 in CMM 2018-01 to ensure appropriate limits can 

be determined, measured and assessed in the Compliance Monitoring Scheme. 

 

7.2.2.6 New CMM for tropical tunas 

377. The Chair noted that CMM 2018-01 expires in 2020, and that a new measure was needed.  

378. Australia, on behalf of FFA members, noted that CMM 2018-01 is currently performing well, the 

stocks controlled by the measure are all within tolerances and the fisheries in the tropical area, particularly 

the purse-seine fisheries, are beginning to produce sustainable economic and social benefits for developing 

countries in the tropical area. The objectives of the measure are already expressed in terms that are easily 

translated into a harvest strategy approach and FFA members stated that it was likely to be fit for its purpose 

for another 3–4 years. They stated they saw no reason for significant change beyond addressing the 

requirements of paras 28 and 44. 

7.3 South Pacific Albacore 

7.3.1 Roadmap for effective conservation and management of South Pacific albacore 

379. Dr Graham Pilling (SPC-OFP) presented WCPFC16-2019-19 Alternative Trajectories to achieve 

the South Pacific albacore interim TRP. As requested by WCPFC15, the paper evaluates a range of 

alternative catch pathways and timeframes that achieve the interim TRP no later than 20 years. Following 

requests from SC15, the paper also evaluates effort-based management pathways that achieve the objective. 

These pathways are compared to “status quo” (2014–2016 average catch or effort) scenarios, which lead to 

stock declines. A wide range of management scenarios can be applied, and a small subset were examined in 

the paper. A recovery period of 20 years, the longest time period specified by WCPFC15, implies lower 

short-term impacts on fisheries compared to shorter recovery periods. However, the stock will decline in the 

short term if catch reductions are insufficient or management action is delayed. Overall management 

interventions would then need to be greater as stock recovery will be from a lower biomass level. 



WCPFC16 Summary Report issued 2 April 2020 

 

67  

  

380. Samoa, on behalf of FFA members, introduced WCPFC16-2019-DP05, South Pacific Albacore 

Roadmap and Harvest Strategy. FFA members thanked SPC for the informative analyses on the catch and 

effort pathway options presented for deliberation, stating that it was clear there would be difficult decisions 

to make, especially on commitments to be made to achieve the agreed TRP, and asked all CCMs for their 

cooperation. They noted that South Pacific albacore is important to FFA members, who are committed to 

achieving the TRP in as short a time as economically possible. FFA members proposed reinvigorating the 

South Pacific Albacore IWG in 2020 and confirmed Fiji would chair the IWG. They stated they had taken 

the lead in providing revisions for the roadmap work plan to focus on three key elements: (i) an agreement 

on an overall TAC/TAE and a subsequent pathway to the TRP; (ii) a division of the overall TAC/TAE 

between the high seas and EEZs; and (iii) a measure for the implementation of overall TAC/TAE and/or 

subregional TACs/TAEs that recognises zone-based management, EEZ limits, data collection and reporting 

requirements until a harvest strategy is finalised and agreed. FFA members stated they were encouraged that 

China voiced their preference at SC15 for a TAC for this fishery as soon as possible. They looked forward 

to working with other CCMs, including through a face-to-face IWG meeting 2020 in conjunction with a 

meeting of one of the WCPFC’s subsidiary bodies. 

381. Fiji acknowledged the work and leadership by New Zealand since the adoption of an interim TRP 

for South Pacific Albacore at WCPFC15, and similarly thanked CCMs that had been actively engaged 

throughout the process. Fiji accepted the appointment as Chair of the South Pacific Albacore IWG and 

sought the continued support and active engagement of CCMs in 2020 as it reinvigorated a revised Roadmap 

and sought to make key decisions related to returning South Pacific albacore stocks to the TRP. Fiji noted 

that the albacore stock and its fisheries are critical to the livelihoods and wellbeing of its people, and makes 

up more than 80% of the sector’s contribution to Fiji’s gross domestic product, through 93 fishing vessels, 

5 processing companies, and the employment (directly and indirectly) of thousands of Fiji nationals. Fiji 

stated it has experienced low catches of albacore and the long-term viability of its fisheries and associated 

processing factories is grim. Fiji therefore called on CCMs to quickly work together to either (i) agree on 

harvest strategies, or (ii) adopt enhanced zone-based measures that recognize the existing measures adopted 

by FFA members in their zones, and MCS and reporting requirements, while finalizing harvest strategies. 

Fiji emphasised that any delay would most probably lead to the demise of their domestic industry and the 

thousands of people that depend on it. Fiji also raised a few key issues related to CMM 2013-07, specifically 

section 5 on the Support for Domestic Fisheries Sector and Tuna Fisheries Related Businesses and Market 

Access. These include (i) maximizing benefits from the development of their fisheries resources; (ii) that 

domestic fishing and related industries of SIDS in the Convention Area account for ~50% of the total catch 

and value of highly migratory fish stocks harvested in the Convention Area; and (iii) the need therefore to 

support investment and collaborative arrangements with SIDS and territories. Fiji reflected on the Harvest 

Strategy Workplan, and adoption of HCRs by 2021 for South Pacific albacore, and stated that one issue 

CCMs may encounter is the difficulty of remaining committed to this process. Fiji referenced the TRP 

adopted at WCPFC15 and stated that the sooner the fishery recovers to that point, the better it is for the 

people and national economies that are dependent on it, while acknowledging that this would not be an easy 

task, as the preliminary scenarios provided by SPC indicated. Acknowledging the differing development 

aspirations of CCMs, Fiji asked that the dialogue, decisions and collective actions remain focussed on how 

these shared stocks have created wealth and benefits for the people and national economies of CCMs, and 

reflected that this was an urgent call to action.  

382. New Caledonia stated that its longline fishery is highly dependent on the South Pacific albacore 

stock, which accounts for 70% of its catch; there is low fishing effort in New Caledonia’s EEZ, and 

managers and the fishing industry have worked cooperatively for decades with good results, but yields have 

decreased for the last 3 years, with no apparent explanation. Possible reasons include climate change, the 

strong fishing effort that occurs all around New Caledonia’s EEZ, especially in the high seas pocket to the 

south, or a combination of these. New Caledonia stressed that South Pacific albacore is vital both for food 
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security and the fisheries industry. New Caledonia stated it would be fully involved in the work of the 

Commission on this issue and indicated the need to have face-to-face meeting so that issues could be 

discussed in detail. 

383. French Polynesia stated that South Pacific albacore is its main fishery and is very important in terms 

of profitability and food security. French Polynesia stated it would also actively participate in the roadmap 

IWG. Given the topics that must be addressed, French Polynesia supported face to face meetings.  

384. The United States stated that its fishery operating out of American Samoa is very reliant on South 

Pacific albacore, which is very important both culturally and economically. It noted that it was in the 

Commission’s best interest to reach the TRP as quickly as possible. It asked for more details on the proposed 

revisions to the workplan and supported in-person meetings of the IWG in 2020.  

385. China affirmed the importance of South Pacific albacore for China’s fleet and looked forward to 

discussions in the SWG. 

386. New Zealand, as outgoing chair of the Albacore Roadmap IWG, thanked all CCMs for their 

previous engagement, and looked forward to further work on the issues. It thanked Fiji for taking over as 

Chair and agreed that the Commission should work to reach the TRP as soon as economically feasible. 

387. Chinese Taipei affirmed the importance of South Pacific Albacore and supported the Roadmap IWG 

but stated it could not agree to replace the current workplan with the proposed workplan, and it would 

discuss further in the IWG.  

388. Samoa thanked all CCMs for their support. 

389. The EU stated that it catches South Pacific albacore as bycatch and noted that it had some concerns 

with WCPFC16-2019-DP05, noting the need to take into account the principles of the UNFSA and 

UNCLOS. In this context, it stated it saw no reason to strongly differentiate between the high seas and EEZs. 

It suggested the need to review the IATTC’s albacore management, and the need for close contact with 

IATTC in order to ensure sustainable management. Cook Islands encouraged CCMs not to be selective in 

making references to the need for consistency with international law.  

390. The Commission agreed to reinvigorate the South Pacific Albacore Roadmap Working Group in 

2020 under the leadership of Fiji and for it to continue to work intersessionally to develop the Roadmap 

for Effective Conservation and Management of South Pacific Albacore. 

391. The Commission further agreed that the South Pacific Albacore Roadmap Working Group would 

meet in the margins of SC16 and TCC16 and that during the intersessional period it would work to 

develop its workplan and terms of reference.  

 

7.3.2 Performance indicators 

392. The Commission noted the progress on the development of performance indicators for South 

Pacific Albacore.  
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7.3.3 Harvest control rules and management strategy evaluation 

393. Dr Rob Scott (SPC-OFP) referenced to WCPFC16-2019-20 Performance indicators for comparing 

management procedures for South Pacific albacore using the MSE modelling framework (SC15-2019-MI-

WP03), and WCPFC16-2019-21 South Pacific albacore management strategy evaluation framework 

(SC15-2019-MI-WP08), and provided a brief presentation on the current status of the MSE framework for 

South Pacific albacore tuna and the design of the HCRs currently under investigation. It was noted that 

empirical MPs based on recent trends in CPUE were currently being investigated but that the option to 

investigate model-based MPs had not been ruled out. The HCRs currently under investigation for south 

Pacific albacore are based on the average level and distribution of catches for 2012–2014 and apply to all 

fisheries. CCMs were invited to propose alternative HCRs that could also be evaluated within the 

framework. 

394. In response to a query from Japan regarding how the Human Resource Development PI is assessed, 

SPC stated it is difficult to evaluate in an informative way. Some proxies could be applied: for example, if 

the stock is maintained around the TRP, that could be taken as enabling achievement of the human 

development objectives.  

395. In response to a query from Chinese Taipei regarding PI 12 (regarding Optimizing Capacity), SPC 

indicated this referred to optimizing capacity of the southern longline fishery but stated that optimal capacity 

in a fishery first had to be defined before it could be evaluated. 

396. The EU noted its understanding that SC recommended focusing on empirical HCRs and inquired if 

SPC had examined model-based HCRs. It inquired how a change in targeting would be addressed, as well 

as effort creep. SPC stated that questions were raised at SC regarding the HCR design for skipjack, including 

whether it should apply to all fleets in the fishery, and whether management should be through catch or 

effort. Regarding effort creep, SPC incorporated this for skipjack, and could investigate it for albacore. 

Although the recommendation was to first look at empirical approaches, the key challenge is identifying a 

CPUE trend that matches trends in the fishery. A model-based approach could be used.  

397. China inquired regarding (i) a PI for continuity of market supply; (ii) how food security is evaluated; 

and (iii) regarding the time frame for finishing the work of the South Pacific albacore HCR. SPC stated that 

both PI 7 and PI 8 seek to address stability and continuity of market supply. SPC is examining how to 

evaluate Food Security as a PI and may employ a proxy. Regarding the HCR workplan, it is somewhat 

dependent on the next stock assessment, which is scheduled for 2021.  

398. Chinese Taipei inquired whether predicted climate change impacts on recruitment should be used 

in the projection. SPC stated that there is significant uncertainty in the albacore framework regarding future 

recruitment. Climate change projections are long term (50–100 years), while the harvest strategy projection 

is for 30 years. SPC will try and reconcile these differences and include projected climate change impacts 

into the framework if possible. 

399. RMI on behalf of FFA members thanked SPC for the update on the harvest strategy work, stating 

that while they understand this is separate from the work to achieve the TRP, they understood the importance 

of endorsing required PIs for it to proceed. They encouraged SPC to continue these analyses and through 

the national harvest strategy workshops work to update and build the understanding of CCMs (and 

particularly SIDs) on these key components of the harvest strategies for the South Pacific albacore fishery. 

400. Japan inquired regarding changes in fishing mortality between a typical LRP and TRP. SPC stated 

that if a stock is at high level, the HCR simply says that either catch or effort can increase. Various HCRs 

have differing trade-offs; some maintain high biomass, while others have higher catch, but lower biomass 
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as a result. Japan clarified that an HCR is likely based on the assumption that the stock will stay above the 

TRP. If a stock decreases, either F or effort must decline, while the stock will require recovery (through a 

recovery plan), and inquired whether the same HCR would be applied before and after reaching the TRP. 

SPC indicted that in the case of albacore the starting point is below the TRP, based on the 2018 SA. A stock 

rebuilding program, based on progressive catch controls, will have the objective of achieving the TRP at 

some point, followed by management procedures to maintain stocks at that level. If the recovery period is, 

for example, 10 years, then there is no immediate need for a HCR.  

401. The EU noted that the Commission was surprisingly discussing about “recovery” of a stock that 

was well above MSY levels. It noted the wide-scale mixing of South Pacific albacore between the EPO and 

WCPO as revealed by tagging, and that the stock assessment takes into account only the WCPO. The EU 

inquired whether there was scope to consider this mixing, and how it would affect SPC’s work. The EU also 

commented regarding PI 3 regarding maximizing economic yield, and noted that this was already taken into 

consideration by the TRP. the EU suggested that the PI was not well defined because the economic yield is 

being maximized for some fisheries, but minimized for others, and stressed the need to look at all aspects 

of the fishery. SPC stated that the issue of potential mixing in the EPO and WCPO was raised at SC15. The 

next stock assessment is scheduled for 2021; depending on the structure of that SA, it may be necessary to 

redesign the operating model. Ideally this would not have to happen but including the EPO would be a 

significant change.  

402. In response to a query from China regarding the various periods used, SPC noted that these were 

chosen based on an initial inspection of values. It is not necessary to have consistent 3-year periods. The 

management period is assumed to be 3 years; CPUE is measured every 3 years, with catch values revised 

based on that, while CPUE is calculated over 5-year intervals. These were chosen as they seem appropriate 

but could be changed if desired.  

403. The Commission noted the progress on the development of harvest control rules and management 

strategy evaluation for South Pacific albacore.  

 

7.3.4 Review of CMM 2015-02 (South Pacific albacore) 

404. The following documents were noted for reference: WCPFC16-2019-18, Reference document for 

the review of CMM 2015-02 and development of harvest strategies under CMM 2014-06 (south Pacific 

albacore tuna); WCPFC16-2019-IP08 Trends in the South Pacific albacore longline and troll fisheries; and 

WCPFC16-2019-IP09 Summary of reporting received by WCPFC under CMM 2010-05 and CMM 2015-

02: South Pacific albacore.  

405. The Chair noted that the roadmap WG would discuss future CMMs.  

406. Tonga, on behalf of FFA members, stated that as confirmed in recent meetings of the Roadmap 

WG, FFA members considered that there was no need to revise the existing measure, which had failed to 

restrict the build-up of fishing effort for South Pacific albacore, and stated that they were instead focused 

on the development of a new measure based on moving the stock towards the TRP and recognising zone-

based limits to be established within EEZs and for fishing on the high seas. 

407. China noted the need for a comprehensive South Pacific albacore CMM and stated their hope that 

a new CMM would replace CMM 2015-02.  
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408. The Commission noted that possible future amendments to CMM 2015-02 would be among the 

matters to be considered through the South Pacific Albacore Roadmap Working Group.  

 

7.4 Pacific bluefin  

7.4.1 Harvest strategy for Pacific bluefin 

409. Mr Masanori Miyahara, Chair of the NC, presented the NC15 outcomes with respect to Pacific 

bluefin tuna. NC adopted a harvest strategy for Pacific bluefin in 2017, and the stock is projected to rebuild 

in accordance with the HCR. NC15 held a long discussion on the possibility of increasing the catch limits 

for Pacific bluefin. He noted some members (notably Japan and Korea) face difficulties in controlling coastal 

fishery activities, especially given recent very favourable recruitment, and sought an increase in the catch 

limits; other members expressed concerns and preferred to wait for the results of the 2020 benchmark stock 

assessment. As a result, NC members did not achieve a consensus to recommend an increase in the catch 

limits. But NC15 agreed upon increased flexibility within the existing CMM (in the revised CMM), for 2020 

only, an increase in the carry-over from 5% to 17%, the figure chosen for consistency of management 

measures between the eastern (IATTC) and western Pacific (WCPFC). The revised CMM also allows for a 

transfer of catch limit of 300 t from Chinese Taipei to Japan for 2020. The NC also agreed on TORs for the 

Pacific bluefin tuna MSE (Attachment F of the NC15 Summary report), and adopted Candidate Reference 

Points (Attachment G of the NC15 Summary report). 

410. Tuvalu, on behalf of FFA members, noted their continuing serious concerns at the extremely low 

status of the Pacific bluefin stock. They stated their concern at (i) the lengths Japan has gone to seek special 

arrangements to allow for increased catches in 2020, in particular a transfer of allocation from another CCM, 

although there are no provisions for quota transfer in the existing measure; and (ii) the dramatic increase in 

allowed carryover of underage from 5% to 17% of the 2019 annual initial catch limit for all CCMs. FFA 

members acknowledged that the principle of the Harvest Strategy approach does allow for the possibility of 

a catch increase, but stated they were strongly of the opinion that this should be considered in conjunction 

with the results of the full stock assessment and not to be the subject of lengthy negotiations of special 

arrangements favouring Japan during intervening years. 

411. The EU expressed concern that the Pacific bluefin stock is still in very poor condition. It noted the 

efforts toward recovery and requested that NC provide more detailed information on this and other northern 

species in poor status in the future. In response the NC Chair reviewed the history of the NC, referenced 

prior requests by the Commission regarding presentation of NC measures, and stated that he would present 

additional information in the future if that was desired.  

412. The United States noted that the NC had made a very serious effort to rebuild the Pacific bluefin 

stock, which is proving successful. It noted that the rebuilding plan allows for consideration of catch 

increases, if rebuilding is expected to continue with a high degree of certainty. The United States noted the 

NC was not proposing any catch increases in the revised CMM, but the revised CMM would allow for 

carryover, because of the economic implications. It noted there are no prohibitions to carryover of catch 

limits within the existing CMM. 

413. Solomon Islands, on behalf of PNA members, supported the FFA statement, and said they 

appreciated the work that had gone into the proposal for a revised Pacific bluefin measure. However, they 

noted that with the spawning biomass at 3% of the unfished level and overfishing continuing, they 

considered that this was not the time to be making ad hoc adjustments to the CMM that would clearly 

increase catches in 2020. Given that a new assessment will be performed in 2020, any further action should 
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wait for the results of that assessment. PNA members stated they did not support revisions to the measure 

at WCPFC16. 

414. Japan responded to some questions from FFA and PNA regarding the catch limit transfer from 

Chinese Taipei to Japan. Japan noted that WCPFC16-2019-22 contains the details; Table PBF-02 and 

Figure PDF-01(p. 4) show how rapidly the stock will rebuild. If the catch limit is not increased, the interim 

rebuilding target is projected to be reached in 2021 (> 60% probability), 3 years before the target of 2024, 

with a 97% probability of reaching the target in 2024. The projection assumes that catch made by Chinese 

Taipei would be more than its actual catch plus the transfer, thus, even if a transfer is made from Chinese 

Taipei to Japan, the stock is projected to achieve these targets as outlined.  

415. Tokelau, on behalf of PNA members, stated that with the stock at 3% of its unfished level, the 

management of Pacific bluefin tuna is a failure that reflects badly on all CCMs. When the approach to 

managing Pacific bluefin tuna is compared with that used for other stocks managed by the Commission, 

PNA members think that fishing on this stock should probably be closed and closed for a long time. They 

stated they agreed, with some reluctance, to an HCR with a slow rebuilding programme and were prepared 

to continue to support the HCR. They stated that the proposed changes are not part of the HCR and are being 

made on an ad hoc basis without any apparent exceptional circumstance that would justify taking action 

outside the HCR, and that any additional management actions should await the 2020 stock assessment. 

416. PNG sought clarification regarding paragraph 11 of the NC Summary Report with regard to the 

50/50 split of any catch limit increases to IATTC and WCPO. The United States indicated that this restated 

the outcome of a joint IATTC and NC WG meeting, which were acted on by NC. The working group used 

a pan-ocean management approach and agreed that any catch increases must address the distribution of 

fishing opportunities across both commissions.  

417. Japan addressed the comment by the PNA that the fact that the 3% SB/SBF=0 level means the fishery 

should be closed. It noted that while this could be done, PBF is taken by a coastal fishery, with most catch 

taken in inland and territorial waters, with 20,000 small-scale coastal fishermen and over 1,000 set nets. 

Closing the bluefin fishery would require giving up all other species in the multispecies fisheries and would 

negatively impact many fishermen. Japan noted while the 2014 recruitment was the lowest in history, it has 

since recovered, and 2016 recruitment was almost twice the projected level; these are now becoming adult 

fish and being caught. It stressed the NC decided not to recommend a change in the catch limit, and that the 

objectives, as endorsed by WCPFC, were being met. It noted the HCR was not being used in 2019. 

418. The ISC representative clarified that the method used in the projection uses F as well as the catch 

limit to evaluate the probability of achieving certain targets. The model assumes Chinese Taipei catches 900 

t or 1000 t, while the actual catch is below 500 t; thus, the transfer from Chinese Taipei to Japan would not 

affect the projection. Regarding the carryover increase (from 5% to 17%), it is difficult to simulate what 

effect this will have, but over time it will not increase total catch. He noted that not all countries are using 

their total quota and observed that the impact on the stock if they did could be negative, but would not be 

very large. 

419. China noted in relation to the ISC intervention that the stock is subject to rebuilding. It stated that 

in ICCAT such transfers are allowed and voiced its support for the transfer from Chinese Taipei to Japan.  

420. Japan noted that some CCMs members had expressed concerns and suggested the need for more 

dialogue. Japan noted its view that prior consultation is very important and observed it had previously 

explained its domestic situation with respect to this issue to FFA and PNA members, including through the 

use of videos, photos and data.  
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421. The Commission noted the update from the Northern Committee on the progress on the 

development of a harvest strategy for Pacific Bluefin. 

 

7.4.2 Review of CMM 2018-02 and consideration of any proposed amendments 

422. The Chair of the Northern Committee introduced the proposed revision to CMM 2018-02 as 

approved by NC15, with reference to WCPFC16-2019-22 Reference Document for the Review of CMM 

2018-02 and Development of Harvest Strategies (which provides a quick reference guide to the 

recommendations of the SC, NC and TCC of relevance to the discussions on stock status 

and management advice for Pacific bluefin tuna) and WCPFC16-2019-IP10 Compiled information 

on Pacific bluefin tuna fishing effort and catch. 

423. The NC Vice-Chair (USA) stated that the NC met briefly on the margins of WCPFC16 to consider 

two outstanding NC recommendations. Changes that CCMs discussed were largely adopted by NC, both for 

CMM 2018-02, and for the harvest strategy for North Pacific swordfish (discussed under Agenda Item 

7.6.1).  

424. The EU stated that taking into account the constraints and difficulties expressed by Japan it would 

not oppose the revised proposal to amend CMM 2018-02. It commented in relation to the reporting 

requirement that allows some CCMs to report not in the calendar year but the management year, stating that 

TCC had struggled to assess compliance with limits in situations where this was the case. The EU stressed 

this was not a very meaningful way of reporting against limits and that its generalisation should be avoided.  

425. Pew, on behalf of Pew, WWF, and The Ocean Foundation, expressed concern that the revised CMM 

for Pacific bluefin would increase the size of the allowed carry over and allow transfer of quota in 2020, 

which would effectively increase the catch of PBF for 2020. The stock remains severely depleted, at just 

3.3% of unfished biomass, and continues to experience overfishing. They stated that any increase in catch 

further jeopardizes the recovery of the species, reducing the probability that the rebuilding targets agreed to 

by the Commission will be met. The changes to CMM 2018-02 approved by WCPFC16 did not change the 

effects of the measure and Pew stated it is very concerned that it was accepted by the Commission. ISC will 

perform a full benchmark assessment of the stock in 2020 and Pew urged members to take the opportunity 

in 2020 to fully debate the implications and merits of the measure.  

426. The Commission adopted Conservation and Management Measure 2019-02, Attachment I* 

which amends CMM 2018-02 Conservation and Management Measure for Pacific Bluefin tuna.  

 

7.5 North Pacific albacore 

7.5.1 Harvest strategy for North Pacific albacore 

427. The NC Chair stated that the NC is developing a MSE for the stock; two stakeholder meetings have 

been held, and a TRP is under discussion. He stated that details are provided in the NC15 Summary Report 

(paragraphs 21–24).  

428. The Commission noted the update from the Northern Committee on the progress on the 

development of a harvest strategy for North Pacific albacore. 
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7.5.2 Review of CMM 2005-03 and consideration of any proposed amendments 

429. The Commission considered WCPFC16-2019-23 Reference document for review of CMM 2005-

03 and development of harvest strategies and WCPFC16-2019-IP11 Updated information on North Pacific 

Albacore effort data. The NC Chair stated that revision of CMM 2005-03 had been under discussion for 

some time. NC recommended slightly amending the CMM by removing the 6-month reporting requirement, 

which is not required by IATTC.  

430. In response to a query from Vanuatu, the United States stated that para. 4 of CMM 2005-03 requires 

that “All CCMs shall report annually to the WCPFC Commission all catches of albacore north of the equator 

and all fishing effort north of the equator in fisheries directed at albacore.”  

431. The Commission adopted Conservation and Management Measure 2019-03, Attachment J* 

which amends CMM 2005-03 Conservation and Management Measure for North Pacific Albacore, by 

removing the reporting requirement set out in paragraph 3. 

 

7.6 North Pacific swordfish 

7.6.1 Harvest strategy for North Pacific swordfish fisheries 

432. The NC Chair stated that the North Pacific swordfish stock is in good condition and noted the 

following: NC15 agreed on a harvest strategy for the stock; and if the harvest strategy is approved by the 

Commission NC will approve specific management measures. The harvest strategy objective is maintaining 

the stock around MSY level. The exploitation rate (F-limit) LRP is FMSY. A TRP will be developed later. 

The F-limit rule is as follows: in the event that average exploitation rate for the most recent period has been 

found, with at least 50% probability, to exceed the F limit, the NC will formulate CMM recommendations 

designed to reduce, with over 50% probability, the F rate below the F-limit as soon as possible. 

433. In response to queries from the EU regarding the use of FMSY as the LRP, the United States noted 

that, because a reliable estimate of steepness is available, the stock of North Pacific swordfish is to be treated 

as a Level 1 stock under the Commission’s hierarchical approach for setting biological LRPs. The LRP for 

the exploitation rate (F-limit) is thus FMSY. 

434. The Commission accepted the recommendation from the Northern Committee on a harvest 

strategy for North Pacific Swordfish (Attachment K*). 

 

7.7 North Pacific striped marlin    

7.7.1  Limit reference point for North Pacific striped marlin 

435. The NC Chair stated that NC15 had discussed a consultative proposal for a rebuilding plan and 

requested that ISC provide advice on which future recruitment scenario might be the most likely over the 

near term. NC15 also requested the ISC to explain why the striped marlin stock decreased and the fishing 

mortality increased after a drastic decrease in fishing effort by high seas driftnet fisheries in the early 1990s. 
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7.7.2 Review of CMM 2010-01 and consideration of any proposal for a rebuilding plan 

436. The Chair referenced WCPFC16-2019-DP12 Rebuilding Plan for North Pacific Striped Marlin, 

and WCPFC16-2019-24, Reference document for the review of CMM 2010-01 and development of Harvest 

Strategies for North Pacific Striped Marlin (Kajikia audax).  

437. The United States noted that the 2019 stock assessment for North Pacific Striped marlin found the 

stock is both overfished and experiencing overfishing, relative to MSY-based reference points. Given the 

concerns regarding the stock, WCPFC 15 strongly encouraged CCMs to submit a rebuilding plan, which the 

United States submitted to WCPFC16 in the form of WCPFC16-2019-DP12. The United States highlighted 

that the plan includes no changes to the CMM for North Pacific striped marlin; but it does contain a 

rebuilding target and a timeline and probability level for reaching the targets. The proposed rebuilding target 

is 20%SSBF=0 to be reached by 2039, with at least 60% probability.  

438. FSM, on behalf of FFA members, stated that the issue was of major concern to FFA members. They 

thanked the United States for their proposed rebuilding plan and called on the Commission, with the support 

of CCMs in whose waters the fishery takes place, to take action as a matter of priority. Noting the proposed 

rebuilding target for North Pacific striped marlin FFA members stated that this at least represented a start, 

albeit one delayed for too long. They noted the proposed time frame of 20 years to reach the LRP, which 

was the point at which the Commission would ordinarily be considering taking immediate action to reduce 

fishing mortality and rebuild the stock. FFA members stated their hope that action could now be agreed 

upon and stated they would support a more ambitious timeframe to rebuild the stock to the LRP. They 

looked forward to some positive action with North Pacific striped marlin and other northern stocks that are 

also at depleted levels in order to align the stocks with the management of stocks in other tropical and 

southern areas. 

439. The EU requested that the NC provide additional information on the stock to WCPFC17, including 

which members are involved in the fishery. Regarding the rebuilding plan, it noted that at WCPFC15 CCMs 

raised concerns about the status of the stock, and that a commitment was made that at WCPFC16 the most 

recent information along with a complete rebuilding plan would be presented. It noted that DP12 provided 

an objective and timeframe, but no indication of how this was to be achieved. The EU suggested discussions 

to determine if additional elements could be added. 

440. Japan clarified that North Pacific striped marlin is not recognized as a northern stock, under the 

purview of the NC, but is to be managed by WCPFC. It thanked the United States for developing the 

proposed rebuilding plan, while noting that the 2019 stock assessment undertaken by ISC had quite 

divergent results, depending on which of two recruitment scenarios was used; ISC was unable to determine 

which scenario was more likely. Japan noted that North Pacific striped marlin stocks started declining 

following the cessation of high-seas drift net fishing in the 1990s when the fishing mortality was much 

higher, and that the reasons were not clear. Japan stated it could support the rebuilding target, but noted that 

the time frame and the probability of reaching the target were uncertain, and perhaps better determined 

following receipt of additional information from ISC. 

441. The United States confirmed that while North Pacific striped marlin was a North Pacific species, it 

had not been designated as a NC stock, meaning it was up to all CCMs to rebuild the stock. The United 

States stated that in its view the rebuilding plan and actions needed to realize the plan’s objectives are 

distinct. The plan defines the objectives, but does not take steps to control fishing effort, which would be 

part of a rebuilding strategy. The United States noted the uncertainty in the stock assessment, especially 

regarding the recruitment scenario, and the projected recovery timeframe. The United States looked forward 

to working with Japan with the hopes of adopting a rebuilding plan during WCPFC16. 
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442. PNG supported the comments made by Japan and thanked the United States for the plan. 

443. The Chair recalled that during WCPFC15 a lengthy discussion was held on possible designation of 

the stock as a northern stock (and therefore under the NC), but that this had not been done, and stated the 

Commission would not revisit that issue. She noted that ISC provided information and advice to the 

Commission. In response to further queries from CCMs, the Secretariat confirmed that WCPFC and ISC 

has a formal relationship and cooperate through a formal MOU the details of which are provided in the 

Relations with Other Organisations section of the Commission’s website. 

444. RMI inquired regarding the obligations of CCMs that are not members of either the NC or ISC. 

445. Following further consultations among CCMs, the United States stated that based on feedback 

regarding the recruitment uncertainty, the rebuilding pan would be considered an interim plan, which would 

be updated following additional advice from SC regarding future recruitment. The United States then sought 

further input from CCMs regarding the timeline. 

446. The EU thanked the United States and other CCMs for finding a way to make progress. The EU 

stated that their preference would be that the timeframe be 2029, because the Commission adopted a CMM 

aiming at rebuilding the stock 10 years previously, effectively making 2029 a 20-year target.  

447. Japan suggested adopting 2029 with the proviso that the plan be subject to further consultations, in 

anticipation of further advice from ISC. The EU stated it could agree with Japan’s proposal. 

448. Chinese Taipei noted that the current F was around FMSY, and that the species was bycatch for many 

CCMs. Regarding the rebuilding objective, it stated that 20% SSBF=0 was over MSY, and thus very high. 

They stated that if the Commission chose a 10-year (2029) target, there would be large impacts on those 

fisheries where the species is caught as bycatch. Chinese Taipei stated its preference was to use 2039, but 

that it would compromise with a target of 2034. 

449. Japan stated it could support 2034, but would look to further scientific advice from ISC, probably 

in the form of Kobe metrics showing probabilities for various years; the best one would then be selected, 

taking into account socioeconomic factors. This could then change the target.  

450. The EU stated that the stock is heavily depleted, meaning F for the current level of biomass is 

excessive. The EU also stated that the previous stock assessment stated that biomass estimates were very 

optimistic. The EU agreed reluctantly with proposed 2034 and stated that it should be considered again in 

2020 based on the most recent scientific advice. 

451. The Chair noted the support among CCMs for a 2034 timeframe to reach the target, subject to further 

consideration in 2020.  

452. The Commission adopted the Interim Rebuilding Plan for North Pacific Striped Marlin 

(Attachment L*). 

 

7.8 South Pacific striped marlin 

7.8.1 Limit reference point for South Pacific striped marlin 

453. Dr Graham Pilling (SPC) provided background on recommendation points from SC and TCC on 

the review of the CMM for Southwest Pacific stripe marlin, WCPFC16-2019-25, Reference Document for 
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the review of CMM 2006-04. He stated that as a billfish stock South Pacific striped marlin has no agreed 

LRPs. SPC thus uses default MSY reference levels when reporting stock status, and on that basis the stock 

is likely overfished and subject to overfishing. SC discussed whether MSY is appropriate as a reference 

level for these stocks. It is a biological limit under which the stock may be subject to reduced recruitment, 

which triggers concerns. SC needs to advise on the setting of a LRP; a level of 20% of SBF=0 could be 

considered. Regarding geographic range, the current CMM applies S of 15° S. The most recent assessment 

raised concerns regarding catch between 15° S and the equator, which is not currently controlled by the 

CMM. The recommendation extends the northern boundary to the equator.  

454. The Chair noted the two questions that had been raised by SC and SPC: is an LRP of 20% of SBF=0 

appropriate; and should the boundary of the CMM be extended to the equator, and invited comments by 

CCMs.  

455. The EU stated it did not share the same understanding; it stated that as indicated by SPC, the LRP 

must be biologically based, and indicate a limit beyond which there is a risk for a given stock to face 

impaired recruitment, collapse or something similar. The EU stated that SC should explore what that LRP 

should be and argued that it should not be 20% of SBF=0. It noted that this was used by the United States in 

its proposal not as a limit but a rebuilding target, and that the Commission had not agreed that there would 

be specific biological risk to the stock at that point. The EU stated it would be useful to expand the 

geographic scope of the CMM.  

456. Australia stated that a hierarchical approach to determining LRPs provides precautionary LRPs for 

species such as tuna and billfish. It stated it was comfortable with asking SC whether this could be applied 

to billfish. Chinese Taipei also agreed that SC could examine the issue and suggested more information 

would be useful.  

457. China stated that action was premature for what it considers a bycatch species. It stated that to decide 

whether to extend the CMM’s effective area to the equator it would require more information on the 

implications for China’s fleet. It suggested discussing the issues at SC16 and making a decision at 

WCPFC17. 

458. New Zealand, on behalf of FFA members stated its concern with the stock status of South Pacific 

striped marlin, stating that the results of the assessment were worrying, indicating the spawning biomass is 

less than SBMSY and below 20% of SBF=0. Moreover, negative recruitment was seen in the three last stock 

assessments (2006, 2012 and 2019). While acknowledging it is difficult to specifically manage the stock, 

given that it is bycatch, FFA members stated it is an important stock for sport fisheries and thus tourism. 

FFA members considered this a priority and aim to bring forward proposals to address the situation at 

WCPFC17. For the SC15 recommendation to the WCPFC16 to identify an appropriate LRP for the stock, 

FFA members suggested this be referred back to the SC to identify a LRP and then be returned to the 

Commission for a decision. They noted the need for more effective measures to reduce the overall catch and 

stated this would be considered in developing FFA proposals for 2020.  

459. The Commission noted with concern the current status of South Pacific striped marlin and agreed 

to revisit the limit reference point in 2020 at WCPFC17.  

 

7.9 Others — SW Pacific broadbill swordfish  

460. Australia, on behalf of FFA members, noted that WCPFC has an obligation to manage South Pacific 

Swordfish in the Convention Area, in a manner consistent with the objectives of the Convention. It stated 

that South Pacific Swordfish are a valuable resource and an important economic contributor to a number of 
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WCPFC member fisheries and presents a fishery development opportunity for SIDS) and Participating 

Territories in the stock area. Australia noted that in its current form, the swordfish CMM (CMM 2009-03) 

does not ensure the ongoing sustainability of swordfish in this region, the ongoing economic viability of 

current fisheries nor future development opportunities for SIDS and participating territory fisheries, noting 

that:  

i. Between the equator and 20°S – There is currently no restriction on catch or effort for swordfish 

in this area, where catch on the high seas has increased substantially since CMM 2009-03 was 

developed. SC13 identified that the Commission should consider developing appropriate 

management measures for this area.  

ii. South of 20°S – The most recent stock assessment estimated a 32% probability of overfishing. 

However, fully caught catch limits south of 20°S combined with recent catches north of 20°S would 

substantially increase the probability of overfishing and an overfished stock.  

iii. Sub-regional depletion – The movement and aggregation behaviours of this species make it 

particularly vulnerable to subregional depletion, a key risk to the economic viability and development 

potential for coastal State fisheries in particular.  

iv. South East Pacific management – there is potential connectivity between the south-eastern WCPFC 

area and the adjacent South East Pacific Ocean (SEPO). The SEPO has seen very substantial 

increases in catch, but has no CMM, and no stock assessment since 2011.  

 

461. Recognising these issues and risks, Australia stated that it sought support of WCPFC members to 

strengthen CMM 2009-03, so as to ensure the ongoing sustainability of the stock regionally, ongoing 

economic viability of existing WCPFC member coastal State fisheries, and future development 

opportunities for SIDS and participating territories such that even stronger CMMs are not required in the 

future in response to an overfished stock, which could also impact tuna fisheries. Australia proposed that a 

future revised measure would apply in EEZs and high seas throughout the whole area of the stock (consistent 

with Article 3 and Article 5); be reflective of the current best understanding of swordfish science and its 

assessed status; prevent further increases in fishing mortality on the stock to avoid future overfishing and an 

overfished stock (consistent with Article 5); accommodate subregional zone-based management approaches 

and limits and ensure compatible management and limits on the high seas (consistent with Article 8); 

recognize the sovereign rights of coastal States to explore, exploit, conserve and manage HMS within areas 

under their national jurisdiction (consistent with Article 7); recognize the special requirements of, and avoid 

transferring a disproportionate burden of conservation upon, SIDS and participating territories (consistent 

with Article 30); and seek the development of a consistent set of CMMs for fish stocks that occur in both 

the WCPFC and IATTC Convention Areas (consistent with Article 22). Finally, FFA members noted the 

standing advice from SC relating to the need to strengthen provisions in CMM 2009-03 (Conservation and 

Management of Swordfish) and strongly encouraged Commission members to engage in discussions during 

2020 to achieve this outcome. 

462. New Zealand commended Australia for its proactive approach on the issue, stating it would be 

appropriate to approach IATTC with WCPFC’s concerns regarding the management of the species. It 

suggested the Chair write to IATTC with concerns regarding the need for a proactive approach to 

management of the stock in light of the concerns highlighted by Australia. 

463. Tonga, on behalf of FFA members also thanked Australia for the leadership role it had taken to 

improve the management of the stock and the consultative approach being taken to gauge the views CCMs. 

They noted that swordfish is of importance to a number of FFA members and express their broad support 

for the development of a CMM that recognises zone-based management and would seek to manage 

swordfish on the high seas to complement action taken within EEZs 
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464. China thanked Australia for it work and stated that it agreed with some of the principles that had 

been addressed, including the application of the CMM in EEZs and the high seas. China also encouraged 

that WCPFC seek consistent measures with IATTC for shared fish stocks. It stated it would work with 

Australia to find a solution, although stated it was unsure if agreement could be reached in 2020. China 

noted that if a new measure was to be adopted China would find it challenging, but stated it was willing to 

work on the issue.  

465. The EU also thanked Australia for its work on the issue, stating that proactive work was welcome, 

and that it supported addressing management throughout the stock’s geographic range for all species. It 

agreed with the suggestion to collaborate with IATTC in view of taking into account the situation in the 

SEPO. It stated it would work with Australia to develop a tasking for SPC, including defining the fisheries, 

which could be difficult, as in many cases, in the area between the equator and 20oS this may be mainly 

bycatch. The EU noted that to date the stock remained within safe biological limits.  

466. French Polynesia supported the approach proposed by Australia for the revision of this CMM and 

stated that in particular because it is located in the overlap area, French Polynesia favours the development 

of a consistent approach to fish stocks at the Pacific Ocean level. 

467. Chinese Taipei thanked Australia for tabling the proposal and agreed with the remarks made by 

China. It supported application to both area the high seas and EEZs, but cannot support zone-based 

management, as it held that limit development should be flag-based.  It stated it was prepared to work with 

other CCMs to discuss the issue.  

468. New Caledonia stated that it has a very low catch of swordfish as bycatch but was very interested 

in the sustainability of the stock.  It supported the proposal. 

469. The Cook Islands stated that South Pacific swordfish is an important stock for its domestic fisheries 

and looked forward to working with Australia on the CMM. 

470. Australia thanked CCMs for their suggestions and support. It stated that undertaking projections 

(based on the status quo, fully caught limits, and max catch)1 would be critical for the robustness of the 

measure. It thanked the EU for assistance in developing text for the SPC tasking, while noting that, following 

meetings of the FAC during WCPFC16, this was no longer a funding priority for WCPFC. As a result, 

Australia stated it would provide a voluntary contribution to support the completion of the work by SPC. 

471. New Zealand thanked Australia for its proactive approach, and for providing a voluntary 

contribution to ensure it could be done.  

472. The EU thanked Australia for acknowledging the EU’s contribution in developing the roadmap. It 

raised the issue of timing, stating that a stock assessment would be conducted in 2021, which could involve 

significant changes in the stock assessment model. It suggested this would be very useful to inform 

discussions of any proposed amendments to the current CMM, and proposed that any projections be 

rescheduled to 2021, based on the new SA, with a management review of the fishery N of 20°S conducted 

in 2020. 

 
1  Status quo assumes recent (2016–2018) levels of fishing both north and south of 20°S. Fully caught limits assumes recent 

(2016–2018) levels of fishing north of 20°S and CCM-nominated maximum total catch levels (para 4 CMM 2009-13) of fishing 

south of 20°S. Max catch assumes peak (2011–2013) levels of fishing north 20°S and CCM-nominated maximum total catch 

levels (para 4 CMM 2009-13) of fishing south of 20°S. 
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473. Australia stated the need to undertake the work on the basis of most recent currently available stock 

assessment, noting that the EU was suggesting waiting 2 years for the next assessment. It stated that this 

practice had not been followed for other species and argued it should not be necessary to wait that long to 

get the best possible scientific advice on how to proceed. Australia stated that SPC ran projections for 

tropical tunas in 2019, even though it would conduct stock assessments in 2020. Regarding the work on 

fisheries that take the species as bycatch, Australia stated that this would be directly addressed by the 

proposal, and self-funded by Australia.  

474. The EU stated that its view that (i) this was not a good use of SPC’s limited time because it would 

have to be repeated in 2 years; (ii) that the key priority was to understand the impact on the stock north of 

20oS; and (iii) the stock was assessed to be above MSY with 100% probability. It stated its interest in 

ensuring that the timing be correct and limited resources be employed to do the work correctly.  

475. New Zealand stated it supported Australia’s position on the issue and saw no reason to wait 2 years. 

Cook Islands noted that the species was very important for its local market and observed that SPC had not 

suggested it could not undertake the work. Cook Island also stressed that Australia was proposing to provide 

the funding.  

476. Australia stated it was confused and disappointed over the objections for the EU, which its suggested 

set a dangerous precedent, noting that the EU had a significant stake in the fishery, and thus has a stake in 

its sustainability. Australia stated that projection work did not concern current fishing mortality, but is about 

exploring whether the measure is effective under a range of scenarios and protects the future sustainability 

of the stock and that this work was critical for revision of the CMM.  Australia expressed concern that while 

there is a relatively new stock assessment, the CMM has not been considered or updated since 2009 and 

therefore the CMM is not reflective of the best available science. Australia stated that it was simply trying 

to ensure the Commission had the information to understand the current measure and help WCPFC members 

draft a new measure. Australia reiterated that the proposed work was not about current catch but rather about 

the future sustainability of the stock, the future economic viability of coastal state fisheries reliant on this 

stock (noting that coastal state domestic fleets cannot simply move to another region of the Pacific or another 

Ocean if depletion becomes too high) and for SIDS and developing territories – the future of their fishery 

development opportunities. 

477. SPC confirmed it could conduct the projections as part of its workload for 2020. 

478. The EU stated that it was supporting the work and roadmap but wanted to implement it stepwise, 

starting with the core issue in 2020 and pursuing it in 2021, noting that SC had not raised it as a concern or 

priority, with their advice recommending maintaining the current measure S of 20° S, and taking appropriate 

measure N of 20° S.  

479. Niue supported Australia’s proposal and thanked it for funding the work and expressed concern 

regarding the proposed delay. New Zealand registered its disappointment, as did Cook Islands, which stated 

that it was investing in swordfish research through small contributions, and was seeking to take a 

precautionary approach, noting that it could not move its islands the way other CCMs can move their vessels.  

480. CCMs held an extended discussion regarding the possible timing of the three actions put forward 

by Australia in its revised proposal. Many CCMs voiced their support for the work and schedule proposed 

by Australia; Australia thanked the various CCMs for their support for what it characterised as an important 

action that the Commission could undertake at no cost. The EU stated its view that not all CCMs’ comments 

necessarily reflected the actual status of the stock and supported conducting projections in 2021.The EU 

reiterated its position that any stock projections to be conducted by SPC be based on a the forthcoming stock 

assessment, while supporting conducting the tasks in paragraphs 2 and 3 of Australia’s proposal in 2020, 
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which it stated were most important, and were supported by SC. Tokelau voiced its strong concern over the 

EU’s position, noting that the fishery was very important for some small Pacific Islands, which it stated 

were seeking to manage the stock sustainably for their people, through an approach consistent with that 

employed for skipjack and other stocks.  The EU expressed its concern with what seemed to be a lack of 

consistency in some CCMs position and indicated that for example, north Pacific striped marlin which is 

severely depleted did not trigger much enthusiasm or eagerness to address urgently its dire conservation 

status. Unfortunately, the EU proposal for an ambitious rebuilding plan for that species did not gather any 

support, whereas southwest Pacific swordfish, which is assessed to be above MSY with 100% probability, 

triggered reactions from some FFA members that did not seem to take into account key facts such as the 

stock status and scientific advice. 

481. The Commission tasked the Scientific Committee in 2021 (SC17) to provide an evaluation of the 

long-term future of the southwest Pacific swordfish stock status under CMM 2009-03 based upon the 

latest SC-agreed stock assessment, utilising a limited number of projections. Projections should include: 

a. “Status quo” – this projection will assume recent (2016 to 2018) levels of fishing both north and 

south of 20°S.  

b. “Fully caught limits” – this projection will assume recent (2016 to 2018) levels of fishing north 

of 20°S and CCM-nominated maximum total catch levels (para 4 CMM 2009-13) of fishing south 

of 20°S. 

c. “Max catch” - this projection will assume peak (2011 to 2013) levels of fishing north 20°S and 

CCM nominated maximum total catch levels (para 4 CMM 2009-13) of fishing south of 20°S. 

d. An additional limited number of projections which assume a range of fixed catch scenarios that 

are a percentage above and below “status quo” (such as -10% and +10%) that result in a range of 

upward and downward longterm biomass trends. 

WCPFC16 noted that this work would be funded via a voluntary contribution by Australia so as to 

not impact on Commission budget allocations for other priority work. 

482. The Commission tasked the Scientific Committee in 2020 (SC16) to consider a review (self-

funded and developed by Australia, in consultation with interested CCMs) of possible measures and 

options relevant to the management of swordfish taken as bycatch in longline fisheries. The review may 

include information from available research and literature, logbook and observer data (in appropriately 

aggregated forms).  

483. The Commission requested the WCPFC Chair to write to the IATTC Chair to: 

a. Express the Commission’s significant concern over the lack of scientific assessment and specific 

management measures for South Pacific Swordfish in the IATTC area;  

b. Seek that the IATTC prioritise the development of a management measure that ensures catch 

levels are maintained within sustainable levels, and 

c. Urge cooperation between IATTC and WCPFC on this issue.  
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AGENDA ITEM 8 — WCPO SHARK STOCKS AND BYCATCH MITIGATION  

8.1 Review of existing shark measures and consideration of limit reference points for sharks  

484. The Commission noted that the Scientific Committee is working on appropriate LRPs under 

Project 103 and encouraged the Scientific Committee to develop appropriate LRPs given their importance 

in harvest strategies. 

 

8.2 Proposal for a comprehensive CMM for sharks and rays  

485. The Shark IWG Chair reviewed the efforts undertaken by the working group and presented a final 

draft CMM for sharks.  

486. New Zealand, joined by China, thanked the Shark IWG Chair for his hard work and supported 

adoption of the CMM.  

487. Australia, on behalf of FFA members, welcomed the work done over the preceding two years to 

consolidate the broad suite of shark measures into a single, comprehensive measure. They congratulated 

Japan for its leadership on this difficult but worthwhile task. FFA members advocated for a process to 

consolidate the measures to ensure that the Commission is meeting its goals of mitigating the impact of tuna 

fisheries on sharks stocks effectively. In particular, they welcomed the efforts by Japan to look for alternative 

methods to ensure full utilisation of sharks, which has always been a key goal of WCPFC’s shark CMMs. 

They noted this as a significant step forward for the Commission, stating they were very pleased to adopt 

the CMM and welcomed the constructive engagement of all CCMs in developing the comprehensive shark 

and ray CMM.  

488. The EU congratulated the Chair of the Shark IWG, and complemented him for his competence, 

resilience and patience. The EU stated that the adoption of the new CMM on sharks is an important step 

forward towards the sustainable management of sharks. However, the new measure still has some potential 

gaps that should be improved in the future, notably taking into account lessons learned on the 

implementation of the monitoring procedures enabling inspectors to identify and match carcasses and 

corresponding fins. It asked whether the Mobulid ray text should be incorporated in the CMM. The Shark 

IWG Chair stated he had considered this but stated that it would be very cumbersome to update the 

comprehensive CMM each time a new CMM is adopted. He suggested the Commission consider updating 

the comprehensive Shark CMM every 3 or 5 years. 

489. PNG, on behalf of the PNA, stated they appreciated the hard work and the huge effort by the Shark 

IWG Chair, and joined in voicing appreciation and support to the Shark IWG chair, and voiced support for 

adopting the measure. 

490. Chinese Taipei stated sharks are very important to it and it voiced its congratulations to the Shark 

IWG Chair for a difficult task and expressed its support for the new CMM. 

491. In adopting this CMM, Japan stated that the main reason for supporting this CMM was that WCPFC 

has the high-seas boarding and inspection scheme and the adoption of this CMM should not be a precedent 

for Japan in other RFMOs without such scheme. 

492. WWF, on behalf of WWF, Pew, SFP, and The Ocean Foundation stated that sharks and rays 

continue to make up a large percentage of annual bycatch, which current stock assessment trends suggest is 

unsustainable. They stated that in the last 9 months, both shortfin and longfin mako sharks have been 
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upgraded to endangered and the previous day oceanic whitetip was elevated to critically endangered on the 

IUCN Red List. The recent stock assessment for oceanic whitetip shark presented at SC15 highlighted a 

dramatic collapse in what was once one of the most abundant pelagic sharks in the Pacific. Spawning stock 

biomass is estimated to be likely less than 5% of its unfished biomass and the species is predicted to become 

extinct in the WCPO under current levels of fishing mortality despite a no-retention measure. With that in 

mind, WWF stated it continued to support recommendations from SC15 for oceanic whitetip shark, 

including improved observer coverage and data; further efforts to mitigate catch, including closer adherence 

to the best practices in safe release; and the urgent development of a precautionary LRP for the stock. 

Overall, WWF stated they remain increasingly concerned about shark conservation and sustainability in the 

WCPO region but suggested that urgent action is required to further reduce fishing mortality on oceanic 

whitetip so as to enable the population to rebuild. They stated they appreciated the progress the Shark IWG 

had made toward agreed recommendations for a Comprehensive Shark CMM at WCPFC16, and they noted 

several important provisions were removed or watered down. They supported recommendations within the 

proposed CMM to include methods to further prohibit finning and incorporate the necessary language to 

encourage CCMs to land sharks with their fins naturally attached, specifically the elimination of the 5% fin 

to carcass ratio that was proven repeatedly to be ineffective. They also supported recommendations such as 

those for capacity building. However, they stated they were very disappointed that the provisions to prohibit 

both shark lines and wire leads, which the best available science suggests would further reduce the mortality 

of vulnerable species like oceanic whitetip shark, were not adopted. They suggested that because the 

Commission is unable to implement simple mitigation measures such as these to avoid unnecessary 

mortality of oceanic whitetip shark and other vulnerable species, other measures to reduce fishing mortality, 

such as time and area closures, should be explored as a matter of priority. Lastly, they stated their 

disappointment that, despite the framing of this measure as a “comprehensive” or “omnibus” measure, the 

final version of the Shark CMM lacks key components of good fisheries management practice. WWF urged 

the Commission to consider amending this measure to include: (i) a directive to establish recovery plans as 

the appropriate management response for heavily depleted species, and (ii) a mechanism and requirement 

to establish LRPs for all key shark and ray species consistent with the WCPF Convention.  

493. The Commission adopted Conservation and Management Measure for Sharks (Conservation 

and Management Measure 2019-04, Attachment M*). The Commission further agreed that this 

measure would become effective on 01 November 2020 and that it shall replace CMM 2010-07 

Conservation and Management Measure for Sharks, CMM 2011-04 Conservation and Management 

Measure for Oceanic Whitetip Sharks, CMM 2012-04 Conservation and Management Measure for the 

protection of whale sharks from purse seine operations, CMM 2013-08 Conservation and Management 

Measure for Silky Sharks, and CMM 2014-05 Conservation and Management Measure for Sharks at that 

time.  

494. The Commission also agreed that there would be an additional twelve-month period before 

Indonesia is expected to implement the new shark conservation and management measure. 

 

8.3 Review of CMM 2018-03 on Seabirds  

495. New Zealand introduced the review of CMM 2018-03 by stating it has the highest global diversity 

of albatross and petrel species in the world, with several species assessed as being at high or very high risk 

from commercial fisheries bycatch, and as a result the protection of seabirds is of great importance to New 

Zealand. Bycatch in pelagic longline fisheries is one of the greatest threats to seabirds, particularly 

albatrosses and petrels. New Zealand stated its concern that despite the implementation of a CMM since 

2006 to reduce seabird bycatch, Project 68 estimates bycatch levels as high as 13,000–19,000 birds per year, 

not including cryptic mortality. This includes a high proportion of seabird bycatch in the northern Pacific. 

SC, reflecting estimates from Project 68, noted that longline fisheries north of 20°N accounted for 



WCPFC16 Summary Report issued 2 April 2020 

 

84  

  

approximately two-thirds of total seabird mortalities, while longline fisheries south of 30°S accounted for 

approximately one-quarter of seabird mortalities. New Zealand emphasised the need to consider ways to 

reduce seabird bycatch and mortality as a result of longline fishing, and accordingly proposed adoption of 

non-binding guidelines for the handling and safe release of seabirds, as outlined in WCPFC16-2019-DP07, 

Proposal on guidelines for the safe-handling and release of seabirds. The proposed guidelines represent 

best practice advice developed by ACAP. The guidelines were endorsed by SC15, and New Zealand also 

highlighted the proposal at TCC15. New Zealand also stated it was grateful for the support of its FFA 

partners. The proposal aims to meet the requirements of paragraph 11 of CMM 2018-03 — ensuring that 

seabirds captured alive are released alive in as good a condition as possible. Wherever possible, hooks are 

removed without jeopardizing the life of the seabird concerned. As noted by SC15 some seabirds are 

captured and released alive, with higher chances of survival when safe handling procedures are 

implemented. Together with the implementation of effective seabird bycatch mitigation measures, safe 

handling and release of seabirds will help reduce the impact of pelagic longline and other hook fisheries 

bycatch on these vulnerable seabirds. The proposed advice has been tailored for fishing vessel crews and is 

freely available in multiple languages. The guidelines are simple, and the materials required to safely release 

seabirds (i.e. towels/blanket, pliers, net, box/bin and gloves) are likely to be available on most longline 

vessels. New Zealand stated its hope that WCPFC could adopt the guidelines as a further step towards the 

protection of vulnerable seabirds affected by longline fishing.  

496. New Zealand further stated that CMM 2018-03 included the addition of hook-shielding devices to 

the list of acceptable measures to reduce seabird bycatch south of 30°S, and expanded the area to be covered 

by seabird mitigation measures from 30°S to 25°S with effect from 1 Jan 2020. It also noted that improved 

observer coverage is needed in key longline fleets in high latitude areas (both north and south) in order to 

obtain better estimates of seabird bycatch over time and over a wider geographic range, and that electronic 

monitoring will be helpful in this regard. Continued support for research on seabird bycatch mitigation 

methods in longline fisheries is needed, as well as attention to assessing compliance against the requirements 

of CMM 2018-03. 

497. Fiji, on behalf of FFA members stated that SC 15 noted that some seabirds are captured and released 

alive, with higher chances of survival when safe handling procedures are implemented. The implementation 

of effective seabird bycatch mitigation measures, safe handling and release of seabirds will help reduce the 

impact of pelagic longline and other hook fisheries bycatch on these vulnerable species. FFA members 

supported New Zealand’s proposal for the adoption of non-binding safe handling and release guidelines for 

seabirds, as well as the other seabird-related recommendations from SC15. FFA members also reminded 

CCMs that the revision of paragraph 1 of the CMM 2018-03 to include hook-shielding devices as a 

mitigation measure will come into effect on 1st January 2020.  

498. The EU supported the adoption of additional measures as proposed by New Zealand. New 

Caledonia, French Polynesia and RMI also voiced their full support.  

499. Indonesia supported the proposal and understands the importance of preserving the biodiversity of 

seabirds. It acknowledged the strong efforts of New Zealand and FFA members, and thanked ACAP for 

translating the guidelines into Bahasa Indonesia so these could be distributed. 

500. Korea thanked New Zealand, stating that it provided some suggestions to New Zealand to improve 

the guidelines, but that it understood that these come from ACAP originally, and that it could be difficult to 

reflect these suggestions in a short time period, while encouraging New Zealand and ACAP to work together 

in the coming years to make improvements based on their suggestions. Korea supported the proposal.  
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501. China also thanked New Zealand, stating it could support the guidelines. China noted that its 

industry found that branch line weighting reduced fishing efficiency by some 20%, while new hooks are too 

expensive. 

502. Chinese Taipei also supported the proposal.  

503. The representative of ACAP welcomed and supported the New Zealand proposal.  ACAP notedthat, 

following the welcome adoption of CMM 2018-03 in 2018 the challenge would be ensuring compliance 

with the measure, as discussed in WCPFC16-2019-OP08, and that compliance is at the heart of any 

mitigation. Mitigation measures have had a demonstrated impact in reducing seabird bycatch, meaning that 

the conservation crisis for albatrosses and petrels can be positively addressed. ACAP stated that it produces 

useful tools in the form of proactive advice and fact sheets, with translated versions available on its website; 

ACAP has prepared guidelines on the safe release of seabirds from hooks, and information relevant to 

injured birds. ACAP welcomed submission by delegations of suggestions for their next update. ACAP noted 

the financial support from the FAO Common Oceans project ACAP is also working on new entangled bird 

release guidelines, which would be useful for the purse seine fishery, and on an updated seabird ID guide. 

ACAP stated that it would celebrate the first World Albatross Day on 19 June 2020 and invited all countries 

to commemorate this occassion.  

504. The EU introduced, as presented in WCPFC16-2019-DP26 EU Proposal for two WCPFC16 

Decisions on Seabirds (rev 2), the following two recommendations from SC15 (Summary Report, paragraph 

581), and asked that the Commission consider these for adoption:  

i. WCPFC notes that, in view of analysing the effectiveness of night setting within the seabird bycatch 

mitigation measure, the Coordinated Universal Time (UTC) set time will need to be provided or 

obtainable from the WCPFC ROP longline data field.  

ii. WCPFC consider supporting the analysis of overlap between fishing effort distribution and species-

specific seabird distribution (as outlined in SP15-EB-WP-03) to both the WCPO Southern and 

Northern Hemispheres and to support an assessment of risk to populations resulting from fisheries- 

induced mortalities.  

 

505. The Commission adopted the Safe handling and release guidelines for seabirds as a Supplement 

to CMM 2018-04, Attachment N*). 

506. WCPFC16 noted that, in view of analysing the effectiveness of night setting within the seabird 

bycatch mitigation measure, the Coordinated Universal Time (UTC) set time will need to be provided or 

obtainable from the WCPFC ROP longline data field. 

507. WCPFC16 supported the analysis of overlap between fishing effort distribution and species-

specific seabird distribution (as outlined in SC15-EB-WP-03) to both the WCPO Southern and Northern 

Hemispheres and to support an assessment of risk to populations resulting from fisheries- induced 

mortalities.  

 

8.4 Others 

8.4.1 Proposal by FFA in WCPFC16-2019-DP02 for a CMM on Mobulid Rays  

508. Australia discussed changes to the proposal in WCPFC16-2019-DP02_Rev1, Proposal for a 

Conservation and Management Measure on Mobulid Rays caught in association with fisheries in the 

WCPFC Convention Area, which was first introduced under Agenda Item 4.  
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509. Japan thanked Australia, but expressed concern regarding the scientific basis for the paper, and 

specifically the reference to the listing by CITES, which Japan had opposed. Japan stated it wanted to see 

information from SC regarding the status of Mobulid rays.  

510. Tuvalu, on behalf of PNA members stated it supported the proposal and thanked FFA members for 

developing it and Australia for developing the revisions as proposed. FFA members stated that the proposed 

measure would protect those species that are extremely vulnerable to the effects of fishing and would require 

careful handling of any Mobulid rays that are taken unintentionally as bycatch. The proposed measure would 

also improve the information available on the status of Mobulid rays. PNA members strongly supported the 

proposal and looked forward to its adoption by WCPFC16. 

511. French Polynesia stated that it has a territory of 5 million km2, which is a sanctuary for all species 

of sharks and manta rays. As is true for many other Pacific islands cultures, manta rays have significant 

cultural importance. French Polynesia expressed its support for the FFA proposal aiming at increasing the 

consideration and protection of mobulid rays. 

512. New Caledonia stated that mobulids are protected species in its waters, and stated it shares the 

concern of FFA members regarding these species. It voiced its full support, and thanked FFA for providing 

Annex 1, regarding best handling practices. To facilitate training, New Caledonia suggested that SPC could 

provide training materials for fishermen on best practices. 

513. The EU, Korea, and Indonesia voiced support for the measure, with China supporting the measure 

if the CITES reference in the preambular was removed.  

514. Following further discussions between CCMs, and revisions by Australia, Japan stated that it would 

not block adoption of the measure, as it was supported by all other CCMs. However, Japan stated its concern 

regarding the lack of scientific justification for the proposed CMM, and that it believes that this type of 

CMM should be adopted based on a clear recommendation from the SC. Japan stated that it considers that 

adoption of the CMM did not prejudice Japan’s future position on any CMM.  

515. The Commission tasked the Scientific Services Provider with reviewing the data available via the 

Regional Observer Program and Scientific data to be provided to the Commission and identify any 

additional data requirements to undertake an assessment, either via traditional stock assessments or on 

the basis of quantitative risk assessments, ecological risk assessments, indicators assessment or other 

data-poor analytical techniques. Such information shall be considered by the Scientific Committee to 

advise the Commission on the feasibility and schedule for an assessment for mobulid rays. 

516. If the Scientific Committee advises that an assessment is feasible, and resources are made 

available, the Commission tasks the Scientific Services Provider to present, by 2023, an assessment of 

the status of mobulids to the Scientific Committee. 

517. The Commission adopted the Conservation and Management Measure on Mobulid Rays caught 

in association with fisheries in the WCPFC Convention Area (Conservation and Management Measure 

2019-05, Attachment O*).  

518. The Commission requests the Scientific Committee to recommend, whenever considered 

adequate based on evolving knowledge and scientific advice, further improvements to the handling 

practices detailed in Annex 1 of CMM 2019-05. 
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8.4.2 The proposal by Korea in DP15 for the protection of cetacean from purse seine 

fishing operations. 

519. CCMs discussed the proposal by Korea, first introduced under Agenda Item 4, and revised as 

WCPFC16-2019-DP15_rev2, Proposed Amendments to Conservation and Management Measure for 

Protection of Cetaceans from Purse Seine Fishing Operations (CMM 2011-03) - revision 2. CCMs were 

unable to reach consensus on adoption of the proposal. In particular, concerns were expressed by Japan 

regarding the lack of a scientific justification for the proposal. The United States proposed specific taskings 

for SC16 and SPC to progress work on cetacean bycatch while addressing the concerns raised by Japan. 

WWF, Pew and IOF stated they supported the recommendation by the United States and stated that in their 

view cetacean bycatch does need to be addressed. 

520. The Commission tasked the Scientific Committee in 2020 (SC16) to develop and recommend 

best handling practices for the release of cetaceans, taking into account existing standards or guidelines 

adopted in other fora, for consideration at WCPFC17. 

521. The Commission tasked the Scientific Services Provider to review available data to provide 

estimates of fishery interaction types and levels with cetaceans, without respect to particular flags, to the 

lowest possible taxonomic level, in the WCPF Convention Area, and to provide a report to the Scientific 

Committee for its review. 

 

AGENDA ITEM 9 — ADOPTION OF REPORTS FROM SUBSIDIARY BODIES  

522. The reports of the subsidiary bodies were taken by the Chair as read and were not presented to the 

Commission. However, recommendations of subsidiary bodies not addressed under other agenda items were 

considered under this agenda item. 

9.1 SC15  

523. The Chair referred the Commission to WCPFC16-2019-SC15: SC15 Summary Report.  

524. The Commission noted the recommendations from SC15 set out in WCPFC16-2019-27 and 

adopted the SC15 Summary Report (WCPFC16-2019-SC15).  

 

9.2 NC15 

525. The Chair referred the Commission to WCPFC16-2019-NC15: NC14 Summary Report. The NC 

Chair stated that NC16 would be held in Japan in early September, 2020. In addition, Japan will also host a 

joint NC and IATTC Working group meeting in late July 2020, with a CDS working group meeting held in 

conjunction.  

526. The Joint IATTC-WCPFC NC CDS WG Chair, Mr Shingo Ota, discussed their second meeting, 

held on 2 September 2019, and reviewed interest in development of an electronic CDS for Pacific bluefin 

tuna, which most participants favoured. It discussed various options for establishment of an electronic CDS 

(independently, building on the existing ICCAT CDS, or using the system developed by ICCAT). He 

suggested that the Commission may want to consider development of an electronic CDS for all tuna species, 

including tropical species, noting that although the IATTC-WCPFC NC CDS WG is scheduled to finish its 

work by the end of 2020, it could be advantageous to delay a decision, pursue further investigation, and 

report back to the Commission.  
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527. The Compliance Manager stated that the Secretariat’s understanding of the CDS development 

situation was that the WCPFC CDS Intersessional Working Group Chair had withdrawn over 1 year 

previously, and that the IWG was waiting for development of draft CDS standards to be developed by the 

FFA. 

528. The United States discussed it proposal, in WCPFC16-2019-DP11 Rules of Procedure relating to 

the Northern Committee, regarding a modification to the rules of procedure for the NC, which it stated 

reflected a problem faced by the NC in reaching quorum, which had occurred twice. The proposed change 

to the rule of procedures would enable NC to open and permit debate with a simple majority (rather than 

75% of members) present.  

529. Canada stated that as a member of NC, it found the situation challenging when a quorum was not 

achieved and encouraged the participation of all members. It supported the proposal by the USA. Chinese 

Taipei also supported the proposal. 

530. RMI inquired regarding the effect of the proposed rule change, and what would happen if a 

fragmented decision came back to the Commission. It inquired if this had been done before in other RFMOs. 

The United States stated that when quorum was not achieved at what was a regularly scheduled meeting, 

the NC chair would allow discussion to take place, with a subsequent meeting conducted on the margins of 

the Commission’s annual meeting, as occurred at WCPFC16. It noted that the Commission only received 

legitimate decisions from a quorum of the NC. RMI stated that the precedent that would be set was 

significant, and needed to be considered holistically, and inquired if rules for TCC should be changed to 

make it possible to hold meetings without a quorum? 

531. The EU stated that it understood that the proposal would simplify the NC’s work, but stated that 

this flexibility should not be used as a precedent and expressed the view that the rules governing the NC 

within the Commission were not fully satisfying, whereby decisions or recommendations could only be 

approved or rejected. It stated that it would like to be able to participate as a member of the NC and suggested 

that the way the NC functions should be modified. While suggesting these issues should be kept in mind, it 

stated that while the EU would not oppose the proposal, it sought greater transparency. 

532. FSM, on behalf of FFA members, stated that the same threshold for quorum should apply to all 

meetings of the Commission and its subsidiary bodies. To allow for a lower threshold for a quorum for NC 

was not agreeable to FFA members. FFA members suggested that the NC meeting could be held in 

conjunction with other WCPFC meetings, which would enable SIDS to participate more effectively.  

533. Vanuatu stated its opposition to the proposal.  

 

9.3 TCC15  

536. The Chair stated that the recommendations of TCC were highlighted in WCPFC16-2019-28, and 

noted the TCC15 Summary Report, WCPFC16-2019-TCC15. 

534. The Commission noted the subsequent discussions that occurred at WCPFC16 related to North 

Pacific Swordfish and Pacific Bluefin and adopted the report of NC15 (WCPFC16-2019-NC15).  

535. The Commission noted that Japan will host the next meeting of the Northern Committee – 

IATTC Working Group for Pacific Bluefin Tuna in late July 2020, and that this includes a one-day 

meeting of its Pacific Bluefin CDS Working Group.  
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537. The United States confirmed it would provide a chair for the VMS IWG (proposed by TCC15) to 

address VMS data gaps and improve reliability of VMS reporting to the Commission.  

538. FSM on behalf of FFA members supported the TCC15 recommendation that WCPFC16 establish 

an IWG to develop specific recommendations to address VMS data gaps and improve the number of vessels 

reporting to the Commission VMS. It stated that VMS Non-Reporting to the Commission VMS has been a 

long-standing issue and is discussed at length at each TCC, where the persistence of vessels on the WCPFC 

RFV not reporting to the Commission VMS is noted. It appears that the problem is worsening. They 

reminded CCMs of Article 24(8) of the Convention, which obliges each CCM to require its fishing vessels 

to use MTUs that meet agreed WCPFC VMS Standards Specifications and Procedures (SSPs) while 

operating in areas covered by the Commission VMS within the Convention Area. FFA members supported 

the USA’s nomination to chair the IWG, and Australia as possible co-chair. 

539. Cook Islands on behalf of FFA members acknowledged the efforts by the TCC Vice-Chair to revise 

the workplan during the margins of TCC15 and following TCC15. They stated they were pleased to note 

that the draft workplan covers key work areas of priority to FFA members, including future work under the 

CMS, and that it takes into consideration the TCC workload beyond 1 year, but highlighted that 

implementation of the workplan would require adequate resourcing. 

540. Kiribati on behalf of FFA members referenced the report from the TCC WG on flow of observer 

reports and observer conduct (WCPFC15 Summary Report para 364). FFA members supported the TCC15 

outcome that agreed for continuation of the TCC WG’s efforts, stated their support for any work to 

strengthen the flow of observer reports for the purpose of supporting investigation by CCMs, including 

considerations of tracking observer report requests through the Commission’s Case File Management 

System as a way to improve transparency on the nature and timing of requests for observer reports from 

observer providers by flag State CCMs. However, they highlighted that FFA members would not support 

any amendments to the ROP Minimum Standards for observer reports that: dilute the authority of observer 

providers; impinge upon the ownership of data and information by coastal States with respect to fishing 

within EEZs; or discriminate or allow for unfair treatment of observers. 

541. WWF, IELP, TOF, IPLNF, SFP, and Pew submitted a joint intervention with respect to the TCC 

Summary Report, and also with regard to all subsidiary bodies of the Commission. They stated that at 

present, a lack of sufficient data that is typically generated through adequate observer coverage represents 

the single largest obstacle to establishing appropriate management measures. In fact, uncertainty and a lack 

of data is continually cited in the WCPFC process as a reason for inaction or delay. It is unquestionable that 

information collected as part of a successful observer programme is critically important to the proper 

conservation and management of our tuna fisheries. Data collected by observers plays a central role in 

informing fisheries scientists and managers on everything ranging from stock assessments to non-target 

species impacts as demonstrated by New Zealand's seabird proposal discussed earlier and the marine 

mammal proposal put forward by Korea. Furthermore, observers play an indispensable role in monitoring 

and documenting compliance with very important CMMs in the WCPO. Therefore, the WCPFC must 

consider securing full observer coverage in the longline fishery, whether through human observers or 

electronic monitoring, a top priority. All CCMs agreed to the WCPF Convention text and other Commission 

obligations to ensure the best scientific information or evidence available is used in WCPFC decisions. This 

obligation not only requires CCMs to actively seek out and use the best available scientific evidence, but 

also to ensure that measures generate the best available scientific evidence. WCPFC established CMM 2007-

01 which specifies that fisheries observer coverage is to be 5% of effort in each non-purse seine fishery. At 

that time low observer coverage in the longline fishery was identified as a significant conservation risk, with 

the arbitrary benchmark established at 5% considered a starting point for a stepwise progression toward full 

observer coverage. By failing to adopt a higher, scientifically and statistically valid level of observer 

coverage on longline vessels, the WCPFC has failed to meet the charge of the WCPF Convention to generate 
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and use the best available scientific information. Therefore, the WCPFC must take action to improve 

observer coverage across all longline vessels operating in the WCPFC Convention Area. 

542. The Commission noted the recommendations from TCC15 set out in WCPFC16-2019-28. 

543. The Commission agreed to establish the VMS-Small Working Group (SWG) to address the VMS 

data gap and improve the number of vessels reporting to the Commission VMS for consideration by 

TCC16 (TCC Summary Report, paragraph 211). The Commission agreed that the SWG would be co-

chaired by the United States and Australia.  

544. The Commission noted that the update of the TCC Workplan would be progressed electronically 

during 2020. 

545. The Commission adopted the Summary Report of TCC15 (WCPFC16-2019-TCC15).  

 

9.4 Intercessional Working Groups 

9.4.1 Working Group to Review the Transhipment Measure (CMM 2009-06) 

546. The Commission noted the report on the progress by the IWG to Review the Transhipment 

Measure CMM 2009-06 (TS-IWG) from the Co-Chairs.  

547. The Commission agreed to the TS-IWG to continue its work in 2020. Following significant 

progress on its draft Scope of Work for the analysis of transhipment information, the TS-IWG will 

reconvene electronically in 2020. While the IWG was able to reach agreement on a considerable number 

of elements in the draft, there remain a few outstanding issues for which the IWG will need to consider 

and agree upon intersessionally. Moving forward, the TS-IWG Co-Chairs will welcome comments only 

on the outstanding proposed language in the draft Scope of Work by 13 January 2020. The Co-Chairs 

will circulate the updated Scope of Work following the conclusion of WCPFC16 and provide further 

instructions to the IWG by email.  

 

9.4.2 ERandEM WG 

548. The ERandEM WG Chair (Australia) stated, that as noted under Agenda Item 4, the ERandEM WG 

responded to a tasking from TCC to revise the Electronic Monitoring concept paper and present it to 

WCPFC16. The ERandEM WG met at WCPFC16 as a SWG and had a very useful discussion on objectives 

and standards. There was interest from the working group in using the ROP objectives for EM work in the 

future, but an endorsement by the Commission of that objective will be needed at WCPFC16.  

549. Kiribati sought to clarify the focus of the objective, noting its understanding that the focus for EM 

is on data gaps, specifically with respect to longline fisheries and transhipment on the high sea.  

550. The ERandEM WG Chair recalled that the Commission had considered the priority areas a number 

of times, beginning through a consultancy in 2014. It highlighted the data gaps referenced by Kiribati. More 

recently Project 93 (involving the FFA, PNAO, SPC and WCPFC secretariats) confirmed the need to address 

the longline and transhipment data gaps. That focus is captured in both the concept paper, and the 

implementation schedule.  
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551. New Caledonia inquired regarding incentives for the use of Electronic Monitoring, and whether 

there is information available regarding onboard technical equipment and automatic treatment of video. The 

ERandEM WG Chair noted that incentives for the use of Electronic Monitoring will depend on national 

priorities in relation to data collection and needs. The Chair stated that there were a number of ways to 

incentivise the uptake of electronic monitoring systems by industry.  The Chair stated that Australia has 

implemented Electronic Monitoring across a number of fleets and fishing methods to support data collection 

and verification, and has seen some strong outcomes including much improved bycatch reporting, but noted 

that electronic monitoring systems were not the only solution to improving data collection.  

552. Kiribati reiterated that it was uncomfortable with the proposed language for the objective, stating 

that the focus should be on the identified data gaps. 

553. The ERandEM WG Chair noted the following principles that were raised during discussions in the 

margins of WCPFC16, in relation to progressing the implementation of Electronic Monitoring in the WCPO: 

▪ ensuring that the objectives remain broad to accommodate the priorities of CCMs as they develop their 

use of EM technology; 

▪ as noted at TCC15, taking into consideration the outcomes from Project 93 that describe areas where 

independent verification of data is low; 

▪ that EM technology in the WCPO should be used to target data gaps and uncertainties and as noted in 

Project 93 outcomes and recommended previously by TCC11 (and endorsed by WCPFC12) – the 

priority areas for implementation are longline and high seas transhipment activity; 

▪ that EM systems should be used to complement and supplement other data verification methods, such 

as observers; and 

▪ recognising the constraints and limitations of this technology as identified during trials. 

 

554. The Commission noted the intersessional progress by the Electronic Reporting and Electronic 

Monitoring Working Group on the development of draft Minimum Standards for Electronic Monitoring 

Programmes.  

555. The Commission endorsed the following objectives for electronic monitoring: “The objectives of 

the Commission Electronic Monitoring Programme (EMP) shall be to collect verified catch and effort 

data, other scientific data, and additional information related to the fishery from the Convention Area and 

to monitor the implementation of the conservation and management measures adopted by the 

Commission”.  

556. The Commission agreed that the conclusions from Project 93 in relation to data gaps be 

considered in the implementation of regional electronic monitoring standards. 

 

 

AGENDA ITEM 10 — COMPLIANCE MONITORING SCHEME  

10.1 Consideration and Adoption of the Final Compliance Monitoring Report (CMR)  

557. The Commission considered the provisional CMR recommended by TCC15 through a small 

working group led by Laurence Edwards (TCC Chair), which compiled the final CMR for adoption. The 

TCC Chair provided a report on the SWG outcomes.  
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558. Vanuatu responded to paragraph 19 of the final CMR by providing additional clarification on North 

Pacific albacore catch and effort by Vanuatu vessels in 2018, and stated that this information had been 

incorporated into the NC15 report submitted to WCPFC16 for adoption. Essentially, effort directed at North 

Pacific albacore has declined by 30%, and North Pacific albacore catch by 37%, since the 2002–2004 

reference period. This change was not clear from the data originally submitted to the NC. Vanuatu concurred 

with the view of Korea that the current text of CMM 2005-03 needs to be clarified.  

559. The Commission adopted the Final Compliance Monitoring Report for 2019 (WCPFC16-2019-

finalCMR, Attachment P*).  

 

10.2 Review the workplan of tasks to enhance the Compliance Monitoring Scheme  

560. The Commission noted the recommendations from TCC15 and the progress on the workplan of 

tasks to enhance the Compliance Monitoring Scheme as set out in WCPFC16-2019-30.  

 

10.3 Expiry of CMM 2018-07 at the end of 2019 

561. The TCC Vice-Chair presented the outcomes of the SWG to consider the Expiry of CMM 2018-07. 

 

562. The Commission adopted Conservation and Management Measure 2019-06, Attachment Q* 

which amends the Compliance Monitoring Scheme CMM (CMM 2018-07) and extends the Scheme for 

a further two years. 

563. The Commission agreed to establish a Compliance Monitoring Scheme (CMS) Intersessional 

Working Group under the leadership of the Vice-Chair of TCC, Dr Robert Day (Canada) which would 

work virtually to progress work intersessionally to undertake the CMS Future Work, including on audit 

points and the risk-based framework. 

 

564. FSM, on behalf of FFA members, stated they were the original proponents of the CMS CMM 

because FFA members take their responsibilities under the Convention seriously and recognise the 

importance of demonstrating accountability and transparency. They stated that implementation and 

enforcement of obligations, in accordance with our national laws, are essential in ensuring the long-term 

sustainability of our tuna resources. FFA members welcomed the Commission’s agreement to extend the 

CMS for two years and recognised the value of having a process in place that provides an appropriate level 

of scrutiny on CCMs. FFA members indicated their understanding that some CCMs sought a different 

outcome on certain aspects of the CMS, and appreciated the flexibility that was shown, noting that FFA 

members had also worked in good faith, and demonstrated flexibility, in achieving the outcome. FFA 

members highlighted their intention to ensure the focus of the CMS remains on systemic issues, to enable 

the Commission to continue to enhance its ability to meet the objectives of the Convention. They observed 

that the aggregated tables would ensure continuing access to relevant information and a structured process 

for following up on identified systemic issues, and suggested the revised measure would demonstrate that 

CCMs continue to effectively discharge their responsibilities. FFA members sought to clarify that the tables 

to be included in the provisional CMR (as per paragraph 37 of the CMM) are a summary of the para 26(ii) 

report for previous years, by obligation, not identified by CCM. FFA members agreed that it is important to 

have information on the public record to demonstrate the good progress that the Commission as a whole is 

making on compliance with its agreed obligations. They stressed their interest in maintaining a positive 
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compliance culture in the WCPFC and hoped that the new CMM would enable the Commission to move 

forward with a more positive spirit. FFA members stated they would continue their efforts to improve the 

process through efforts to ensure the CMS is robust, effective, efficient and fair, and looked forward to 

working with other CCMs in this regard. 

565. The TCC Chair (RMI) acknowledged and thanked Dr Robert Day (CMS WG Chair and Vice Chair 

of TCC), the Compliance Manager, Secretariat staff and CCMs for producing a CMS CMM for the next two 

years. He noted that CCMs have endured many deliberations, challenges and debates over the CMS 

proposal, but welcomed the progress in renewing the CMS with a new process that will be focused on 

assessment at CCM level, which correlates to the Convention’s relevant Articles and moves away from past 

practices that have hampered TCC meetings in dealing with alleged infringements (case by case, day by 

day, night by night). He noted this would help provide assurance to the Secretariat and CCMs that 

compliance assessment would be effective, efficient, and fair.  

566. The EU expressed it congratulations to the CCMs that worked on and supported the measure. The 

EU stated that the impossibility to assess compliance at a vessel level risks to water down the compliance 

system in WCPFC. However, the EU could join the consensus to support the measure based on the 

reassurances made by the proponents indicating that assessments could still be taken at TCC when Flag 

States do not initiate any action following alleged infringements. The EU also stated that it looked forward 

to testing the new process over the forthcoming 2 years with a view to further improvements and hoped that 

a frank and open deliberation could be held at TCC16 in support of a good compliance outcome. 

567. New Zealand expressed appreciation to the chair of the SWG, all CCMs who cooperated, and Cook 

Islands for its efforts. New Zealand stated that its objective was a robust but streamlined system that focusses 

on compliance with the obligations which pose the greatest risk to the objectives of the Commission.  and 

noted its view that a risk-based assessment framework would be critical to the success of the other 

components of the CMS program. It looked forward to working with other members at TCC to enhance 

additional parts of the CMS. 

568. The United States expressed its satisfaction that WCPFC16 could agree on a revised CMS measure. 

It stated its hope that in the future the CMS measure could be adopted for longer periods, and that the 

approach would be robust, and would continue to allow WCPFC to have one of the best CMSs. It noted the 

need to focus on the ambitious TCC workplan, with almost no progress made in 2019. It thanked New 

Zealand for its work on risk-based assessment, which it hoped could soon be circulated to other members 

for review and looked forward to beginning work on audit points. 

569. IELP, The Ocean Foundation, Pew, IPNLF, and WWF commented regarding the CMS process 

generally and, more specifically, the draft guidelines for participation of observers in closed meetings that 

consider the compliance monitoring report stating that:  

i. They were pleased CCMs reached agreement on a new CMS because compliance is critical to the 

success of Commission members in achieving their conservation and management objectives, and 

were pleased that some of the information from the tables to be included in the CMR will be made 

public, which would assist civil society to help CCMs achieve compliance through technical, 

financial, and other assistance. They stated that more generally, transparency increases the legitimacy 

of decision making, and that stakeholders who are invested in, and rely on, the WCPFC fisheries, 

will be able to better understand how the fishery is being conducted and how decisions are being 

made.  

ii. They remained disappointed that CCMs were unable to reach agreement to allow observers to 

participate in discussions of the draft CMR, stating they had consistently strived to provide positive 

contributions to the work of the Commission and individual CCMs, and that excluding observers 
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from CMR discussions was at odds with Article 21 of the Convention, as well as the conclusions of 

the Independent Review Panel, which found that excluding observers from CMR discussions was a 

major exception to the implementation of Article 21 on transparency. They noted that observers 

possess information and technical knowledge relevant to the compliance process, and their 

participation could help improve CMM implementation and lead to more targeted capacity assistance 

to address compliance-related gaps.  

iii. With respect to the draft guidelines on observer participation submitted by the United States, 

WCPFC16-2019-DP14, the observers noted their willingness to comply with guidelines and sign a 

confidentiality agreement in order to participate in Commission discussions regarding the CMR, but 

stated the rules must be clear, fair, and equitable, which DP14 did not achieve. They called attention 

to WCPFC16-2019-OP13, which they stated more effectively balances the concerns for 

confidentiality of CMS discussions with clear, fair, and equitable guidelines for observer 

participation. They looked forward to collaborating with CCMs to progress this work. 

 

570. On behalf of the Commission the Chair thanked Dr. Robert Day for his work on the CMS CMM. 

 

List of Obligations to be Reviewed by the Compliance Monitoring Scheme in 2020 

567. The Vice-Chair presented the outcomes of the SWG to develop the list of obligations to be reviewed 

by the Compliance Monitoring Scheme in 2020.  

571.  The Commission agreed to the List of Obligations to be reviewed by the Compliance Monitoring 

Scheme in 2020, covering 2019 activities (Attachment R*). 

572. The Commission noted that this is the third time the list of obligations is being rolled over and 

tasked the TCC16 to recommend a proposed list of obligations to be assessed in 2021 (covering 2020 

activities) for consideration by WCPFC17 in 2020.  

 

 

AGENDA ITEM 11 — ADOPTION OF THE 2020 IUU VESSEL LIST  

573.  The Chair introduced WCPFC16-2019-31: WCPFC IUU Vessel List for 2020, which presented for 

the consideration of WCPFC16 the relevant information for a decision on the 2020 WCPFC IUU Vessel 

List.  

574. The Commission agreed to maintain the three vessels currently on the WCPFC IUU Vessel List 

and adopted the 2020 WCPFC IUU Vessel List (Attachment S*).  

575. The Commission approved the TCC15 recommendations that the Executive Director request 

information about the vessels on the WCPFC IUU Vessel List and to promptly advise CCMs. 

 

576. The Chair advised the meeting that the EU submitted proposal WCPFC16-2019-DP08 Proposal 

for Amending CMM 2010-06 to provide for cross-listing of IUU vessels among RFMOs and measures 

concerning the involvement of nationals in IUU fishing. In addition, the Chair also reminded actions to be 

taken to capture the name and nationality of the master and beneficial owners of IUU vessels; cross listing 

and the name and nationality of the master and beneficial owners were also addressed through 

recommendations from TCC15.   
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577. Australia stated its resolute commitment to combatting IUU, both in the Pacific and across the globe, 

and that its strong partnership with its regional neighbours is demonstrated by ongoing engagement and 

cooperation, through the FFA, to secure fisheries resources within the Pacific region. It stated that Australia 

actively collaborates with FFA members and seeks to enhance participation in cooperative activities in the 

Pacific by sharing resources, exchanging information and maximising the effectiveness of monitoring, 

control and surveillance tools; Australia also has a proven record of taking action to secure regional fisheries 

resources, including through their contribution to regional surveillance such as Operation Nasse, as reported 

on to TCC15. It has long recognised the value of cooperating regionally and extended its sincere thanks to 

France, New Zealand and the United States for ongoing cooperative activity in the Pacific. Australia stated 

that it is continuing its long-term investment in the Asia-Pacific region and has committed to a new 30-year 

programme providing boats and aerial surveillance to help deter illegal fishing. It is also conducting regional 

maritime surveillance and enforcement capacity building activities, which contribute to the ability of CCMs 

to ensure the safety and security of their maritime zones. Australia observed that IUU fishing continues to 

threaten the sustainability of the ocean and the economies that depend on it, it compromises opportunities 

for legitimate fishers, and undermines the rules-based order designed to ensure cooperation in the 

management of fish stocks and the disruption of IUU business models. Australia stated it was pleased that 

the level of illegal fishing in the Pacific remained relatively low, which signals that CCMs’ collective 

interventions are working, but that careful attention and scrutiny on issue remained the best insurance. 

Australia urged all CCMs to continue their efforts as coastal, market, and port States and States with 

nationals engaging in IUU fishing to do everything within their power to combat IUU fishing.  

578. Japan addressed the proposal that the Secretariat indicate the master’s name and nationality on the 

IUU vessel, stating its view that procedurally there was a need to amend CMM 2010-06.  

579. RMI addressed the three vessels that had been on the IUU list for many years, during which time 

the Commission had been unable to take any effective action, and suggested that until the Commission could 

reduce the existing IUU vessel list, it should not make the list longer by adding vessels from other RFMOs. 

580. Tonga stated on behalf of FFA members that, as recommended by TCC15, the master’s name and 

nationality should be included in the WCPFC IUU List, so that rogue persons involved in IUU fishing could 

be tracked. They recalled that WCPFC13 agreed that “where the vessel is not listed on the Record of Fishing 

Vessels and the master’s name and nationality are not known, the flag State is responsible for providing the 

name and nationality of the master, so that these details can be included into the WCPFC IUU Vessel List”, 

and request that the Executive Director ensure that master’s name and nationality are captured for any future 

listings on the WCPFC IUU Vessel List. 

581. Japan stated that it appreciated efforts to revise the IUU CMM. Regarding the comment from RMI, 

it observed that the frustrations are understandable, and that many RFMOs have a long list of IUU vessels, 

and that most of the vessels had probably changed their name, flag, etc. Japan stated that one way to address 

this would be through the use of the IMO number, because that cannot be changed. Most vessels are now 

required to obtain IMO numbers, and hopefully this could help solve the issue. Japan stated it was not sure 

if the RFMOs should keep long lists of vessel names on IUU lists, but suggested that for now it was perhaps 

the best approach, while considering a cut-off, such as deleting vessels after 10 years, as otherwise the list 

would expand and become less useful. 

582. The EU stated that all CCMs were engaged in the fight against IUU, and stressed the need to proceed 

step by step, to reinforce the means contributing to reduce IUU fishing,. It stated that fundamentally the 

Commission should recognize vessels from other RFMOs, when they have already been identified elsewhere 

as IUU. The EU stressed the need for a comprehensive approach, as IUU fishing would continue, and could 

be reduced only through common effort. It noted that the proposal provided more instruments to fight IUU 

fishing.  
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583. Fiji, on behalf of FFA members, stated that since TCC14 FFA members had broadened their 

approach to combating IUU fishing, from a heavily vessel-focused approach to include greater scrutiny and 

profiling of individuals and companies involved in IUU fishing. That approach was fully endorsed by the 

fisheries ministers of FFA members and involves the inclusion of information on the beneficial ownership 

of a vessel in the WCPFC IUU listing process, in particular for any new listings. FFA members proposed 

that any person with at least 25% equity interest in a vessel, whether directly or indirectly, should be 

considered a beneficial owner. The flag State of the vessel is primarily responsible for providing information 

on beneficial ownership. FFA members sought the views of other CCMs. 

584. RMI suggested that the proposal be re-examined by TCC in order to develop a better option in the 

interest of achieving an IUU-free Pacific, noting that cross listing had to be examined in relation to the 

practicality of implementing CMM 2010-06 and its obligations. 

585. New Caledonia stated that all CCMs were concerned about IUU, especially Pacific coastal states, 

and termed IUU fishing a poison for WCPFC fishing, one that directly affects resource sustainability and 

profitability. It supported any action that can help reduce IUU fishing. 

586. Canada supported cross-listing of IUU vessels, and stated it listened with interest to the FFA 

statement regarding beneficial owners. The WCPFC added 0 vessels over the prior 10 years, while other 

RFMOs have added IUU vessels, which are apparently operating in those areas. Canada inquired if those 

IUU vessels were possibly fishing in the WCPO? It encouraged using the available tools that were not very 

costly and could help identify vessels as they come into WCPO waters to fish and visit ports. Canada stressed 

it should be a straightforward issue, which could be but should not have to be deferred. 

587. The EU stated that not supporting cross-listing was a good way to obstruct the fight on IUU fishing, 

noting that the issue had been fully discussed and supported at TCC and other RFMOs. The EU rejected the 

suggestion that CCMs could not implement and take into account a larger IUU vessel list, stating that a 

longer list would simply enable a CCM to refuse port entry or further inspect vessels on the list, which 

would not entail a burden, more than the obligations that port States have to fight IUU fishing. The EU 

acknowledged there would be additional work for the Secretariat, but stated it had worked with the 

Secretariat in formulating revisions to DP08, and that are presented in DP08_rev1 that aim to facilitate the 

cross-listing processes. It stated that the arguments being raised were not good ones to justify not to support 

the proposal. 

588. French Polynesia shared the concerns raised about IUU fishing and supported adoption of the 

proposals at WCPFC16. 

589. PNG supported the FFA comments in terms of inclusion of new processes to address IUU through 

listing of beneficial owners and persons of interest, while supporting the views of RMI that alternatives 

should be found to simply continuing to list IUU vessels.  

590. China stated it is a member of both IATTC and IOTC, and both adopted IUU cross-listing in 2018, 

which created legal issues for China, and stated that it could only agree to cross listing on a case-by-case 

basis for organisations of which China is a member.  

591. Australia, on behalf of FFA members, stated that they had taken several opportunities to discuss the 

proposal by the EU regarding cross-listing, but that the EU has not yet responded to the queries that they 

had raised earlier in the session. They further stated that they supported the principle of IUU vessel cross-

listing but needed further time to consider the issue of administrative burden for the Secretariat and national 

administrations, as well as problems identified in other RFMOs. Australia stated that the FFA also needed 

time to consider the underlying process to ensure WCPFC’s listing procedures remained robust. It expressed 
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concern that the information that led to the original listing by another RFMO would not be readily available 

to TCC without the agreement of those RFMOs. Australia also stated that the CMM 2013-06 assessment of 

the EU’s proposal did not meet FFA members’ expectations. and needed further work. It suggested that the 

critical questions be considered by TCC, along with a revised and improved 2013-06 assessment to 

accompany any new proposal. It stated it would keep working with the EU to this end.  

592. Japan stated it recognized the position of FFA members, but encouraged them to consider that other 

RFMOs might consider that there was a lack of reciprocity and cooperation on the part of WCPFC, given 

that other RFMOs will incorporate the IUU vessel list from WCPFC, but WCPFC won’t incorporate their 

lists. Japan suggested that if the Commission receives a list from other RFMOs, it should be posted on the 

Commission’s webpage and CCMs could think about how to use this. 

593. Korea thanked the EU for its efforts to combat IUU activities, and stated that it supported the 

sentiments expressed in the proposal, but had some concerns about the process, especially the delisting 

process.  

594. The Chair observed that despite extensive discussion, the Commission could not reach agreement 

on IUU vessel cross-listing.  

595. Australia, in closing reiterated its position that the issue should be discussed at TCC. It suggested 

working through implementation of the proposal with the EU, including to assist in the development of an 

accurate and comprehensive CMM 2013-06 assessment, with a view to revisiting the cross-listing issue at 

WCPFC17. RMI supported the comment by Australia but sought a recommendation that TCC focus first on 

ways to address WCPFC’s IUU vessel list before taking on the IUU vessel lists of other RFMOs. 

596.  The EU expressed its disappointment, noting that the cross-listing procedure recommendation was 

made by TCC, and that the procedure is already used by other RFMOs, and that some CCMs who supported 

it in those other RFMOs did not support it at WCPFC. The EU proposed that the Commission task the 

Secretariat to stay in contact with other RFMOs and include on its website the list of other RFMOs’ IUU 

Vessel lists.  

597. The Commission approved the TCC15 recommendations that the Executive Director ensure that 

details on name and nationality of master and beneficial owners are captured for any future listings on 

the WCPFC IUU Vessel List.  

598. The Commission adopted Conservation and Management Measure 2019-07, Attachment T* 

which amends CMM 2010-06, to include “master of the vessel at the time of the IUU fishing activities, 

and the nationality(ies) of that master” as a new subparagraph in paragraph 19.  

 

 

AGENDA ITEM 12 — REPORT OF THE THIRTEENTH ANNUAL SESSION OF THE 

FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE 

12.1 Report of the Thirteenth Finance and Administration Committee  

599. FAC Co-Chair Camille Movick-Inatio (FSM) reported the key highlights and recommendations 

from FAC 13 and referenced the comprehensive summary report (WCPFC16-2019-FAC13-11). She 

thanked all CCMs who participated in FAC13, which met four times. The recommendations from FAC 13 

included that the Commission adopt the audited financial statements for 2018 and adopt proposed 

amendments to the Regulations pertaining to the Special Requirements Fund.  
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600. The Chair thanked the FAC Chair for her leadership.  

601. Japan noted that it had extended the deadline for the Japan Trust Fund to the end of January 2020. 

Palau thanked Japan for its flexibility.  

602. Australia stated it would accept the FAC’s recommendations and acknowledged the work of the 

Secretariat and the FAC Chair. 

603. Kiribati inquired whether, in light of its difficulty in meeting its annual contribution with annual 

increases, the offset of the annual assessed contributions could be increased. The United States stated its 

view that given the modest increase in contributions this was possible, although it preferred that this be done 

in the FAC and recommended to the Commission.  

604. RMI and the EU supported the proposed budget.  

605. Regarding the tri-annual salary review, Canada noted that the staff rules require it be conducted 

every 3 years. Canada stated its conclusions were ignored by the FAC; the study cost $20,000, which would 

have paid for 33% (1 year) of the increase. Canada reminded CCMs that the WCPFC Executive Director 

receives a cost of living allowance adjustment, but staff do not. 

12.2 Budget Approval for 2020 and Indicative Budgets for 2021 and 2022  

606. The Commission adopted the report of the Thirteenth Session of the FAC (WCPFC16-2019-

FAC13), including the 2020 budget of $ 8,118,261 and indicative budgets for 2021 and 2022 of 

$8,074,268 and $ 8,087,288 respectively (Attachments U*).  

607. The Commission adopted the FAC13 recommendation to amend the Financial Regulations to add 

a new sub-paragraph 7.8 as follows:  

“REGULATION 7 SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS FUND  

7.8: For the purposes of supporting attendance by Chairs of SC, TCC, FAC Co- Chair and the 

WCPFC Vice Chair from Small Island Developing States to the Annual Session, Financial 

Regulation 7.5 and 7.7 on the application process and reporting requirements, respectively, 

shall be waived.”  

608. The Commission agreed to offset the annual assessed contributions by an additional USD50,000 

from the CNM Fund.  

609. The final adopted 2020 budget and Annexes are provided in (Attachment V*).  

 

 

AGENDA ITEM 13 — ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS  

13.1 Secretariat’s Corporate Plan  

610. The Executive Director introduced WCPFC16-2019-32: Draft WCPFC Secretariat Corporate 

Plan. He explained that the Commission agreed in 2015 to a two tier planning framework. Such a framework 

was developed through a process of broad consultation and a dedicated workshop and reviewed by the 

Commission in 2016. The Commission in 2017 did not support a long-term strategic plan, and instructions 
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were given to develop a mid-term corporate plan. In 2018 the Commission was not able to agree to the draft 

mid-term corporate plan that was presented. The new instructions from WCPFC15 were to develop a 

corporate plan, (as presented in WCPFC16-2019-32) to guide the Secretariat’s work. The Executive 

Director stated he was mindful of the Convention’s mandate for the Secretariat when developing the plan; 

Article 15(4) of the Convention stipulates the functions of the Secretariat, and he noted that all tasks outlined 

in the plan are consistent with that mandate. Other guiding principles were that the plan be simple, user-

friendly, readily understood, with realistic and achievable targets, and regularly updated (i.e., a living 

document). Furthermore, it must enable the Secretariat to be strategically organised and managed; 

adequately resourced; and serve to make the Secretariat more transparent and accountable. The Executive 

Director reviewed the plan’s organisation and structure, with a mission (to provide efficient and effective 

secretariat services to enable the WCPFC to fulfil its key mandate), which is supported by goals and 

underlying objectives. The operational part of the plan comprises activities (with specific actions, and 

operational plans) and indicators (desired outputs and deliverables), with the latter guiding assessment of 

the Secretariat’s performance. The plan is intended to be regularly reviewed (updated annually), with the 

Executive Director annual reporting on the performance of the plan. He noted that the entire Secretariat was 

consulted in the drafting of the plan. 

611. The EU thanked the Executive Director for the work done and stated that the plan was a useful 

document. It observed that the plan was more of a reference document rather than one that should be adopted 

and provided several specific suggestions. 

612. Cook Islands on behalf of FFA members thanked the Executive Director and the Secretariat for 

producing the document, which they stated clarifies the role of the Secretariat, and includes important 

tasking with timelines. FFA members stated they were happy to adopt it, and approved of the Secretariat’s 

proposal on annual reporting and review of the Corporate Plan. They suggested that this was an appropriate 

task for the FAC to assess the Plan at their next meeting in 2020 and provide an update to the Commission 

on the implementation and monitoring of the Plan. 

613. The Chair noted that the plan was a living document and encouraged CCMs to provide feedback to 

the Secretariat. 

614. The Commission noted the medium-term WCPFC Secretariat Corporate Plan 2020-2023 as a 

living document to guide the work of the Secretariat and agreed for the Secretariat to proceed to finalise 

it as an internal planning document (WCPFC16-2019-32).  

 

13.2 Research projects 

13.2.1 ABNJ Project  

615. Janne Fogelgren (FAO) introduced WCPFC16-2019-33, Report to WCPFC on Progress of the 

Project Sustainable Management of Tuna Fisheries and Biodiversity Conservation in the ABNJ. He noted 

six years of work had gone into the Common Oceans Tuna Project, and it was time to assess the results of 

the partnership of over 20 actors including states; RFMOs, and other intergovernmental arrangements; 

NGOs; private sector and academia working to advance the sustainability of tuna fisheries globally. An 

ongoing project terminal evaluation found some outcomes were outstanding and contributed significantly 

to the Project’s goals; many resulted from activities conducted by partners in the Pacific. He cited support 

work for the development of MSEs, a pilot on EM systems for compliance in Fiji, certification-based courses 

for compliance officers coordinated by the FFA, the shark and bycatch mitigation work through WCPFC 

and SPC, and work on biodegradable FADs with ISSF. He invited CCMs to consult the project website for 

full information on achievements. The successes prompted interest by partners to propose a new set of 
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activities for a second phase of the Project that would involve projects on deep-sea fisheries as well as cross-

sectoral activities in the high seas. Although it was expected GEF funding would be reduced in Phase II, he 

stated that the strong partnerships developed during the first phase  involving all the tuna RFMOs, several 

NGOs, the private sector and other actors  would serve to generate funding from additional donors. FAO 

received close to 60 proposals for Phase II activities from various partners and was working to prioritize 

these. Themes include (i) follow-up activities from Phase I, to reinforce their impact, such as MSE, various 

compliance support activities, capacity building on various subjects (governance and compliance), 

continuation on the mitigation of bycatch issues; plus (ii) new areas of potential interest such as innovative 

financing mechanisms related to sustainable/blue economy activities, data limited assessments, and climate 

change. An initial proposal for the Program, including a concept note for the Tuna Project, will be presented 

to the partners at the last Program and Project Steering Committees at the end of January 2020. The Program 

proposal is expected to then be finalized and submitted for consideration by the GEF Council by June 2020. 

If endorsed, FAO and the partners will work together to develop a fully-fledged project document within 12 

months. He invited the Pacific partners to continue to explore jointly better ways to ensure sustainable 

management of tuna fisheries, maximizing the benefits for the participating communities.  

616. Nauru, on behalf of FFA members thanked the ABNJ Tuna Project for significantly increasing 

WCPFC’s understanding of the bycatch components of WCPO tuna fisheries. The project has also provided 

significant support to some FFA members to advance trials on EM that have been instrumental in making 

progress on EM in the region. FFA members supported the development of proposals for a second phase of 

the ABNJ Tuna Project and sought clarification on the timing of the process as its membership seeks to be 

more involved with the development of these proposals. ABNJ stated that by the final Project Steering 

Committee meeting in January 2020, a draft concept note would be submitted to the GEF council; assuming 

approved then the project document would be developed over 12–25 months, with the second phase 

beginning in early 2022.  

617. The EU affirmed its appreciation for the contributions of the first ABNJ project and supported 

further collaboration between the Secretariat and Phase II of the ABNJ. 

618. Tonga thanked the ABNJ Project for increasing its understanding of bycatch, including of sharks; 

it noted that there were complaints from fishermen of the impact of sharks on fisheries, because of the 

economic losses, and inquired whether the Commission could examine this, including determining and 

monitoring the species of sharks, and better understanding the ecology of sharks and their interaction with 

tuna. The intervention was supported by Niue, which stated it faces the same issues. 

619. The Chair thanked FAO for their contribution through the ABNJ project. 

620. The Commission noted the updates on Progress of the Project on Sustainable Management of 

Tuna Fisheries and Biodiversity Conservation in areas beyond national jurisdictions and the fact that the 

project is ending at the end of 2019 (WCPFC16-2019-33). The Commission was also informed on 

arrangements for a potential second phase to the project. 

 

13.2.2 Pacific Tuna Tagging Project  

621. Dr Graham Pilling (SPC) introduced WCPFC16-2019-34: Pacific Tuna Tagging Project steering 

committee, which reports on the Pacific Tuna Tagging Project (PTTP) steering committee meeting held on 

the margins of SC15 in Pohnpei, FSM in August 2019. PTTP is a joint research project aimed at obtaining 

data to contribute to and reduce uncertainty in stock assessments of skipjack, bigeye and yellowfin tuna, and 

improve understanding of interactions between stocks and gears to inform management options. Dr Pilling 

thanked all CCMs and partners that have contributed to the programme, which currently include PNG, the 
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Republic of Korea, Australia, the EU, New Zealand, the WCPFC and ISSF, as well as long-standing partners 

throughout the region that facilitate and support the work and access to EEZs and fishing grounds. The 

meeting at SC15 focussed on the 13th central Pacific cruise, which took place in 2018, lasted for 39 days, 

and focussed on data collection for studies on tuna movements, exploitation rates and FAD association 

dynamics. During the cruise, almost 1,150 tags were deployed, ranging from conventional to archival and 

sonic tags. SC15 noted the need for continued CCM participation and support in tag reporting, and the work 

to reinstate tag recovery officers in key locations and tagging cruise awareness raising efforts. Activities 

‘marking’ otoliths in fish through strontium chloride injection, with the aim of improving understanding of 

tuna growth through validation of ageing estimates, was noted and encouraged. This work relies on the 

support of CCMs to collect samples and measurements from the recaptured fish. SC15 supported the 2020 

tagging programme and budget, along with the 2021–2022 programmes and indicative budgets, and the 

PTTP workplan in general. 

622. Vanuatu, on behalf of FFA members noted the report of ongoing progress and success in 

implementation of the PTTP, and the importance of effective tag seeding to estimating reporting rates and 

supported increased deployment and fleet coverage of tag seeding experiments. FFA members encouraged 

continued member participation and support in tag reporting.  

623. Korea acknowledged the successful accomplishments of the PTTP thus far, including data on 

specific movements and behavioural issues, and stated that Korea would continue to provide financial 

support.  

624.  The Commission noted the updates on the Pacific Tuna Tagging Project (WCPFC16-2019-34). 

 

13.2.3 WCPFC Tissue Bank  

625. Dr Graham Pilling (SPC) introduced WCPFC15-2018-35: Report of the Tuna Tissue Bank steering 

committee, which reports on the steering committee meeting held on the margins of SC15 in Pohnpei, FSM 

in August. WCPFC established its tissue bank so that national and international fisheries research institutes 

could access the collections to undertake necessary research to enhance understanding of the dynamics of 

tuna and related species in the WCPFC region and also of ecosystem dynamics. As an example it has proved 

pivotal in the recent work on tuna growth that has had significant positive impacts on the stock assessments. 

SC15 noted the biological samples collected over the past year, with almost 2,700 samples collected from 

600 fish, including the key tuna species, billfish and ‘bycatch’ species. However, declines in the rate of 

sample collection were noted and plans have been developed to reinvigorate sampling in the coming years, 

such as reward programmes. SC15 tasked the SC to develop initiatives to improve the situation. Other issues 

noted include the need to improve sample collection and storage processes to maximise the potential for 

these samples to be used in future genetic analyses, a key area of work planned for the coming years. SC15 

endorsed the work plan for the coming year as detailed in WCPFC15-2018-35, and associated budgets, 

both 2020 and indicative for 2021–2022, as reflected in the SC budget request. 

626. Solomon Islands, on behalf of FFA members, supported the continuation of the Tuna Tissue Bank 

program, and emphasised the importance of the project, which provides valuable data in a number of 

different areas for the work of the Commission. 

627. The EU stated it was delighted to see that the project, initiated by a voluntary contribution from the 

EU, had become a key component of the Commission’s scientific work, and supported its continuation. 

628. Indonesia acknowledged the important work being done and inquired about future close kin 

analysis; maintenance of the tissue bank and what that entailed; and work done to collect tissue from other 
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areas. SPC stated that close kin analysis is used in PBFT for estimating stock size, and that a project 

(workshop) is proposed to do this. SPC is also considering whether close kin may be most appropriate with 

respect to management measures for sharks. SPC stated the tissue bank would be involved, but it was first 

important to determine the value of the research for these applications. The tissue bank has two locations 

Noumea and Brisbane (through CSIRO). A website provides information on available samples. Samples are 

obtained from SPC’s own sampling, the wider WCPFC tissue bank, and other programs as well.  

629. The Commission noted the updates on Project 35b: WCPFC Tuna Tissue Bank (WCPFC16-

2019-35). 

 

13.2.4 WPEA Project  

630. Dr SungKwon Soh (WCPFC Science Manager) introduced WCPFC16-2019-36: Update on WPEA 

Project. The third phase of the Western Pacific East Asia (WPEA) project (the Western Pacific East Asia 

Improved Tuna Monitoring Activity) funded by New Zealand for 5 years, is now being implemented, and 

scheduled for completion in 2022. WPEA has a new project manager (Alice McDonald). Key features of 

the WPEA-ITM Project include: expansion of the capacity of enumerators in collecting catch data from port 

sampling; building the capacity and sustainability of fisheries observer programs; supporting national policy 

and legal review to improve tuna fisheries monitoring and governance; and improving the capacity of 

national fishery staff in data management and analysis. The three countries (Indonesia, Philippines, and 

Vietnam) continued to collect tuna catch data at tuna landing sites throughout 2019, which is the core part 

of the WPEA project. A number of workshops (Annual Data Review, Annual Total Tuna Catch Estimates, 

and Observer Training) were convened in 2019, and assisted by Peter Williams (SPC-OFP), produced 

national annual total tuna catch estimates by species and by gear. In 2018, the annual total tuna catch by 

species in the three countries was around 868,000 mt, which is about 32% of the WCPFC Convention Area 

catch of 2,716,396 mt in 2018. 

631. New Zealand welcomed the new WPEA project manager and thanked the three countries for their 

engagement. 

632. PNG, on behalf of FFA members, noted the progress of this project and its critical importance for 

addressing data gaps and improving information on tuna catch and fishing effort in Indonesia, Philippines 

and Vietnam. They encouraged the countries to engage actively in the project and expressed gratitude to 

New Zealand for funding the continuation of the project. They asked how this project would be continued 

after the current end date to ensure the data continues to be collected and provided for the use of the 

Commission. 

633. The Science Manager stated that the project first began in 2005 in the Philippines, and 2007 in 

Indonesia. Two phases (7 years) were funded by GEF, during which time the Philippines fully took over the 

responsibility of supporting its enumerators and data collection. Indonesia plans to take over data collection 

aspects in the near future. Vietnam’s research institute is working to allocate funding to support data 

collection. He noted that the project has several years to go, and the countries are increasing their 

responsibilities.  

634. Indonesia acknowledged the support from New Zealand for the WPEA – ITM Project, stating that 

increasing its capacity (for data collection and management of tuna fisheries) was a lengthy process. It stated 

that a significant output was the ability to conduct data collection for stock assessment and harvest strategy. 

Indonesia is in the process of developing a harvest strategy for tuna in its archipelagic waters and repeated 

its expectation that this work would be linked with the harvest strategy work in the WCPFC. It stated that 

the work involved the government and related stakeholders through data collection and appropriate fisheries 
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management activities. Indonesia also acknowledged support from Australia through ACIAR in collection 

of biological data in its archipelagic waters relating to stocks in the Pacific and Indian Oceans. It stated that 

there were many challenges, as Indonesia has one of the most complex tuna fisheries in the world, with most 

of the catch from small scale fisheries managed by both central and local governments. Currently 60%–70% 

of the data collection budget is covered by the various stakeholders in Indonesia; further reports on progress 

will be delivered to SC16, TCC16 and WCPFC17. 

635. The Philippines acknowledged the assistance provided by the Commission under the project, 

especially for data collection and looked forward to continuing the work under the project. It noted that the 

Philippines provides 100% financial support for its data collection.  

636. The Commission noted the updates on the WPEA Project (WCPFC16-2019-36). 

 

   13.2.A Others  

  

   13.2.A.1  Japan’s proposal to compare high seas VMS data with AIS data   

   

637. Japan’s proposal (in WCPFC16-2019-DP17) was introduced under Agenda Item 4. 

638. CCMs generally supported the proposed project. However, several CCMs expressed concerns 

regarding the use of VMS data differentiated by flag. The EU noted that it has only 2 vessels in the 

Convention Area and was concerned these could be identified. China stated that its regulations and 

associated legal issues would preclude the use of China’s VMS data for the project. Chinese Taipei requested 

that advice on the project be obtained from Scientific Committee.  It also stated its understanding that VMS 

data was treated as non-public domain data, and was only for the use of the Commission, and requested its 

data not be used even if the project had acquired scientific advice and some CCMs agreed to provide their 

VMS data. The United States raised the need for consistency in terms of what data is provided by various 

CCMs.  

639. Despite general support for the proposal, Japan withdrew its proposal with the aim to conduct 

further consultations and presenting the proposal for consideration by the Scientific Committee before re-

tabling it to the Commission. 

 

   13.2.A.2  MOU with SPRFMO (WCPFC16-2019-37) 

 

640. The Commission’s Legal Adviser addressed the draft MOU between WCPFC and SPRFMO, noting 

that Article 22 of the Convention provides for suitable arrangements to be made with eligible government 

organisations. WCPFC has MOUs with other RFMOs. SPRFMO covers same geographic area as WCPFC, 

and the two Secretariats have discussed a draft MOU between them. A draft was circulated for comments, 

and revisions are reflected in WCPFC16-2019-37. She noted the MOU is not binding; it was suggested to 

be in operation for 3 years, with a provision for extension. If approved, the MOU would be forwarded to 

SPRFMO for their consideration at their meeting in January 2020. If need be it would be returned with their 

comments and again circulated to CCMs for their advice.  

641. FSM on behalf of FFA members stated they were generally quite supportive of the MOU, but had 

some concerns about the scope of the information and data sharing provisions. The protection of confidential 

information and data that is provided to the Commission is critical. They sought clarity on whether such 

information and data would be shared under the MOU and emphasised the need for effective confidentiality 
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and non-disclosure provisions. The Legal Adviser stated that any data sharing would need to be consistent 

with the WCPFC Data sharing requirements. The Secretariat would ensure that all requirements were met, 

and consultations would be held with CCMs if needed. She stated that the Secretariat did not anticipate that 

significant data sharing would take place, but some (such as regarding IUU fishing and the ROFV) could be 

anticipated. 

642. The EU supported the process and noted that the text was very comprehensive. It inquired whether 

the draft had also been discussed by SPRFMO. The Legal Adviser stated that an earlier draft had been 

discussed by SPRFMO; the document in WCPFC16-2019-37 reflects those consultations.  

643. Japan stated it was not a member of SPRFMO and voiced the need to be cautious about data 

exchanges, which it stated should be subject to data rules. It also inquired regarding the degree of data 

confidentiality in SPRFMO and suggested that if SPRFMO’s data confidentiality rules were weaker than 

those of WCPFC, and WCPFC provided non-public domain data, it could be at risk of leaking to the public. 

The Legal Adviser stated that if the Commission requested that the Secretariat ensure reciprocity in sharing 

non-public data, this would have to be taken into account; additionally, there could be an undertaking that 

if data was shared the WCPFC rules would apply to that data, meaning confidential data would remain 

confidential. She stated that those issues could be handled through a decision by the Commission. 

644. Japan noted that in the case of WCPFC’s MOU with IATTC, there is a separate MOU on exchange 

and release of data and inquired regarding the differences between the two approaches. The Legal Adviser 

Stated that in the IATTC the exchange of data is in respect of highly migratory species, meaning there is 

much more data exchanged. SPRFMO does not cover highly migratory species, thus it is expected that much 

less data would be exchanged. The focus is more on what vessels are fishing in the area than on what they 

are catching. 

645. Japan inquired regarding the exchange of information about IUU vessels. The Legal Adviser stated 

that under the terms of the draft MOU, the IUU lists would be shared, but noted that simple sharing of the 

IUU vessel list did not implicate any cross listing.  

646. The Commission endorsed amendments to the draft text of an MOU between SPRFMO and 

WCPFC to be referred to SPRFMO for the consideration of the SPRFMO Commission. (Attachment 

X*) 

 

   13.2.A.3  Climate Change (WCPFC16-2019-DP04 and DP04_SUPP) 

 

647. CCMs held an extensive discussion regarding the resolution. In the course of that discussion several 

CCMs noted the difficulty they faced in receiving approval from their national authorities for some of the 

resolution language being proposed. Several other CCMs spoke regarding their obligations under various 

international agreements to take strong action regarding climate change in all sectors, including fisheries. 

The issue was further discussed through a SWG on climate change.  

648. FSM, which served as the chair of the SWG on climate change, presented the outcomes of the SWG 

as presented in WCPFC16-2019-DP04_SUPP_rev3 11 December 2019.  

649. New Caledonia stated that all CCMs are impacted by climate change, with some suffering direct 

impacts during the course of the meeting (e.g., extensive fires in Australia and New Caledonia). It supported 

the resolution, noting it is a first step.  
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650. Fiji stated that it takes the issue of climate change very seriously, which it stated was already 

affecting many communities. It described the impacts on coastal fishermen, businesses and food security. 

At the national level, implementation is underway in Fiji, which committed to 100% sustainable 

management of Fiji’s EEZ by 2030 with at least 30% marine protected areas. To implement the Paris 

Agreement Fiji is creating a new law (the Climate Change Act), which will place climate action and ambition 

at the centre of all of Fiji’s obligations. Climate change impact is a cross-cutting issue, and Fiji is also 

working regionally on ocean issues; at the Pacific Islands Forum Leaders meeting in Tuvalu in August 2019, 

Forum Leaders agreed to the Kainaki II Declaration, which it considered the work programme on oceans 

within the UNFCCC process. Fiji stated that although climate change may not be a priority agenda for the 

Commission, most if not all of the members are also parties to the UNFCCC, where national governments 

are actively engaged in the issue across all sectors. It stated that climate change threatens over 60% of 

WCPFC members on a daily basis, and should command some attention in the dialogue, decisions and 

actions of the Commission. Fiji urged CCMs to align their efforts on fisheries management and the work of 

the Commission with this critical issue; supported the FFA proposal; and requested that the Commission 

task SPC and SC to focus their work programme and research, among others, on the management of tuna 

stocks due to the impacts brought about by climate change.  

651.  The EU supported the resolution, noting that climate change is a very important priority that extends 

across almost all sectors in the European Community. The EU referenced the importance of considering 

climate change impacts on fishing activities, as well as impacts of the related industry (e.g., harvesting and 

processing activities).  

652. French Polynesia stated that it was important for the Commission to demonstrate to the world that 

it is tackling the issue, noting that the Commission’s many island members are the most vulnerable globally 

to the impacts of climate change. French Polynesia stressed that this was a first step that establishes a 

framework for further work and supported the resolution. 

653. Niue supported the resolution, stating that this is priority, and noting the impacts on Tuvalu and 

others small states. Niue noted that it had hosted a side event at COP 25 (held in Madrid concurrently with 

WCPFC16) showing what SIDS are doing, and stated that taking action would show that the WCPFC is not 

working in isolation, but taking into account issues that affect everyone. 

654. France agreed that the issue is urgent and supported the resolution. 

655. Samoa noted that the resolution reflected instructions from Pacific leaders and stated that given the 

location of the WCPFC Convention area, it was a duty to pass the resolution. 

656. Canada noted the importance of climate change, and in particular the impacts being experienced in 

the region. It also stated that for Canada climate change was also a profound concern in the arctic. Canada 

appreciated the flexibility CCMs showed in reaching agreement.  

657. Tuvalu thanked FFA members for the work done, supported the resolution, and urged all members 

to agree.  

658. The Philippines stated it fully supported the objective of the resolution.  

659. WWF, on behalf of WWF, IELP, SFP, IPNLF, Pew, CI, and The Ocean Foundation, expressed their 

agreement with the FFA and congratulated the WCPFC on reaching agreement on a resolution on climate 

change. They stated that the issue that affects all members with interests in WCPFC fisheries, and in 

particular WCPFC16 heard the very clear message from FFA member states, which are among the first to 

directly experience the reality of climate change. Across the Pacific Islands, many are facing unprecedented 



WCPFC16 Summary Report issued 2 April 2020 

 

106  

  

challenges such as those described by Fiji, which also include flooding, saltwater intrusion into groundwater, 

and shoreline erosion. These directly impact the business of fisheries and, in turn, the Commission. 

Additionally, WCPFC16 received the best available scientific information from the science service provider, 

with projections for all stocks that do not bode well for the future. WWF reflected that during WCPFC16, 

the United States government authorities had closed the multi-million dollar Pacific cod fishery in the Gulf 

of Alaska for the first time in history, and that there was a sequential, and possibly related, collapse of the 

area’s lucrative crab fisheries. WWF stated that the idea that fisheries and climate change exist in isolation 

is false. WWF stated that this was a cautionary tale, which WCPFC must heed by taking steps to ensure 

climate change is considered in management actions. Management must be focused to ensure long-term 

sustainability, and therefore must consider stock resilience in relation to climate change, and engage in a 

precautionary approach to exploitation in all contexts. Failing this WCPFC could very well be in a similar 

situation as the Pacific cod fishery in 10 years, wondering where the fish have gone and wishing action had 

been taken sooner. Therefore, in view of the urgency of this issue and recognizing the Pacific Islands are 

most impacted by climate change, WWF again congratulated the WCPFC regarding the resolution on 

climate change with a view to establishing a formal CMM in the near future. 

660. The Commission adopted the Resolution on Climate Change as it Relates to the Western and 

Central Pacific Fisheries Commission. (Resolution 2019-01, Attachment X*). 

 

  13.2.A.4   Expiry of Charter Notification CMM (WCPFC16-2019-DP01 and DP13 

 

661. The Commission agreed to extend the Charter Notification CMM (CMM 2016-05) for a further 

two years. (Conservation and Management Measure 2019-08, Attachment Y*).  

662. The Commission encouraged Chartering CCMs to report on their application of the chartering 

measure, to EEZs, high seas, or both EEZ and high seas. 

663. The Commission agreed that the Scientific Committee, the Technical and Compliance 

Committee, and the Commission will continue to consider improvements to the charter notification 

requirements and/or the treatment of chartered vessels under the Commission’s conservation and 

management measures more generally. 

 

13.3 Election of Officers  

664. The Commission made a number of appointments to Commission positions commencing in 2020: 

a) Ms. Camille Movick-Inatio (FSM) and Mr. Michael Brakke (USA) were appointed as FAC Co-

Chairs; and 

b) Mr. Ueta Faasili Jr (Samoa) was appointed as SC Chair, and Dr. Tuikolongahau Halafihi (Tonga) 

as SC Vice-Chair. 

665. In support of 2020 Intersessional Working Group (IWG) activities, to be progressed 

electronically and as appropriate through face-to-face meetings, the Commission confirmed the 

following: 

a) Mr. Tom Graham (USA) would continue to lead the TCC Observer-related IWG; 
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b) Mr. Craig Strong (Fiji) would continue to lead the South Pacific Albacore Roadmap IWG; 

c) Ms. Kerry Smith (Australia) would continue to lead the ERandEM IWG; 

d) Mr. Sam Lanwi (RMI) and Mr. Alex Kahl (United States) would continue to co-chair the 

Transhipment Review IWG;  

e) Mr. Terry Boone (USA) and Mr Vivian Fernandez (Australia) would co-chair the VMS SWG; 

f) Mr Bradley Philip (FSM) would continue to lead the FAD Management Options IWG; and 

g) Dr Robert Day (Canada) would lead the Compliance Monitoring Scheme IWG.  

 

13.4 Future Meetings  

666. In 2020, the Commission agreed that:  

a) SC16 would be held in Apia, Samoa from Tuesday 11 August to Thursday 20 August 2020;  

b) NC16 would be in Japan at a date to be advised in early September 2020; 

c) TCC16 would be held in Pohnpei, FSM from Wednesday 23 September to Tuesday 29 

September 2020; and 

d) WCPFC17 would be held as a seven-day meeting with FAC13 and the HOD meeting held 

immediately prior, at a date to be advised in December 2020. As there was no offer to host the 

meeting, the Secretariat was tasked to find a suitable location for the meeting and advise CCMs 

and Observers accordingly. The Commission also approved the use of the working capital fund 

by the Secretariat, if necessary, to supplement the costs of the WCPFC17 meeting. 

667. In 2020, the Commission also agreed to the following Intersessional Working Group face-to-face 

meetings: 

a) South Pacific Albacore Roadmap would hold two face-to-face meetings, the first will be held 

immediately prior to SC16 in Apia, Samoa on Monday 10 August 2020 and the second would be 

held immediately following TCC16 in Pohnpei, FSM on Wednesday 30 September 2020;  

b) The FAD Management Options Working Group would hold its meeting alongside SC16 at a 

date to be advised, in Apia, Samoa; and  

c) The ERandEM WG would hold a two day face-to-face meeting immediately prior to TCC16 in 

Pohnpei, FSM from Monday 21 to Tuesday 22 September 2020.  

 

 

AGENDA ITEM 14 — OTHER MATTERS  

668. No other matters were raised for discussion at WCPFC16. 
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AGENDA ITEM 15 — SUMMARY REPORT FOR WCPFC16  

669. The Chair outlined the process for adoption of the Summary Report for WCPFC16, with an 

outcomes document containing agreed decision points to be circulated to the Commission within seven 

working days following the close of the annual session, and the draft Summary Report to be provided as 

soon as possible. CCMs and observers would be given thirty working days after circulation of the draft 

Summary Report to provide any changes. The complete Summary Report would be finalised intersessionally 

and posted on the Commission website and representatives would be advised accordingly.  

  

AGENDA ITEM 16 — CLOSE OF MEETING  

670. CCMs expressed their gratitude to the Chair for her excellent leadership, to the Secretariat for its 

excellent support, and to its hosts the people and government of PNG for their very warm hospitality, 

excellent support and functions, and entertainment.  

671. The Chair expressed her thanks to PNG for hosting the meeting, as well as to all CCMs, the chairs 

of the various WGs, the Secretariat, SPC, and the NGOs and other observers.  

672. The meeting closed at 11:20 pm on Wednesday, 11 December 2019.  
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National Oceanic Resource
Management Authority
P.O. Box 8332
Boroko Port Moresby
0406766742

 
Moria Joseph
Administrative Officer II
FSM NORMA
P.O. Box PS -144
Ambrose 2nd Building Pohnpei FM
96941
+691-320-2700

 
Peter Sitan
President/CEO
National Fisheries Corporation
P.O. Box R
Kolonia, Pohnpei FM 96941
(691) 920-3767
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Member - Fiji

Hon. Semi Tuleca Koroilavesau
Fiji Honorable Minister of Fisheries
Fiji Government - Ministry of Fisheries
P.O.Box 13026,
Ministry of Fisheries, Takayawa
Building, Toorak,Suva, Fiji Islands.
679 3300555
skoroilavesau@govnet.gov.fj

 
Craig William Strong
Permanent Secretary of Fisheries
Fiji Government - Ministry of Fisheries
P.O.Box 13026,
Ministry of Fisheries, Takayawa
Building, Toorak, Suva, Fiji
679 3300555
craig.strong@govnet.gov.fj

 
Adi Mere Mua Siqila
Director Fisheries
Fiji Government - Ministry of Fisheries
P.O.Box 13026,
Ministry of Fisheries, Takayawa
Building, Toorak, Suva, Fiji Islands.
679 3300555
mere.lakeba@gmail.com

Jone Varea Amoe
Fiji Principal Fisheries Officer
Fiji Government - Ministry of Fisheries
P.O.Box 13026,
Ministry of Fisheries, Takayawa
Building, Toorak, Suva, Fiji Islands.
679 3300555
amoe.jone@gmail.com

 
Meli Wakolowaqa Raicebe
Fiji Senior Fisheries Officer
Fiji Government - Ministry of Fisheries
P.O.Box 13026,
Ministry of Fisheries, Takayawa
Building, Toorak,Suva, Fiji Islands.
679 3300555
raicebe.meli@gmail.com

 
Leba Deaconess Laveti Dranivesi
Fiji Fisheries Officer
Fiji Government - Ministry of Fisheries
P.O.Box 13026,
Ministry of Fisheries, Takayawa
Building, Toorak, Suva, Fiji Islands.
679 3300555
dranivesi.leba@gmail.com

Aliti Trina Radevo
Foreign Services Officer
Fiji Government - Ministry of Foreign
Affairs
iTaukei Trust Fund Complex, 
Nasova, Nasese, Suva, Fiji
+679 3 309 645
aliti.radevo@gmail.com

Member - France

Edouard Weber
Head of the Maritimes Affairs in French
Polynésia
France
Motu Uta 
BP 9096 French Polynesia
+689 89 53 84 47
edouard.weber@developpement-
durable.gouv.fr
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Member - Indonesia

Trian Yunanda
Deputy Director for Fish Resources
Management in Indonesia EEZ and
High Seas
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
Jl. Medan Merdeka Timur No. 16,
Jakarta Pusat, Jakarta Indonesia
+620213453008
tryand_fish@yahoo.com

 
Allen Simarmata
Economic Section Affair
Indonesia Embassy
Kiroki Street, Lot 1 - 2 
Sec 410 NCD Port Moresby

 
Andriana Supandy
Ambassador
Indonesia Embassy
Kiroki Street, Lot 1- 2, Sec 410
Gordons 5 NCD Port Moresby Papua
New Guinea
78050114

Fayakun Satria
Senior Scientist
Research Institute for Marine Fisheries,
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
Jalan Raya Bogor KM. 47 Nanggewer
Mekar Cibinong, Jawa Barat, Indonesia
fsatria70@gmail.com

 
Lilis Sadiyah
Senior Scientist for Center for Fisheries
Research
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
Jl. Pasir Putih II, RT.11/RW.10, Ancol,
Kec. Pademangan, Kota Jkt Utara,
Daerah Khusus Ibukota Jakarta 14430
+622164700928
sadiyah.lilis2@gmail.com

 
Putuh Suadela
Capture Fisheries Production Functional
Officer
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
Jl. Medan Merdeka Timur No. 16,
Jakarta Pusat, Jakarta Indonesia
+620213453008
putuhsuadela@gmail.com

sabar manalu
Economic Section Affair
Indonesia Embassy
Kiroki Street, lot 1-2
Sec 410 Gordons 5 NCD

 
Toni Ruchimat
Lecturer at Jakarta Fisheries University
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
Jl. Aup Barat
RT.1/RW.9, Jati Padang, Kec. Ps.
Minggu, Jakarta Selatan, Daerah
Khusus Ibukota Jakarta 12520
Indonesia
+62-21-7806874
truchimat@yahoo.com
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Member - Japan

Shingo OTA
Counsillor, Resources Management
Department
Fisheries Agency of Japan
1-2-1 Kasumigaseki
Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo Japan 100-8907

 
Masanori MIYAHARA
Advisor to the Minister of Agriculture,
Forestry and Fisheries
Fisheries Agency of Japan

 
Takumi FUKUDA
Director for International Fisheries
Coordination, International Affairs
Division
Fisheries Agency of Japan

Hirohide MATSUSHIMA
Assistant Director, International Affairs
Division
Fisheries Agency of Japan

 
Ryo OMORI
Assistant Director, International Affairs
Division
Fisheries Agency of Japan

 
Akira BAMBA
International Affairs Division
Fisheries Agency of Japan
+81 3 3502 8459

Kento OTSUYAMA
Fisheries and Resources Management
Division
Fisheries Agency of Japan

 
Noriyoshi HIJIKATA
Section Chief, Fisheries and Resources
Management Division
Fisherires Agency of JAPAN

 
Toyoaki IRIE
Assistant Director, Fishery Division,
Economic Affairs Bureau
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Yosuke YAMADA
Section Chief, International Affairs
Division
Fisheries Agency of Japan

 
Hidetada KIYOFUJI
Skipjack and Albacore Group, Tuna and
Skipjack Resources Department
National Research Institute of Far Seas
Fisheries

 
Hiroshi MINAMI
Director, Tuna and Skipjack Resources
Department
National Research Institute of Far Seas
Fisheries

Shuya NAKATSUKA
Head, Pacific Bluefin Tuna Resources
Group
National Research Institute of Far Seas
Fisheries

 
Kazushige HAZAMA
Chief
National Offshore Tuna Fisheries
Association of Japan

 
Noriyuki MIKI
President
National Offshore Tuna Fisheries
Association of Japan

Satoru SHIMIZU
Secretariat
NATIONAL OCEAN TUNA FISHERY
ASSOCIATION (ENKATSUKYO)

 
Katsuroh OYAMA
Adviser
Japan Tuna Fisheries Co-operative
Association

 
Keihachiro ICHIDA
Adviser
Japan Tuna Fisheries Co-operative
Association

Kenji MURATA
Adviser
Japan Tuna Fisheries Co-operative
Association

 
Kikuo CHIYO
Director
Japan Tuna Fisheries Co-operative
Association

 
Kiyoshi KATSUYAMA
Special Adviser to the President
Japan Tuna Fisheries Co-operative
Association
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Reiko OHASHI
Assistant Director
Japan Tuna Fisheries Co-operative
Association

 
Teruaki YABUTA
Adviser
Japan Tuna Fisheries Co-operative
Association

 
Akihito FUKUYAMA
Executive Secretary
Japan Far Seas Purse Seine Fishing
Association

Hidetoshi ITO
Director
Taiyo A & F Co., Ltd

 
Minoru HONDA
Executive Managing Director
Japan Far Seas Purse Seine Fishing
Association

 
Taichiro KONDO
Managing Director
Fukuichi Fishery

Hidefumi KAWAMOTO
Executive director
SAN-IN PURSE SEINE FISHERIES
COOPERATIVE

 
Isao ISHII
Exective managing director
Central Japan Sea purse seine fishery
council

 
Kenji AOKI
Director Sales Manager
NITTO SUISAN KABUSHIKIGAISHA

Tetsuya KUNITO
Staff
Federation Of North Pacific District
Purse Seine Fisheries Cooperative
associations of Japan

 
Eiji OGAWA
Deputy section manager
ITOCHU Corporation

 
Hidehisa MIYAMOTO
-
ITOCHU Corporation

Naohisa KANDA
Environmental Management Unit
JANUS Co., Ltd.

 
Naoki NISHIMURA
Senior Staff
Overseas Fishery Cooperation
Foundation of Japan

 
Yoshihiro KITAZATO
Assistant Director
Overseas Fishery Cooperation
Foundation of Japan

Kaoru KAWAMOTO
Interpreter
Fisheries Agency of Japan

 
Yoko YAMAKAGE
Interpreter
Fisheries Agency of Japan
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Member - Kiribati

Hon. Tetabo Nakara
Minister
MFMRD
Bairiki, Tarawa, Kiribati
75021099

 
Agnes Yeeting
Secretary
MFMRD
Bairiki, Tarawa, Kiribati
75021099
agnesy@mfmrd.gov.ki

 
Aketa Taanga
Director
MFMRD
Bairiki, Tarawa, Kiribati
75021099

Mbwenea Teioki
Principal Compliance Officer
MFMRD
Bairiki, Tarawa, Kiribati
75021099

Member - Nauru

Ace Capelle
Senior Fisheries Officer
NFMRA
acecapelle@gmail.com

 
Camalus.Reiyetsi
Senior Oceanic Officer
Nauru Fisheries Marine Resources
Authority
Uaboe District
Nauru Island
+6745564944

 
Charleston Deiye
Chief Executive Officer
Nauru Fisheries Marine Resources
Authority
Anetan District
Nauru Island
+6745573055

Delvin Thoma
Board Director
NFMRA
Aiwo District, Republic of Nauru
+674 5573033
delvin.oneal@gmail.com

 
Jamien Scotty
Board member
Nauru Fisheries Marine Resources
Authority
Uaboe District 
Nauru Island
+6745581990

 
JASMINA Giouba
Policy & Legal Manager
NFMRA
Anibare District
NFMRA Main Office P.O.Box 404
Republic of Nauru
+674 554 0775
jasminagiouba@gmail.com

Julian Itsimaera
Oceanic Enforcement Officer
Nauru Fisheries and Marine Resources
Authority
Nibok
Nauru Island
(674) 558 2066
julian.itsimaera2016@gmail.com

 
Malcolm Aroi
Director (Nauru Fisheries Board)
Nauru Fisheries Marine Resources
Authority
Anibare District
Nauru
+674 5573733

 
Peter Diema
Chairman - NFMRA Board
Nauru Fisheries and Marine Resources
Authority
Baisti
Nauru Island
(674) 557 3139
peterdiema@gmail.com
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Member - New Zealand

Heather Ward
Principal Adviser
Ministry for Primary Industries
Charles Ferguson Building
34-38 Bowen Street Wellington New
Zealand
+64-21-731 916
heather.ward@mpi.govt.nz

 
Andy Smith
Operations Manager
Talleys Group
+ 64 21337756
andy.smith@talleys.co.nz

 
Arthur Hore
Manager Offshore Fisheries
Ministry for Primary Industries
17 Maurice WIlson Avenue
Mangere Auckland New Zealand
+64274957482
arthur.hore@mpi.govt.nz

Emma Hodder
Policy Officer
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade
+64 21584940
emma.hodder@mfat.govt.nz

 
John Willmer
Senior Policy Analyst International
Fisheries
Ministry for Primary Industries
John.willmer@mpi.govt.nz

 
Robin Tilney
Business Owner
Thalassa Fisheries Support
Level 12, 36 Kitchener Street, Auckland
Central, Auckland, New Zealand.
+64(0)210641802
rob@thalassa.co.nz

Sarah Williams
Senior Adviser
New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs
and Trade
sarah.williams@mfat.govt.nz

 
Te Aomihia Walker
Policy Analyst
Te Oahu Kaimoana
PO Box 3277, Level 4, Woolstore
Professional Centre,
158 The Terrace, Wellington, New
Zealand
+64 277006232
teaomihia.walker@teohu.maori.nz

Member - Niue

Hon. Esa Sharon-Mona Ainuu
Assistant Minister for Natural Resources
Government of Niue
Alofi
Niue Island

 
Dr Josie M Tamate
Director General
Ministry of Natural Resources
Government of Niue
PO Box 40, Fale Fono Alofi Niue

 
Launoa Gataua
Acting Principal Fisheries Officer
Fisheries Division, DAFF, Ministry of
Natural Resources, Government of Niue
P O Box 74
Alofi NIUE
+683 4302
launoa.gataua@mail.gov.nu

Poi Okesene
Director, Department of Agriculture,
Forestry and Fisheries; Ministry of
Natural Resources
Government of Niue
Alofi
Niue

 
Quentin Hanich
Advisor
Australian National Centre for Ocean
Resources and Security (ANCORS)
University of Wollongong, Wollongong,
NSW 2522 
Australia
hanich@uow.edu.au
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Member - Palau

Kathleen Sisior
Fisheries Lic./Rev. Officer II
Ministry of Natural Resources,
Environment and Tourism
No.1 Street Peched
4884938
utau.sisior@gmail.com

 
Persis Omelau
Fisheries Specialist
Ministry of Natural Resource,
Environment and Tourism
P.O. Box 1655 Koror, Palau 96940
6804884394
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Member - Papua New Guinea

John Edward Kasu
Managing Director
National Fisheries Authority
P.O. Box 2016, 11th Floor Kina Bank
Haus
Douglas st, Port Moresby National
Capital District Papua New Guinea
(675) 309 0444
jkasu@fisheries.gov.pg

 
Noan Pakop
Deputy Managing Director, Technical
Operations
National Fisheries Authority
P.O. Box 2016, 11th Floor Kina Bank
Haus
Douglas St, Port Moresby National
Capital District Papua New Guinea
(675) 309 0444
npakop@fisheries.gov.pg

 
Kihyun Kim
Counsellor
Emabssy of the Republic of Korea,
Papua New Guinea
4th Floor, Pacific MMI Building, Port
Moresby
Papua New Guinea
675 321 5822
khkim07@mofa.go.kr

Abigail Wariambu
Board Secretary
National Fisheries Authority, Board
National Fisheries Authority
P.O. Box 2016, 11th Floor Kina Bank
Haus Douglas st, Port Moresby National
Capital District Papua New Guinea
(675) 309 0444

 
Andrian Jeffrey NANGUROMO
Acting Observer Manager
National Fisheries Authority
P.O. Box 2016, 11th Floor Kina Bank
Haus
Douglas St, Port Moresby National
Capital District Papua New Guinea
675 3090400
ajnanguromo@gmail.com

 
Beatrice Kapigeno
Economic Specialist
Emabssy of the Unites States of
America, Papua New Guinea
PO Box 1492 Douglas Street
Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea
675 321 1455

Benthly Sabub
Tuna Fisheries Officer
National Fisheries Authority
P.O. Box 2016, 11th Floor Kina Bank
Haus
Douglas St, Port Moresby National
Capital District Papua New Guinea
(675) 309 0444

 
Billy PANGI
Port Coordinator
National Fisheries Authority
P.O.Box 2016, Port Moresby, PNG
675 3090400

 
Brian Kumasi
Executive Manager Fisheries
Management
National Fisheries Authority
11 Floor Kina Bank Haus, Douglas
Street, Port Moresby.
+6753090444
bkumasi@fisheries.gov.pg

Charles Lee (Chia Pao Li)
Consultant, Bilateral and Fishing
Operations
RD Fishing Group
1st Road Calumpang
General Santos City, Philippines
(63) 83 552-3590
charleslee@rdfishing.com.ph

 
Daniel Tovakuta
Acting Director
Department of Foreign Affairs and
International Trade, Papua New Guinea
PO Box 422
WAIGANI National Capital District
Papua New Guinea
78107765
daniel.tovakuta@hotmail.com

 
David Karis
Manager, Vessel Monitoring System
National Fisheries Authority
P.O. Box 2016, 11th Floor Kina Bank
Haus
Douglas St, Port Moresby National
Capital District Papua New Guinea
(675) 309 0444
dkaris@fisheries.gov.pg

Deborah Ruth Telek
Manager, Port Moresby
South Seas Tuna Corporation
PO Box 376, PORT MORESBY 121
National Capital District Papua New
Guinea
deborah.telek@gmail.com

 
Dilu Muguwa
Ex, Officio Board Member, Dept. CEPA
National Fisheries Authority, Board
P.O. Box 2016, 11th Floor Kina Bank
Haus
Douglas St, Port Moresby National
Capital District Papua New Guinea
(675) 309 0444

 
Donald Papaol
Executive Secretary
Fishing Industry Association (PNG) Inc.,
P O Box 1103, Boroko, National Capital
District
+675 73069239
donz.papaol@gmail.com
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Ezikiel PUE
Port Coordinator
National Fisheries Authority
P.O.Box 2016, Port Moresby, PNG
675 3090400

 
Fredrick Tamarua
Acting Deputy State Solicitor -
International Law
Office of the State Solicitor, Papua New
Guinea
PO Box 591
WAIGANI National Capital District
Papua New Guinea
+675 7820 3612
Fredrick.Tamarua@justice.gov.pg

 
Fu Tsai Wu
Director
Coco Enterprise Ltd
P.O.Box 1332, Port Moresby NCD
Papua New Guinea
72608984

Gisa Komangin
Executive Manager, Monitoring Control
& Surveillance
National Fisheries Authority
P.O. Box 2016, 11th Floor Kina Bank
Haus
Douglas St, Port Moresby National
Capital District Papua New Guinea
(675) 309 0444
gkomangin@fisheries.gov.pg

 
GUAN OON
Service Provider
Papau New Guinea National Fisheries
Authority
PO BOX 42
SOUTH YARRA VICTORIA 3141
AUSTRALIA
+61 418 368 917
guan@clsoceania.com

 
Hane Kila
Principal Legal Officer, Directorate
National Fisheries Authority
P.O. Box 2016, 11th Floor Kina Bank
Haus
Douglas St, Port Moresby National
Capital District Papua New Guinea
(675) 309 0444
hkila@fisheries.gov.pg

Hung Po Wu
General Manager
Coco Enterprise Ltd
P.O.Box 1332 Port Moresby NCD
Papua New Guinea
72608984

 
JEROME TIOTI
International Fisheries Coordinator
PNG National Fisheries Authority
Level 11 Kina Bank Haus
Cnr Douglas St POM National Capital
District Papua New Guinea
6753090424
jtioti@fisheries.gov.pg

 
Jonathan Manieva
Executive Officer
PNG Fishing Industry Association
P.O.Box 1103, Boroko NCD
Papua New Guinea
3259925
manievap8@hotmail.com

Joseph Kendou
Senior Compliance Officer, MCS
National Fisheries Authority
P.O. Box 2016, 11th Floor Kina Bank
Haus
Douglas St, Port Moresby National
Capital District Papua New Guinea
(675) 309 0444
jkendou@fisheries.gov.pg

 
Josephine Bade
Senior Foreign Service Officer
Department of Foreign Affairs and
International Trade, Papua New Guinea
PO Box 422, WAIGANI, N.C.D
Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea
78107829

 
Justin Ilakini
Executive Manager, Provincial Support
& Industry Development
National Fisheries Authority
P.O. Box 2016, 11th Floor Kina Bank
Haus
Douglas St, Port Moresby National
Capital District Papua New Guinea
(675) 309 0444
jilakini@fisheries.gov.pg

Kapi Maro
Director General
Department of Foreign Affairs and
International Trade, Papua New Guinea
PO Box 422
WAIGANI National Capital District
Papua New Guinea
kapimaro43@gmail.com

 
Kema Mailu
Manager
High Energy Co., Ltd.
PO BOX 600 WATERFRONT
GARAMUT, NCD. PNG.
71716489
kemahighenergy@gmail.com

 
Leban Gisawa
Executive Manager, License &Data
Management
National Fisheries Authority
P.O. Box 2016, 11th Floor Kina Bank
Haus
Douglas St, Port Moresby National
Capital District Papua New Guinea
(675) 309 0444
lgisawa@fisheries.gov.pg
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Lindsay KOVERO
Port Coordinator
National Fisheries Authority
P.O.Box 2016, Port Moresby, PNG
675 3090400

 
Lucy Bogari
High Commissioner
Department of Foreign Affairs and
International Trade, Papua New Guinea
badina02@gmail.com

 
Mark Tava Yasi
Licensing Officer
National Fisheries Authority
P.O. Box 2016, 11th Floor Kina Bank
Haus
Douglas St, Port Moresby National
Capital District Papua New Guinea
(675) 3090444
myasi@fisheries.gov.pg

Martina Ragagalo
Manager, Compliance
National Fisheries Authority
P.O. Box 2016, 11th Floor Kina Bank
Haus
Douglas St, Port Moresby National
Capital District Papua New Guinea
(675) 309 0444

 
Matlina Somo
Senior Foreign Service Officer
Department of Foreign Affairs and
International Trade, Papua New Guinea
PO Box 422
WAIGANI National Capital District
Papua New Guinea
78107827
mathysomo@gmail.com

 
Max Rai
Ambassador
Department of Foreign Affairs and
International Trade, Papua New Guinea
mhrai@pngmission.org

Nancy Pogla
Senior Legal Officer
Papua New Guinea Department of
Justice & Attorney General
Office of the State Solicitor
Levels 4 and 8 Sir Buri Kidu Haus
Independence Drive P.O. Box 591
Waigani National Capital District Port
Moresby Papua New Guinea
T:+675 301 2876/ M:+675 78337285
exile.pogla@gmail.com

 
Nancy Taka Puri
Legal Officer
National Fisheries Authority
PO Box 2016,
Port Moresby, NCD PNG
+675 309 0444

 
Rakum TUMALENG
Port Coordinator
National Fisheries Authority
P.O.Box 2016, Port Moresby, PNG
675 3090400

Rodney Kirarok
Projects Manager
National Fisheries Authority
P.O. Box 2016, 11th Floor Kina Bank
Haus
Douglas St, Port Moresby National
Capital District Papua New Guinea
(675) 309 0444
rkirarok@fisheries.gov.pg

 
Russel Saigomi
Public Relations Officer
National Fisheries Authority
P.O. Box 2016, 11th Floor Kina Bank
Haus
Douglas St, Port Moresby National
Capital District Papua New Guinea
(675) 309 0444

 
Simon Kaumi
Foreign Service Officer
Department of Foreign Affairs
Papua New Guinea

SISENIO PAGALAN JR
INTERNATIONAL BUSINESS
OFFICER
TRANS-PACIFIC JOURNEY FISHING
CORPORATION
1094-A NORTH BAY BOULEVARD
022828812

 
Sylvester Pokajam
Chairman, Fishing Industry Association
National Fisheries Authority, Board
National Fisheries Authority
P.O. Box 2016, 11th Floor Kina Bank
Haus Douglas st, Port Moresby National
Capital District Papua New Guinea
(675) 309 0444

 
Terence FININKI
Port Coordinator
National Fisheries Authority
P.O.Box 2016, Port Moresby, PNG
675 3090400
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Thomas Kuo
Manager
High Energy Co., Ltd.
P. O. Box 600, Waterfront Garamut,
NCD, Papua New Guinea
675-321-6268

 
Thomas Usu
Tuna Manager
National Fisheries Authority
P.O. Box 2016, 11th Floor Kina Bank
Haus
Douglas St, Port Moresby National
Capital District Papua New Guinea
(675) 309 0444
tusu@fisheries.gov.pg

 
Val Irigayen
Financial Controller, Finance & Account
National Fisheries Authority
P.O. Box 2016, 11th Floor Kina Bank
Haus
Douglas St, Port Moresby National
Capital District Papua New Guinea
(675) 309 0444
virigayen@fisheries.gov.pg

Winnie Kiap
High Commissioner
Department of Foreign Affairs and
International Trade, Papua New Guinea
winniekiap@gmail.com

 
Yvonne I
Assistant
High Energy Co., Ltd.
PO BOX 600, WATERFRONT
HARAMUT, NCD.
71875955
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Member - Philippines

Eduardo B. Gongona
Director
Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
PCA Building, Elliptical Road, Diliman,
Quezon City, Philippines 1101
632 9298074

 
ANTONIO MAH JR.
OPERATION MANAGER
STARCKI VENTURE CORPORATION
sitio cabu, bawing, general santos city
09176207304
starcki03@yahoo.com

 
ASIS PEREZ
Adviser
South Cotabato Purseseiners
Association
Market 3 Hall, General Fishport
Complex
Tambler, General Santos City,
Philippines

Benjamin FS Tabios, Jr.
Attorney V
Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
PCA Building, Elliptical Road, Diliman,
Quezon City, Philippines 1101
632 9298074

 
Glenda Yuson
Admin and Legal Head
RD Fishing
General Santos City
+639985835247
gcnyuson@rdfishing.com.ph

 
jean francois bonnin
Product management director
SRT Marine Systems plc
+33640799680

John Lawrence Ong
Manager
ITOCHU

 
JOSE RONALD C. JAMILAREN
OPERATIONS OFFICER
MARCHAEL SEA VENTURES
CORPORATION

 
Kenrick Go Teng
Manager
TSP Marine Industries
Cabu, Bawing
General Santos City Philippines
+639177140955
kenrickt@tspmi.com.ph

Marlo B. Demo-os
Aquaculturist II / Fisheries Observer
Coordinator
Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
PCA Building, Elliptical Road, Diliman,
Quezon City, Philippines, 1101
632 9298074

 
Peter Erick M. Cadapan
Senior Fishing Regulations Officer
Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
PCA Building, Elliptical Road, Diliman,
Quezon City, Philippines, 1101
632 9298074

 
Rafael V Ramiscal
Chief Capture Fisheries Division
Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
PCA Building, Elliptical Road, Diliman,
Quezon City, Philippines, 1101
639 9298074

ROSANNA BERNADETTE
CONTRERAS
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
SOCSKSARGEN FEDERATION OF
FISHING AND ALLIED INDUSTRIES,
INC.
MARKET 3 HALL, GENERAL SANTOS
FISHPORT COMPLEX
TAMBLER, GENERAL SANTOS CITY,
PHILIPPINES

 
SEVERINO L. ESCOBAR, JR.
SUPERVISING FISHING
REGULATIONS OFFICER
BUREAU OF FISHERIES AND
AQUATIC RESOURCES
PCA BUILDING, ELLIPTICAL ROAD,
DILIMAN 1101
QUEZON CITY, PHILIPPINES
(63-2) 8929 8074
jojo_escobar@yahoo.com
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Member - Republic of Korea

YANG YOUNG JIN
Director, Distant Water Fisheries
Division
Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries
Government Complex Sejong 94,
Dasom2-Ro, Sejong City,30110
82442005360
smartyoung@korea.kr

 
Bella Tak
Manager
Silla Co.,Ltd
bbtak@sla.co.kr

 
BONGJUN CHOI
Assistant Manager
Korea Overseas Fisheries Association

Eui Sup Shin
Assistant Manager
Sajo Industries Co., Ltd.
eui@sajo.co.kr

 
H.W.Kim
Executive Director
Silla Co.,Ltd
kimhoon@sla.co.kr

 
HONG Moontae
korea
korean fisheries monitoring center
busan city in korea
01051043693
mm4love@naver.com

ILKANG NA
International Cooperation Specialist
Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries
ikna@korea.kr

 
Jack Seokwon Ryu
Assistant Manager
Dongwon Industries
vip0716@dongwon.com

 
JAEUN PARK
Korea
Hansung Enterprise Co.,Ltd
Taejongro 63, Yeongdo-gu, Busan,
Korea
+82-51-410-7114
jupark1024@hsep.com

Kyung Yung Lee
Deputy General Manager
Sajo Industries Co., Ltd.
dada1000@sajo.co.kr

 
Sancho
Manager
Silla Co.,Ltd
sancho@sla.co.kr

 
Seo Dongjin
Policy Analyst of International
Negotiation Support Team
Korea Overseas Fisheries Cooperation
Center
6th floor, S-Building, 253 Hannuri-daero,
Sejong, Republic of Korea
+82-10-5253-2501
bernardseo@kofci.org

SUNG JUN KANG
Staff
DONG WON FISHERIES CO., LTD.
dwsjk@dwsusan.com

 
Zang Geun KIM
Invited Scientist
National Institute of Fisheries Science
216 Gijanghaean-ro, Gijang-eup,
Gijang-gun, Busan, Republic of Korea
010-2549-5803
zgkim5676@gmail.com

 
Zed Ryu
Manager
Silla Co.,Ltd
jkryu@sla.co.kr
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Member - Republic of Marshall Islands

Hon. Dennis P. Momotaro
Minister
Ministry of Natural Resources &
Commerce/MIMRA Board Chairman
PO Box 860
Majuro, MH 96960
dennismomotaro@yahoo.com

 
Aquina Rogers Kango Pyanne
Competent Authority Advisor
Marshall Islands Marine Resource
Authority
c/-MIMRA , P O Box 860,
Delap Village , Majuro
6926258262
apyanne@mimra.com

 
Berry Muller
Chief - Oceanic Division
Marshall Islands Marine Resources
Authority
P.O. Box 860
Majuro, MH 96960
+692 625-8262
bmuller@mimra.com

Eugene Muller
Manager
Marshall Islands Fishing Company
P.O. Box 321
Majuro, MH 96960
(692)625-7410

 
Eugene Todd Gold
MIMRA CA Auditor
Marshall Islands Marine Resources
Authority (MIMRA)
PO BOX 4020 Ajeltake
Majuro, Marshall Islands 96960
6926258262

 
glen joseph
Director
MIMRA
box 236
6926258262
gjoseph@mimra.com

Laurence Edwards, II
Legal Advisor
Marshall Islands Marine Resources
Authority
P.O. Box 860
Majuro, MH 96960
(692) 625-8262/5632

 
Samuel K. Lanwi, Jr.
Deputy Director, Oceanic & Industrial
Affairs
Marshall Islands Marine Resources
Authority (MIMRA)

Member - Samoa

Magele Etuati Ropeti
Assistant CEO - Fisheries
Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries
P.O.Box 1874
Apia SAMOA
+685 20369
magele.ropeti@maf.gov.ws

 
Desna Solofa
Assistant CEO - Regional Relations
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade
Apia
SAMOA
+685 21171
desna@mfat.gov.ws

 
Leiataua Eteuati Eteuati
President
Tautai Samoa Association
P.O.Box 1874
Apia Samoa
(685) 7518301
eteuatijede@yahoo.co.nz

Ueta Jr Faasili
Principal Fisheries Officer
Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries
P.O.Box 1874
Apia Samoa
(685) 20369
ueta.faasili@maf.gov.ws
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Member - Solomon Islands

Edward Honiwala
Director of Fisheries
Ministry of Fisheries and Marine
Resources
P.O.Box G2, Honiara
Solomon Islands
677-39143
ehoniwala@fisheries.gov.sb

 
Allom Lee
Point Cruz , Honiara , Solomon Islands
SI industry
+677-7334489
allom.yuhyow@gmail.com

 
Amanda Hamilton
Senior Manager - Fisheries Policy &
Regulation
Tri Marine International
ahamilton@trimarinegroup.com

Angelina Tan
Assistant Manager - Fisheries Policy &
Sustainability
Tri Marine International
angelinatan@trimarinegroup.com

 
Chan, Kwok-leong
Manager
Southern Seas Logistic, LTD
leong.yuhyow@gmail.com

 
Dr. Transform Aqorau
Delegate
Solomon Islands Government
PO Box G.10, Honiara
Solomon Islands
8625411

Madolyn Yalu
Senior Desk Officer - Pacific Branch
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and External
Trade
PO BOX G10
Honiara
(677) 21250
fyalu2018@gmail.com

 
MRS. JAN TAHAKA OLI PITU
Chief Fisheries Officer-Offshore
Management
Ministry of Fisheries & Marine
Resources, Solomon Islands
Government

P.O. Box G2 Kukum Highway Honiara
Solomon Islands
+677 7953226
jpitu@fisheries.gov.sb

 
Phil Roberts
Managing Director
Tri Marine International
philroberts@trimarinegroup.com

Russell Dunham
Director - Operations
National Fisheries Developments Ltd.
rdunham@trimarinegroup.com

 
Selina Lipa (Ms)
Chief Fisheries Officer (Licensing)
Ministry of Fisheries and Marine
Resources
Ministry of Fisheries and Marine
Resources
P.O Box G2 Honiara Solomon Islands
(677) 39143
slipa@fisheries.gov.sb
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Member - Chinese Taipei

Kuo-Ping Lin
Deputy Director-General
Fisheries Agency, Council of Agriculture
Executive Yuan
kuoping@ms1.fa.gov.tw

 
Ding-Rong Lin
Director
Fisheries Agency, Council of Agriculture
Executive Yuan
dingrong@ms1.fa.gov.tw

 
Chi-Chao Liu
Senior Specialist
Fisheries Agency, Council of Agriculture
Executive Yuan
chichao@ms1.fa.gov.tw

Annie Wen-Ying Wang
Section Chief
Fisheries Agency, Council of Agriculture
wenying@ms1.fa.gov.tw

 
Joy Hsiang-Yi Yu
Secretary
Fisheries Agency, Council of Agriculture
hsiangyi@ms1.fa.gov.tw

 
Kelly, Ya-Chun Chang
Executive Officer
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Joseph Chia-Chi Fu
Director
Overseas Fisheries Development
Council
joseph@ofdc.org.tw

 
Shirley Shih-Ning Liu
Secretary
Overseas Fisheries Development
Council of the Republic of China
shirley@ofdc.org.tw

 
Yun-Hu Yeh
Dean of Department of Marine Police
Central Police University
una108@mail.cpu.edu.tw

Shui-Kai Chang
Professor
National Sun Yat-sen University
skchang@faculty.nsysu.edu.tw

 
Yi-Chen Chen
Graduate student
National Sun Yat-sen University
tn0981336@gmail.com

 
PETER SHEU
General Secretary
TTPSA
+886910775522
peter@ttpsa.org.tw

Shang-Yi Tsai
General Director
Min Feng Ocean Co., Ltd.

 
Jerhyn Chu
Specialist
TTPSA
+886981001401

 
LIN TONY
Senior Officer
Taiwan Tuna Association
tony@tuna.org.tw

Liang Chun Wang
Secretary
Taiwan Tuna Longline Association

 
Jack Tien-I Chi
Executive Officer
San Sheng Ocean Ltd.
jackchi5758@gmail.com

 
Ellen Lin
Director
San Sheng Ocean Ltd.
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Cheng-Yin Lu
Administrative Director
Yuh Yow Fishery Co., Ltd.
mike5817@gmail.com

 
Chia-Chang Tsai
Manager
Yuh Yow Fishery Co., Ltd.
jcctps@gmail.com

 
Harry Chen
Assistant Manager
FCF CO., LTD.
harry@fcf.com.tw

Wen-Chih Chiang
Specialized Assistant
FCF CO., LTD.
eddie@fcf.com.tw

Member - Tonga

Tuikolongahau Halafihi
Chief Executive Officer
Ministry of Fisheries
Nukuálofa
Tonga
00 676 21399
supi64t@gmail.com

 
Poasi Ngaluafe
Deputy CEO - Head of Fisheries
Compliance Division
Ministry of Fisheries
POB 871, Tonga
+676 7762539
poasi66@hotmail.com

 
Salote Koloamatangi
Legal Officer
Ministry of Fisheries
Sopu,Nuku'alofa.
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Member - Tuvalu

Alapati Taupo
Honorable Minister of Fisheries and
Trade
Government of Tuvalu
Vaiaku Side
Funafuti TUVALU
688 20160
mtaupo@yahoo.com

 
Isala TITO ISALA
Legal Officer
Tuvalu Fisheries Department
Fisheries Department
Teone Rd. Fuanfuti Tuvalu
20343

 
Lauefa Vann Temauaniti
Personal Assistant
Tuvalu Government
Funafuti
TUVALU
688 20160
lauefageorge@gmail.com

Manuao Taufilo
SFO MCS
Tuvalu Fisheries Department
Fakaifou,
Funafuti. TUVALU
00 688 20 343

 
Michael John Batty
Adviser
Tuvalu Fisheries Department
Ministry of Fisheries and Trade
Funafuti Tuvalu
+688 20343 ext 103
michaelb@tuvalufisheries.tv

 
Nikolasi Apinelu
Chief Executive Officer
Government of Tuvalu
Vaiaku
Funafuti TUVALU
688 20160
nvakalasi@gmail.com

Samasoni A Finikaso
Director of Fisheries
Fisheries Department
Ministry of Fisheries and Trade
Fisheries Department; Teone, Funafuti
TUVALU
+688 710 4141
samfinikaso70@gmail.com

 
Samuelu Telii
WB-PROP Coordinator
Tuvalu Fisheries Department
PROP Office
Tuvalu Fisheries Department Teone
Funafuti TUVALU
+688 20348
samuelut@tuvalufisheries.tv

 
Seleta Kapua Taupo
Spouse
Government of Tuvalu
Vaiaku
Funafuti TUVALU
688 20160
sktaupo@gmail.com

Siemai P Apinelu
Delegate
Government of Tuvalu
Vaiaku
Funafuti TUVALU
688 20160
pvakalasi@gmail.com

 
tupulaga Poulasi
Principal Fisheries Officer
Tuvalu Fisheries
Fisheries Department
Teone Funafuti Tuvalu
+68820343
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Member - United States of America

Andrew Lawler
Deputy Assistant Secretary for
International Fisheries
NOAA
+1 301-427-8061
andrew.lawler@noaa.gov

 
Alexa Cole
Director
NOAA Fisheries Office of International
Affairs and Seafood Inspection
US Department of Commerce
1315 East West Highway SSMC3 -
10655 Silver Spring, MD 20910
+1 301 427 8286

 
Christa Marie Svensson
Delegate
Pacific Fisheries Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Place, Suite 101
Portland, OR 97220-1384
36024437697

Christopher Dahl
Staff Officer - HMS
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Pl.
Ste 101 Portland, OR 97218 USA
5038202422
kit.dahl@noaa.gov

 
Elizabeth O'Sullivan
Legal Counsel
NOAA
elizabeth.osullivan@noaa.gov

 
Emily Crigler
Fishery Policy Analyst
NOAA Fisheries
+1 808-725-5036
emily.crigler@noaa.gov

Eric Kingma
Executive Director
Hawaii Longline Association
1131 N Nimitz Hwy Honolulu HI 96718
8983892653

 
James S Sousa
Director
GS Fisheries - US Delegation
2535 Kettner Blvd #1A2
6192391147
jim.sousa@marpacifico.net

 
Jason W. Holstead
District Fourteen
United States Coast Guard
300 Ala Moana Blvd 9-232
Honolulu, HI 96850
808-535-3371

Keith Bigelow
Fisheries Biologist
NOAA PIFSC
keith.bigelow@noaa.gov

 
L. Alex Kahl
International Fisheries Division
NOAA - Pacific Islands Regional Office
alex.kahl@noaa.gov

 
Larry Da Rosa
Member
American Tunaboat Owners Association
+1 619-223-0719

Michael Abbey
Foreign Affairs
NOAA Fisheries
Office of International Affairs & Seafood
Inspection
1315 East-West Hwy, Cube 11633
Silver Spring, Maryland 20850
3019389544

 
Michael Brakke
Foreign Affairs Officer
U.S. Department of State

 
Michael Goto
US Commissioner
United States Delegation
1131 N. Nimitz Hwy
Honolulu HI 96817
mgoto@unitedfishingagency.com

Michael Tosatto
Regional Administrator, Pacific Islands
Regional Office
NOAA Fisheries
+1 808-725-5001

 
Raymond Clarke
Vice President
South Pacific Tuna Corporation
PO BOX 463, Waialua, Hawaii 96791
808-722-0486

 
Ricardo da Rosa
GM
Pacific Princess
C/O: 2099 Truxtun Rd
San Diego, CA 92106
6198944731
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Sean Martin
President
Hawaii Longline Association
1131 N. Nimitz Hwy 
Honolulu, HI USA 96816
sean@pop-hawaii.com

 
Stuart Chikami
Manager
Western Pacific Fisheries Inc.
4395 S Cameron Street Unit C
Las Vegas, Nevada 89103 USA
+17025884573

 
Terry Boone
VMS Program Manager
NOAA Office of Law Enforcement
NOAA OLE - IRC
1845 Wasp Blvd., Bldg. 176 Honolulu,
Hawaii 96818
808/725-6100
Terry.Boone@noaa.gov

Tom Graham
Chief, International Fisheries Division
NOAA NMFS
Pacific Islands Regional Office
1845 Wasp Boulevard, Bldg 176
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818
tom.graham@noaa.gov

Member - Vanuatu

Christopher Kalna Arthur
A/Manager, Management and Policy
Division
Vanuatu Fisheries Department
PMB 9045
Port Vila Vanuatu
+6787716320 (m)
kalnaarthur@gmail.com

 
Garry Preston
Offshore Fisheries Advisor
Vanuatu Fisheries Department
c/o Vanuatu Fisheries Department
Private Mail Bag 9045 Port Vila Vanuatu
+678 5462262
preston.garry@gmail.com

 
Kevin LIN
Vice General Manager
Ming Dar Fishery (Vanuatu) Co., Ltd.
kevin.mdfc@msa.hinet.net

Participating Territory - American Samoa

HENRY S. SESEPASARA
Director
American Samoa Government,
Department of Marine & Wildlife
Resources
P.O. Box 194, Pago Pago, American
Samoa 96799
684-733-4687
hsesepasara@gmail.com

 
Hong Uk Yoon
Starkist in Pittsburgh
Starkist Co
225 North Shore Drive, Suite 400
14128973088
danny.yoon@starkist.com

 
Joe Hamby
Preident
Samoa Tuna Processors
15730 Vashon Hwy SW
Vashon, WA 98070 USA
+1 425 628 4832
joe@jmhservices.us

Solip Hong
Chairman of Fisheries Task Force
American Samoa Government
Executive Office Building
Utulei, American Samoa
684-252-4209
Sbhong@dons.usfca.edu

 
William Sword
Member
American Samoa Fishries Task Force
PO Box 1176 Pago Pago AS 96799
684 2589455
sword.william@gmail.com
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Participating Territory - French Polynesia

SOEHNLEN Marie
Fisheries officer
Direction des ressources marines
marie.soehnlen@drm.gov.pf

 
Vaiana JOUFOQUES
Data Manager
Direction des ressources marines
vaiana.joufoques@drm.gov.pf

Participating Territory - New Caledonia

Manuel Ducrocq
Head of Fishery and Marine
Environment Department
New Caledonia government
2 bis rue felix russeil
BP M2 98849 Nouméa cedex Nouvelle
calédonie
+687 749 737
manuel.ducrocq@gouv.nc

 
ALEXANDRE LAFARGUE
Representative of New Caledonia to
Papua New Guinea
Governement of New Caledonia
Embassy of the Republic of France to
Papua New Guinea, BSP Haus 6th
floor, Harbour City, Konedobu, Port
Moresby, NCD
+67573172384

Participating Territory - Tokelau

Feleti Tulafono
Director
Fisheries Management Agency
Fakaofo,
TOKELAU
+690 13113 / Mob: +685 7510790
(Samoa only)

 
Grant Thomas (Stan) Crothers
Fisheries Advisor
Fisheries Management Agency
11B/192 Willis St
Wellington 6011 New Zealand
+64 21466140
stancrothers@gmail.com

Cooperating Non-member - Ecuador

Amnuska Veliz
Director of Fisheries and Aquaculture
Policy
Under Secretariat of Fisheries
Puerto Pesquero Artesanal de San
Mateo
San Mateo Manabí Ecuador
*593-985832342
aveliz@produccion.gob.ec

 
Henk De Bruin
Fisheries Operation Manager
Pesquera Jadran
Ave. Juan Tanca Marengo y 
avenida Jose Orrantia Edificio
Executive Piso 7, Of. 709 Guayaquil,
Guayas, Ecuador
+593-994-864200
henkdebruinycaza@gmail.com

 
Rafael E. Trujillo
Executive Director
National Chamber of Fisheries
Ave. 9 de Octubre 424, Of. 802
Guayaquil, Guayas Ecuador
+593-42566346
rtrujillo@camaradepesqueria.ec

Cooperating Non-member - El Salvador

ANTONIO VASQUEZ
WCPFC Commissioner
CENDEPESCA
antonio.vasquez@mag.gob.sv

 
Dorys Beatriz Coto Herrera
Law Assistant
CENDEPESCA
503-787836890
dorys.coto@mags.gob.sv
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Cooperating Non-member - Liberia

Francis Bigboy Boimah
Transshipment Coordinator
National Fisheries and Aquaculture
Authority Republic of Liberia
Bushrod Island, 
Monrovia, Liberia
+231770366583
fboimah@nafaa.gov.lr

 
Yvonne Kaulah Clinton
Deputy Commissioner for Vessel
Registration
Liberia Maritime Authority
99 Park Avenue 
Suite 830 New York 10016
3472827092

Cooperating Non-member - Nicaragua

Jimmy A. Villavicencio
Nicaragua Delegate - Private Legal
Advisor Consultant
CNM
EDIFICIO BUSINESS CENTER, Torre
B, 7mo Piso. OFIC 704
Avenidas M2 y M3 (Diagonal a Torres
Oro Verde – Zona del Mall del Pacifico)
Manta - Ecuador
+593 984 363 808
jvillavicencio@v-a.com.ec

 
Julio Guevara
Nicaraguan Commissioner (INPÊSCA
Presidency Advisor)
INPESCA
Nuevo emperador
00507 69975100
jguevara@inpesca.gob.ni

Cooperating Non-member - Panama

VIVIAN MINERVA QUIROS SOLIS
FISHING TECHNICIAN
PANAMA AQUATIC RESOURCES
AUTHORITY
45TH STREET, BELLA VISTA WITH
JUSTO AROSEMENA AVENUE, NEXT
TO "LA CASA DEL MÉDICO"
+50768733051 / +5075116008
vquiros@arap.gob.pa

Cooperating Non-member - Thailand

Mr.Sarayoot Boonkumjad
Chief of Overseas Fisheries
Cooperation Group
Department of Fisheries,Thailand
Department of Fisheries
Kaset Klang,Chatuchak, Paholyothin
Road, Bangkok 10900 ,Thailand
+668 9922 9701
sboonkumjad@yahoo.com

 
Ms.Nootchaya Karnjanapradit
Fishery Biologist, Practitioner Level
Department of Fisheries,Thailand
Department of Fisheries
Kaset Klang,Chatuchak, Paholyothin
Road, Bangkok 10900 ,Thailand
+662 2516 5149
phoenix_noon@hotmail.com
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Cooperating Non-member - Vietnam

NGUYEN DANG KIEN
Officer
Vietnam Ministry of Agriculture and
Rural Development (MARD) -
Directorate of Fisheries)
No 10 Nguyen Cong Hoan Street , Ba
Dinh District, Hanoi, Vietnam
+84967.503.866
nguyendangkien2001@gmail.com

 
Nguyen Thi Phuong Thanh
Program official - International
Cooperation Department
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Development of Viet Nam
No 2 Ngoc Ha, Ba Dinh, Ha Noi
+84906338181

Observer - Agreement for the Conservation of Albatross and Petrels (ACAP)

Christine Heather Bogle
Executive Secretary
Secretariat of the Agreement on the
Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels
119 Macquarie St
Hobart Tasmania 7000 AUSTRALIA
+61361656674
christine.bogle@acap.aq

Observer - American Tunaboat Association (ATA)

William Gibbons-Fly
Executive Director
American Tunaboat Association
1 Tuna Lane, Suite 1
San Diego, CA 92101
+1 410-940-9385

Observer - Australian National Centre for Ocean Resources and Security (ANCORS)

John Virdin
Director, Ocean Policy research
program
Duke University
2117 Campus Drive, Duke University,
Durham, NC USA
2026411116
john.virdin@duke.edu

 
Nathan Miller
Senior Data Scientist
Global Fishing Watch
23 Montell St. Oakland, CA 94611 USA
+14159330828

Observer - Conservation International (CI)

Johann Bell
Senior Director - Pacific Tuna Fisheries
Conservation International
C/- Center for Oceans, Conservation
International, 555 Harding Ave Ste 200,
Honolulu, HI, 96816 USA
+61412657319
jbell@conservation.org
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Observer - Curacao

Hans Mol
Managing Director
CURACAO
North Trade Building, 3rd Floor
Noorderian 133, 2030 Antiwerp Belgium
32 3 369 6771

 
Ramon Chong
Chairman
International Fisheries Commission
Pletterijweg 43 
Curacao
+599 9529 7290
Ramon.Chong@gobiernu.cw

Observer - Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations (FAO)

Janne Fogelgren
Senior Fishery Officer
Common Oceans Tuna Project
Fisheries and Aquaculture Department 
Food and Agriculture Organization of
the United Nations (FAO) Rome, Italy
Web: http://www.fao.org/in-
action/commonoceans/en/
Tel: +39 06 570 52377
janne.fogelgren@fao.org

Observer - International Environmental Law Project

Chris A. Wold
Of Counsel
International Environmental Law Project
Lewis & Clark Law School
10015 SW Terwilliger Blvd. Portland,
Oregon USA 97212
5037686734
wold@lclark.edu

Observer - International Pole and Line Foundation (IPNLF)

Jeremy Crawford
Southeast Asia Director
International Pole and Line Foundation
jeremy.crawford@ipnlf.org

Observer - Marine Stewardship Council

Bill Holden
Senior Fisheries Manager Oceania and
SE Asia
Marine Stewardship Council
Building 6, 202 Nicholson Parade
Cronulla, NSW 2230 Australia
+61415964236
bill.holden@msc.org
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Observer - North Pacific Fisheries Commission (NPFC)

Dae Yeon Moon
Executive Secretary
North Pacific Fisheries Commission

2nd Floor Hakuyo Hall, Tokyo University
of Marine Science and Technology, 4-5-
7 Konan, Minato-ku, Tokyo 108-8477,
Japan
Tel: 81-3-5479-8717
dymoon@npfc.int
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Observer - Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA)

Allan Rahari
Director Fisheries Operations Division
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
1 FFA Road
Honiara, Solomon Islands
+677 21123

 
CHRISTOPHER REID
Chief Economist
FFA
1 FFA Road
Honiara, Solomon Islands
+677791854
chris.reid@ffa.int

 
Dr Manu Tupou-Roosen
Director General
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
(FFA)
1 FFA Road
Honiara Solomon Islands
677 21124
manu.tupou-roosen@ffa.int

Dr Tim Adams
Consultant Fisheries Management
Adviser
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
(FFA)
44 Rue des Niaoulis, Port Ouenghi
BP 2378, 98846 Noumea Cedex NEW
CALEDONIA
tim.adams@gonedau.com

 
Joyce Samuelu-Ah Leong
Fisheries Management Adviser
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
1 FFA Road
Honiara, Solomon Islands
joyce.samuelu-ahleong@ffa.int

 
Matthew Hooper
Deputy Director General
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
(FFA)
1 FFA Road
Honiara, Solomon Islands
matt.hooper@ffa.int

Patricia Sachs-Cornish
Executive Officer
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
(FFA)
1 FFA Road
Honiara Solomon Islands
677 21124
patricia.sachs-cornish@ffa.int

 
PIO MANOA
Legal Counsel
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
P O Box 629
Honiara Solomon Islands
pio.manoa@ffa.int

 
Reuben John Sulu
Fisheries Management Advisor
Forum Fisheries Agency
PO Box 629
1 FFA Road, West Kola'a Ridge Honiara
Solomon Islands
67721124
reuben.sulu@ffa.int

Rhea Moss-Christian
Consultant
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
1 Koloale Road, Honiara, Solomon
Islands
rhea.moss@gmail.com

 
Taro Kawamoto
Tuna Industry Adviser
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
1 FFA road PO Box 629 Honiara
Solomon Islands
6778508120
taro.kawamoto@ffa.int

 
Tevita Tupou
Coordinator-Aerial Surveillance
Programme
FFA
PO Box 629
Honiara Solomon Is
+677 23528
tevita.tupou@ffa.int

Wetjens Dimmlich
Acting Director Fisheries Management
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
(FFA)
1 Koloale Road, Honiara, Solomon
Islands
+677 21124 ext. 236
wetjens.dimmlich@ffa.int
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Observer - Pacific Islands Forum Secretariat (PIFS)

Salome V. taufa
Resource Economist
Pacific Island Forum Secretariat
Ratu Sukuna Road
Suva Fiji
+6799931321
salomet@forumsec.org

Observer - Pacific Islands Tuna Industry Association

John Maefiti
Executive Officer
PITIA
P.O Box 178
Suva, Fiji Islands
9292899
jmaefiti@pacifictuna.org

Observer - Parties to the Nauru Agreement (PNA)

Grace Roland
Consultant
PNA Office
PO Box 3992
Majuro, Marshall Islands 96960
(692) 625 7626

 
John Kelimana
MSC/IT Officer
PNA Office
P.O box 3992
Majuro, Marshall Islands
4565148

 
Les Clark
Advisor
Parties to the Nauru Agreement
les@rayfishresearch.com

Ludwig Kumoru
Director
Parties to the Nauru Agreement

 
Martial Povost
PIRIOU Project Manager Fishing
Vessels
c/o PNA Office
martial.provost@piriou.vn

 
Maurice Brownjohn
Commercial Manager
Parties to the Nauru Agreement (PNA)
PNA Office
P. O. Box 3992 Majuro, Marshall Islands

Sangaalofa Clark
Policy Advisor
Parties to the Nauru Agreement
sangaa@pnatuna.com
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Observer - Pew Charitable Trust

Eunhee Kim
Researcher
Citizens' Institute for Environmental
Studies
23 Pilrundae-ro, Jongno-gu
Seoul, Korea 03039
ekim@kfem.or.kr

 
Hoki Lo
Consultant
Pew Charitable Trusts
6F, 37 Jixiang Rd
Taipei City 105, Taiwan

 
Jamie Gibbon
Manager
The Pew Charitable Trusts
One Commerce Square
2005 Market Street Suite 2800
Philadelphia, PA 19103-7077
jgibbon@pewtrusts.org

Observer - Seafood Legacy

Aiko Yamauchi
Senior Officer
Seafood Leagacy
#201 8-14-9 Ginza, Chuo-ku, Tokyo,
Japan
+81-3-6884-6496
aiko.yamauchi@seafoodlegacy.com

 
Haruko Koike
Fishery Scientist
Seafood Legacy
#201 8-14-9 Ginza, Chuo-ku Tokyo 104-
0061, Japan
+81 3-6884-6496
haruko.koike@seafoodelegacy.com

Observer - Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC)

Dr Graham Pilling
Deputy Director FAME (OFP)
Oceanic Fisheries Programme
SPC
B.P. D5 98848 Noumea New Caledonia
+687 262000

 
Dr. John Hampton
Chief Fisheries Scientist
Oceanic Fisheries Programme
SPC
B.P. D5 98848 Noumea New Caledonia
+687 262000
johnh@spc.int

 
Finlay Scott
Scientist
Secretariat of the Pacific Community
(SPC)
SPC
B.P. D5 98848 Noumea New Caledonia
+687 262000
finlays@spc.int

Peter Williams
WCPFC Data Manager
Oceanic Fisheries Programme SPC
SPC
B.P. D5 98848 Noumea New Caledonia
+687 262000
peterw@spc.int

 
Robert Scott
Senior Fisheries Scientist
SPC
SPC
B.P. D5 98848 Noumea New Caledonia
+687 262000
robertsc@spc.int

Observer - The Ocean Foundation

Dave Gershman
Officer, International Fisheries
The Ocean Foundation
Honolulu, HI 96816
United States
+1-617-285-9281
dgershman@oceanfdn.org
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Observer - The World Bank

Xavier F. P. VINCENT
Lead Fisheries Specialist
The World Bank
1818 H Street NW
Washington DC 20433 U.S.A.
+1.202.473.24.26
xvincent@worldbank.org

Observer - World Tuna Purse Seine Organisation (WTPO)

Marcel Roderick C Chiu
Secretary
World Tuna Purse seine Organization
17 Floor Frabelle Business
Centre, 111 Rada Street, Legaspi
Village, Makati City, Metro Manila,
Philippines
+63 9179469370

Observer - World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF)

Alexander Knecht
Chief Financial Officer
Bali Seafood International
Jl. Bypass Ngurah Rai No 88
Sanur Denpasar Bali Indonesia
+62 811 389 2101
alex@baliseafood.net

 
Bubba Cook
Western and Central Pacific Tuna
Programme Manager
World Wide Fund for Nature
49 Boulcott Street
Level 6, Davis Langdon House
Wellington, 6035 New Zealand
+64 (0)27 833 0537

 
Duncan Williams
Programme Manager, Sustainable
Fisheries and Seafood Programme
WWF
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Attachment B* 

WCPFC16 

Welcoming Remarks by WCPFC Executive Director Mr Feleti P Teo 

 

Your excellencies  

Our Guest of Honour and the Prime Minister of the Independent State of Papua New Guinea; 

the Honourable James Marape MP 

Madam Chair of the WCPFC; Ms Jung-re Riley Kim 

Fisheries Ministers of members states of the WCPFC 

Distinguished local dignitaries 

Senior Officials of member states and participating territories of the WCPFC 

Representatives of cooperating non-member states  

Heads and representatives of international and regional organisations 

Representatives of observer organisations  

My own staff of the WCPFC Secretariat 

Ladies and gentlemen. 

 

2. It is indeed my special and honoured duty to extend to you a warm welcome to the 

opening ceremony for the 16th annual session of the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries 

Commission (or WCPFC) but better known as the Pacific Tuna Commission. 

3. To our Guest of Honour, Prime Minister Marape, please permit me to convey to you on 

behalf of the Pacific Tuna Commission and all delegates in attendance our collective 

appreciation and gratitude to you for gracing us with your presence this morning and for 

agreeing to avail yourself from your heavy schedule and responsibilities to address us and to 

officially open this annual meeting of the Pacific Tuna Commission for 2019.  

4. I understand, Prime Minister, that your Parliament is in session and you have far more 

important matters of state, so we are extremely honoured and privileged to have you address 

us this morning and to share with us some of your insights and inspirations on how this Tuna 

Commission should pursue its core mandate to ensure, through effective management, the long 

term conservation and sustainable utilisation of the tuna stocks and other highly migratory fish 

stocks of the western and central Pacific Ocean. 

5. We look forward with excitement to your keynote address. 

6. Prime Minister let me also express the Commission’s gratitude to your government and 

people for offering to host this annual session in this beautiful city of Port Moresby. Hosting 

the annual meeting of this organisation is quite a significant undertaking as the number of 

delegates to these annual meetings are quite large and for this meeting we are expecting more 

than 500 delegates.  
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7. But we all know Papua New Guinea has the capacity and resources to host and manage 

such large gatherings and we have so far been impressed with the magnificent meeting 

arrangements and the extent of the warmth and largess of the PNG hospitality extended to each 

and every delegation.   

8. Although this is the first time that Papua New Guinea is hosting the annual meeting of 

the Commission, Papua New Guinea has in the past hosted other associated meetings of the 

Commission. In 2008 the 4th annual meeting of the Scientific Committee was also hosted here 

in Port Moresby. And in 2002 the second meeting of the preparatory conference that negotiated 

organisational arrangements for the establishment of the Commission was held in Madang. 

9. So, Papua New Guinea has played an instrumental and influential role in the 

establishment and work of the Tuna Commission. Even some of PNG fisheries officials have 

served with distinction in roles of Chairs of the subsidiary bodies of the Commission, the 

science committee and the technical and compliance committee and various other working 

groups of the Commission.  

10. On this occasion, Prime Minister let me acknowledge specifically your Minister for 

Fisheries, Hon Lino Tom who will be our host for the next six days. Thank you Minister and 

thank you to all your good officials for the splendid meeting arrangements.  

11. We all know that due to reasons beyond your control you and your team have to find in 

a matter of a week an alternative meeting venue to the International Convention Centre that 

was initially identified as the venue for this meeting.  

12. And here we are this morning at this magnificent facility beautifully prepared and 

arranged to accommodate us for the next 6 days of our deliberations. So, on behalf of the 

Commission and all visiting delegates I thank you Minister Tom and your team for all the 

logistical support provided to organise the staging of this meeting here in Port Moresby and in 

this very magnificent facility.  

13. Let me also take a moment to acknowledge the presence of other Ministers of Fisheries 

of member states of the Pacific Tuna Commission, in particular from island states of the Pacific. 

Thank you Ministers for your presence and attendance. Your continued attendance at the 

annual session of the meetings of the Tuna Commission certainly send a powerful message of 

how serious and concern the coastal states of this region about the health and sustainability of 

the tuna stocks and other highly migratory fish stocks of this region. Your continued support 

to the work of the Commission is very much appreciated. 

14. Prime Minister, distinguished ministers and distinguished delegates as we gather for 

the 16th annual session of this Tuna Commission here in Port Moresby this region the western 

and central Pacific Ocean has a good and proud story to tell the rest of the world.  

15. This ocean that comes under the fisheries management competence of the Pacific Tuna 

Commission has the richest tuna resources and the highest tuna production. In terms of the 

global tuna production for 2018, this region contributed more than half 55% of the global tuna 

catch and in terms of the total catch for the entire Pacific Ocean, it contributed 81%.  

16. In addition to the high tuna production levels for this region, this region also has all its 

key commercial tuna stocks of bigeye, skipjack, SP albacore and yellowfin assessed to have 

WCPFC16 Summary Report issued 2 April 2020
pg 148



3 
 

been managed and maintained above agreed sustainable levels. This accomplishment is not 

matched by any other regional ocean in the world. 

17. However, with such an accomplishment there lie the challenge of the temptation to be 

complacent and to be less vigilant in our collective conservation efforts. With the key tuna 

stocks in heathy conditions the pressure to loosen or weaken some of the conservation actions 

of the past years will certainly increases. 

18. As your Executive Director I think it is incumbent on me to continue to remind 

members and participating territories that this Tuna Commission is first and foremost a 

conservation organisation and it must continue to have as its central focus the biological 

sustainability of the fish stocks. All other considerations and interests whether financial, 

economic or commercial must remain subservient to that central focus. 

19. And as the Commission embark on its important work for the next 6 days, I am 

confident that your meeting is well served by the scientific and technical advice and 

information that has been furnished by the subsidiary bodies of the Commission and other 

working groups to inform the important decisions that the Commission will need to make over 

the course of your deliberations here in Port Moresby.  

20. Prime Minister thank you once again for honouring us this morning with your presence 

and we all look forward to your address. 

Thank you true.   

END 
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WCPFC 16 Opening Statement 

WCPFC Chair, Jung-re Riley Kim 

 

Good morning and welcome to the 16th Regular Session of the Western and Central 

Pacific Fisheries Commission. 

The Honorable James Marape, Prime Minister of the Independent State of Papua New 

Guinea, Honorable Ministers, Diplomatic Corps, WCPFC Executive Director Feleti Teo, 

Distinguished delegates and representatives, ladies and gentlemen, 

I would like to express my sincere gratitude to our host, the government of Papua New 

Guinea for hosting the 16th Session of the WCPFC here in this vibrant city of Port 

Moresby. With more than a thousand tribal communities and more than 800 different 

languages, Papua New Guinea signifies the beauty of diversity and harmonious 

cooperation, which underpins any multilateral organizations including the Western and 

Central Pacific Fisheries Commission. As one of the key players in the Pacific region, 

PNG has been contributing to the work of the Commission in various ways since the 

inception of this organization, and I am very amazed at the professionalism and 

efficiency that the government of PNG has shown as the host of WCPFC 16. Also, that 

the honorable Prime Minister is here with us today gives even stronger significance to 

this gathering, so I truly appreciate it.  

I would also like to take this opportunity to express my heart-felt appreciation to all 

Members for your confidence in me, allowing me the honor of chairing this great 

Commission. 

If you could indulge me, I would like to start on a rather emotional note. Today, I’ve 

brought with me this wooden tea coaster that says “WCPFC 7, Honolulu Convention 

10th Anniversary.” This is a souvenir from the 7th Session of the WCPFC in 2010, which 

was my first WCPFC meeting, when I put my first step in the world of regional fisheries 

management. Words just do not suffice to describe the fascination, amazement, 

admiration and a little intimidation that I felt on the first day of the meeting, and that’s 

when I knew that this world is where I want to be involved for a very, very long time. 

I’ve been keeping this wooden coaster at my office for 9 years now, as a daily reminder 

of how fortunate I am to be a part of this important process. Against this backdrop, it 

gives me an immense pleasure and honor to lead the discussions that will contribute 

to shaping the future of resource conservation and management in the Western and 

Central Pacific region.  

As with past years, WCPFC 16 is tasked with a number of critical issues. These include: 

making further progress on Harvest Strategy; improving the Compliance Monitoring 

Scheme which is set to expire this year; discussing and producing workplan to come 

up with high seas purse seine catch or effort limits and bigeye limits and relevant 

allocations as set out in our tropical tuna measure; discussing ways to ensure the 

effective conservation and management of SP Albacore; following up the progresses 

regarding electronic monitoring and transshipment management, to name just a few.  

Prime Minister Marape, Honorable Ministers and distinguished delegates, I would like 
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to draw your attention to the Harvest Strategy, which is one of the core objectives of 

the Commission and the one that the tropical tuna measure is bridging for. WCPFC 15 

in Honolulu agreed on a 6-day annual meeting for WCPFC16 to provide sufficient time 

for the Commission to move forward with discussions and development of harvest 

strategy in accordance with CMM 2014-06. Building on what the Commission has 

achieved over the past few years through rounds of the Management Options 

Workshops and small working groups, I expect that WCPFC 16 will make meaningful 

progress moving our discussions forward. Although our steps may be slower than we 

hope for, and we may have to build an extended bridge next year for tropical tuna, but 

I’m convinced we will eventually get there. In this regard, I am very grateful to the the 

SPC-OFP for their significant contribution to providing science and data inputs into this 

very important work, and their innovative efforts and initiatives to engaging with CCMs 

and contribute to building their capacity in terms of Harvest Strategy. 

Speaking of capacity building, the consideration of special requirements of Small 

Island Developing States is deeply embedded in our Convention, and has served as 

one of the guiding principles in the work of the Commission over the last 19 years 

since the adoption of the Convention. I truly appreciate all CCMs for your endeavors 

to uphold this important principle. 

Prime Minister Marape, Honorable Ministers and distinguished delegates, 

Before I close my remarks, I would like to share some words of appreciation and 

acknowledgements. My special thanks go to the Executive Director and his team, who 

always push the envelope in supporting the work of the Commission, and as the first 

time chair, I got incredible support from the Secretariat staff in preparation for this 

meeting. They have always been ahead of the needs of the Commission, and they 

have always been on top of everything. 

I would also like to thank the Commission Vice Chair, and Chairs and Vice Chairs of 

the subsidiary bodies of the Commission for your hard work and leadership. 

I acknowledge that 2019 marks the 40th anniversary of the Forum Fisheries Agency, 

so congratulations on your 40th anniversary, FFA Members. I wish you another 

successful 40 years. 

Last but not least, I never had a chance to express my proper thanks and 

acknowledgement to our former Chair Ms. Rhea Moss-Christian, who is here with us 

today. The four years during which Rhea led the Commission were among the most 

challenging time for the WCPFC, but she successfully navigated us through the rough 

waters and got things done, including two rounds of amendment of the tropical tuna 

measure that required excruciating negotiations, observer safety measure which set 

an example to other RFMOs, target reference points for Skipjack and South Pacific 

Albacore, and marine pollution prevention measure. While assisting her for the last 

two years as the Vice Chair of the Commission, I witnessed firsthand her dedication, 

focus and stewardship. As the new Chair of the Commission, I have every intention to 

carry on her legacy with my best effort, because that is what this Commission deserves. 

Thank you. 
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Statement by Hon. James Marape, MP 

Prime Minister, Papua New Guinea  

16th Annual Regular Session of Western and Central Pacfiic Fisheries 

Commission, Sir John Guise Indoor Stadium, Waigani, Papua New Guinea 

5th December 2019 

 

Madam Chair 

Distinguished Ministers  

Mr. Feleti Teo, Executive Director of WCPFC 

Excellencies, and Members of the Diplomatic Community 

Distinguished Delegates 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

 

It gives me great pleasure to be here today and to make a few remarks 

on the occasion of the official opening of the 16th Regular Session of the 

Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission.   

On behalf of my Government and the People of Papua New Guinea, I 

would like to extend to you all, a very warm welcome to our country and 

our capital city of Port Moresby.   

Papua New Guinea is a land of many cultures, tradition and languages. 

We have a population of more than 8 million, over 800 languages and 
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over 1000 tribes. PNG is truly a land of a million journeys. Our 

environment on land ranges from tropical beaches to snowcapped 

mountains. But we share our oceans tropical fishery resources and ocean 

environment. 

We are not new to UN lead processes like UNCLOS, with our region’s 

leaders calling for High sea’s management in the 70s in Madang, and 

ultimately the declarations of our EEZ and then later MHLC process to 

establish high seas management.  We hosted the Prepcom conference in 

Madang preceding the 1st WCPFC conference. So, we welcome back 

those involved in our journey.   

 More recently I recall the importance of the UN Sustainable 

Development Goal 14 on life below water to conserve and sustainably 

use the oceans and marine resources for sustainable development. In 

the words of Peter Thompson, UN Special Envoy for the Ocean and I 

quote “we must establish the right balance between protection and 

production so that the sustainable development will be the inheritance 

we pass to the generations that will follow…” (end of quote). 

The “Blue Pacific” – as declared by Forum Leaders calls for us as stewards 

of the ocean and its resources supports economic growth, are 

sustainable, and that appropriate systems are in place to secure our 

resources from all possible threats. 

I must also note the current High seas initiatives under BBNJ which are 

covering biological diversity of our oceans 

Ladies and gentlemen, Our Ocean, the Western and Central Pacific 

Ocean - is home to the world’s most productive tuna fisheries. Unlike the 

predominantly high seas tuna fisheries in other oceans, the tuna fisheries 

of the WCPO mainly occurs mostly under national jurisdiction – largely 

within the exclusive economic zones of Pacific Small Island Developing 
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State’s. In the case of the biggest tuna stock being Skipjack, our islands 

EEZs produce about 70% of the WCPFC catch and 50% of global supply 

feeding the industrialized world consumers. 

Despite the healthy status, I am aware that there are issues and 

challenges affecting the sustainability of tuna and the other highly 

migratory and straddling fish stocks of the WCPO. One of the key 

challenges that I wish to highlight is illegal, unreported and unregulated 

(IUU) fishing. IUU fishing and credible traceability has far reaching 

consequences for the long-term sustainable management of our 

fisheries. We need to continue to address this global phenomenon.  

There are also other pressing issues that this session of the Commission 

needs to address. These include the need to develop harvest strategies 

for the key commercial tuna species; controlling high seas fishing effort 

and transshipment; the special requirements for small island developing 

states; and an effective compliance monitoring system; among others. 

Despite these issues and challenges, it is pleasing to note that the 

number of resolutions and fisheries management measures agreed to 

over the years have contributed to ensuring that all major tuna stocks in 

the WCPFC area are currently at sustainable levels and in the green, an 

achievement no other RFMO can boast. 

In the spirit of collective aspirations, it is incumbent upon all of us, to 

work together in true partnership to ensure our fish stocks remain 

healthy. We should not be complacent, but be responsible and take 

proactive action to protect our inheritance. 

The tuna fisheries are a significant resource and for some of our Pacific 

Island nations, tuna is the primary source of revenue, employment and 

food security. Therefore, any measure taken at the Commission must 
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recognise the special needs of small island developing states and leave 

not one behind. 

I acknowledge the contributions of sub-regional bodies and agencies 

such at the Forum Fisheries Agency, the Parties to the Nauru Agreement 

in management and development and the role of the Secretariat of the 

Pacific Community in providing scientific advice to the commission. 

Papua New Guinea is committed to ensuring the long term sustainability 

of highly migratory fish stocks, particularly the key  species of tuna 

including skipjack, yellow-fin, big eye and albacore. While our country is 

blessed with abundant natural resources, tuna fisheries has been a 

significant  contributor to our economy .  

My government’s vision is to encourage growth through onshore and 

downstream processing in the fisheries sector in our region, providing 

jobs, livelihoods, forex and food security. See our region recognized in 

the global market as the home of sustainable fishing and catch.  We are 

undertaking reforms and putting in place appropriate policy and 

regulatory framework to enhance this. These reforms are geared toward 

fostering foreign direct investments and greater participation by our 

people. 

 

Finally, I call upon the WCPFC to give sufficient time and prominance to 

address emerging issues. These include issues of climate change and its 

impact on our low-lying islands in PNG and the Pacific, our waters and 

the fish stocks within, also growing impacts of pollution from plastics and 

marine debris, harmful fisheries subsidies impacting our fragile 

economies, social accountability standards for those employed, and so 

forth. These issues are real for us and we must manage them to 

participate and to survive. 
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I therefore look forward to the fruitful outcomes of this WCPFC meeting. 

I am confident that your deliberations this week will strenghten existing 

management measures and also that you will be able to reach concensus 

on the adoption of new management measures that are necessary for 

the sustainable management of the fish stocks and our equitable 

participation. 

We must take action now because we owe it to our children and our 

grandchildren, and unlike global fishing fleets, the reality is our islands 

cannot move on to new regions if we spoil our resources.  

I wish you all the success in your deliberations and declare the 16th 

Annual Regular Session of the WCPFC open. 

 

Thank you and God bless. 
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Attachment E* 

COMMISSION 

SIXTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea 

5 – 11 December 2019 

ADOPTED AGENDA 

5 December 2019 

 

AGENDA ITEM 1. OPENING OF MEETING 

1.1 Adoption of agenda 

1.2 Statements from Members and Participating Territories 

1.3 Meeting arrangements 

1.3.1 Establishment of small working groups (CNMs, CMR, others) 

 

AGENDA ITEM 2. ANNUAL REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR  

 

AGENDA ITEM 3. MEMBERSHIP AND OTHER APPLICATIONS 

3.1 Status of the Convention 

3.2 Update on Observer status 

3.3 Applications for Cooperating Non-Member (CNM) status 

3.3.1 Participatory rights of CNMs  

 

AGENDA ITEM 4. NEW PROPOSALS  

 

AGENDA ITEM 5. SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS OF DEVELOPING STATES 

5.1 Implementation of Article 30 of WCPFC Convention and CMM 2013-07 (SIDS special 

requirements) 

5.2 Updated Strategic Investment Plan 

 

AGENDA ITEM 6: HARVEST STRATEGY 

Discussion will focus on progressing implementation of the Agreed Work Plan for the Adoption of Harvest 

Strategies under CMM 2014-06 covering South Pacific albacore, skipjack, bigeye and yellowfin. The 

species-specific elements of the Work Plan are considered in agenda item 7. The Northern Committee will 

also provide update on harvest strategies relating to northern stocks when those stocks are considered in 

agenda item 7. 

6.1 Overview of Harvest Strategy 

6.2 Harvest Strategy Display Software 

6.3 Management Objectives  

6.4 Performance indicators and Monitoring Strategy 

6.5 Management Strategy Evaluation 

6.6 Terms of Reference for a Science-Management Dialogue  

6.7 Review of Work Plan 
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AGENDA ITEM 7: WCPO TUNA AND BILLFISH STOCKS  

Relevant outcomes from meetings of subsidiary bodies, intersessional working groups and other relevant 

sources will be presented to facilitate discussions under this agenda item. Some elements of the Harvest 

Strategy Work Plan for the adoption of harvest strategies under CMM 2014-06 are integrated into the 

discussions under this agenda item. 

7.1 General overview of stock status (bigeye, skipjack, SP albacore, yellowfin, Pacific bluefin, 

NP albacore and NP swordfish) 

7.2 Bigeye, Skipjack and Yellowfin 

7.2.1 Harvest strategies issues 

7.2.1.1 Review of target reference point for skipjack 

7.2.1.2 Target reference point for bigeye and yellowfin 

7.2.1.3 Harvest control rules and management strategy evaluation for skipjack  

7.2.2     Review of CMM 2018-01 (bigeye, skipjack, yellowfin) 

7.2.2.1 Purse seine limits for high seas 

7.2.2.2 Purse seine EEZ limits for concerned CCMs yet to notify their limits  

7.2.2.3 Long line limits for bigeye 

7.2.2.4 FAD management 

7.2.2.5 Other commercial fisheries for bigeye, skipjack and yellowfin 

7.2.2.6 New CMM for tropical tunas 

7.3 South Pacific Albacore  

 7.3.1 Roadmap for effective conservation and management of SP albacore 

 7.3.2 Performance indicators 

 7.3.3 Harvest control rules and management strategy evaluation  

7.3.4 Review of CMM 2015-02 (SP albacore) 

7.4 Pacific bluefin 

7.4.1 Harvest strategy for Pacific bluefin 

7.4.2 Review of CMM 2018-02 and consideration of any proposed amendments  

7.5 North Pacific albacore 

7.5.1 Harvest strategy for NP albacore  

7.5.2 Review of CMM-2005-03 and consideration of any proposed amendments 

7.6 North Pacific swordfish 

7.6.1 Harvest strategy for NP swordfish fisheries 

7.7 North Pacific striped marlin 

7.7.1 Limit reference point for NP striped marlin 

7.7.2 Review CMM 2010-01 and consideration of any proposal for a rebuilding plan 

7.8 South Pacific striped marlin 

7.8.1 Limit reference point for SP striped marlin 

7.9 Others  

 

AGENDA ITEM 8: WCPO SHARK STOCKS AND BYCATCH MITIGATION 

Relevant outcomes from meetings of subsidiary bodies, intersessional working groups and other relevant 

sources will be presented to facilitate discussions under this agenda item. 

8.1 Review of existing shark measures and consideration of limit reference points for sharks 

8.2 Proposal for a Comprehensive CMM for Sharks and Rays 

8.3 Review of CMM 2018-03 on Seabirds 

8.4 Others  
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AGENDA ITEM 9: ADOPTION OF REPORTS FROM SUBSIDIARY BODIES 

The reports of the subsidiary bodies will be taken as read and will not be presented to the Commission. 

However, recommendations of subsidiary bodies not addressed under other agenda items will be considered 

under this agenda item. A list of those recommendations will be provided in dedicated reference document. 

9.1 SC15 

9.2 NC15 

9.3 TCC15 

9.4 Intersessional working groups 

9.4.1 Review of the Transhipment Measure CMM 2009-06 

9.4.2 E-Reporting and E-Monitoring Working Group  

 

AGENDA ITEM 10: COMPLIANCE MONITORING SCHEME 

10.1 Consideration and adoption of the Final Compliance Monitoring Report (CMR) 

10.2 Review the workplan of tasks to enhance the Compliance Monitoring Scheme 

10.3 Expiry of CMM 2018-07 at the end of 2019 

 

AGENDA ITEM 11: ADOPTION OF THE 2020 IUU VESSEL LIST 

 

AGENDA ITEM 12: REPORT OF THE THIRTEENTH ANNUAL SESSION OF THE 

FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE 

12.1 Report of the Thirteenth Finance and Administration Committee 

12.2 Budget approval for 2020 and Indicative Budgets for 2021 and 2022 

 

AGENDA ITEM 13: ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS 

13.1 Secretariat’s Corporate Plan 

13.2 Research projects 

13.2.1 ABNJ Project 

13.2.2 Pacific Tuna Tagging Project 

13.2.3 WCPFC Tissue Bank 

13.2.4 WPEA Project  

13.2A Other proposals 

 13.2A.1. Japan proposal to compare high seas VMS data with AIS data    

13.2A.2. MOU with SPRFMO 

13.2A.3. Climate change 

13.2A.4  Expiry of Charter Notification CMM 

13.3 Election of officers 

13.4 Future meetings 

 

AGENDA ITEM 14: OTHER MATTERS 

 

AGENDA ITEM 15: SUMMARY REPORT OF THE WCPFC16 

 

AGENDA ITEM 16: CLOSE OF MEETING 
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Attachment F* 

COMMISSION 

SIXTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea 

5 – 11 December 2019 

COOPERATING NON-MEMBERS 

Conservation and Management Measure 2019-011 

 

REAFFIRMING the objective of the WCPF Convention is to ensure through effective 

management, the long-term conservation and sustainable use of highly migratory fish stocks in the 

Western and Central Pacific Ocean in accordance with the United Nations Convention on the Law 

of the Sea of 10 December 1982 and the Agreement on the Provisions of the United Nations 

Convention on the Law of the Sea of 10 December 1982 relating to the Conservation and 

Management of Straddling Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks; 

 

RECALLING the 1999 MHLC Resolution on Future Participation in the Conference placed a limit 

on the number of participants in the Multilateral High Level Conference on the Conservation and 

Management of Highly Migratory Fish Stocks (MHLC), and confirmed the eligibility of MHLC 

participants to become members of the WCPFC; 

 

RECALLING the Conservation and Management Measure 2004-02 on Cooperating Non-

Members adopted at the inaugural session of the WCPFC December 9-10, 2004; 

 

RECOGNIZING the continuing need to encourage non-Parties with vessels fishing for WCPFC 

species in the Convention Area to implement WCPFC conservation measures; 

 

RECALLING Article 32(4) of the WCPF Convention that provides for members of the 

Commission to request non-Parties to this Convention whose vessels fish in the Convention Area 

to cooperate fully in the implementation of conservation and management measures adopted by 

the Commission; 

 

TAKING INTO ACCOUNT the status of highly migratory fish stocks in the WCPF Convention 

Area and the existing level of fishing effort in the WCPF Convention Area; 

 

REAFFIRMING that the Commission shall give full recognition to the special requirements of 

developing States Parties to this Convention, in particular small island developing States, and of 

territories and possessions, in relation to conservation and management of highly migratory fish 

stocks in the Convention Area and development of fisheries for such stocks; and  

                                                           
1  Replaces CMM 2009-11 
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GIVING EFFECT to Article 32 of the WCPF Convention: 

 

1. A non-member of the Commission, with an interest in the fishery, or whose vessels fish or 

intend to fish in the Convention Area, may request the Commission for the status of 

Cooperating non-member (CNM).  Any such request and supporting information shall be 

in English and shall be received by the Executive Director at least 60 days in advance of 

the annual meeting of the Technical and Compliance Committee meeting at which the 

request will be considered.  The Executive Director shall notify all members of the 

Commission of any such request and circulate the full application to all members. 

 

2. A non-member seeking the status of CNM shall include with its request: 

a. its reason for seeking CNM status, 

b. a commitment to cooperate fully in the implementation of conservation and 

management measures adopted by the Commission and to ensure that fishing 

vessels flying its flag and fishing in the Convention Area and, to the greatest extent 

possible, its nationals, comply with the provisions of the Convention and 

conservation and management measures adopted by the Commission; 

c. an explicit commitment to accept high seas boarding and inspections in accordance 

with the Commission’s procedures on high seas boarding and inspection; 

d. full data on its historical fisheries in the Convention Area, including nominal 

catches, number/type of vessels, name of fishing vessels, fishing effort and fishing 

areas; 

e. all the data and information members of the Commission are required to submit, in 

accordance with the recommendations adopted by the Commission; details of its 

current fishing presence in the Convention Area, including the number of its vessels 

and their characteristics; results from research programmes it has conducted in the 

Convention Area; 

f. any further relevant information as determined by the Commission; and 

g. an explicit commitment to make financial contributions commensurate with what 

it would be assessed should it become a Contracting Party or a Member, pursuant 

to the scheme of contributions established by the Commission in accordance with 

Article 18(2) of the Convention. This provision shall not apply to a State or entity 

that is not eligible to become a member of the Commission.  

 

3. The Technical and Compliance Committee (TCC) shall assess applications for CNM status 

and provide recommendations and technical advice to the Commission, which shall 

consider, inter alia: 

a. whether the CNM application includes all information required under paragraph 2; 

b. the attendance by an applicant for CNM status at the TCC meeting where its 

application is considered, subject to the applicant being able to attend the meeting 

as an observer; 

c. in the case of renewal, the record of compliance of the applicant with the provisions 

of the Convention and the conservation and management measures adopted by the 

Commission and the fisheries laws and regulations of coastal States in the 

Convention Area;  
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d. its record of responding to any IUU activities by vessels flying its flag that have 

been brought to its attention, in accordance with Article 25 of the Convention; 

e. as appropriate, the record of compliance of the applicant with conservation and 

management measures of other Regional Fisheries Management Organizations 

(RFMOs); and 

f. in the case of applications for renewal of CNM status, whether the applicant is 

meeting all paragraph 11 requirements for CNM. 

 

4. The Executive Director shall forward a copy of the relevant TCC recommendations and 

advice to the non-member applicant as soon as practicable.  

 

5. The non-member applicant shall have the opportunity to consider the recommendations 

and advice of the TCC, and to submit additional information if necessary in advance of the 

Commission’s decision on its application. 

 

6. The Commission shall, in determining whether a non-party is accorded CNM status have 

regard to the criteria outlined in paragraph 3, including attendance at the Commission 

meeting where its application is considered, subject to the applicant being able to attend as 

an observer. 

 

7. The Commission shall also consider information available from other RFMOs relating to 

non-members seeking CNM status, as well as data submitted by such non-members to the 

Commission.  Caution shall be used so as not to introduce into the Convention Area excess 

fishing capacity from other regions or IUU fishing activities in granting CNM status to 

such non-members. 

 

8. The Commission shall accord CNM status on an annual basis.  It may renew the CNM 

status subject to a review of the CNM’s compliance with the Convention’s objectives and 

requirements. 

 

9. CNMs seeking to renew their status as a CNM shall comply with other requirements the 

Commission may prescribe to ensure compliance with conservation and management 

measures adopted by the Commission. 

 

10. CNMs are entitled to participate at meetings of the Commission and its subsidiary bodies 

as Observers. 

 

11. CNMs shall: 

a. comply with all conservation and management measures adopted by the 

Commission; 

b. provide all data members of the Commission are required to submit, in a timely 

manner, in accordance with the  format and standards adopted by the Commission; 

c. inform the Commission annually of the measures it takes to ensure compliance by 

its vessels with the Commission’s conservation and management measures; 

d. respond in a timely manner to alleged violations of conservation and management 

measures adopted by the Commission  and any IUU activities of vessels flying its 
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flag , as requested by a member of the Commission or determined by the 

appropriate subsidiary bodies of the Commission and communicate to the member 

making the request and to the Commission, the actions it has taken against the 

vessels in accordance with the provisions of Article 25 of the Convention; 

e. accept boardings in accordance with Commission high seas boarding and 

inspection procedures. 

 

12. Without prejudice to the sovereign rights of coastal States for the purpose of exploring and 

exploiting, conserving and managing highly migratory fish stocks within areas under 

national jurisdiction, and following the granting of CNM status, the Commission shall, 

where necessary, determine how the participatory rights of CNMs will be limited by the 

conservation and management measures adopted by the Commission..  In giving effect to 

this paragraph, the Commission shall take into account inter alia: 

a. the status of the highly migratory fish stocks and the existing level of fishing effort 

in the fishery; 

b.  the special requirements of developing States in the Convention Area, in particular 

small island developing States, and of territories and possessions, in relation to 

conservation and management of highly migratory fish stocks in the Convention 

Area and development of fisheries for such stocks; 

c. the respective interests, fishing patterns and fishing practices of new and existing 

members or participants; 

d. the respective contributions of new and existing members or participants to 

conservation and management of the stocks, to the collection and provision of 

accurate data and to the conduct of scientific research on the stocks; 

e. the needs of coastal fishing communities which are dependant mainly on fishing 

for the stocks; 

f. the needs of coastal States whose economies are overwhelmingly dependent on the 

exploitation of living marine resources; and 

g. the interests of developing States from the subregion or region in whose areas of 

national jurisdiction the stocks also occur. 

 

13.  The limits determined for CNMs under paragraph 12 may be reviewed by the Commission 

from time to time in accordance with this measure and other conservation and management 

measures adopted by the Commission. 

 

14. The Commission shall monitor the activities of nationals and fishing vessels of CNMs, 

including their record of compliance with the provisions of the Convention and 

conservation and management measures adopted by the Commission. 

 

15. CNMs that fail to comply with any of the conservation and management measures adopted 

by the Commission shall be deemed to have undermined the effectiveness of the 

conservation and management measures adopted by the Commission.  The Commission 

shall take appropriate action, which may include revocation of CNM status and/or 

sanctions and penalties against such CNMs, in accordance with the Convention and 

adopted conservation and management measures. 
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16. The members of the Commission shall, individually or jointly, request non-parties to this 

Convention whose vessels fish in the Convention Area to cooperate fully in the 

implementation of the conservation and management measures adopted by the 

Commission and urge them to apply for the status of CNM.   

 
 

WCPFC16 Summary Report issued 2 April 2020
pg 164



Attachment G* 

1 
 

2019 Strategic Investment Plan 

Introduction 

1. The Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC), at its 14th meeting in 

Manila, Philippines, agreed to the development of a Strategic Investment Plan. 

 

2. The purpose of the Strategic Investment Plan is to match capacity and capability requirements 

of developing states and territories with appropriate investment strategies as outlined in the following 

diagram: 

 

Objectives 

3. The objectives of the Strategic Investment Plan are to support: 

• effective input and participation of member developing states and territories in the meetings 

of the Commission; and 

• development of management and technical capability and capacity in developing states and 

territories to enable them to implement obligations under the WCPFC Convention and 

Conservation and Management Measures (CMMs). 

Funding 

4. Funding options are illustrated in the diagram above and the WCPFC Secretariat has a role in 

ensuring capacity needs identified in this Strategic Investment Plan are addressed over the coming 

year. This includes provision of information to developing state and territory members on how to 

access funds and notification to members when funds are needed. This will assist the Commission 

as a whole meet the requirements of Article 30 of the Convention1.  

                                                           
1 Convention on the Conservation and Management of Highly Migratory Fish Stocks in the Western and Central 
Pacific Ocean, 2000 
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Capacity needs recommended by the Technical and Compliance Committee (TCC) 

5. The following Capacity Assistance Need areas were recommended by TCC15 in the 

Compliance Monitoring Report: 

Indonesia for 

Scientific data 

provision 

Capacity Development 

Plan (CDP) submitted to 

TCC13 

Assistance and funding is being sought from SPC  

Philippines for 

100% purse 

seine observer 

coverage for 

vessels fishing 

exclusively in 

areas under 

national 

jurisdiction 

Capacity Development 

Plan (CDP) submitted to 

TCC15 

Assistance and funding is being sought 

 

6. The following prior Capacity Assistance Need areas were noted to have been completed by 

TCC15 in the Compliance Monitoring Report: 

Kiribati 

for 5% ROP 

observer 

Coverage 

Capacity Development 

Plan (CDP) submitted to 

TCC14 

Assistance and funding is being sought from SPC  

New Caledonia 

for VMS 

assistance  

CDP submitted to 

TCC14 

WCPFC technical assistance in country will be 

provided to New Caledonia in first quarter of 2019. 

New Caledonia has requested to attend a FFA VMS 

training, this has not been arranged as of yet. 

 

Capacity needs identified through WCPFC Annual Report Part 2 

7. The following areas of capacity assistance were identified by CCMs in their Annual Report 

Part 2 RY2018 as identified in paragraph 33 of the provisional Compliance Monitoring Report: 

 

CMM Notes about types of assistance requested CCM 

2017-03 03-06, 11, 

12 

Observer Safety 

CMM 

Assistance from FFA with this and other measures 

that require legislation changes 

Cook Islands 

2013-07 04-05 

Capacity 

development for 

personnel 

Additional training is needed in the following areas: 

1. Prosecution 

2. Data analysis 

3. MCS 

Fiji 

2013-07 10-11 

Capacity 

development for 

MCS activities 

Assistance from developed partners to assist in both 

aerial and surface surveillance coverage 

Kiribati 
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Capacity needs identified through the SRF Intersessional Working Group process 

8. An analysis of conceptual capacity needs to meet the objectives of the Strategic Investment 

Plan (see paragraph 3 above) was conducted and WCPFC members were asked to rank these needs in 

terms of priority. 

9. Current development assistance was identified from open source data and assessed against 

each capacity need area. A summary of the findings is provided at Attachment A. The broad 

conclusion was that nearly all capacity needs have a funding stream associated. 

10. The main gap identified was an explicit mechanism to support effective participation. The 

following proposal is included in the Strategic Investment Plan to fill this void. 

Title: Enabling effective participation in the WCPFC 

Obligation: Article 30 

Capacity Building Assistance Needed: 

Support to effectively input and participate in meetings of the WCPFC. This includes support for: 

• travel to the Science Committee, the Technical and Compliance Committee and/or the 

main meeting of the Commission, and 

• in-country capacity building prior to and post WCPFC meetings to help build capacity to 

engage and to institutionalise outcomes of the meetings (existing Secretariat support built 

into WCPFC budget). 

It is noted that the level of assistance required will vary between members, so should remain 

flexible to the needs of the country. This will depend on the sovereign interests of the member, 

including the scale of WCPFC fishery interests, the capacity of the administration to engage in the 

program and the priority afforded to this over other interests. 

Parameters around accessing the program will include: 

• limit to one participant per country per meeting (or as funding allows) – this is in addition 

to the one participant already funded for each meeting from the WCPFC operational budget 

 

Timeframe: Ongoing, annual calls by the Secretariat for participation in the funded program  

Cost: up to USD300,000 annually 
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       ATTACHMENT A 

Thematic capacity needs Rank 
1 = highest;  

18 = lowest 

priority 

Funding support available 

(see Attachment B for recipients) 

17. Disproportionate burden & economic 

development 

 

1 Australia, the EU, ABNJ project, FFA, OFMP2, 

NZ, PROP, US and the SRF 

3. Capacity to understand, evaluate and 

implement harvest strategies 

 

2 Australia, the EU, ABNJ project, FFA, OFMP2, 

NZ, PROP, US, the SRF and SPC 

11. Capacity to collect data and meet reporting 

obligations 

 

3 All donors 

16. Capacity to establish and implement other 

MCS & enforcement measures 

 

4 All donors 

18. Additional capacity building needs 5 All donors – except meeting support 

2. Capacity to implement legal and policy 

aspects of managing fishing 

authorisations/licensing & related issues 

6 Australia, the EU, ABNJ project, FFA, OFMP2, 

Japan, NZ, PROP, US and the SRF 

4. Capacity to regulate, implement, monitor and 

enforce tropical tuna measures 

 

7 Australia, the EU, FFA, OFMP2, Japan, NZ, 

PROP, US and the SRF 

15. Capacity to establish, implement and 

enforce port State measures 

 

8 All donors 

1. Capacity to understand and effectively 

implement technical & operational aspects of 

managing fishing authorisations/licensing and 

related requirements 

9 Australia, the EU, ABNJ project, FFA, OFMP2, 

Japan, NZ, PROP, US and the SRF 

5. Capacity to regulate, implement, monitor and 

enforce rules related to albacore and Pacific 

Bluefin tuna 

 

10 Australia, the EU, FFA, OFMP2, NZ, PROP and 

the SRF 

13. Capacity to regulate, monitor and enforce 

rules relating to transhipment 

 

11 All donors 

14. Capacity needs relating to the 

administration, training, provision and work of 

observers, including in relation to the Regional 

Observer Program (ROP). 

12 All donors 

9. Purse seine rules relating to non-target 

species 

 

13 Australia, the EU, ABNJ project, FFA, OFMP2, 

NZ, PROP and the SRF 

12. Capacity to implement and use vessel 

monitoring system 

 

13 All donors 

8. Capacity to implement rules relating to other 

non-target species 

 

15 Australia, the EU, ABNJ project, FFA, OFMP2, 

NZ, PROP and the SRF 

7. Capacity to regulate, implement, monitor and 

enforce rules relating to sharks 

 

16 Australia, the EU, ABNJ project, FFA, OFMP2, 

NZ, PROP and the SRF 

6. Capacity to implement rules relating to 

billfish species 

 

17 Australia, the EU, FFA, OFMP2, NZ, PROP and 

the SRF 

10. Capacity to regulate, implement, monitor 

and enforce fishing gear restrictions 
18 Australia, CTTF, the EU, ABNJ project, FFA, 

OFMP2, NZ, PROP and the SRF 
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ATTACHMENT B 

Donor/program Eligible Recipients 

Australia: various programs Pacific island countries and Pacific regional 

WCPFC Chinese Taipei Trust Fund Developing states party to the WCPFC 

Convention, in particular SIDS 

European Union: Pacific-EU Marine Partnership 

(PEUMP) 

PACP countries and Pacific regional 

FAO GEF: Sustainable Management of Tuna 

Fisheries and Biodiversity Conservation of 

Areas Beyond National Jurisdiction (ABNJ 

project) 

WCPFC, PNA, FFA 

FFA: various programs Pacific island FFA members 

GEF/UNDP/FAO Pacific Islands Oceanic 

Fisheries Management Project II (OFMP 2) 

FFA, SPC, MSG, Pacific SIDS, PITIA, WWF 

WCPFC Japanese Trust Fund Developing states party to the WCPFC 

Convention, in particular SIDS 

New Zealand: various programs Pacific SIDS, PICTs, FFA, SPC; Indonesia, 

Philippines, Vietnam through WCPFC 

World Bank/GEF: Pacific Islands Regional 

Oceanscape Program (PROP) 

FSM, RMI, SI, Tuvalu, FFA 

US: various programs All WCPFC members 
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Attachment H* 
 

 
COMMISSION 

SIXTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea 

5 – 11 December 2019 

 

INDICATIVE WORK PLAN FOR THE ADOPTION OF HARVEST STRATEGIES 

UNDER CMM 2014-061 

 

• The first Harvest Strategy Workplan was developed in 2015 in accordance with CMM 

2014-06. It set out a deliberately ambitious schedule of technical work and Commission 

decision making for the development of harvest strategies across the four key tuna stocks. 

The workplan was always intended to be a living document and has been updated annually 

to reflect actual progress as well as other needs and developments.  

• It is acknowledged that delays in the execution of the workplan may occur, noting the 

complexity of developing harvest strategies for multiple species within the multilateral 

WCPFC environment as well as the capacity of member CCMs to understand and 

participate fully in the process. For this reason, all parties are cautioned against an 

expectation that harvest strategy elements will be completed in specific years. Completion 

dates have changed in the past and may change in the future. 

• This workplan simply schedules decisions noting that it is the Commission’s decision as to 

their interim nature. It is important to understand the implications of single species 

management procedures within a multi-species fishery context upon application of any of 

the management procedures.   

• There is a very important need for capacity building to allow CCMs to understand and 

participate fully in the harvest strategy development process and ultimately to have 

confidence that an adopted harvest strategy is an agreeable balance of their objectives. This 

is particularly so as the Commission starts to consider the multispecies nature of the fishery 

and how management procedures will interact. An overview of the capacity building 

process is contained in WCPFC16-2019-IP14.   

 

  

                                                           
1 As refined and adopted at the Sixteenth Regular Session of the Commission, Port Moresby, Papua New 

Guinea 5-11 December 2019. 
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2019 Update 

• As scheduled, the Harvest Strategy Workplan was subject to a more substantial review in 

2019 and contains some significant changes in recognition of the needs of WCPFC CCMs 

as well as recent scientific advice.  

o The updated workplan maintains the development of harvest strategies for skipjack 

and South Pacific albacore tuna, initially on a single species basis but noting their 

eventual inclusion into a multispecies framework.  

o The updated plan identifies the need for additional work and time to explore and 

develop the details and practical implementation aspects of the multispecies 

framework covering all four tuna stocks. 

o The updated plan recognises the need for additional time to build capacity and a 

sound understanding of harvest strategy functioning and consequences.  

o Skipjack. The updated plan recognises the need for additional time to a) build 

capacity and a sound understanding of harvest strategy functioning and 

consequences b) update the skipjack MSE framework in accordance with the 2019 

assessment, and c) continue to develop the harvest strategy. This is reflected in a 

shift in adoption of a management procedure for skipjack to 2022.   

o South Pacific Albacore. The updated plan delays adoption of a management 

procedure by one year (to 2022) because of a clash in 2021 with an updated albacore 

assessment (that may also necessitate an update to the MSE operating model) and 

a potential update of the interim TRP in accordance with the WCPFC15 adopted 

approach. It is noted that WCPFC are anticipating development of bridging 

management arrangements under the South Pacific Albacore Roadmap. 

o Bigeye and yellowfin. The changes and revised timeline for yellowfin and bigeye 

tuna reflect the substantial body of work required to develop the multispecies 

framework in advance of further harvest strategy development. This will occur 

during 2020 and 2021 with flow-on effects to the timing of harvest strategy 

development for these two stocks.      

• For clarity and consistency, the term “Management Procedure” is now used in this 

workplan in place of “Harvest Control Rule (HCR)”.  A management procedure is a formal 

specification of data collection and associated estimation model (e.g., the estimation of 

stock status through an analytical or empirical method) together with a HCR.  

 

Note: Within the tables below, progress in earlier years is in grey. Bold items are the six elements 

that are referred to in CMM 2014-06 (Objectives, Reference Points, Acceptable Levels of Risk, 

Monitoring, Harvest Control Rules and MSE). Items in brackets are related to harvest strategy 

development and so are part of the plan but are not one of these six elements. 
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 South Pacific Albacore Skipjack Bigeye Yellowfin 

 
2015 

 
SC provided advice on implications 

of a range of Target Reference 

Points for South Pacific albacore. 

 
Commission agreed an interim 

Target Reference Point (b). 

Commission tasked SC to 

determine a biologically 

reasonable timeframe for 

rebuilding bigeye tuna to [or 

above] its limit reference point. 

 

 Commission agreed to workplan for the adoption of harvest strategies under CMM 2014-06 [WCPFC12 Summary Report, Attachment Y] 
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 South Pacific Albacore Skipjack Bigeye Yellowfin 

 
2016 

 
Commission considered 

management objectives for the 

fishery or stock (a). 

 
Performance indicators and 

Monitoring strategy (d). 

• SC provided advice on a 

monitoring strategy to assess 

performance against 

reference points. 

• SC provided advice on a range 

of performance indicators to 

evaluate performance of 

harvest control rules. 

• Commission tasked SPC/SC to 

develop interim performance 

indicators to evaluate harvest 

control rules. 

• [Commission agree to a 

monitoring strategy to assess 

performance against reference 

points.] 

 
Commission considered 

management objectives for the 

fishery or stock (a). 

 
Performance indicators and 

Monitoring strategy (d). 

• SC provided advice on a 

monitoring strategy to assess 

performance against 

reference points. 

• SC provide advice on a range 

of performance indicators to 

evaluate performance of 

harvest control rules. 

• Commission agreed interim 

performance indicators to 

evaluate harvest control rules. 

[see WCPFC13 Summary 

Report Attachment M] 

• [Commission agree to a 

monitoring strategy to assess 

performance against reference 

points.] 

 
Commission considered 

management objectives for the 

fishery or stock (a). 

 
Commission agreed timeframes 

to rebuild stock to limit reference 

point. [see page 8 of HSW] 

 
Commission considered 

management objectives for the 

fishery or stock (a). 

 Commission agreed on interim maximum acceptable risk level for breaching the LRP (c). [see page 8 of HSW] 

 Commission agreed to a refined workplan for the adoption of harvest strategies under CMM 2014-06 [WCPFC13 Summary Report Attachment N] 

 Progress Summary: 

Recognised the need for some harvest strategy elements to be adopted as ‘interim’ noting that they be reconsidered as the harvest strategy 

process develops. 

Considered management objectives for the fisheries or stocks and made progress on identifying performance measures for tropical purse seine 

fisheries. For South Pacific albacore acknowledged the benefit of SPC adapting the same list of indicators to further similar work for south Pacific 

albacore. Commenced some early discussions on the relationship between harvest strategies for the different species and multispecies issues. 
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 South Pacific Albacore Skipjack Bigeye Yellowfin 

 
2017 

 
Performance indicators and 

Monitoring strategy (d). 

• SC provided advice on a range 

of performance indicators for 

the Southern Longline Fishery 

to evaluate performance of 

harvest control rules. 

• Commission noted 

performance indicators for 

the Southern Longline Fishery 

to evaluate harvest control 

rules. 

 
 

 
Develop harvest control rules (e) 

and 

Management strategy evaluation 

(f). 

 
• SC provide advice on 

candidate harvest control 

rules based on agreed 

reference points 

(ongoing). 

 
• Commission consider advice 

on progress towards harvest 

control rules (ongoing). 

 
Performance indicators and 

Monitoring strategy (d). 

• SC provide advice on a range 

of performance indicators for 

the Tropical Longline Fishery 

to evaluate performance of 

harvest control rules. 

• Commission noted 

performance indicators for the 

Tropical Longline Fishery to 

evaluate harvest control rules 

 
[SC report on BET status following 

updated assessment.] 

 
[SC and SPC provide advice to the 

Commission on the likely 

outcomes of revised tropical tuna 

measure.] 

 
Performance indicators and 

Monitoring strategy (d). 

• SC provide advice on a range 

of performance indicators 

for the Tropical Longline 

Fishery to evaluate 

performance of harvest 

control rules. 

• Commission noted 

performance indicators for 

the Tropical Longline Fishery 

to evaluate harvest control 

rules 

 Consider management objectives for stocks and fisheries (a). 

 Progress Summary: 

• Noted candidate performance indicators for the Southern Longline Fishery and the Tropical Longline fishery to evaluate harvest control rules. 

• Agreed on actions to prioritise the development and adoption of a Target Reference Point for south Pacific albacore at WCPFC15. 

• Recognized the importance of developing harvest strategies for key stocks in the WCPO. The Commission recognized that this work requires the 
consideration of fisheries managers and scientists at different stages. The Commission notes that the time required for harvest strategy 
discussions is substantial but will also vary from year to year and the Commission recognized the need for this to be accommodated. 

• Agreed to reprioritise as needed the annual agenda of the Commission and Scientific Committee to allow sufficient additional time for 
consideration of harvest strategy issues. In addition WCPFC recognised that there may also be a need for a dedicated science/management 
dialogue. 
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 South Pacific Albacore Skipjack Bigeye Yellowfin 

 
2018 

 
Agree Target Reference Point (b). 

• Commission agree a TRP for 

south pacific albacore. 

 
Develop harvest control rules (e) 

and 

Management strategy evaluation 

(f) 

 
• SC provide advice on 

performance of candidate 

harvest control rules. 

(ongoing). 

 
• TCC consider the implications 

of candidate harvest control 

rules. (ongoing). 

 
• Commission consider advice 

on progress towards harvest 

control rules. (ongoing). 

 

[SC updated advice on SP albacore 

status.] 

 

 
Develop harvest control rules (e) 

and 

Management strategy evaluation 

(f) 

 
• SC provide advice on 

performance of candidate 

harvest control rules. 

(ongoing). 

 
• TCC consider the implications 

of candidate harvest control 

rules. (ongoing). 

 
• Commission consider advice 

on progress towards harvest 

control rules. (ongoing). 

 
[SC updated advice on BET status.] 

 

[SC and SPC provide advice to the 

Commission on the likely 

outcomes of revised tropical tuna 

measure.] 

 

 

[SC and Commission discussion of 

management objectives for 

fisheries and/or stocks, and 

subsequent development of 

candidate TRPs for BET and YFT.] 

 

 
[SC and Commission discussion of 

management objectives for 

fisheries and/or stocks, and 

subsequent development of 

candidate TRPs for BET and YFT.] 
 

 Consider management objectives for stocks and fisheries (a). 

 Progress Summary: 

• An interim target reference point (TRP) for south Pacific albacore (0.56 SBF=0) was agreed.   

• The Commission agreed to hold a 6-day annual meeting in 2019 with additional time devoted for the Commission to discuss harvest strategies. 
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 South Pacific Albacore Skipjack Bigeye Yellowfin 

 
2019 

 
Develop harvest control rules (e) 

and 

Management strategy evaluation 

(f) 

 
• SC provided advice on 

performance of candidate 

harvest control rules. 

(ongoing). 

• TCC considered the 

implications of candidate 

harvest control rules. 

(ongoing). 

• Commission considered 

advice on progress towards 

harvest control rules. 

(ongoing). 

 

[Science Service Provider 

identified a range of alternative 

catch pathways to the interim 

TRP and timeframes that achieve 

this] 

 

 

 
Develop harvest control rules (e) 

and 

Management strategy evaluation 

(f) 

 
• SC provided advice on 

performance of candidate 

harvest control rules. 

(ongoing). 

• TCC considered the 

implications of candidate 

harvest control rules. 

(ongoing). 

• Commission considered 

advice on progress towards 

harvest control rules. 

(ongoing). 

 

[“TRP shall be reviewed by the 

Commission no later than 2019” – 

CMM 2015-06] 

  

[Updated stock assessment 

considered by SC15] 

 

[SC advised on required analyses 

to support TRP review] 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
Target Reference Point (b). 

• SC provided advice on 

potential Target Reference 

Points for bigeye. 

• Commission considered 

potential Target Reference 

Points for bigeye. 

 

 

 

Target Reference Point (b). 

• SC provided advice on 

potential Target Reference 

Points for yellowfin. 

• Commission considered 

potential Target Reference 

Points for yellowfin. 

 
 
 

 Consider management objectives for stocks and fisheries (a). 

 Progress Summary:  

A range of harvest strategy related research was presented and discussed by WCPFC16. 

Research and technical documents in areas requested for 2019 are available on the SC15 and WCPFC16 websites. 
The harvest strategy workplan was subject to a substantial review and update at WCPFC16 to reflect decisions taken (or deferred) at WCPFC16. 

A schedule of research and technical work was identified to support the consideration of TRPs for skipjack (a revision), bigeye and yellowfin.   

Science Service Provider to review potential options to capture multi species issues under the HS process.  

 

 
+ 

+  
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 South Pacific Albacore Skipjack Bigeye Yellowfin 

 
2020 

 
Develop management procedures 
(e) 

and 

Management strategy evaluation 

(f) 

 
• SC provide advice on 

performance of potential 

management procedures. 

(ongoing). 

• TCC consider the implications 

of potential Management 

procedures. (ongoing). 

• Commission consider advice 

on progress towards 

management procedures. 

(ongoing). 

 

 

 
Develop management procedures 
(e) 

and 

Management strategy evaluation 

(f) 

 
• SC provide advice on 

performance of candidate 

management procedures.  

• TCC consider the implications 

of candidate management 

procedures.  

• Commission consider and 

refine a candidate set of 

management procedures.  

 
[Scientific Committee provide, and 
Commission consider, advice on 
range of issues pertaining to the 
formulation of a revised TRP for 
skipjack] 
 

  

 

Consider Target Reference Point 
(b). 

• Scientific Committee provide 

advice on range of issues 

pertaining to the formulation 

of a TRP for bigeye. 

• Commission consider SC advice 

on range of issues pertaining to 

the formulation of a TRP for 

bigeye. 

 

[Initiate development of 
multispecies framework in advance 
of further harvest strategy 
development] 
 
[Updated stock assessment 
considered by SC16] 
 

 

 

 

 
Consider Target Reference Point 
(b). 

• Scientific Committee provide 

advice on range of issues 

pertaining to the formulation 

of a TRP for yellowfin. 

• Commission consider SC advice 

on range of issues pertaining 

to the formulation of a TRP for 

yellowfin. 

 
[Initiate development of 
multispecies framework in advance 
of further harvest strategy 
development] 
 
[Updated stock assessment 
considered by SC16] 
 

 

 

 Consider management objectives for stocks and fisheries (a). 

 
 Progress Summary: 
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 South Pacific Albacore Skipjack Bigeye Yellowfin 

 
2021 

 
Develop management procedures 
(e) 

and 

Management strategy evaluation 

(f) 

 
• SC provide advice on 

performance of candidate 

management procedures.  

• TCC consider the implications 

of candidate management 

procedures.  

• Commission consider and 

refine a candidate set of 

management procedures. 

 
[Updated stock assessment 

considered by SC17] 

 

[Potential update of TRP following 
assessment and in accordance with 
WCPFC15 adopted approach] 
 
 
 

 

 

 
Develop management procedures 
(e) 

and 

Management strategy evaluation 

(f) 

 
• SC provide advice on 

performance of candidate 

management procedures.  

• TCC consider the implications 

of candidate management 

procedures.  

• Commission consider and 

refine a candidate set of 

management procedures.  

 

Develop and implement relevant 

elements of the monitoring 

strategy. 

 

 

 

 

[Development of multispecies 
framework in advance of further 
harvest strategy development] 
 
Agree Target Reference Point (b). 

• SC provide advice on 

potential Target Reference 

Points for bigeye. 

 
[Economic and other analysis to 
support TRP decision making] 

 

• Commission agree a TRP for 
bigeye. 
 
 

 

 

 

[Development of multispecies 
framework in advance of further 
harvest strategy development] 
 
Agree Target Reference Point (b). 

• SC provide advice on 

potential Target Reference 

Points for yellowfin. 

 

[Economic and other analysis to 
support TRP decision making] 

 

• Commission agree a TRP for 
yellowfin. 
 
 
 

 

 Consider management objectives for stocks and fisheries (a). 

 Progress Summary: 
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 South Pacific Albacore Skipjack Bigeye Yellowfin 

 
2022 

 

Develop management procedures 
(e) 

and 

Management strategy evaluation 

(f) 

 
• SC provide advice on 

performance of candidate 

management procedures.  

• TCC consider the implications 

of candidate management 

procedures.  

• Commission consider and 

refine a candidate set of 

management procedures. 

 

Adopt a management procedure 

  

 

 

 

 

Adopt a management procedure 

 

 

[Updated stock assessment 

considered by SC18] 

 

 

Develop management 

procedures(e) 

and 

Management strategy evaluation 

(f) 

 

• SC provide advice on 

performance of potential 

management procedures. 

• TCC consider the implications 

of potential management 

procedures. 

• Commission consider advice 

on progress towards 

management procedures. 

 

 

 

 

 

Develop management procedures 

(e) 

and 

Management strategy evaluation 

(f) 

 

• SC provide advice on 

performance of potential 

management procedures. 

• TCC consider the implications 

of potential management. 

• Commission consider advice 

on progress towards 

management procedures. 

 

 

 

 

  

 Progress Summary: 
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Attachment I* 
 

 
COMMISSION 

SIXTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea 

5 – 11 December 2019 

CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT MEASURE FOR  

PACIFIC BLUEFIN TUNA 

Conservation and Management Measure 2019-02 

 

The Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC): 

 

Recognizing that WCPFC6 adopted Conservation and Management Measure for Pacific 

bluefin tuna (CMM 2009-07) and the measure was revised eight times since then (CMM 2010- 

04, CMM 2012-06, CMM 2013-09, CMM 2014-04, CMM 2015-04, CMM 2016-04, 

CMM2017-08 and CMM 2018-02) based on the conservation advice from the International 

Scientific Committee for Tuna and Tuna-like Species in the North Pacific Ocean (ISC) on this 

stock; 

 

Noting with concern the latest stock assessment provided by ISC Plenary Meeting in July 2018, 

indicating the following: 

⚫ (1) SSB fluctuated throughout the assessment period (1952–2016), (2) SSB steadily 

declined from 1996 to 2010, and (3) the slow increase of the stock continues since 2011 

including the most recent two years (2015-2016); 

⚫ The 2015 recruitment estimate is low and similar to estimates of previous years while 

the 2016 recruitment estimate is higher than the historical average, and the uncertainty 

of the 2016 recruitment estimate is higher than in previous years because it occurs in 

the terminal year of the assessment model and is mainly informed by one observation 

from troll age-0 CPUE index; 

⚫ The fishery exploitation rate in 2015-2016 exceeded all biological reference points 

evaluated by the ISC except FMED and FLOSS. 

⚫ Since the early 1990s, the WCPO purse seine fisheries, in particular those targeting 

small fish (age 0-1) have had an increasing impact on the spawning stock biomass, and 

in 2016 had a greater impact than any other fishery group. 

⚫ The projection results indicate that: the current management measures by the WCPFC 

(CMM 2018-02) and IATTC Resolution (C-18-01)  under the low recruitment scenario 

resulted in an estimated 97% probability of achieving the initial biomass rebuilding 

target (6.7% of SSBF=0) by 2024; 

⚫ The estimated probability of achieving the second biomass rebuilding target (20% of 
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SSBF=0) 10 years after the achievement of the initial rebuilding target or by 2034, 

whichever is earlier, is 96%; and 

⚫ Catching a high number of smaller juvenile fish can have a greater impact on future 

spawning stock biomass than catching the same weight of larger fish; 

 

Noting also that in its response to requests from IATTC-WCPFC NC Joint Working Group, 

ISC Plenary Meeting in July 2019: 

⚫ Noted that the Japanese troll recruitment index value estimated for 2017 is similar to 

its historical average (1980-2017), that Japanese recruitment monitoring indices in 

2017 and 2018 are higher than the 2016 value and that there is anecdotal evidence that 

larger fish are becoming more abundant in EPO, although this information needs to be 

confirmed for the next stock assessment expected in 2020; 

⚫ Recommended maintaining the conservation advice from ISC in 2018; and, 

⚫ Conducted projections of scenarios for catch increase in the same manner as in the 

2018 assessment. 

 

Further recalling that paragraph (4), Article 22 of the WCPFC Convention, which requires 

cooperation between the Commission and the IATTC to reach agreement to harmonize CMMs 

for fish stocks such as Pacific bluefin tuna that occur in the convention areas of both 

organizations; 

 

Adopts, in accordance with Article 10 of the WCPFC Convention that: 

 

General Provision 

 

1 This conservation and management measure has been prepared to implement the 

Harvest Strategy for Pacific Bluefin Tuna Fisheries (Harvest Strategy 2017-02), and the 

Northern Committee shall periodically review and recommend revisions to this measure as 

needed to implement the Harvest Strategy. 

 

Management measures 

 

2 CCMs shall take measures necessary to ensure that: 

 

(1) Total fishing effort by their vessel fishing for Pacific bluefin tuna in the area 

north of the 20° N shall stay below the 2002–2004 annual average levels. 

 

(2) All catches of Pacific bluefin tuna less than 30 kg shall be reduced to 50% of 

the 2002– 2004 annual average levels. Any overage or underage of the catch 

limit shall be deducted from or may be added to the catch limit for the following 

year. The maximum underage that a CCM may carry over in any given year 

shall not exceed 5% of its annual initial catch limit.1  

                                                      
1 Notwithstanding paragraph 2 and 3, a CCM may carry over up to 17% of its initial 2019 catch limits, which remain 

uncaught, to 2020. 
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3 CCMs shall take measures necessary to ensure that all catches of Pacific Bluefin tuna 30kg 

or larger shall not be increased from the 2002-2004 annual average levels2,3. Any overage or 

underage of the catch limit shall be deducted from or may be added to the catch limit for the 

following year. The maximum underage that a CCM may carry over in any given year shall not 

exceed 5% of its annual initial catch limit1. However, in 2018, 2019, and 2020 CCMs may use part 

of the catch limit for Pacific bluefin tuna smaller than 30 kg stipulated in paragraph 2 (2) above to 

catch Pacific bluefin tuna 30 kg or larger in the same year. In this case, the amount of catch 30 kg 

or larger shall be counted against the catch limit for Pacific bluefin tuna smaller than 30 kg. CCMs 

shall not use the catch limit for Pacific bluefin tuna 30 kg or larger to catch Pacific bluefin tuna 

smaller than 30 kg. The ISC is requested to review, in its work referred to in Section 5 of Harvest 

Strategy, the implications of this special provision in terms of PBF mortality and stock rebuilding 

probabilities in 2020. Based on that review, in 2020 the Northern Committee will determine 

whether it should be continued past 2020, and  if  so,  recommend  changes  to  the  CMM as 

appropriate. 

 

4 All CCMs except Japan shall implement the limits in paragraph 2 and 3 on a calendar-year 

basis. Japan shall implement the limits using a management year other than the calendar year for 

some of its fisheries and have its implementation assessed with respect to its management year. 

To facilitate the assessment, Japan shall: 

a. Use the following management years: 

1. For its fisheries licensed by the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, use the 

calendar year as the management year. 

2. For its other fisheries, use 1 April – 31 March as the management year4. 

 

b. In its annual reports for PBF, for each category described in a.1 and a.2 above, complete 

the required reporting template for both the management year and calendar year clearly 

identifying fisheries for each management year.  

 

5 CCMs shall report to the Executive Director by 31 July each year their fishing effort  and  

<30  kg and  >=30  kg catch levels, by fishery,  for the previous  3 year, accounting for all catches, 

including discards. The Executive Director will compile this information each year into an 

appropriate format for the use of the Northern Committee. 

 

6 CCMs shall intensify cooperation for effective implementation of this CMM, including 

juvenile catch reduction. 

 

7 CCMs, in particular those catching juvenile Pacific bluefin tuna, shall take measures to 

monitor and obtain prompt results of recruitment of juveniles each year. 

                                                      
2 CCMs with a base line catch of 10 t or less may increase its catch as long as it does not exceed 10 t.  
3 300 tons of the catch limit of Pacific bluefin tuna 30kg or larger of Chinese Taipei may be transferred to Japan in 

2020, subject to a notification by Chinese Taipei to the Secretariat. This transfer may apply for 2020 only.  Adoption 

of this transfer does not confer the allocation of a right, and does not prejudice any future decision of the Commission. 
4 For the category described a.2, the TCC shall assess in year 20XX its implementation during the management year 

that starts 1 April 20XX-1 (e.g., in the 2020 compliance review, the TCC will assess Japan’s implementation for its 

fisheries licensed by the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries during calendar-year 2019 and for its other 

fisheries during 1 April 2019 through 31 March 2020). 
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8 Consistent with their rights and obligations under international law, and in accordance with 

domestic laws and regulations, CCMs shall, to the extent possible, take measures necessary to 

prevent commercial transaction of Pacific bluefin tuna and its products that undermine the 

effectiveness of this CMM, especially measures prescribed in the paragraph 2 and 3 above. CCMs 

shall cooperate for this purpose. 

 

9 CCMs shall cooperate to establish a catch documentation scheme (CDS) to be applied to 

Pacific bluefin tuna in accordance with the Attachment of this CMM. 

 

10 CCMs shall also take measures necessary to strengthen monitoring and data collecting 

system for Pacific bluefin tuna fisheries and farming in order to improve the data quality and 

timeliness of all the data reporting; 

 

11 CCMs shall report to Executive Director by 31 July annually measures they used to 

implement paragraphs 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 10 and 13 of this CMM. CCMs shall also monitor the 

international trade of the products derived from Pacific bluefin tuna and report the results       to 

Executive Director by 31 July annually. The Northern Committee shall annually review those 

reports CCMs submit pursuant to this paragraph and if necessary, advise a CCM to take an action 

for enhancing its compliance with this CMM. 

 

12 The WCPFC Executive Director shall communicate this CMM to the IATTC Secretariat 

and its contracting parties whose fishing vessels engage in fishing for Pacific bluefin tuna in EPO 

and request them to take equivalent measures in conformity with this CMM. 

 

13 To enhance effectiveness of this measure, CCMs are encouraged to communicate with and, 

if appropriate, work with the concerned IATTC contracting parties bilaterally. 

 

14 The provisions of paragraphs 2 and 3 shall not prejudice the legitimate rights and obligations 

under international law of those small island developing State Members and participating 

territories in the Convention Area whose current fishing activity for Pacific bluefin tuna is limited, 

but that have a real interest in fishing for the species, that may wish to develop their own fisheries 

for Pacific bluefin tuna in the future. 

 

15 The provisions of paragraph 14 shall not provide a basis for an increase in fishing effort by 

fishing vessels owned or operated by interests outside such developing coastal State, particularly 

Small Island Developing State Members or participating territories, unless such fishing is 

conducted in support of efforts by such Members and territories to develop their own domestic 

fisheries. 

 

16 This CMM replaces CMM 2018-02. On the basis of stock assessment conducted by ISC 

and reported to NC in 2020, and other pertinent information, this CMM shall be reviewed and may 

be amended as appropriate. 
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Attachment 

 

Development of a Catch Document Scheme for Pacific Bluefin Tuna 

 

 

Background 

 

At the 1st joint working group meeting between NC and IATTC, held in Fukuoka, Japan from August 29 

to September 1, 2016, participants supported to advance the work on the Catch Documentation Scheme 

(CDS) in the next joint working group meeting, in line with the development of overarching CDS 

framework by WCPFC and taking into account of the existing CDS by other RFMOs. 

 

1. Objective of the Catch Document Scheme 

 

The objective of CDS is to combat IUU fishing for Pacific Bluefin Tuna (PBF) by providing a means 

of preventing PBF and its products identified as caught by or originating from IUU fishing activities from 

moving through the commodity chain and ultimately entering markets. 

 

2. Use of electronic scheme 

 

Whether CDS will be a paper based scheme, an electronic scheme or a gradual transition from a paper 

based one to an electronic one should be first decided since the requirement of each scheme would be 

quite different. 

 

3. Basic elements to be included in the draft conservation and management measure (CMM) 

 

It is considered that at least the following elements should be considered in drafting CMM. 

(1) Objective 

(2) General provision 

(3) Definition of terms 

(4) Validation authorities and validating process of catch documents and re-export 

certificates 

(5) Verification authorities and verifying process for import and re-import 

(6) How to handle PBF caught by artisanal fisheries 

(7) How to handle PBF caught by recreational or sport fisheries 

(8) Use of tagging as a condition for exemption of validation 

(9) Communication between exporting members and importing members 

(10) Communication between members and the Secretariat 

(11) Role of the Secretariat 

(12) Relationship with non-members 

(13) Relationship with other CDSs and similar programs 

(14) Consideration to developing members 

(15) Schedule for introduction 

(16) Attachment 

(i) Catch document forms 

(ii) Re-export certificate forms 

(iii) Instruction sheets for how to fill out forms 

(iv) List of data to be extracted and compiled by the Secretariat 
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4. Work plan 

 

The following schedule may need to be modified, depending on the progress on the WCPFC CDS for 

tropical tunas. 

 

2017 The joint working group will submit this concept paper to the NC and IATTC for 

endorsement. NC will send the WCPFC annual meeting the recommendation to 

endorse the paper. 

2018 The joint working group will hold a technical meeting, preferably around its 

meeting, to materialize the concept paper into a draft CMM. The joint working 

group will report the progress to the WCPFC via NC and the IATTC, respectively. 

2019 The joint working group will hold a second technical meeting to improve the draft 

CMM. The joint working group will report the progress to the WCPFC via NC and 

the IATTC, respectively. 

2020 The joint working group will hold a third technical meeting to finalize the draft 

CMM. Once it is finalized, the joint working group will submit it to the NC and the 

IATTC for adoption. The NC will send the WCPFC the 

recommendation to adopt it. 
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Attachment J* 

 
COMMISSION 

SIXTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea 
5 – 11 December 2019 

CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT MEASURE FOR  

NORTH PACIFIC ALBACORE 

Conservation and Management Measure 2019-03 
 

 

 

The Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC), 

 

Observing that the best scientific evidence on North Pacific albacore from the International 

Scientific Committee for Tuna and Tuna-like Species in the North Pacific Ocean indicates that 

the species is likely not overfished relative to the limit reference point adopted by the 

Commission (20%SSB current F=0) and overfishing is likely not occurring.  

 

Recalling further Article 22(4) of the WCPFC Convention that provides for cooperation with 

the IATTC regarding fish stocks that occur in the Convention Areas of both organizations 

and 

 

Recognizing that the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC) adopted, at its 73rd 

meeting, conservation and management measures on North Pacific albacore, and that it 

adopted supplemental measures at its 85th meeting that were amended at its 93rd meeting; 

 

Adopts, in accordance with the Article 10 of the WCPFC Convention that: 

 

1. The total level of fishing effort for North Pacific albacore in the Convention Area north of 

the equator shall not be increased beyond current levels. 

 

2. The Members, Cooperating Non-Members and participating Territories (hereinafter 

referred to as CCMs) shall take necessary measures to ensure that the level of fishing effort by 

their vessels fishing for North Pacific albacore in the WCPF Convention Area is not increased 

beyond 2002-2004 annual average levels; 

 

3. All CCMs shall report annually to the WCPFC Commission all catches of albacore north 

of the equator and all fishing effort north of the equator in fisheries directed at albacore. The 

reports for both catch and fishing effort shall be made by gear type. Catches shall be reported in 
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terms of weight. Fishing effort shall be reported in terms of the most relevant measures for a given 

gear type, including at a minimum for all gear types, the number of vessel-days fished, using the 

template provided in Annex 1. 

 

4. The Northern Committee shall, in coordination with International Scientific Committee 

for Tuna and Tuna-like Species in the North Pacific Ocean and other scientific bodies conducting 

scientific reviews of this stock, including the WCPFC Scientific Committee, monitor the status 

of North Pacific albacore and report to the Commission on the status of the stock at each annual 

meeting, and make such recommendations to the Commission as may be necessary for their 

effective conservation. 

 

5. The Commission shall consider future actions with respect to North Pacific albacore based 

on recommendations of the Northern Committee. 

 

6. The CCMs shall work to maintain, and as necessary reduce, the level of fishing effort on 

North Pacific albacore within the Convention Area commensurate with the long-term 

sustainability of the stock. 

 

7. The WCPFC Executive Director shall communicate this resolution to the IATTC and 

request that the two Commissions engage in consultations with a view to reaching agreement on 

a consistent set of conservation and management measures for North Pacific albacore, and 

specifically, to propose that both Commissions adopt as soon as practicable uniform conservation 

and management measures and any reporting or other measures needed to ensure compliance 

with agreed measures. 

 

8. The provisions of paragraph 2 shall not prejudice the legitimate rights and obligations 

under international law of those small island developing State Members and participating 

territories in the Convention Area whose current fishing activity for North Pacific albacore is 

limited, but that have a real interest in, and history of, fishing for the species, that may wish to 

develop their own fisheries for North Pacific albacore in the future. 

 

9. The provisions of paragraph 8 shall not provide a basis for an increase in fishing effort 

by fishing vessels owned or operated by interests outside such small island developing State 

Members or participating territories, unless such fishing is conducted in support of efforts by 

such Members and territories to develop their own domestic fisheries. 

 

10. This CMM shall replace the CMM 2005-03. 
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Annex I: Average annual fishing effort for 2002-2004 and annual fishing effort for subsequent years for fisheries directed at 

North Pacific albacore in the North Pacific Ocean 
 

CCM Area1 Fishery 

2002-04 

Average 
Year Year Year Year Year Year 

No. of 

vessels 

Vessel 

days 

No. of 

vessels 

Vessel 

days 

No. of 

vessels 

Vessel 

days 

No. of 

vessels 

Vessel 

days 

No. of 

vessels 

Vessel 

days 

No. of 

vessels 

Vessel 

days 

No. of 

vessels 

Vessel 

days 

                 

                 

                 

                 

                 

  
               

                 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                      
1 If collective effort limits across the North Pacific Ocean, report Convention Area and North Pacific Ocean separately  
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Attachment K* 

 
COMMISSION 

SIXTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 
Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea 

5 – 11 December 2019 

HARVEST STRATEGY FOR NORTH PACIFIC SWORDFISH FISHERIES 

 

 

Introduction and scope 

 

This harvest strategy applies to swordfish stocks that occur in the Convention Area north of 20° 

North latitude, and associated fisheries.  Although the provisions of this harvest strategy are 

expressed in terms of a single stock, they may be applied to multiple stocks as appropriate and as 

determined by the Northern Committee. 

 

1.  Management objectives 

 

The management objective is to support thriving swordfish fisheries in the North Pacific while 

maintaining the stock size at levels capable of producing maximum sustainable yield. The 

Northern Committee will develop more refined management objectives. 

 

2.  Reference points 

 

As a reliable estimate of steepness is available, the stock of north Pacific swordfish is to be treated 

as a Level 1 stock under the Commission’s hierarchical approach for setting biological limit 

reference points.  The limit reference point for the exploitation rate (F-limit) is FMSY. 

 

The Northern Committee will develop more refined management objectives, conduct any 

necessary further analysis, and specify a target reference point for the stock size (B-target) and/or 

the exploitation rate (F-target).  

 

3.  Acceptable levels of risk 

 

In accordance with Article 6.1(a) of the Convention, the Northern Committee will recommend 

conservation and management measures as needed to ensure that the risk of the F-limit being 

exceeded is low. 
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4.  Monitoring strategy 

 

The ISC will periodically evaluate the stock size and exploitation rate with respect to the 

established reference points and the report will be presented to the Scientific Committee with a 

target frequency of no lower than once every four years. 

 

5.  Decision rules 

 

F-limit rule: In the event that, based on information from the ISC and Scientific Committee, the 

average exploitation rate for the most recent period has been found, using the best point estimate, 

to exceed the F-limit, the Northern Committee will, at its next regular session or intersessionally 

if warranted, formulate conservation and management recommendations that are designed to 

reduce the fishing mortality rate below the F-limit as soon as feasible . In considering such 

recommendations, the difficulties of fleets not targeting swordfish should be addressed properly. 

 

6.  Performance evaluation 

 

If and as more refined management objectives are developed for the stock and/or associated 

fisheries, the Northern Committee will work with the ISC and Scientific Committee to evaluate 

the likely performance of candidate target reference points and/or harvest control rules, including, 

if appropriate, through a rigorous management strategy evaluation.  

 

__--- 
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Attachment L* 

 
COMMISSION  

SIXTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Port Moresby, Papua New 

Guinea 5 – 11 December 2019 

INTERIM REBUILDING PLAN FOR  

NORTH PACIFIC STRIPED MARLIN 
 

 

 

 

The Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC): 

 

Recognizing that the latest stock assessment of North Pacific striped marlin, completed by the 

International Scientific Committee for Tuna and Tuna-Like Species in the North Pacific Ocean 

(ISC) in 2019, indicated that current spawning stock biomass is depleted (SSB2018/SSB0 = 0.05) 

and the average fishing mortality rate in 2015-2017 was greater than the fishing mortality rate 

associated with MSY (F/FMSY = 1.07); 

 

Adopts in accordance with Article 10 of the WPCF Convention, the following rebuilding plan for 

North Pacific striped marlin: 

 

Rebuilding Objective 

 

The interim rebuilding target for North Pacific striped marlin is 20%SSBF=0, to be reached by 2034, 

with at least 60% probability. This rebuilding objective will be subject to further consideration and 

decision at WCPFC17, taking into account any additional scientific advice. 

 

Rebuilding Strategy 

 

Beginning in 2020, and based on the best scientific information available, members will develop 

measures to rebuild the stock in accordance with the rebuilding objective, with the aim of adopting 

revised conservation and management measures for North Pacific striped marlin at WCPFC17. 

Members should consider reduced catch limits and retention, release, and gear requirements, among 

other potential tools.  

 

 ---  

WCPFC16 Summary Report issued 2 April 2020
pg 191



1 

 

Attachment M* 

 
COMMISSION 

SIXTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea 

5 – 11 December 2019 

CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT MEASURE FOR SHARKS 

Conservation and Management Measure 2019-04 

 

The Commission for the Conservation and Management of Highly Migratory Fish Stocks in the 

Western and Central Pacific Ocean (WCPFC), in accordance with the Convention on the 

Conservation and Management of Highly Migratory Fish Stocks in the Western and Central 

Pacific Ocean (the Convention);  

 

Recognizing the economic and cultural importance of sharks in the western and central Pacific 

Ocean (WCPO), the biological importance of sharks in the marine ecosystem as key predatory 

species, the vulnerability of certain shark species to fishing pressure, and the need for measures to 

promote the long-term conservation, management and sustainable use of shark populations and 

fisheries;  

 

Recognizing the need to collect data on catch, effort, discards, and trade, as well as information 

on the biological parameters of many species, to enable effective shark conservation and 

management; 

 

Recognizing further that certain species of sharks and rays, such as basking shark and great white 

shark, have been listed on Appendix II of the Convention on International Trade in Endangered 

Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES). 

 

Adopts, in accordance with Article 5, 6 and 10 of the Convention, that: 

 

 

I. Definitions 

 

1. (1)   Sharks: All species of sharks, skates, rays and chimaeras (Class Chondrichthyes) 

(2)   Full utilization: Retention by the fishing vessel of all parts of the shark excepting head, 

guts, vertebrae and skins, to the point of first landing or transshipment 

(3)   Finning: Removing and retaining all or some of a shark’s fins and discarding its 

carcass at sea 
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II. Objective and Scope 

 

2. The objective of this Conservation and Management Measure (CMM) is, through the 

application of the precautionary approach and an ecosystem approach to fisheries management, to 

ensure the long-term conservation and sustainable use of sharks. 

 

3. This CMM shall apply to: (i) sharks listed in Annex 1 of the 1982 Convention and (ii) any 

other sharks caught in association with fisheries managed under the WCPF Convention.  

 

4. This measure shall apply to the high seas and exclusive economic zones of the Convention 

Area.   

 

5. Nothing in this measure shall prejudice the sovereignty and sovereign rights of coastal States, 

including for traditional fishing activities and the rights of traditional fishers, to apply alternative 

measures for the purpose of exploring, exploiting, conserving and managing sharks, including any 

national plan of action for the conservation and management of sharks, within areas under their 

national jurisdiction. When Commission Members, Cooperating Non-Members, and Participating 

Territories (CCMs) apply alternative measures, the CCMs shall annually provide to the 

Commission, in their Part 2 Annual Report, a description of the measures. 

 

III. FAO International Plan of Action for the Conservation and Management of sharks 

 

6. CCMs should implement, as appropriate, the FAO International Plan of Action for the 

Conservation and Management of Sharks (IPOA). For implementation of the IPOA, each CCM 

should, as appropriate, include its National Plan of Action for sharks in Part 2 Annual Report.  

 

IV. Full utilization of shark and prohibition of finning  

 

7. CCMs shall take measures necessary to require that all sharks retained on board their vessels 

are fully utilized. CCMs shall ensure that the practice of finning is prohibited.  

 

8. In order to implement the obligation in paragraph 7, in 2020, 2021 and 2022, CCMs shall 

require their vessels to land sharks with fins naturally attached to the carcass.   

 

9. Notwithstanding paragraph 8, in 2020, 2021 and 2022, CCMs may take alternative measures 

as listed below to ensure that individual shark carcasses and their corresponding fins can be easily 

identified on board the vessel at any time:  

(1) Each individual shark carcass and its corresponding fins are stored in the same bag, 

preferably biodegradable one;  

(2) Each individual shark carcass is bound to the corresponding fins using rope or wire;  

(3) Identical and uniquely numbered tags are attached to each shark carcass and its 

corresponding fins in a manner that inspectors can easily identify the matching of the 

carcass and fins at any time. Both the carcasses and fins shall be stored on board in the 

same hold.  Notwithstanding this requirement, a CCM may allow its fishing vessels 

to store the carcasses and corresponding fins in different holds if the fishing vessel 

maintains a record or logbook that shows where the tagged fins and correspondingly 
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tagged carcasses are stored, in a manner that they are easily identified by inspectors.  

 

10. In case that a CCM wishes to allow its fishing vessels operating on the high seas to use any 

measure other than the three alternatives in paragraph 9 (1) – (3), it shall present it to TCC. If TCC 

endorses it, it shall be submitted to the subsequent annual meeting for endorsement.  

 

11. All CCMs shall include in their Part 2 Annual Report information on the implementation of 

the measures in paragraph 8 or paragraph 9 as applicable for review by TCC. The report by CCMs 

shall contain a detailed explanation of implementation of paragraph 8 or paragraph 9 as applicable 

including how compliance has been monitored. CCMs are encouraged to report to TCC any 

enforcement difficulties that they encountered in the case of the alternative measures and how they 

have addressed risks such as monitoring at sea, species substitution, etc. The TCC in 2023 shall, 

taking into account these reports, advise the Commission on the effectiveness of the measures set 

out in paragraph 9 as alternatives to the obligation contained in paragraph 7, and recommend 

measures for consideration and possible adoption at the 2023 annual meeting of the Commission. 

 

12. CCMs shall take measures necessary to prevent their fishing vessels from retaining on board 

(including for crew consumption), transshipping, and landing any fins harvested in contravention 

of this CMM. 

 

13. CCMs shall take measures necessary to ensure that both carcasses and their corresponding 

fins are landed or transshipped together, in a manner that allows inspectors to verify the 

correspondence between an individual carcass and its fins when they are landed or transshipped.  

 

V. Minimizing bycatch and practicing safe release 

 

14. For longline fisheries targeting tuna and billfish, CCMs shall ensure that their vessels comply 

with at least one of the following options: 

(1) do not use or carry wire trace as branch lines or leaders; or 

(2) do not use branch lines running directly off the longline floats or drop lines, known as 

shark lines. See Annex 1 for a schematic diagram of a shark line. 

 

15. The implementation of the measures contained in paragraph 11 above shall be on a vessel 

by vessel or CCM basis.  Each CCM shall notify the Commission of its implementation of 

paragraph 14 by March 31, 2021 and thereafter whenever the selected option is changed.   

 

16. For longline fisheries targeting sharks, CCMs shall develop and report their management 

plans in their Part 2 Annual Report. 

 

17. The Commission shall adopt and enhance bycatch mitigation measures and develop new or 

amend, if necessary, existing Shark Safe Release Guidelines1 to maximize the survival of sharks 

that are caught and are not to be retained. Where sharks are unwanted bycatch they should be 

released alive using techniques that result in minimal harm, taking into account the safety of the 

crew. CCMs should encourage their fishing vessels to use any Commission adopted guidelines for 
                                                   
1 The Commission adopted at WCPFC15 Best Handling Practices for the Safe Release of Sharks (other than 

Whale Sharks and Mantas/Mobulids) 
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the safe release and handling of sharks.  

 

18. CCMs shall ensure that sharks that are caught and are not to be retained, hauled alongside 

the vessel before being cut free in order to facilitate a species identification.  This requirement 

shall only apply when an observer or electronic monitoring camera is present, and should only be 

implemented taking into consideration the safety of the crew and observer. 

 

19. Development of new WCPFC guidelines or amendment to existing guidelines for safe 

release of sharks should take into account the health and safety of the crew. 

 

VI. Species specific requirements 

 

20. Oceanic whitetip shark and silky shark 

(1) CCMs shall prohibit vessels flying their flag and vessels under charter arrangements 

to the CCM from retaining on board, transshipping, storing on a fishing vessel or 

landing any oceanic whitetip shark, or silky shark, in whole or in part, in the fisheries 

covered by the Convention.  

(2) CCMs shall require all vessels flying their flag and vessels under charter arrangements 

to the CCM to release any oceanic whitetip shark or silky shark that is caught as soon 

as possible after the shark is brought alongside the vessel, and to do so in a manner 

that results in as little harm to the shark as possible, following any applicable safe 

release guidelines for these species. 

(3) Subject to national laws and regulations, and notwithstanding (1) and (2), in the case 

of oceanic whitetip shark and silky shark that are unintentionally caught and frozen as 

part of a purse seine vessels’ operation, the vessel must surrender the whole oceanic 

whitetip shark and silky shark to the responsible governmental authorities or discard 

them at the point of landing or transshipment. Oceanic whitetip shark and silky shark 

surrendered in this manner may not be sold or bartered but may be donated for purpose 

of domestic human consumption. 

(4) Observers shall be allowed to collect biological samples from oceanic whitetip sharks 

and silky shark caught in the Convention Area that are dead on haulback in the WCPO, 

provided that the samples are part of a research project of that CCM or the SC.  In 

the case that sampling is conducted as a CCM project, that CCM shall report it in their 

Part 2 Annual Report. 

 

21. Whale shark 

(1) CCMs shall prohibit their flagged vessels from setting a purse seine on a school of 

tuna associated with a whale shark if the animal is sighted prior to the commencement 

of the set.  

(2) CCMs shall prohibit vessels flying their flag and vessels under charter arrangements 

to the CCM from retaining on board, transshipping, or landing any whale shark caught 

in the Convention Area, in whole or in part, in the fisheries covered by the Convention. 

(3) For fishing activities in Parties to Nauru Agreement (PNA) exclusive economic zones, 

the prohibition in paragraph (1) shall be implemented in accordance with the Third 

Arrangement implementing the Nauru Agreement as amended on 11 September 2010. 

(4) Notwithstanding sub-paragraph (1) above, for fishing activities in exclusive economic 
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zones of CCMs north of 30 N, CCMs shall implement either this measure or 

compatible measures consistent with the obligations under this measure. When CCMs 

apply compatible measures, the CCMs shall annually provide to the Commission, in 

their Part 2 Annual Report, a description of the measure. 

(5) CCMs shall require that, in the event that a whale shark is incidentally encircled in the 

purse seine net, the master of the vessel shall:  

(a) ensure that all reasonable steps are taken to ensure its safe release.; and  

(b) report the incident to the relevant authority of the flag State, including the 

number of individuals, details of how and why the encirclement happened, where 

it occurred, steps taken to ensure safe release, and an assessment of the life status 

of the whale shark on release. 

(6) In taking steps to ensure the safe release of the whale shark as required under sub-

paragraph (5)(a) above, CCMs shall encourage the master of the vessel to follow the 

WCPFC Guidelines for the Safe Release of Encircled Whale Sharks (WCPFC Key 

Document SC-10)2. 

(7) In applying steps under sub-paragraphs (1), (5)(a) and (6), the safety of the crew shall 

remain paramount. 

(8) The Secretariat shall report on the implementation of this paragraph on the basis of 

observer reports, as part of the Annual Report on the Regional Observer Programme.  

 

VII. Reporting requirements 

 

22. Each CCM shall submit data on the WCPFC Key Shark Species3 for Data Provision in 

accordance with Scientific Data to be Provided to the Commission (WCPFC Key Document Data-

01).  

 

23. CCMs shall advise the Commission (in their Part 2 Annual Report) on implementation of 

this CMM in accordance with Annex 2. 

 

VIII. Research 

 

24. CCMs shall as appropriate, support research and development of strategies for the avoidance 

of unwanted shark captures (e.g. chemical, magnetic and other shark deterrents), safe release 

guidelines, biology and ecology of sharks, identification of nursery grounds, gear selectivity, 

assessment methods and other priorities listed under the WCPFC Shark Research Plan. 

 

25. The SC shall periodically provide advice on the stock status of key shark species for 

assessment and maintain a WCPFC Shark Research Plan for the assessment of the status of these 

stocks. If possible, this should be done in conjunction with the Inter-American Tropical Tuna 

                                                   
2 Originally adopted on 8 December 2015. The title of this decision was amended through the Commission 

decision at WCPFC13, through adopting the SC12 Summary Report which contains in paragraph 742: “SC12 

agreed to change the title of ‘Guidelines for the safe release of encircled animals, including whale sharks’ to 

‘Guidelines for the safe release of encircled whale sharks’.” 
3 The WCPFC Key Shark Species for Data Provision are designated per the Process for Designating WCPFC 

Key Shark Species for Data Provision and Assessment (WCPFC Key Document SC-08) and are listed in 

Scientific Data to be Provided to the Commission (WCPFC Key Document Data-01). 
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Commission. 

 

IX. Capacity building 

 

26. The Commission should consider appropriate assistance to developing State Members and 

participating Territories for the implementation of the IPOA and collection of data on retained and 

discarded shark catches. 

 

27. The Commission shall consider appropriate assistance to developing State Members and 

participating Territories for the implementation of this measure, including supplying species 

identification guides for their fleets and guidelines and training for the safe release of sharks, and 

including, in accordance with Article 7 of the Convention, in areas under national jurisdiction.  

 

X. Review 

 

28. On the basis of advice from the SC and/or the TCC, the Commission shall review the 

implementation and effectiveness of this CMM, including species specific measures, taking into 

account, inter alia, any recommendation from the SC or TCC, in 2023, and amend it as appropriate.  

 

29. This CMM shall become effective on November 1st 20204 and shall replace CMM 2010-07, 

2011-04, 2012-04, 2013-08, and 2014-05 at that time.   

                                                   
4 This CMM shall not apply to Indonesia before November 1st 2021. Until then, all the existing CMMs 

related to sharks and rays shall apply to Indonesia. 
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Annex 1: Schematic diagram of a shark line 
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Annex 2: Template for reporting implementation of this CMM 

 

Each CCM shall include the following information in Part 2 of its annual report: 

 

1. Description of alternative measures in para 5, if applicable 

 

2. Results of their assessment of the need for a National Plan of Action and/or the status of their 

National Plans of Action for the Conservation and Management of Sharks, as appropriate 

 

3. Details of National Plan of Action, as appropriate, for implementation of IPOA Sharks in 

para 6 that includes: 

(1) details of NPOA objectives; and 

(2) species and fleet covered by NPOA as well as catches thereby 

(3) measures to minimize waste and discards from shark catches and encourage the live 

release of incidental catches of sharks; 

(4) work plan and a review process for NPOA implementation 

 

4. With respect to para 9: 

(1) Whether sharks or shark parts are retained on board their flag vessels, and if so, how 

they are handled and stored 

(2) In case that CCMs retain sharks and choose to apply a requirement for fins to be 

naturally attached to carcasses 

• Their monitoring and enforcement systems relating to this requirement 

(3) In case that CCMs retain sharks and choose to apply measures other than a requirement 

for fins to be naturally attached to carcasses 

• Their monitoring and enforcement systems relating to this requirement 

• A detailed explanation of why the fleet has adopted its fin-handling practice; 

 

5. The management plan in para 16 that includes: 

(1) specific authorizations to fish such as a license and a TAC or other measure to limit 

the catch of shark to acceptable levels; 

(2) measures to avoid or reduce catch and maximize live release of species whose retention 

is prohibited by the Commission; 

 

6. A report on sampling programs for oceanic whitetip sharks and silky shark as a CCM project 

as referred to in para 20 (4) 

 

7. Estimated number of releases of oceanic whitetip shark and silky shark caught in the 

Convention Area, including the status upon release (dead or alive), through data collected from 

observer programs and other means. 

 

8. Description of compatible measures as referred to in para 21 (4) 

 

9. Any instances in which whale sharks have been encircled by purse seine nets of their flagged 

vessels, including the details required under para 21 (5)(b). 

--- 
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Attachment N* 

 
COMMISSION  

SIXTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea 

5-11 December 2019 

SAFE HANDLING AND RELEASE GUIDELINES FOR SEABIRDS 

Suppl_CMM 2018-03 

 

Bycatch in pelagic longline fisheries is one of the greatest threats to seabirds, particularly 

albatrosses and petrels.  

 

This proposal is aimed at meeting the requirements of para 11 of CMM 2018-03 - ensuring that 

seabirds captured alive are released alive and in as good a condition as possible and that, wherever 

possible, hooks are removed without jeopardizing the life of the seabird concerned. 

 

SC15 noted that some seabirds are captured and released alive, with higher chances of survival 

when safe handling procedures are implemented. Together with the implementation of effective 

seabird bycatch mitigation measures, safe handling and release of seabirds will help reduce the 

impact of pelagic longline and other hook fisheries bycatch on these vulnerable seabirds. 

 

The guidelines on Hook Removal from Seabirds, developed by the Agreement on the Conservation 

of Albatrosses and Petrels (ACAP), are recommended as non-binding guidelines for safe handling 

and release of live caught seabirds in all WCPFC pelagic longline and other hook fisheries. 

 

The current ACAP guidelines, in a range of languages, are freely available on the ACAP website: 

https://acap.aq/en/resources/bycatch-mitigation . The format of the advice has been tailored to 

fishing vessel crew. The current ACAP guidelines are provided in Appendix 1. 
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Appendix 1. Hook release guidelines developed by the Agreement on the Conservation of 

Albatrosses and Petrels 
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Attachment O* 

 
COMMISSION 

SIXTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea 

5 – 11 December 2019 

CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT MEASURE ON MOBULID RAYS CAUGHT 

IN ASSOCIATION WITH FISHERIES IN THE WCPFC CONVENTION AREA 

Conservation and Management Measure 2019-05 

 

The Commission for the Conservation and Management of Highly Migratory Fish Stocks in the 

Western and Central Pacific Ocean (the Commission), 

 

In accordance with the Convention on the Conservation and Management of Highly Migratory 

Fish Stocks in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean (the Convention):  

 

Considering that the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) International Plan 

of Action for Sharks calls on States to cooperate through regional fisheries management 

organizations to ensure the sustainability of shark stocks; 

 

Recognizing the ecological and cultural significance of sharks and rays in the western and central 

Pacific Ocean (WCPO); 

 

Noting that manta and mobula rays are listed in Appendix I and Appendix II of the Convention on 

the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals and that the parties to that Convention 

have a range of obligations related to the conservation of such species; 

 

Further noting that manta and mobula rays are also listed in Appendix II of the Convention on 

International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora for which trade shall be closely 

controlled under specific conditions including, inter alia, that trade will not be detrimental to the 

survival of the species in the wild; 

 

Acknowledging the 13th Regular Session of the Commission designated six species of manta and 

mobula rays as key shark species for assessment and called for the development of safe release 

guidelines for manta and mobula rays; 

 

Further acknowledging the 14th Regular Session of the Commission adopted non-binding 

guidelines of best handling practices for the safe release of manta and mobulids for both purse 

seine and longline fisheries; 
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Noting the recognition by the 12th Regular Session of the Scientific Committee of the impact on 

mobulids by WCPFC fisheries, ecological concern and data availability. 

 

Noting that the 13th Regular Session of the Scientific Committee confirmed that as species of 

special interest, manta and mobula rays will have all required data collected under the Regional 

Observer Programme Minimum Standard Data Fields; 

 

Concerned that the species of the family Mobulidae, which includes manta rays and mobula rays, 

are considered to be vulnerable to overfishing as they are slow-growing, experience late sexual 

maturity, have long gestation periods, and often give birth to only a few pups; 

 

Also concerned about the possible impacts on these species by the different fisheries occurring 

from coastal areas to the high seas;  

 

Adopts in accordance with Article 10 of the Convention, the following Conservation and 

Management Measure: 

 

1. This Conservation and Management Measure (CMM) shall apply to all fishing vessels 

operating in the high seas and/or exclusive economic zones of the Convention area and flagged to 

Members, Cooperating Non-Members and Participating Territories (CCMs), and authorized to fish 

for highly migratory fish stocks in the Convention Area. 

 

2. For the purpose of this CMM, “mobulid rays” means species of the family Mobulidae, 

which includes manta rays and mobula rays. 

 

3. CCMs shall prohibit their vessels from targeted fishing or intentional setting on mobulid 

rays in the Convention Area. 

 

4. CCMs shall prohibit their vessels from retaining on board, transhipping, or landing any 

part or whole carcass of mobulid rays caught in the Convention Area. 

 

5. CCMs shall require their fishing vessels to promptly release alive and unharmed, to the 

extent practicable, mobulid rays as soon as possible, and to do so in a manner that will result in 

the least possible harm to the individuals captured. CCMs should encourage their fishing vessels 

to implement the handling practices detailed in Annex 1, while taking into consideration the safety 

of the crew. 

 

6. Notwithstanding paragraph 4, in the case of mobulid rays that are unintentionally caught 

and landed as part of a purse seine vessel’s operation, the vessel must, at the point of landing or 

transhipment, surrender the whole mobulid ray to the responsible governmental authorities, or 

other competent authority, or discard them where possible. Mobulid rays surrendered in this 

manner may not be sold or bartered but may be donated for purposes of domestic human 

consumption. 

 

7. CCMs shall advise the Commission (in Part 2 of their Annual Report) on implementation 

of this CMM. 
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8. CCMs shall ensure that fishers are aware of proper mitigation, identification, handling and 

releasing techniques and should encourage them to keep on board all necessary equipment for the 

safe release of mobulid rays. For this purpose, CCMs are encouraged to use the handling practices  

included as Annex 1. 

 

9. CCMs are encouraged to investigate at-vessel and post-release mortality in mobulids 

including, but not exclusively, the application of satellite tagging programs to investigate the 

effectiveness of this measure and more effective methods of live release. 

 

10. Observers shall be allowed to collect biological samples of mobulid rays caught in the 

WCPFC Convention Area that are dead at haul-back. 

 

11. This measure will take effect on 1 January 2021. 
 

 

---  
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Annex 1 

 

BEST HANDLING PRACTICES FOR THE SAFE RELEASE OF MANTAS & MOBULIDS 

 

Purse Seine 

 

Do’s: 

• Release rays while they are still free-swimming whenever possible (e.g., back down procedure, 

submerging corks, cutting net). 

• It is preferable that larger rays (>60 kg), that are too large to be lifted safely by hand are brailed out 

of the net and released using a purpose built large-mesh cargo net or canvas sling or similar device 

as recommended in document SC08-EB-IP-12 (Poisson et al. 2012, Good practices to reduce the 

mortality of sharks and rays caught incidentally by the tropical tuna purse seiners). It is preferable 

that release nets or devices are prepared prior to each set. 

• It is preferable that small (<30 kg) and medium rays (30-60 kg) are handled by 2 or 3 people and 

carried by the sides of its wings or preferably using a purpose-built cradle/stretcher while ensuring 

the safety of the crew. 

• When entangled in netting, carefully cut the net away from the animal and release to the sea as quickly 

as possible while ensuring the safety of the crew. 

 

Don’ts: 

• Do not leave a ray on deck until hauling is finished before returning it to the sea. 

• Do not punch holes through the bodies of rays (e.g., to pass a cable or line through for lifting the ray). 

• Do not gaff, drag, carry, lift or pull a ray by its “cephalic lobes” or tail or by inserting hooks or hands 

into the gill slits or the spiracles. 

 

Longline 

 

Do’s: 

• For small rays, gently bring on board and remove as much gear as possible by backing the hook out. 

If hooks are embedded, either cut the hook with bolt cutters or cut the line at the hook and gently 

return the animal to the sea. 

• For medium to large rays (>30 kg), leave the animal in the water and use a dehooker to remove the 

hook or a long-handled line cutter to cut the gear as close to the hook as possible (ideally leaving <0.5 

meters of line attached to the animal). 

 

Don’ts: 

• Do not hit or slam a ray against any surface to remove the animal from the line. 

• Do not attempt to dislodge a deeply hooked or ingested hook by pulling on the branch line or using a 

dehooker. 

• Do not attempt to lift medium to large (>30 kg) rays aboard vessel. 

• Do not cut the tail. 

• Do not gaff, drag, carry, lift or pull a ray by its “cephalic lobes” or tail or by inserting hooks or hands 

into the gill slits or the spiracles. 

 

Additional recommendation: 

 

• Knowing that any fishing operation may catch rays, several tools can be prepared in advance (e.g., 

canvas or net slings or stretchers for carrying or lifting, large mesh net or grid to cover 

hatches/hoppers in purse seine fisheries, long handled cutters and de-hookers in longline fisheries. 
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COMMISSION 

SIXTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea 

5 – 11 December 2019 

2019 FINAL COMPLIANCE MONITORING REPORT  

(COVERING 2018 ACTIVITIES) 

WCPFC16-2019-fCMR_adopted 
6 December 2019 
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Executive Summary 

 

I. INTRODUCTION  

 

1.  WCPFC16 undertook its ninth annual review of compliance by CCMs against an updated priority 

list of Commission obligations agreed to at WCPFC15 for 2019.   

 

2.  WCPFC16 and TCC15 conducted its review in accordance with the Compliance Monitoring 

Scheme (CMS) adopted at WCPFC15 – CMM 2018-07.   

 

3.  Consistent with recent versions of the CMS, the current CMS does not require an overall 

assessment of each CCM, but only asks TCC to identify a compliance assessment for each specific 

obligation.  

 

4.  In accordance with paragraph 7 and Annex I of the CMS CMM, the following statuses were 

considered in making the assessments: Compliant, Non-Compliant, Priority Non-Compliant, 

Capacity Assistance Needed, Flag State Investigation and CMM Review.  

 

 

II. DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROVISIONAL COMPLIANCE MONITORING REPORT 

BY TCC15  

 

5.  TCC15 reviewed the draft Compliance Monitoring Report (draft CMR) for thirty-six (36) CCMs 

and one (1) collective group of Members in a closed working group session.  The draft CMR is 

classified as non-public domain data and some CCMs were not able to agree to release their non-

public domain data, therefore the decision was made to close the session.   The European Union 

reiterated its concerns with performing the CMR process in closed sessions and reminded the need to 

ensure a high level of transparency in all aspects of the Commissions work.  There continues to be 

willingness among some CCMs and Observers (who were not able to attend the closed session) in 

finding a way to address the confidentiality concerns of some CCMs so that Observers can more fully 

and effectively participate in the CMS.  It was noted by some CCMs that more time was needed to 

get used to the revised CMS before admitting Observers.   

 

 

III. COMPLIANCE REVIEW PROCESS AND ASSESSMENTS 

 

6.  TCC15 agreed to a CMR Review Process in advance of conducting its review (TCC15-2019-

09).  

 

7.  Consistent with the practice last year, TCC15 received reports from CCMs on the progress of 

capacity development plans and flag state investigations for each of 2015, 2016 and 2017. The 

outcomes of both discussions are in the tables set out below. 

 

CMM Capacity Assistance Needed 

(CMR RY2016 and RY2017) 

Ongoing 

Capacity Assistance Needed 

(CMR RY2016 RY2017) 

Completed 

SciData 03 Indonesia1  

 

                                                   
1 Indonesia noted that the work under this Capacity Development Plan was intended to be conducted in 2019, 

subject to funding being available. 
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CMM Capacity Assistance Needed 

(CMR RY2017) Ongoing 

Capacity Assistance Needed 

(CMR RY2017) Completed 

5% ROP Observer 

Coverage rate CMM 

2007-01 Att K Annex 

C  

 Kiribati 

2014-02 9a 

2014-02 9a 

VMS SSPs 2.8 

 New Caledonia 

 

CMM Flag State Investigation  

(CMR RY2015) Ongoing 

Flag State Investigation  

(CMR RY2015) Completed 

2007-01, para 14 (vii) China, Japan, Korea, Philippines, 

Chinese Taipei 

 

2010-07, para 9 China, Korea, Philippines  

2013-08, para 1 China, Japan, Korea, Philippines, 

Chinese Taipei 

 

2014-01, para 14 Japan, Philippines, Chinese Taipei  

 

CMM Flag State Investigation  

(CMR RY2016) Ongoing 

Flag State Investigation  

(CMR RY2016) Completed 

2007-01, para 14 (vii) China, Japan, Korea, Philippines, 

Chinese Taipei 

 

2010-07, para 9 Japan, Kiribati, Korea, Philippines  

2013-08, para 1 Korea, Papua New Guinea  

2011-03, para 1 China, Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 

Philippines, Papua New Guinea, 

Chinese Taipei 

FSM, United States 

 

2012-04, para 1 China, Japan, Korea, Philippines, 

Chinese Taipei 

FSM, Solomon Islands, United 

States 

 

2015-01 para 14 Korea, Philippines, Chinese Taipei United States 

 

CMM Flag State Investigation  

(CMR RY2017) Ongoing 

Flag State Investigation  

(CMR RY2017) Completed 

2007-01, para 14 (vii) Japan, Korea, Chinese Taipei, United 

States 

China 

 

2010-07, para 9 Korea, Chinese Taipei  

2013-08, para 1 China, Japan, Korea, Philippines, 

Chinese Taipei 

 

 

8.  The European Union raised the requirement in CMM 2018-07 paragraph 17 that a CCM with a 

Capacity Assistance Needed status report progress on its Capacity Development Plan in Annual 

Report Part II, yet it was not clear from the information provided that the objective of the capacity 

assistance assessments had been met.  Indonesia noted that it had provided its progress report in 

response to its Capacity Assistance Needed status in writing.  TCC15 reminded that in future such 

information should be submitted in writing.  

 

9.  TCC15 noted the need to address the large number (569) of Flag State Investigations from 2015 - 

2017 which were still outstanding.  The relevant CCMs advised that many of these were due to the 
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non-receipt of observer reports.  TCC15 noted the continuing need for improvement both in the way 

that some flag CCMs request information and the response from some observer providers, so that flag 

CCMs can complete investigations.  Some CCMs indicated that they would seek to close Flag State 

Investigations from 2015 and 2016 if the requisite information has not been received by WCPFC16.  

Other CCMs noted the importance of satisfactorily completing a flag state investigation.     

 

10.  Some CCMs expressed concerns over the process for reporting back on ongoing Flag State 

Investigations and the lack of information on how a case was closed.  Some CCMs noted that the 

process being used this year was very similar to that of the previous year, despite the changes made 

to the measure.  TCC15 noted that the development of a process for assessing CCM’s actions in 

response to alleged infringements was identified in Section IX of CMM 2018-07 and any concerns 

over the process should be addressed through amendments to the CMS CMM. 

 

11.  TCC15 noted that it was important to adhere to the practice of limiting verbal interventions to 

clarifications, rather than “additional information” in order to streamline the CMS process at TCC. 

 

12.  As noted in the paper on the CMR Review Process, TCC15-2019-09, there were a number of 

alleged violations from 2016 and 2017 that were not included in last year’s CMS because the 

information came in after the CMS was completed.  TCC15 reviewed the outstanding alleged 

violations from 2016 and 2017.  The table below reflects the status of that review.   

 

CMM Non-Compliant2 Flag State Investigation 

(RY 20163 and 2017) 

Flag State 

Investigation  

Completed 

2007-01, para 14 

vii 

Philippines,2  FSM, Japan, Korea, Papua 

New Guinea, Chinese 

Taipei 

 

2010-07, para 9 Philippines   

CMM 2011-04, 

para 1 

  Solomon Islands 

2013-08, para 1  FSM, Japan, Korea,  Solomon Islands 

2011-03, para 1 Philippines,  Chinese Taipei FSM 

2012-04, para 1 Philippines,  Chinese Taipei  

 

13.  The United States and Federated States of Micronesia suggested that in future the online case file 

number be included in the information presented to TCC on alleged violations from past years in order 

to assist in TCC’s review of these cases. 

 

14.  In accordance with paragraph 34 of CMM 2018-07, where there were majority/minority views 

on the correct assessment, TCC15 took the assessment of the majority view and noted the minority 

view. TCC15 notes the following assessments with majority/minority views for the Commission for 

its final assessment: 

 

 a.  CMM 2017-01, para 51 – The majority view was that Indonesia should be assessed as 

Capacity Assistance Needed; however, there was a minority view that no assessment could be 

made. 

                                                   
2 CCMs were “Non-Compliant” if no responses to any applicable cases had been made in the online 

compliance case file system.  
3 Alleged violations of CMM 2011-03, para 1 and CMM 2012-04, para 1 and relating to the Philippines 

under CMM 2007-01, para 14 vii relate to 2016. 
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 b.  CMM 2017-01, para 51 – The majority view was that the Philippines should be assessed 

as Capacity Assistance Needed; however, there were two minority views.  One was that no 

assessment could be made, and one was that the Philippines should be assessed as Non-

Compliant.     

WCPFC16 noting the difference of views on the above two assessments, agreed that the Indonesia 

and Philippines not be assessed for CMM 2017-01, para 51 in RY2018.   

 

15.  There were no obligations that TCC15 assessed as CMM Review.  However, TCC15 suggested 

that a number of obligations would benefit from review by the Commission to assist in assessing 

compliance.  These are noted in the following Section IV.   

 

16.  As noted in the paper outlining the TCC CMR process (TCC15-2019-09), and consistent with 

the decision from WCPFC14, TCC15 did not consider the information contained in the ROP Pre-

notification List for the purpose of assessing any obligations for which it was relevant. 

 

17.  Consistent with CMM 2018-07 paragraph 39, TCC considered that certain potential compliance 

issues related to a particular obligation may be met with the provision of additional information by 

the CCM up to 21 days after TCC. 

 

18.  The RY2018 assessments are set out in the Appendices 1 and 2.  Consistent with the Final 

Compliance Monitoring Reports from 2012 – 2017, CCMs evaluated as “Non-Compliant” or “Priority 

Non-Compliant” for obligations are strongly encouraged to address their implementation issues.  

 

IV. ISSUES RELATED TO SPECIFIC CMMS OR OTHER OBLIGATIONS 

 

19.   While recognising the importance of the development aspirations of small island developing 

States (SIDS), the United States noted with concern the increase in catches for North Pacific Albacore 

(CMM 2005-03) by one SIDS CCM, and inquired whether those CCMs had plans to constrain effort 

in any way moving forward.  Korea was of the view that the current text of CMM 2005-03 is not so 

clear as to whether the requirement of fishing effort limit (paragraph 2) is applicable to a CCM whose 

fishing vessels are not targeting North Pacific Albacore and that this CMM needs to be reviewed. 

 

20.  Some CCMs noted that use of the phrase “targeting” or “fishing for” in some WCPFC CMMs 

continue to present a challenge for some CMR assessments.  

 

21.  Canada confirmed that CMM 2005-03 (North Pacific Albacore), paragraph 3, is being considered 

by NC15 to change reporting from every 6 months to annually for all CCMs. An update on this will 

be provided to the Commission.   

 

22.  WCPFC16 and TCC15 noted that in addition to a statement of implementation of CMM 2009-

06, paragraph 13, where a CCM reported in its high seas transshipment declarations that there was an 

ROP observer on board a CCM offloading vessel or the receiving vessel, the CCM would be assessed 

as “Compliant”. 

 

23.  The United States raised a concern over discrepancies with the baseline data used to assess 

China’s limit for North Pacific Striped Marlin (CMM 2010-01, para 5).  China noted that this was 

due to past data not differentiating striped marlin from other marlins.  The European Union suggested 

that China work with the SPC to reconcile the data to assist future assessments and task the Secretariat 

to develop summary tables for this species similar to those for albacore and pacific bluefin tuna to 

assist future assessments by TCC.  TCC’s assessment of China as priority non-compliant with the 

catch limit for north Pacific striped marlin (CMM 2010-01 paragraph 5) revealed a large discrepancy 
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for the baseline period used to set the limits between the Commission held data reflected in the 

WCPFC Tuna Yearbook and China’s self-declared limit.   

 

24.  There was discussion over the applicability of CMM 2014-02, paragraph 9a (VMS) to New 

Caledonia in light of the fact that New Caledonian vessels are prohibited from fishing on the high 

seas.  TCC15 noted that this obligation was “Not Applicable” for New Caledonia.   

 

25.  The European Union noted the difficulty of making an assessment on a paragraph when there 

were several obligations in the same paragraph and suggested that paragraphs including multiple 

obligations such as CMM 2014-02 paragraph 9a be reviewed in the context of the overall streamlining 

process.  Some CCMs noted the issue of anomalies identified by the Secretariat, although vessels 

were in the flag CCMs own EEZ and not required to report to the Commission VMS which also 

needed to be examined. TCC15 noted the desirability of continuing work in this area.   

 

26.  In relation to instrumented buoys (CMM 2017-01, paragraph 23), some CCMs noted that the 

provision of relevant legislation should be sufficient to demonstrate that the CCM had the requisite 

“monitoring” for the purposes of assessment of this obligation.   

 

27.  TCC15 noted that it would be useful for CCMs to include a reference and link to specific 

legislation which implements a CMM. 

 

28.  WCPFC16 and TCC15 noted that CMM 2017-01, paragraph 25 and the requirement to provide 

zone-based limits and the nature of those limits, needed attention by the Commission.  Similarly, 

WCPFC16 and TCC15 expressed concern that there continued to be issues with the assessment of 

compliance with CMM 2017-01, paragraph 51.  TCC has repeatedly had to spend multiple hours 

making these assessments and these should be prioritized for resolution by the Commission so that 

they were not repeated year after year. 

 

29.  With respect to high seas purse seine limits in CMM 2017-01 paragraph 26, TCC reminded the 

longstanding practice of using SPC analysis of data provided by CCMs to verify information provided 

by a CCM in Annual Report Part II.  Korea noted that it had been almost impossible for a CCM, under 

the current practice, to monitor and ensure that its purse seine vessels complies with this particular 

requirement in a timely manner.  Korea also expressed that there is a need for SPC to provide this 

analysis of high seas purse seine fishing effort data to CCMs on a monthly basis, at least, so that they 

can ensure their compliance through better monitoring.  SPC confirmed that it is not the SPC data, it 

is the data submitted by the flag State that was the basis of the analysis. 

 

30.  With respect to Pacific Bluefin tuna limits (CMM 2017-08), there was discussion over the 

different management periods used by different CCMs.  The Secretariat indicated that Japan reported 

on its implementation of Pacific Bluefin CMM based on both fishing year basis as well as calendar 

year basis.  The European Union requested that such data are made available to TCC for future 

assessments under this CMM.   Japan indicated that the Northern Committee is expected to submit to 

WCPFC16 a recommendation with a view to clarifying Japan’s management on a fishing year basis.   

 

31.  The United States raised a concern over data submissions under Scientific Data to be Provided to 

the Commission decision, paragraph 1 in respect of chartered vessels and the difficulties experienced 

by the SPC in attributing catch of chartered vessels.  WCPFC16 and TCC15 noted the difficulties with 

the charter notification measure (CMM 2016-05), which is not being assessed this year, particularly 

with regard to the attribution of catch and effort of chartered vessels as determined by the notification 

of chartered vessels.  TCC15 suggested that the Commission take this into account in considering the 

extension of this measure. 
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V.  REQUESTS FOR ASSISTANCE AND CAPACITY BUILDING 

 

32.  Several areas were identified where targeted assistance is required to assist SIDS and other CCMs 

in implementing specific obligations.   

 

CMM Obligation CMR section CCM Capacity Assistance 

Needed Score 

2017-01 CMM 2017-01 35 (for 

100% PS observer 

Coverage for vessels 

fishing exclusively in 

areas under national 

jurisdiction) 

Implementation Philippines Capacity Assistance 

Needed (CMR RY2018) 

 

33.  Some areas of capacity assistance were identified by certain CCMs in their Annual Report Part 

II covering RY 2018 that were outside the scope of the list of obligations to be assessed in the CMS 

in 2019. 

 

CMM Notes about types of assistance requested CCM 

2017-03 03-06, 11, 12 

Observer Safety CMM 
Assistance from FFA with this and other measures that require 

legislation changes 

Cook Islands 

2013-07 04-05 

Capacity development for 

personnel 

Additional training is needed in the following areas: 
1. Prosecution 

2. Data analysis 

3. MCS 

Fiji 

2013-07 10-11 

Capacity development for 

MCS activities 

Assistance from developed partners to assist in both aerial and 

surface surveillance coverage 

Kiribati 

--- 
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Appendix 1:  2019 Final CMR Matrix covering 2018 activities
CMM para .

     CMR Section AU CA CK CN EC EU FJ FM FR ID JP KI KR LR MH NC NR NU NZ PA PF PG PH PNAO PW SB SV TH TK TO TV TW US VN VU WF WS
CMM 2005-03 02

QL 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 7 0 0%
CMM 2005-03 03

RD 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 2 0 0 13 1 8%
RP 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 13 0 0%

CMM 2005-03 04
RP 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 11 0 0%

CMM 2007-01 10
IM 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 24 0 0%

CMM 2007-01 14 (vii)
IM 1 0 6 6 1 1 1 6 0 1 1 1 1 1 6 1 1 0 6 1 0 6 6 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 6 6 0 6 0 0 24 0 0%

CMM 2007-01 Attachment K Annex C 06
IM 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 3 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 15 1 7%
RD 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 15 0 0%

CMM 2009-06 11
RD 1 0 0 1 2 2 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 20 3 15%
RP 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 3 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 3 0 0 20 2 10%

CMM 2009-06 13
IM 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 12 0 0%

CMM 2009-06 29
QL 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 19 0 0%

CMM 2009-06 34
QL 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 11 0 0%

CMM 2009-06 35 a (ii)
RP 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 14 1 7%

CMM 2009-06 35 a (iii)
RD 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 3 0 0 8 6 75%
RP 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 8 1 13%

CMM 2009-06 35 a (iv)
RD 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 3 0 0 8 5 63%
RP 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 8 1 13%

CMM 2010-01 05
QL 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 8 0 0%

CMM 2010-01 08
RP 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 8 0 0%

CMM 2010-07 09
IM 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 6 1 0 1 0 0 27 1 4%

CMM 2010-07 12
RD 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 0 1 3 1 2 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 29 3 10%

CMM 2011-04 01
IM 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 27 1 4%

CMM 2011-04 03
RD 1 0 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 26 1 4%
RP 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 26 0 0%

CMM 2013-08 01
IM 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 3 6 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 6 6 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 6 1 0 1 0 0 28 1 4%

CMM 2013-08 03
RD 1 0 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 26 1 4%
RP 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 26 0 0%

CMM 2014-02 9a
IM 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 3 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 3 0 0 22 5 23%

CMM 2014-02 9a VMS SSPs 2.8
IM 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 2 1 0 1 0 1 3 0 1 3 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 22 3 14%

Total # of applicable
CCMs assessed

# of Non-Compliance
(Red/Yellow)

% of Non-
Complinace
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Appendix 1:  2019 Final CMR Matrix covering 2018 activities
CMM para .

     CMR Section AU CA CK CN EC EU FJ FM FR ID JP KI KR LR MH NC NR NU NZ PA PF PG PH PNAO PW SB SV TH TK TO TV TW US VN VU WF WS
Total # of applicable

CCMs assessed
# of Non-Compliance

(Red/Yellow)
% of Non-

Complinace
CMM 2014-02 9a VMS SSPs 7.2.2

RD 1 0 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 3 0 2 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 23 5 22%
RP 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 23 1 4%

CMM 2015-02 01
QL 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 9 0 0%

CMM 2015-02 04
RP 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 15 0 0%

CMM 2017-01 16
IM 1 0 0 6 1 1 0 1 0 2 6 6 6 0 6 0 1 0 1 0 0 6 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 6 1 0 2 0 0 19 3 16%

CMM 2017-01 17
IM 1 0 0 6 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 2 6 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 2 0 0 19 2 11%
RD 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 2 0 0 16 5 31%
RP 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 16 0 0%

CMM 2017-01 23
IM 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 18 0 0%

CMM 2017-01 25
QL 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 17 3 18%
RD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 5 3 60%

CMM 2017-01 26
QL 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 11 2 18%

CMM 2017-01 27
IM 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 9 0 0%

CMM 2017-01 29
RP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0%

CMM 2017-01 31
RP 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 18 0 0%

CMM 2017-01 33
IM 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 18 0 0%

CMM 2017-01 34
IM 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 18 0 0%

CMM 2017-01 35
IM 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 12 1 8%

CMM 2017-01 39
QL 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 6 0 0%

CMM 2017-01 41
RD 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 6 3 50%
RP 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 6 1 17%

CMM 2017-01 43
QL 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0%

CMM 2017-01 45
QL 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 11 0 0%

CMM 2017-01 47
QL 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 8 0 0%

CMM 2017-01 48
QL 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 6 0 0%

CMM 2017-01 51
QL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0%

CMM 2017-01 52
RP 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0%

CMM 2017-01 54
RP 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0%

CMM 2017-01 Att 2 03
RD 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 100%
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Appendix 1:  2019 Final CMR Matrix covering 2018 activities
CMM para .

     CMR Section AU CA CK CN EC EU FJ FM FR ID JP KI KR LR MH NC NR NU NZ PA PF PG PH PNAO PW SB SV TH TK TO TV TW US VN VU WF WS
Total # of applicable

CCMs assessed
# of Non-Compliance

(Red/Yellow)
% of Non-

Complinace
RP 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 100%

CMM 2017-01 Att 2 05-06
IM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0%

CMM 2017-01 Att 2 08
IM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0%

CMM 2017-05 02
IM 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 24 0 0%

CMM 2017-05 03
IM 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 26 0 0%

CMM 2017-05 04
IM 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 26 0 0%

CMM 2017-05 07
IM 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 28 0 0%
RD 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 28 0 0%

CMM 2017-05 09
RD 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 28 0 0%
RP 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 28 0 0%

CMM 2017-05 17
IM 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 6 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 28 0 0%

CMM 2017-08 02 (1)
QL 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 7 0 0%

CMM 2017-08 02 (2)
QL 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 7 0 0%

CMM 2017-08 03
QL 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 7 0 0%

CMM 2017-08 04
RP 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 12 0 0%

CMM 2017-08 10
RP 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 12 0 0%

SciData 01
RD 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 27 0 0%
RP 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 29 0 0%

SciData 02
RD 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 26 0 0%
RP 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 26 0 0%

SciData 03
RD 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 28 0 0%
RP 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 5 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 28 0 0%

SciData 05
RD 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 29 0 0%
RP 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 29 0 0%

1 Compliant 2 Non Compliant 3 Priority Non-Compliant 4 Not Assessed 5 Capacity Assistance Needed 6 Flag State Investigation

AU Australia NC New Caledonia TW Chinese Taipei
CA Canada NR Nauru US United States of America
CK Cook Islands NU Niue VN Vietnam
CN China NZ New Zealand VU Vanuatu
EC Ecuador PA Panama WF Wallis and Futuna
EU European Union PF French Polynesia WS Samoa
FJ Fiji PG Papua New Guinea
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Appendix 1:  2019 Final CMR Matrix covering 2018 activities
CMM para .

     CMR Section AU CA CK CN EC EU FJ FM FR ID JP KI KR LR MH NC NR NU NZ PA PF PG PH PNAO PW SB SV TH TK TO TV TW US VN VU WF WS
Total # of applicable

CCMs assessed
# of Non-Compliance

(Red/Yellow)
% of Non-

Complinace
FM Federated States of Micronesia PH Philippines
FR France PW Palau
ID Indonesia SB Solomon Islands Collective group:
JP Japan SV El Salvador PNAO Parties to the Nauru Agreement
KI Kiribati TH Thailand
KR Republic of Korea TK Tokelau
LR Liberia TO Tonga

MH Marshall Islands TV Tuvalu
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Appendix 2:  2019 Final Compliance and Monitoring Report (for 2018 activities) 
 
 

 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

 CMM 2005-03: North Pacific Albacore  

Para (2) 
Canada, China, Japan, Korea, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei, 
United States 

  

  

 

Para (3) 

Canada, China, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei, 
Tuvalu United States, 
Vanuatu 

  

  

 

Para (3) 
(reporting 
deadline) 

Canada, China, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei 
Tuvalu, United States 

Vanuatu  

  

 

Para (4) 

Canada, China, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Chinese Taipei, 
Tuvalu, United States, 
Vanuatu 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

 CMM 2007-01: Regional Observer Programme   
Para (10) Australia, Cook Islands, 

China, Ecuador, European 
Union, Fiji, Federated States 
of Micronesia, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Liberia, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, Panama, Papua 
New Guinea, Philippines, 
Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Chinese Taipei, 
Tuvalu, United States, 
Vanuatu  

     

Para (14) 
(vii) 

 
 

Australia, , Ecuador, 
European Union, Fiji, 
Indonesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Liberia, Nauru, New 
Caledonia, Panama, El 
Salvador, Solomon Islands, 
Tuvalu,  

   Cook 
Islands, 
China, 
Federated 
States of 
Micronesia, 
Marshall 
Islands, 
New 
Zealand, 
Papua New 
Guinea, 
Philippines, 
Chinese 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Taipei, 
United 
States, 
Vanuatu 

Att K, Annex 
C, Para (6) 

Cook Islands, China, 
European Union, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Kiribati, Korea, 
New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, Solomon Islands, 
Chinese Taipei, Tuvalu, 
United States, Vanuatu 

 Japan    Japan [6] 

Att K, Annex 
C, Para (6) 
(reporting 
deadline) 

Cook Islands, China, 
European Union, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, Solomon Islands, 
Tuvalu, Chinese Taipei, 
United States, Vanuatu  

     

 CMM 2009-06: Transshipment  
Para (11) Australia, China, Ecuador, 

European Union, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Liberia, Marshall 
Islands, New Zealand, 
Papua New Guinea, 

 Panama, 
Vanuatu 

  Panama [7],  
Vanuatu [6] 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Philippines, El Salvador, 
Solomon Islands, Chinese 
Taipei, Tuvalu, United 
States  

Para (11) 
(reporting 
deadline) 

Australia, China, Federated 
States of Micronesia, Fiji, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Liberia, Marshall Islands, 
New Zealand, Papua New 
Guinea, Philippines, 
Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Tuvalu, Chinese 
Taipei, United States, 
Vanuatu 

Ecuador, 
European 
Union, Panama 

    

Para (13) China, Fiji, Japan, Korea, 
Liberia, New Zealand, 
Panama, Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei, 
United States, Vanuatu 

     

Para (29) Australia, China, Ecuador, 
European Union, Federated 
States of Micronesia, 
Indonesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Zealand, Papua 
New Guinea, Philippines, 
Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Chinese Taipei, 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Tuvalu, United States, 
Vanuatu  

Para (34) China, Fiji, Japan, Korea, 
Liberia, Panama, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei, 
Thailand, United States, 
Vanuatu 

     

Para (35) 
(a) (ii) 

China, Fiji, Japan, Korea, 
Liberia, Panama, 
Philippines, Thailand, 
United States, Vanuatu  

Chinese Taipei     

Para (35) 
(a) (iii) 

 

China, Japan, Korea, Liberia, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu 

 Panama   Panama [3] 

Para (35) 
(a) (iii)  

 
(reporting 
deadline) 

Japan, United States Korea China, 
Liberia, 
Panama, 
Chinese 
Taipei 
Vanuatu 

  China [5],  
Liberia [2], 
Panama [3],  
Chinese 
Taipei [2],  
Vanuatu [4] 

Para (35) 
(a) (iv) 

China, Japan, Korea, Liberia, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu 

 Panama   Panama [4] 

Para (35) 
(a) (iv)  

 

China, Japan, United States  Korea Liberia 
Panama, 
Chinese 

  Liberia [2], 
Panama [2], 
Chinese 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

(reporting 
deadline) 

Taipei, 
Vanuatu 

Taipei [4], 
Vanuatu [4] 
 

 CMM 2010-01: North Pacific Striped Marlin  
Para 5 

 
China, European Union, 
Indonesia, Japan, Korea, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei, 
United States 

     

Para 8 
 
 

China, European Union, 
Indonesia, Japan, Korea, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei, 
United States 

     

 CMM 2010-07: Shark   
Para (9) 

Implementa
tion 

Australia, Canada, Cook 
Islands, China, Ecuador, 
European Union, Federated 
States of Micronesia, Fiji, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Liberia, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, French Polynesia, 
Panama, Papua New Guinea, 
El Salvador, Solomon 
Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
United States, Vanuatu 

Indonesia    Philippines, 
Chinese 
Taipei 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Para (12) 
(report 

deadline) 

Australia, Canada, China, 
Cook Islands, Ecuador, 
European Union, Federated 
States of Micronesia, Fiji, 
Indonesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, French Polynesia, 
Philippines, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Thailand, Tonga, 
Tuvalu, Chinese Taipei, 
United States, Vanuatu 

Papua New 
Guinea 

Liberia, 
Panama 

  Liberia [2], 
Panama [3] 

 CMM 2011-04: Oceanic Whitetip   
Para (1) Australia, Canada, Cook 

Islands, China, Ecuador, 
European Union, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Liberia, Marshall 
Islands, New Caledonia, 
Nauru, New Zealand, 
French Polynesia, Panama, 
Papua New Guinea, 
Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu  

Indonesia    Philippines  
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Para (3) Australia, Cook Islands, 
China, Ecuador, European 
Union, Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Marshall Islands, Nauru, 
New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, French Polynesia, 
Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Palau, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Tonga, Chinese 
Taipei, Tuvalu, United 
States, Vanuatu 

     

Para (3) 
(reporting 
deadline) 

Australia, Cook Islands, 
China, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, Indonesia, 
Japan, , Kiribati, Korea, 
Marshall Islands, Nauru, 
New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, French Polynesia, 
Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Palau, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu 

Ecuador     
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

 CMM 2013-08: Silky Sharks   
Para (1) Australia, Canada, Cook 

Islands, China, Ecuador, 
European Union, Federated 
States of Micronesia, Fiji, 
Kiribati, Korea, Liberia, 
Marshall Islands, Nauru, 
New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, Panama, French 
Polynesia, El Salvador, 
Solomon Islands, Thailand, 
Tonga, Tuvalu, United 
States, Vanuatu 

 Indonesia  Japan, 
Papua New 
Guinea, 
Philippines, 
Chinese 
Taipei  

Indonesia [3] 

Para (3)  Australia, Cook Islands, 
China, Ecuador, European 
Union, Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Marshall Islands, Nauru, 
New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, French Polynesia, 
Papua New Guinea, Palau, 
Philippines, Samoa Solomon 
Islands, El Salvador, Tonga, 
Tuvalu, Chinese Taipei, 
United States, Vanuatu 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Para (3) 
(reporting 
deadline) 

Australia, Cook Islands, 
China, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Marshall Islands, Nauru, 
New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, French Polynesia, 
Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Palau, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu 

Ecuador     

 CMM 2014-02: Vessel Monitoring System   
  Para (9)(a) China, Australia, Cook 

Islands, Ecuador, European 
Union, Fiji, Federated States 
of Micronesia, Kiribati, 
Korea, Liberia, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Zealand, Papua New Guinea, 
Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Tuvalu, United 
States 

Chinese Taipei Japan, 
Panama, 
Philippines 
Vanuatu  

   Japan [2], 
Panama [2], 
Philippines 
[3], Vanuatu 
[2] 

Para (9)(a) 
– VMS SSPs 

para 2.8 

Australia, Cook Islands, 
China, Ecuador, European 
Union, Fiji, Federated States 

Liberia Panama, 
Philippines 

  Panama [2], 
Philippines 
[4] 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

of Micronesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Zealand, Papua New Guinea, 
Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Chinese Taipei, 
Tuvalu, United States, 
Vanuatu  

Para (9) (a) 
– VMS SSPs 
para 7.2.2 

Australia, Cook Islands, 
China, Ecuador, European 
Union, Fiji, Federated States 
of Micronesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea,  
Marshall Islands, Nauru, 
New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, Papua New Guinea, 
Panama, Philippines, El 
Salvador, Solomon Islands, 
Tuvalu, Chinese Taipei, 
United States, Vanuatu 

Liberia     

Para (9) (a) 
– VMS SSPs 
para 7.2.2 
(reporting 
deadline) 

Australia, Cook Islands, 
China, European Union, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea,  
Marshall Islands, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, , 
Philippines, El Salvador, 

Ecuador, 
Liberia, Papua 
New Guinea, 
Solomon 
Islands, 

Panama   Panama [2] 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Tuvalu, Chinese Taipei, 
United States, Vanuatu  

 CMM 2015-02: South Pacific Albacore  
Para (1) Australia, China, European 

Union, Indonesia, Japan, 
Korea, New Zealand, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei, 
United States 

     

Para (4) Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Fiji, Indonesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, New Caledonia, 
New Zealand, French 
Polynesia, Solomon Islands, 
Chinese Taipei, Tonga, 
United States, Vanuatu  

     

 CMM 2017-01: Tropical Tunas  
Para (16) Australia, Ecuador, 

European Union, Federated 
States of Micronesia, Nauru, 
New Zealand, Solomon 
Islands, El Salvador, Tuvalu, 
Unites States 

Indonesia, 
Philippines, 
Vanuatu 

  China, 
Japan, 
Kiribati, 
Korea, 
Marshall 
Islands, 
Papua New 
Guinea, 
Chinese 
Taipei  
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Para (17) 
implementa

tion 

Australia, Ecuador, 
European Union, Federates 
States of Micronesia, 
Indonesia, Japan, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Zealand, Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Solomon 
Islands, El Salvador, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States 

Kiribati, 
Vanuatu 

  China, 
Korea 

 

Para (17) 
report 

China, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Zealand, Papua 
New Guinea, Solomon 
Islands, El Salvador, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu 

     

Para (17) 
(reporting 
deadline) 

China, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Kiribati, Korea, 
Marshall Islands, New 
Zealand, Solomon Islands, 
El Salvador, Tuvalu, United 
States 

Japan, Nauru, 
Papua New 
Guinea, Chinese 
Taipei, Vanuatu 

 

    

Para (23) China, Ecuador, European 
Union, Federated States of 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Micronesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Zealand, Papua 
New Guinea, Philippines, El 
Salvador, Solomon Islands, 
Tuvalu, Chinese Taipei, 
United States, Vanuatu  

Para (25) Australia, Cook Islands, Fiji, 
Japan, Korea, New 
Caledonia, Niue, New 
Zealand, French Polynesia, 
Samoa, Tonga, Chinese 
Taipei, United States, 
Vanuatu, PNAO 

 Indonesia, 
Philippines, 
Wallis and 
Futuna 

  Indonesia, 
Philippines, 
Wallis and 
Futuna  

Para (25) 
(reporting 
deadline) 

Philippines, Chinese Taipei 
 

Korea,  Indonesia, 
Wallis and 
Futuna 

   

Para (26) China, Ecuador, European 
Union, Indonesia, Japan, 
New Zealand, Philippines, El 
Salvador, Chinese Taipei 

 Korea, 
United 
States  

   

Para (27) China, European Union, 
Japan, Korea, New Zealand, 
Philippines, El Salvador, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States 

     

Para (29) United States      
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Para (31) China, Ecuador, European 
Union, Federated States of 
Micronesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Zealand, Papua 
New Guinea, Philippines, 
Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Chinese Taipei 
Tuvalu, United States, 
Vanuatu 

     

Para (33) China, Ecuador, European 
Union, Federated States of 
Micronesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Zealand, Papua 
New Guinea, Philippines, 
Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Tuvalu, Chinese 
Taipei, United States, 
Vanuatu 

     

Para (34) China, Ecuador, European 
Union, Federated States of 
Micronesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Zealand, Papua 
New Guinea, Philippines, El 
Salvador, Solomon Islands, 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Chinese Taipei, Tuvalu, 
United States, Vanuatu 

Para (35) China, Federated States of 
Micronesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, Papua New Guinea, 
Solomon Islands, Tuvalu, 
United States, Vanuatu 

 Indonesia Philippine
s 

 Indonesia [7] 

Para (39) China, Indonesia, Japan, 
Korea, Chinse Taipei, United 
States 

     

Para (41) Japan, Korea, Chinese 
Taipei, United States  

 Indonesia   Indonesia [6] 

Para (41) 
(reporting 
deadline) 

Japan, Korea, United States  China, Chinese 
Taipei, 

Indonesia   Indonesia [6] 

Para (43) Australia, European Union, 
New Zealand, Philippines 

     

Para (45) Australia, Canada, China, 
Ecuador, European Union, 
Japan, Korea, New Zealand, 
Philippines, El Salvador, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States 

     

Para (47) Australia, China, European 
Union, Japan, Korea, New 
Zealand, Philippines 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Chinese Taipei, United 
States  

Para (48) China, Japan, Korea, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei, 
United States  

     

Para (51) Japan     Not assessed 
for:  
Indonesia, 
Philippines 

Para (52) China, Japan, Korea, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei  

     

Para (54)   
 

China, Japan, Korea, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei 

     

Att C (3)   Philippines     
Att C (3) 

(reporting 
deadline) 

  Philippines   Philippines 
[3] 

Att C (5-6) Philippines      
Att C (8) Philippines      

 CMM 2017-05: Record of Fishing Vessels  
Para (2) Australia, Canada, Cook 

Islands, China, Ecuador, 
European Union, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Liberia, Marshall Islands, 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Nauru, New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, French Polynesia, 
Panama, Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Solomon 
Islands, El Salvador, 
Thailand, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu 

Para (3) Australia, Canada, Cook 
Islands, China, Ecuador, 
European Union, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Liberia, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, French Polynesia, 
Panama, Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Solomon 
Islands, El Salvador, 
Thailand, Chinese Taipei, 
Tonga, Tuvalu, United 
States, Vanuatu 

     

Para (4) Australia, Canada, Cook 
Islands, China, Ecuador, 
European Union, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Indonesia, 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Liberia, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, French Polynesia, 
Panama, Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Solomon 
Islands, El Salvador, 
Thailand, Chinese Taipei, 
Tonga, Tuvalu, United 
States, Vanuatu  

Para (7) Australia, Canada, Cook 
Islands, China, Ecuador, 
European Union, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Liberia, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, French Polynesia, 
Panama, Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Solomon 
Islands, El Salvador, 
Thailand, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu 

     

Para (7) 
(reporting 
deadline) 

Australia, Canada, Cook 
Islands, China, Ecuador, 
European Union, Fiji, 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Federated States of 
Micronesia, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Liberia, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, French Polynesia, 
Panama, Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Solomon 
Islands, El Salvador, 
Thailand, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu  

Para (9) Australia, Canada, Cook 
Islands, China, Ecuador, 
European Union, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Liberia, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, French Polynesia, 
Panama, Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Solomon 
Islands, El Salvador, 
Thailand, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Para 9 
(reporting 
deadline) 

Australia, Canada, Cook 
Islands, China, Ecuador, 
European Union, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Liberia, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, French Polynesia, 
Panama, Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Solomon 
Islands, El Salvador, 
Thailand, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu 

      

Para (17) Australia, Canada, China, 
Cook Islands, Ecuador, 
European Union, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Liberia, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, French Polynesia, 
Panama, Papua New Guinea, 
Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Thailand, Tonga, 

   Philippines   
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Tuvalu, Chinese Taipei, 
United States, Vanuatu 

 CMM 2017-08: Pacific Bluefin Tuna  
Para (2)  

(1) 
Australia, Canada, China, 
Japan, Korea, Philippines, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States  

     

Para (2)  
(2) 

Australia, Canada, China, 
Japan, Korea, Philippines, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States,  

     

Para (3) Australia, Canada, China, 
Japan, Korea, Philippines, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States 

     

Para (4) Australia, Canada, Cook 
Islands, China, Fiji, Japan, 
Korea, New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, Philippines, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu 

     

Para (10) Australia, Canada, Cook 
Islands, China, Fiji, Japan, 
Korea, New Caledonia, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei, 
United States, Vanuatu 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

 Scientific Data      
Section 01 – 
Estimate of 

Annual 
Catches 

Australia, Canada, Cook 
Islands, China, Ecuador, 
European Union, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Marshall Islands, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
French Polynesia, Papua 
New Guinea, Philippines, 
Samoa, Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Tokelau, Tonga, 
Tuvalu, Chinese Taipei, 
United States, Vanuatu 

     

Section 01 – 
(reporting 
deadline) 

Australia, Canada, Cook 
Islands, China, Ecuador, 
European Union, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Marshall Islands, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
French Polynesia, Papua 
New Guinea, Philippines, 
Samoa, Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Tokelau, Tonga, 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Tuvalu, Chinese Taipei, 
United States, Vanuatu  

Section 02 – 
Number of 

Active 
Vessels 

Australia, Cook Islands, 
China, Ecuador, European 
Union, Fiji, Federated States 
of Micronesia, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Marshall Islands, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
French Polynesia, Papua 
New Guinea, Philippines, 
Samoa, Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu 

     

Section 02 
(reporting 
deadline) 

Australia, Cook Islands, 
China, Ecuador, European 
Union, Fiji, Federated States 
of Micronesia, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Marshall Islands, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
French Polynesia, Papua 
New Guinea, Philippines, 
Samoa, Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Section 03  
(vi) – 

Operational 
Level Catch 
and Effort 

Data 

Australia, Canada, Cook 
Islands, China, Ecuador, 
European Union, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, French Polynesia, 
Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu 

  Indonesia   

Section 03 
(reporting 
deadline) – 
Operational 
Level Catch 
and Effort 

Data 

Australia, Canada, Cook 
Islands, China, Ecuador, 
European Union, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, French Polynesia, 
Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Section 05 
(vi) – Size 

Composition
2 

Australia, Canada, Cook 
Islands, China, Ecuador, 
European Union, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Marshall Islands, New 
Caledonia, Niue, New 
Zealand, French Polynesia, 
Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Palau, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, El 
Salvador, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu, Wallis and 
Futuna 

     

Section 05 
(reporting 
deadline)– 

Size 
Composition 

Australia, Canada, Cook 
Islands, China, Ecuador, 
European Union, Fiji, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Marshall Islands, New 
Caledonia, Niue, New 
Zealand, French Polynesia, 
Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Palau, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, El 
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 Compliance or Implementation Status  2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 
6th, 7th, 8th or 

9th Year with a 
Potential 

Compliance 
Issue 

CMM/Data 
Provision 

Compliant Non-Compliant 
Priority Non-

Compliant 

Capacity 
Assistance 
Needed 

Flag State 
Investigation 

Salvador, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu, Wallis and 
Futuna 
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Attachment Q* 

 
 COMMISSION 

SIXTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea 

5 – 11 December 2019 

CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT MEASURE FOR COMPLIANCE 

MONITORING SCHEME  

Conservation and Management Measure 2019-06 
 

The Commission for the Conservation and Management of Highly Migratory Fish Stocks in 

the Western and Central Pacific Ocean (the Commission) 

In accordance with the Convention on the Conservation and Management of Highly Migratory 

Fish Stocks in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean (the Convention): 

Recalling that the Commission has adopted a wide range of conservation and management 

measures to give effect to the objective of the Convention, 

Noting that, in accordance with Article 25 of the Convention, Members of the Commission 

have undertaken to enforce the provisions of the Convention and any conservation and 

management measures adopted by the Commission, 

Noting also that, in accordance with international law, Members, Cooperating Non-Members 

of the Commission and Participating Territories have responsibilities to effectively exercise 

jurisdiction and control over their flagged vessels and with respect to their nationals, 

Acknowledging that Article 24 of the Convention obliges Members of the Commission to take 

the necessary measures to ensure that fishing vessels flying their flag comply with the 

provisions of the Convention and the conservation and management measures adopted 

pursuant thereto, as well as the obligations of chartering States with respect to chartered vessels 

operating as an integral part of their domestic fleets, 

Noting that, in a responsible, open, transparent and non-discriminatory manner, the 

Commission should be made aware of any and all available information that may be relevant 

to the work of the Commission in identifying and holding accountable instances of non-

compliance by Members, Cooperating Non-Members and Participating Territories with 

management measures, 

Committed to Article 30 of the Convention which requires the Commission to give full 

recognition to the special requirements of developing States, in particular SIDS and territories, 

which may include the provision of financial, technical and capacity development assistance, 

Committed to the implementation of Conservation and Management Measure 2013-07 to give 

operational effect to the full recognition of the special requirements of SIDS and territories in 

the Convention Area, in particular such assistance as may be needed to implement their 

obligations, 

Further committed to the implementation of Conservation and Management Measure 2013-06 

by applying the criteria to determine the nature and extent of the impact of a proposal on SIDS  
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and territories in the Convention Area, in order to ensure that they can meet their obligations, 

and to ensure that any measure does not result in transferring, directly or indirectly, a 

disproportionate burden of conservation action onto SIDS and territories, 

Recalling the specific function of TCC under Article 14(1)(b) of the Convention to monitor 

and review compliance by CCMs with conservation and management measures adopted by the 

Commission and make such recommendations to the Commission as may be necessary, 

Recognising the responsibility of Members, Cooperating Non-Members and Participating 

Territories to fully and effectively implement the provisions of the Convention and the 

conservation and management measures adopted by the Commission, and the need to improve 

such implementation and ensure compliance with these commitments, 

Recalling the recommendation of the second joint meeting of the tuna Regional Fisheries 

Management Organizations (RFMOs) that all RFMOs should introduce a robust compliance 

review mechanism by which the compliance record of each Member is examined in depth on 

a yearly basis, 

Cognisant of the MCS and enforcement framework developed by the Commission, inter alia 

the 2010-06 Conservation and Management Measure to Establish a List of Vessels Presumed 

to have carried out Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated Fishing activities in the WCPO, the 

online Compliance case file system, Article 25 of the Convention, which considers the 

compliance by individual vessels, 

Adopts the following conservation and management measure in accordance with Article 10 of 

the Convention, establishing the WCPFC Compliance Monitoring Scheme: 

 

Section I – Purpose   

 

1. The purpose of the WCPFC Compliance Monitoring Scheme (CMS) is to ensure that 

Members, Cooperating Non-Members and Participating Territories (CCMs) implement and 

comply with obligations arising under the Convention and conservation and management 

measures (CMMs) adopted by the Commission. The purpose of the CMS is also to assess flag 

CCM action in relation to alleged violations by its vessels, not to assess compliance by 

individual vessels. 

2. The CMS is designed to:  

(i) assess CCMs’ compliance with their WCPFC obligations;  

(ii) identify areas in which technical assistance or capacity building may be needed 

to assist CCMs to attain compliance;  

(iii) identify aspects of CMMs which may require refinement or amendment for 

effective implementation;  

(iv) respond to non-compliance by CCMs through remedial and/or preventative 

options that include a range of possible responses that take account of the reason 

for and degree, the severity, consequences and frequency of non-compliance, as 

may be necessary and appropriate to promote compliance with CMMs and other 

Commission obligations;1 and  

(v) monitor and resolve outstanding instances of non-compliance by CCMs with their 

WCPFC obligations. 

                                                 
1 In accordance with the process for identifying corrective action, as provided for in paragraph 46(iv). 

WCPFC16 Summary Report issued 2 April 2020
pg 246



  

3 

 

Section II – Principles 

 

3. The implementation of the CMS and its associated processes shall be conducted in 

accordance with the following principles for the purpose of the application of this measure: 

(i) Effectiveness: Effectively serve the purpose of this CMM to assess compliance by 

CCMs and assist the TCC in fulfilling the provisions of Article 14(1)(b) of the 

Convention; 

(ii) Efficiency: Avoid unnecessary administrative burden or costs on CCMs, the 

Commission or the Secretariat and assist TCC in identifying and recommending 

removal of duplicative reporting obligations; and 

(iii)Fairness: Promote fairness, including by: ensuring that obligations and performance 

expectations are clearly specified, that assessments are undertaken consistently and 

based on a factual assessment of available information and that CCMs are given the 

opportunity to participate in the process. 

(iv) Cooperation towards Compliance: Promote a supportive, collaborative, and non-

adversarial approach where possible, with the aim of ensuring long-term compliance, 

including considering capacity assistance needs or other quality improvement and 

corrective action. 

 

 

Section III – Scope and application 

 

4. The Commission, with the assistance of the Technical and Compliance Committee 

(TCC) shall evaluate CCMs’ compliance with the obligations arising under the Convention and 

the CMMs adopted by the Commission and identify instances of CCM non-compliance, in 

accordance with the approach set out in this section. 

5. The CMS shall not prejudice the rights, jurisdiction and duties of any CCM to enforce 

its national laws or to take more stringent measures in accordance with its national laws, 

consistent with that CCM’s international obligations. 

6. Each year, the Commission shall update what obligations shall be assessed in the 

following year using a risk-based approach, once developed and agreed.  Until this risk-based 

approach is developed, the Commission shall take into account the following factors in 

considering the obligations to be assessed in the following year: 

(i) the needs and priorities of the Commission, including those of its subsidiary bodies;  

(ii) evidence of high percentages of non-compliance or persistent non-compliance by 

CCMs with specific obligations for multiple years;  

(iii)additional areas identified through the risk-based approach to be developed; and 

(iv) the potential risks posed by non-compliance by CCMs with CMMs (or collective 

obligations arising from CMMs) to achieve the objectives of the Convention or specific 

measures adopted thereunder. 
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7. The Commission shall undertake an annual assessment of compliance by CCMs during 

the previous calendar year with the priority obligations identified under paragraph 6. Such 

assessment shall be determined based on the following criteria: 

(i) For a CCM-level quantitative limit or collective CCM quantitative limit, such 

as a limit on fishing capacity, fishing effort, or catch, verifiable data indicating 

that the limit has not been exceeded.  

(ii) For other obligations: 

a. Implementation – where an obligation applies, the CCM is required to 

provide information showing that it has adopted, in accordance with its own 

national policies and procedures, binding measures that implement that 

obligation; and 

b. Monitor and ensure compliance – the CCM is required to provide 

information showing that it has a system or procedures to monitor 

compliance of vessels and persons with these binding measures, a system 

or procedures to respond to instances of non-compliance and has taken 

action in relation to potential infringements. 

 

8. The preparation, distribution and discussion of compliance information pursuant to the 

CMS shall be in accordance with all relevant rules and procedures relating to the protection 

and dissemination of, and access to, public and non-public domain data and information 

compiled by the Commission. In this regard, Draft and Provisional Compliance Monitoring 

Reports shall constitute non-public domain data, and the Final Compliance Monitoring Report 

shall constitute public domain data. 

 

Section IV – WCPFC Online Compliance Case file system 

 

9. The Secretariat shall maintain the WCPFC online compliance case file system as a 

secure, searchable system to store, manage and make available information to assist CCMs 

with tracking alleged violations by their flagged vessels. 

10. For each case in the online system, the following information shall be provided by the 

flag CCM: 

(a) Has an investigation been started? (Yes/No) 

(b) If yes, what is the current status of the investigation? (Ongoing, Completed) 

(c) If the alleged violations stem from an observer report, have you obtained the observer 

report? (Yes/No) 

(d) If no, what steps have you taken to obtain the observer report? 

(e) What was the outcome of the investigation? (Closed – no violation; Infraction – not 

charged; Infraction – charged) 

(f) If no violation, provide brief explanation 

(g) If infraction, but not charged, provide brief explanation 

(h) If infraction charged, how was it charged (e.g., penalty/fine, permit sanction, verbal or 

written warning, etc.) and level of charged (e.g., penalty amount, length of sanction, etc.)  
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11. A flag CCM shall provide updates into the online system on the progress of an 

investigation until its conclusion. 

12. CCMs that are relevant to a case shall be allowed to view those cases for vessels flying 

other flags.  Relevant CCMs shall comprise the CCM that notified the case to the flag CCM, 

and where applicable, the coastal CCM, the ROP observer provider and the chartering CCM. 

13. The Secretariat shall notify relevant CCMs when a case is entered into the online 

system. 

 

Section V – Special Requirements of Developing States 

 

14. Notwithstanding paragraph 4, where a SIDS or Participating Territory, or Indonesia or 

the Philippines cannot meet a particular obligation that is being assessed, due to a lack of 

capacity2, that CCM shall provide a Capacity Development Plan to the Secretariat with their 

draft Compliance Monitoring Report (dCMR), that: 

(i) clearly identifies and explains what is preventing that CCM from meeting that 

obligation; 

(ii)  identifies the capacity assistance needed to allow that CCM to meet that 

obligation; 

(iii)  estimates the costs and/or technical resources associated with such assistance, 

including, if possible, funding and technical assistance sources where necessary; 

(iv) sets out an anticipated timeframe in which, if the identified assistance needs are 

provided, that CCM will be able to meet that obligation. 

15. The CCM may work together with the Secretariat to draft the Capacity Development 

Plan. This plan shall be attached to that CCM’s comments to the dCMR. 

16. Where a capacity assistance need has been identified, through the preparation of a 

Capacity Development Plan, in a dCMR by a SIDS, Participating Territory, Indonesia or the 

Philippines, which has prevented that CCM from fulfilling a particular obligation, and TCC 

has confirmed that all of the elements of the Capacity Development Plan as stated in paragraph 

14 are included, TCC shall assess that CCM as “Capacity Assistance Needed” for that 

obligation. TCC shall recommend to the Commission that it allow the Capacity Development 

Plan to run until the end of the anticipated timeframe and assistance delivery set out therein.  

17. That CCM shall report its progress under the Capacity Development Plan every year in 

its Annual Report Part II. That CCM shall remain assessed as “Capacity Assistance Needed” 

against that particular obligation until the end of the timeframe in the plan. 

18. Where the Commission is identified in the Capacity Development Plan to assist that 

CCM, the Secretariat shall provide an annual report of such assistance to TCC. 

19. If a CCM notifies the Commission that its capacity needs have been met, the Capacity 

Development Plan for that obligation shall be deemed completed and the CCM’s compliance 

with that obligation shall then be assessed in accordance with Annex I.   

 

                                                 
2 Any CCM may identify a capacity assistance need through the CMS process; however, the application 

of paragraphs 14-16 is limited to those CCMs identified in the paragraph. 
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20. Unless the SIDS, Participating Territory, Indonesia or Philippines amends the Capacity 

Development Plan that it submitted under paragraph 16 in its dCMR and TCC has confirmed 

that all the elements of that Plan as stated in paragraph 14 are included, once the timeframe in 

that original Plan has passed, that CCM’s compliance with that obligation shall be assessed in 

accordance with Annex I. 

21. The Commission recognises the special requirements of developing State CCMs, 

particularly SIDS and Participating Territories, and shall seek to actively engage and cooperate 

with these CCMs and facilitate their effective participation in the implementation of the CMS 

including by: 

(i) ensuring that inter-governmental sub-regional agencies which provide advice and 

assistance to these CCMs, are able to participate in the processes established under the 

CMS, including by attending any working groups as observers and participating in 

accordance with Rule 36 of the Commission’s Rules of Procedure, and having access 

to all relevant information, and 

(ii) providing appropriately targeted assistance to improve implementation of, and 

compliance with, obligations arising under the Convention and CMMs adopted by the 

Commission, including through consideration of the options for capacity building and 

technical assistance. 

 

Section VI – Prior to TCC 

 

22. Prior to the annual meeting of the TCC, the Executive Director shall prepare a Draft 

Compliance Monitoring Report (the Draft Report) that consists of individual draft Compliance 

Monitoring Reports (dCMRs) concerning each CCM and a section concerning collective 

obligations arising from the Convention or CMMs related to fishing activities managed under 

the Convention.   

23. Each dCMR shall reflect information relating to the relevant CCM’s implementation of 

obligations as identified under paragraph 6 as well as any potential compliance issues, where 

appropriate.  Such information shall be sourced from reports submitted by CCMs as required 

in CMMs and other Commission obligations, such as: 

i information available to the Commission through data collection programmes, 

including but not limited to, high seas transshipment reports, Regional Observer 

Programme data and information, Vessel Monitoring System information, High Seas 

Boarding and Inspection Scheme reports, and charter notifications;  

ii information contained in an Annual Report which is not available through other 

means; and  

iii where appropriate, any additional suitably documented information regarding 

compliance during the previous calendar year.   

24. The Draft Report shall present all available information relating to each CCM’s 

implementation of obligations for compliance review by TCC. 

25. At least 55 days prior to TCC each year, the Executive Director shall transmit to each 

CCM its dCMR. 
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26. At the same time, the Executive Director shall draw from the online case file system 

and transmit to: 

(i) each flag CCM, the infringement identification relating to alleged violations 

by its flagged vessels on the online system for the previous year, for that CCM to 

review with its dCMR. Relevant CCMs, as described in paragraph 12, shall also be 

provided this same information; and 

(ii) all CCMs, aggregated information across all fleets based on the information 

reported by CCMs pursuant to paragraph 10, for the previous 5 years.  The templates 

attached as Annex II will serve as the basis for the data fields that will be included.  

This will be used to provide an indicator of potential anomalies in the implementation 

of obligations by a CCM, with a view towards identifying implementation challenges 

for that CCM and identifying systemic failures to take flag state action in relation to 

alleged violations.  This information shall be considered by TCC alongside the Draft 

Compliance Monitoring Report. 

27. Upon receipt of its dCMR, each CCM may, where appropriate, reply to the Executive 

Director no later than 28 days prior to TCC each year to: 

(i) provide additional information, clarifications, amendments or corrections to 

information contained in its dCMR;  

(ii) identify any particular difficulties with respect to implementation of any 

obligations; or  

(iii) identify technical assistance or capacity building needed to assist the CCM with 

implementation of any obligations. 

28. Relevant CCMs may continue to provide additional information or clarification into the 

online compliance case file system. Where such additional information or clarification is 

provided, at least fifteen days in advance of the TCC meeting, the Executive Director shall 

circulate an updated version of the documents referred to under paragraph 26.   

29. To facilitate meeting obligations under paragraphs 27 and 28, active cooperation and 

communication between a flag CCM and other relevant CCMs is encouraged.   

30. At least fifteen days in advance of the TCC meeting, the Executive Director shall 

compile and circulate to all CCMs the full Draft Report that will include any potential 

compliance issues and requirements for further information to assess the relevant CCM’s 

compliance status, in a form to be agreed to by the Commission, including all information that 

may be provided under paragraph 28. 

31. TCC shall review the Draft Report and identify any potential compliance issues for 

each CCM, based on information contained in the dCMRs, as well as any information provided 

by CCMs in accordance with paragraph 27 of this measure.  CCMs may also provide additional 

information to TCC with respect to implementation of its obligations. 

 

Section VII – Development of the Provisional Compliance Monitoring Report at TCC 

 

32. (i) Taking into account any Capacity Development Plans developed pursuant to 

paragraphs 14-16, reports and other information described in paragraph 26(ii), any additional 

information provided by CCMs, and, where appropriate, any additional information provided 

by non-government organisations or other organisations concerned with matters relevant to the 

implementation of this Convention, TCC shall develop a Provisional Compliance Monitoring 

Report (the Provisional Report) that includes  a compliance status with respect to all applicable 

WCPFC16 Summary Report issued 2 April 2020
pg 251



  

8 

 

individual obligations as well as recommendations for any corrective action(s) needed by the 

CCM or action(s) to be taken by the Commission, based on potential compliance issues it has 

identified in respect of that CCM and using the criteria and considerations for assessing 

Compliance Status set out in Annex I of this measure. 

(ii) In the development of the Provisional Report, TCC shall not assess compliance 

by individual vessels. 

33. When considering the aggregated report described in paragraph 26(ii), alongside the 

Draft Report, and where an implementation challenge has been identified by a CCM, the TCC 

shall, in consultation with the CCM: 

a. Identify any targeted assistance that might be required to address the challenge; 

b. Determine a timeframe for the resolution of the challenge; 

c. Report to the Commission on how that CCM will be able to satisfactorily meet 

its obligations; and 

d. Where the CCM is a SIDS or Participating Territory or Indonesia or the 

Philippines, Section V of this measure shall apply. 

34. When considering the aggregated report described in 26(ii), alongside the Draft Report, 

and where cases have been in the compliance case file system for two or more years, remains 

open, and are not subject to paragraph 33, TCC shall, in consultation with the CCM: 

a. Identify what is needed to progress or resolve these cases; 

b. Determine a timeframe for resolution of the cases; and 

c. Report to the Commission on how that CCM will be able to satisfactorily meet 

its obligation. 

35. A provisional assessment of each CCM’s Compliance Status shall be decided by 

consensus. If every effort to achieve consensus regarding a particular CCM’s compliance with 

an individual obligation has failed, the Provisional Report shall indicate the majority and 

minority views. A provisional assessment shall reflect the majority view and the minority view 

shall also be recorded. 

36. Notwithstanding paragraph 35 above, a CCM shall not block its own compliance 

assessment if all other CCMs present have concurred with the assessment.  If the assessed CCM 

disagrees with the assessment, its view shall be reflected in the Provisional Report or the final 

Compliance Monitoring Report. 

37. Where a CCM has missed a reporting deadline,3 but has submitted the required 

information, this obligation will be accepted by TCC, unless a CCM has a specific concern or 

if there are updates from the Secretariat based on new information received. 

38. The Provisional Report shall also comprise an executive summary, as well as tables 

including aggregated data (templates attached in Annex III) relating to the information 

provided in paragraph 10, including recommendations or observations from TCC regarding: 

(i)  identification of any CMMs or obligations that should be reviewed to address 

implementation or compliance difficulties experienced by CCMs, particularly when 

TCC has identified ambiguity in the interpretation of or difficulty in monitoring and 

implementing that measure or obligation, including any specific amendments or 

improvements that have been identified,  

                                                 
3 For the purposes of the Compliance Monitoring Scheme, all reporting deadlines will be based on Universal 

Time Code (UTC) time unless the CMM establishing the deadline specifies otherwise. 
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(ii) capacity building assistance or other obstacles to implementation identified by 

CCMs, in particular SIDS and Participating Territories,  

(iii)  risk-based assessment of priority obligations to be assessed in the subsequent year 

(once the risk-based assessment is developed). 

39. The Provisional Report shall be finalised at TCC and forwarded to the Commission for 

consideration at the annual meeting. 

40. CCMs may provide additional information up to 21 days after TCC. Additional 

information is restricted to that which only requires administrative consideration by the 

Secretariat to fill an information gap. This paragraph shall not apply to substantive issues. TCC 

shall consider whether a particular obligation may be met with the provision of additional 

information.  

41. The Secretariat shall update the compliance status of CCMs, 21 days after the deadline 

to submit additional information, based on the additional information provided by CCMs as 

outlined in paragraph 40. A summary of these updates shall be submitted to the Commission 

for their consideration, along with the pCMR.   

 

Section VIII – Process at the Commission 

 

42. At each annual Commission meeting, the Commission shall consider the Provisional 

Report recommended by the TCC, as well as any submission from a CCM indicating that its 

compliance assessment for a specific obligation at TCC was undertaken in a manner that the 

CCM deems to be procedurally unfair. 

43. Taking into account any reviews undertaken after TCC under paragraph 42, the 

Commission shall adopt a final Compliance Monitoring Report.   

44. The final Compliance Monitoring Report shall include a Compliance Status for each 

CCM against each assessed obligation and any corrective action needed, and also contain an 

executive summary setting out any recommendations or observations from the Commission 

regarding the issues listed in paragraph 38 of this measure, and include tables of aggregated 

data relating to the information provided in paragraph 10, as referenced in paragraph 38. 

45. Each CCM shall include, in its Part II Annual Report, any actions it has taken to address 

non-compliance identified in the Compliance Monitoring Report from previous years. 

 

Section IX – Future Work 

 

46. The Commission hereby commits to a multi-year workplan of tasks to enhance the 

CMS, with the aim of making it more efficient and effective by streamlining processes.  This 

workplan should include the development of guidelines and operating procedures to support 

the implementation of the Compliance Monitoring Scheme, and shall include inter alia: 

During 2020 

(i)  the development of audit points to clarify the Commission obligations assessed under 

the CMS, as well as the development of a checklist to be used by the proponents of any 

proposal to include a list of potential audit points for the consideration of the Commission; 

(ii)  explore investment in technology solutions to facilitate improvements to the 

compliance case file system. 
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During –2020-2021 

(iii)  the development of a risk-based assessment framework to inform compliance 

assessments and ensure obligations are meeting the objectives of the Commission; 

(iv)  the development of corrective actions to encourage and incentivise CCMs’ compliance 

with the Commission’s obligations, where non-compliance is identified;   

(v)  the development of the guidelines for participation of observers in closed meetings of 

the Commission and its subsidiary bodies which consider the Compliance Monitoring 

Report. 

 

47. TCC shall consider any workplan and resourcing requirements to facilitate the work of 

the Secretariat in this regard. 

 

Section X – Application and review  

 

48. This measure may be reviewed and enhanced in 2020 as determined by progress with 

the future work in Section IX, or other refinements and adjustments needed. 

49. This measure shall expire 31st December 2021. 
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Annex I 

COMPLIANCE STATUS TABLE 

 

Compliance 

Status4 

Criteria in 2019 
Interim criteria 

Criteria  
Once the audit 

points are developed 

Response 

Compliant A CCM will be deemed 

Compliant with an obligation if 

the following criteria have all 

been met: 

a. reporting or submission 

deadlines; 

b. implementation of obligations 

through national laws or 

regulations; 

c. submission of all mandatory 

information or data required, in 

the agreed format, as applicable. 

Compliance with the 

audit points  

 

 

None 

Non-

Compliant 

A CCM will be deemed Non-

Compliant with an obligation if 

any of the following have 

occurred, as applicable: 

a. a CCM has failed to comply 

with an obligation or category of 

obligations not specifically 

identified as Priority Non-

Compliant; 

b. information or data for the 

obligation has been submitted or 

reported in a way that is 

incomplete, incorrect. 

c.  Where TCC does not consider 

that progress has been made on a 

CDP or flag CCM investigations, 

or wrongly formatted; or 

d. a CCM has failed to meet 

reporting or submission deadlines. 

Failure to meet the 

audit points  

Each CCM shall include, 

in its Part II Annual 

Report, any actions it has 

taken to address non-

compliance identified in 

the Compliance 

Monitoring Report. 

Actions may include, one 

or more of the following: 

a. A CCM must address 

the issue to gain 

compliance by the next 

compliance assessment; 

or 

b. A CCM shall provide a 

Status Report to the 

Secretariat; or  

c. Other response as 

determined by the 

Commission.  

                                                 
4 This annex applies to compliance statuses assigned for each individual obligation.  
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Compliance 

Status4 

Criteria in 2019 
Interim criteria 

Criteria  
Once the audit 

points are developed 

Response 

Priority Non-

Compliant 

A CCM will be deemed Priority 

Non-Compliant with an 

obligation if any of the following 

have occurred, as applicable: 

a. exceeded quantitative limit 

established by the Commission; 

b.  failure to submit its Part II 

Annual Report; 

c.  repeated non-compliance with 

an obligation for two or more 

consecutively assessed years; or 

d.  any other non-compliance 

identified as Priority Non-

Compliance by the Commission.   

a. non-

compliance with 

high-risk priority 

obligations and 

associated audit 

points   

b. repeated non-

compliance with an 

obligation for two or 

more consecutively 

assessed years; or 

c. any other non-

compliance 

identified as Priority 

Non-Compliant by 

the Commission. 

 

Each CCM shall include, 

in its Part II Annual 

Report, any actions it has 

taken to address non-

compliance identified in 

the Compliance 

Monitoring Report. 

Actions may include, one 

or more of the following: 

a.  A CCM must address 

the issue to gain 

compliance by the next 

compliance assessment;  

b. Other response as 

determined by the 

Commission. 

Capacity 

Assistance 

Needed 

A SIDS or Participating Territory 

or Indonesia or the Philippines 

will be deemed Capacity 

Assistance Needed where they 

cannot meet an obligation and the 

following have occurred: 

a. that CCM has provided a 

Capacity Development Plan to the 

Secretariat with its dCMR prior to 

TCC; and 

b. TCC confirms that all the 

elements of paragraph 14 are 

included in that Plan. 

When a SIDS or 

Participating 

Territory or 

Indonesia or the 

Philippines cannot 

meet an obligation 

that is being 

assessed due to a 

lack of capacity, that 

CCM shall provide a 

Capacity 

Development Plan 

to the Secretariat 

with the dCMR 

prior to TCC. 

 

(i) The CCM shall 

complete the steps of the 

Capacity Development 

Plan for that obligation in 

order to become 

compliant with the 

obligation, and  

(ii) report progress 

against that plan every 

year in its Annual Report 

Part II until the end of the 

timeframe specified in 

that Plan.   

CMM Review There is a lack of clarity on the 

requirements of an obligation. 

There is a lack of 

clarity on the 

requirements of an 

obligation. 

The Commission shall 

review that obligation 

and clarify its 

requirements. 

 
  

WCPFC16 Summary Report issued 2 April 2020
pg 256



  

13 

 

Annex II 

TWO PART TEMPLATE FOR THE AGGREGATED REPORT DESCRIBED IN 

PARAGRAPH 26(II) 
 

PART A:-Template for Summary Tables related to each list in the  

WCPFC Online Compliance Case File System5 

Summary tables derived from the online compliance case file system and intended to provide 

summaries by topic of flag CCMs responses to compliance cases in the online compliance case 

file system. 

 

Annex 1:- Summary Tables of Flag CCM responses to Article 25(2) requests for investigation 

notified in the WCPFC online Compliance Case File System 

Data is based on High Seas Boarding and Inspection Report, Aerial Surveillance or Port 

Inspection Reports, and Reports on Observer Safety Incidents 

 

Table 1A: Counts of all Article 25(2) cases by CCM by Investigation Status 
  Flag CCM 

Notified  

Flag CCM Investigation Completed Total 

Compliance 

cases 

   Infraction-no 

sanction 

Infraction-

sanction 

Infraction 

- warning 

No infraction  

CCMxx Year 

2017 

      

 Year 

2018 

      

… …       

 

Table 1B-1X: Summary Tables of Article 25(2) alleged infringements grouped by topic* and 

by CCM by year showing counts of cases by Investigation Status 

*eg bycatch-related, vessel-related, VMS-reporting, others 

 
   Flag 

CCM 

Notified  

Flag CCM Investigation Completed Total 

Compliance 

cases 

    Infraction-

no sanction 

Infraction-

sanction 

Infraction 

- warning 

No 

infraction 

 

CMM / 

CMM 

para A 

Year 

2017 

CCMxx       

 CCMxy       

 Year 

2018 

CCMxx       

… …        

 

  

                                                 
5 Update of WCPFC-TCC15-2019-dCMR02_rev1 Summary Tables of Flag CCM responses to alleged 

infringements notified in the WCPFC online compliance case file system 2019 (17 September 2019) 
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Annex 2: Summary Tables of Flag CCM responses to FAD Sets Alleged Infringements 

notified in the WCPFC online Compliance Case File System based on ROP data 

Includes cases where ROP data indicates setting on FADs during a specified time period and/or 

in specific waters in the Convention Area, when the prohibition on setting on FADs was in effect. 

 

Table 2A: Counts of all FAD Sets Alleged infringement cases by CCM by year showing 

counts of cases by Investigation Status and counts of cases where ROP Observer Report was 

received 
  Flag CCM 

Notified  

Flag CCM 

investigation in 

Progress 

Flag CCM 

Investigation 

Completed 

Total 

Compliance 

cases 

ROP_rpt 

received count 

CCMxx Year 

2017 

     

 Year 

2018 

     

…       

 

Table 2B-2X: Summary Tables of FAD closure Tropical Tunas alleged infringements 

grouped by topic* and by CCM by year showing counts of cases by Investigation Status 

*eg 3 month FAD closure (1 July – 30 Sept), 4th Month FAD closure (1 – 31 Oct), High Seas FAD 

closure  
  Flag 

CCM 

Notified  

Flag CCM 

investigation 

in Progress 

Flag CCM Investigation Completed Total 

Compliance 

cases 

    Infraction-

no sanction 

Infraction-

sanction 

Infraction 

- warning 

No 

infraction 

 

Year 

2017 

CCMxx        

 CCMxy        

…         
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Annex 3: Summary Tables of Flag CCM responses to Observer Obstruction Alleged 

Infringements notified in the WCPFC online Compliance Case File System based on ROP 

data 

Includes cases where ROP data reports observer obstruction incidents  

 

Table 3A: Counts of all Observer Obstruction Alleged infringement cases by CCM by year 

showing counts of cases by Investigation Status and counts of cases where ROP Observer 

Report was received 
  Flag CCM 

Notified  

Flag CCM 

investigation in 

Progress 

Flag CCM 

Investigation 

Completed 

Total 

Compliance 

cases 

ROP_rpt 

received count 

CCMA Year 

2017 

     

 Year 

2018 

     

…       

 

Table 3B-3D: Summary Tables of Observer Obstruction alleged infringements grouped by 

topic and by CCM by year showing counts of cases by Investigation Status 

RS-A: Did the operator or any crew member assault, obstruct, resist, delay, refuse boarding to, 

intimidate or interfere with observer in the performance of their duties 

RS-B: Request that an event not be reported by the observer;  

RS-D: Did the operator fail to provide the observer, while on board the vessel, at no expense to 

the observer or the observer’s government, with food, accommodation and medical facilities of a 

reasonable standard equivalent to those normally available and medical facilities of a reasonable 

standard equivalent to those normally available to an officer on board the vessel;  
  Flag 

CCM 

Notified  

Flag CCM 

investigation 

in Progress 

Flag CCM Investigation Completed Total 

Compliance 

cases 

    Infraction-

no sanction 

Infraction-

sanction 

Infraction 

- warning 

No 

infraction 

 

Year 

2017 

CCMxx        

 CCMxy        

…         
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Annex 4: Summary Tables of Flag CCM responses to Shark catch Alleged Infringements 

notified in the WCPFC online Compliance Case File System based on ROP data 

Includes cases where ROP data indicates retention in part or whole of catches by vessels of shark 

species that are prohibited or a fate code that may indicate shark finning activities. 

 

Table 4A: Counts of all Shark Catch Alleged infringement cases by CCM by year showing 

counts of cases by Investigation Status and counts of cases where ROP Observer Report was 

received 
  Flag CCM 

Notified  

Flag CCM 

investigation in 

Progress 

Flag CCM 

Investigation 

Completed 

Total 

Compliance 

cases 

ROP_rpt 

received 

count 

CCMxx Year 

2017 

     

 Year 

2018 

     

…       

 

Table 4B-4D: Summary Tables of Shark Catch Alleged Infringements grouped by topic and 

by CCM by year showing counts of cases by Investigation Status 

CMM 2010-07 09:  CCMs shall take measures necessary to prohibit their fishing vessels from 

retaining on board, transshipping, landing, or trading any fins harvested in contravention of this 

Conservation and Management Measure (CMM). 

CMM 2011-04: 1.  Members, Cooperating Non-Members and Participating Territories (CCMs) 

shall prohibit vessels flying their flag and vessels under charter arrangements to the CCM from 

retaining on board, transshipping, storing on a fishing vessel, or landing any oceanic whitetip 

shark, in whole or in part, in the fisheries covered by the Convention.      2.  CCMs shall require 

all vessels flying their flag and vessels under charter arrangements to the CCM to release any 

oceanic whitetip shark that is caught as soon as possible after the shark is brought alongside the 

vessel, and to do so in a manner that results in as little harm to the shark as possible. 

CMM 2013-08: 1. Commission Members, Cooperating Non-Members and Participating 

Territories (CCMs) shall prohibit vessels flying their flag and vessels under charter 

arrangements to the CCM from retaining on board, transshipping, storing on a fishing vessel, or 

landing any silky shark caught in the Convention Area, in whole or in part, in the fisheries 

covered by the Convention. 2. CCMs shall require all vessels flying their flag and vessels under 

charter arrangements to the CCM to release any silky shark that is caught in the Convention 

Area as soon as possible after the shark is brought alongside the vessel, and to do so in a 

manner that results in as little harm to the shark as possible. 
  Flag 

CCM 

Notified  

Flag CCM 

investigation 

in Progress 

Flag CCM Investigation Completed Total 

Compliance 

cases 

    Infraction-

no sanction 

Infraction-

sanction 

Infraction 

- warning 

No 

infraction 

 

Year 

2017 

CCMxx        

 CCMxy        

…         
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Annex 5: Summary Tables of Flag CCM responses to Cetacean and Whale Shark Internation 

Alleged Infringements notified in the WCPFC online Compliance Case File System based on 

ROP data 

Includes cases where ROP data indicates one or more interaction/s occurred between a purse 

seine vessel and individual cetacean species or whale shark/s during a trip (as cases are by 

individual species and fate code, there are may be multiple cases per observed trip).   

Relevant WCPFC requirements include: prohibiting purse seine vessels from setting if a whale 

shark or cetacean is sighted prior to the commencement of the set; required reporting of any 

incidents of unintentional encircling; and guidelines for safe release. 

 

Table 5A: Counts of all Purse Seine and Whale Shark Alleged infringement cases by CCM 

by year showing counts of cases by Investigation Status and counts of cases where ROP 

Observer Report was received 
  Flag CCM 

Notified  

Flag CCM 

investigation in 

Progress 

Flag CCM 

Investigation 

Completed 

Total 

Compliance 

cases 

ROP_rpt 

received 

count 

CCMxx Year 

2017 

     

 Year 

2018 

     

…       

 

Table 5B-5C: Summary Tables of Purse Seine Alleged Infringements grouped by topic and 

by CCM by year showing counts of cases by Investigation Status 

CMM 2011-03: 1. CCMs shall prohibit their flagged vessels from setting a purse seine net on a 

school of tuna associated with a cetacean in the high seas and exclusive economic zones of the 

Convention Area, if the animal is sighted prior to commencement of the set. 

CMM 2012-04: 1. This measure shall apply to the high seas and exclusive economic zones of 

the Convention Area.  CCMs shall prohibit their flagged vessels from setting a purse seine on a 

school of tuna associated with a whale shark if the animal is sighted prior to the commencement 

of the set. 
  Flag 

CCM 

Notified  

Flag CCM 

investigation 

in Progress 

Flag CCM Investigation Completed Total 

Compliance 

cases 

    Infraction-

no sanction 

Infraction-

sanction 

Infraction 

- warning 

No 

infraction 

 

Year 

2017 

CCMxx        

 CCMxy        

…         
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Annex 6. Summary Table of Flag CCM responses to ROP Pre-Notification Issues, other than 

alleged observer obstruction, presently notified in WCPFC online Compliance Case File 

System 

Includes notifications to aggregated across all CCMs of those data elements (other than alleged 

observer obstruction incidents) that were answered in the affirmative by a ROP observer on the 

WCPFC Observer Trip Monitoring Summary, or which are included in SPC/FFA General Form 

3. 

**WCPFC14 accepted the TCC13 recommendation that the process of not considering 

the information contained in the ROP Pre-notification List, for the purpose of assessing 

any obligations for which it was relevant, with the exception of those cases related to 

observer interference or obstruction be followed in future years (WCPFC14 final CMR). 

 

WCPFC ROP Pre-notification codes 

LC-A   inaccurately record retained “target species” in the vessel log 

LC-B  inaccurately record “target species” discards 

LC-C:  record species inaccurately 

LC-E  inaccurately record bycatch species discards 

LC-F  inaccurately record retained bycatch species 

LP-A  inaccurately record vessel positions on vessel log sheet for sets, hauling and catch 

WC-b  high-grade the catch 

SI-b  Interact (not land with SSIs) 

WC-a  Fail to comply with any Commission Conservation and Management Measures 

NR-a  Fish in any areas where the vessel is not permitted to fish 

NR-c  Use a fishing method other than the method the vessel was designed or licensed 

NR-e  Transfer or transship fish from or to another vessel 

NR-g  Fail to stow fishing gear when entering areas where vessel is not authorised to fish 

LP-b Fail to report vessel positions to countries, where required when entering and 

leaving an EEZ(crossing to or from an EEZ into or out of the High Seas) 

PN-a  Dispose of any metals, plastics, chemicals or old fishing gear 

PN-b  Discharge any oil 

PN-c  Lose any fishing gear 

PN-d  Abandon any fishing gear 

PN-e  Fail to report any abandoned gear 

SS-a  Fail to monitor international safety frequencies 

 

  Flag 

CCM 

Notified  

Flag CCM 

investigation 

in Progress 

Flag CCM Investigation Completed Total 

Compliance 

cases 

    Infraction-

no 

sanction 

Infraction-

sanction 

Infraction 

- warning 

No 

infraction 

 

Pre-

notification 

code 

Year         

         

…         
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PART B:-Template for Summary Tables related to each CCM on cases in the WCPFC 

Online Compliance Case File System 

Summary tables derived from the online compliance case file system and intended to provide 

summaries of an individual flag CCMs responses to compliance cases in the online compliance 

case file system. 

 

CCMxx 

Table 1:- Counts of all Alleged Infringement cases in the compliance case file system by year 

showing count of cases for each CCM by Investigation Status and where applicable counts 

of cases where ROP Observer Report was received 

A25: Article 25(2) 

FAI: FAD Sets Alleged infringements    OAI: Observer Obstructions Alleged Infringements 

SHK: Shark Catch Alleged Infringements    

CWS: Cetacean and Whale Shark Interaction Alleged infringements 
  Flag CCM 

Notified  

Flag CCM 

investigation in 

Progress 

Flag CCM 

Investigation 

Completed 

Total 

Compliance 

cases 

ROP_rpt 

received count 

FAI Year 

2017 

     

 Year 

2018 

     

…       

 

Table 2:- Summary Tables of Flag CCM responses to compliance cases notified in WCPFC 

online Compliance Case File System that were based on ROP data 

  Flag 

CCM 

Notified  

Flag CCM 

investigation 

in Progress 

Flag CCM Investigation Completed Total 

Complianc

e cases 

    Infraction-

no sanction 

Infraction-

sanction 

Infraction 

- warning 

No 

infraction 

 

CMM / 

CMM 

para A 

Year 

2017 

       

 Year 

2018 

       

         

 

Table 3:- Summary Tables of Flag CCM responses to Article 25(2) requests for 

investigations notified in WCPFC online Compliance Case File System  

  Flag 

CCM 

Notified  

Flag CCM 

investigation 

in Progress 

Flag CCM Investigation Completed Total 

Complianc

e cases 

    Infraction-

no sanction 

Infraction-

sanction 

Infraction 

- warning 

No 

infraction 

 

CMM / 

CMM 

para A 

Year 

2017 

       

 Year 

2018 
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ANNEX III 

TEMPLATE FOR AGGREGATED TABLES TO BE APPENDED TO THE 

PROVISIONAL CMR 

[Note: the aggregated tables are those from the previous reports and included summary by 

obligation (and not CCM) and include information on: Flag CCM notified; Flag CCM 

investigation in progress; Flag CCM investigation completed (including infraction – no 

sanction, infraction – sanction, infraction – warning, no infringement); total.] 

 

Table I: Counts of all Alleged Infringement cases based on ROP observer data by year 

showing count of cases by Investigation Status and counts of cases where ROP Observer 

Report was received 

FAI: FAD Sets Alleged infringements 

OAI: Observer Obstructions Alleged Infringements 

SHK: Shark Catch Alleged Infringements 

CWS: Cetacean and Whale Shark Interaction Alleged infringements 
  Flag CCM 

Notified  

Flag CCM 

investigation in 

Progress 

Flag CCM 

Investigation 

Completed 

Total 

Compliance 

cases 

ROP_rpt 

received count 

Year 

2015 

FAI      

Year 

2016 

      

…       

 

Table II-xx: Summary Tables of outcome of flag CCM investigations of alleged infringements 

that were notified to WCPFC as Article 25(2) matters or in ROP observer data grouped by 

CMM/obligation and by year showing counts of cases by Investigation Status 

*For ease of readability, groups of CMM/obligations may be presented by tables of similar topic 

eg alleged FAD sets, bycatch-related, observer obstruction and safety incidents, vessel-related, 

VMS-reporting, others 

 
  Flag 

CCM 

Notified 

Flag CCM 

Investigation 

in Progress 

Flag CCM Investigation Completed Total 

Compliance 

cases 

    Infraction-

no sanction 

Infraction-

sanction 

Infraction 

- warning 

No 

infraction 

 

CMM / 

CMM 

para A 

Year 

2017 

       

        

 Year 

2018 

       

… …        

 

-- 
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LIST OF OBLIGATIONS TO BE REVIEWED IN  

2020 COMPLIANCE MONITORING REPORTS (COVERING 2019 ACTIVITIES) 
Each obligation to be assessed is listed with notes on criteria set out in paragraph 7 and considering 

Annex I of the CMS CMM (under the replacement CMM to CMM 2018-07) 

 

Sci Data 1-3 & 5 (catch est, active vessels, op 
data, size data) 
SciData 01    report 
SciData 01    deadline 
SciData 02   report 
SciData 02    deadline 
SciData 03    report 
SciData 03    deadline 
SciData 05    report 
SciData 05    deadline 

 

2018-05 ROP 
CMM 2018-05 10  implementation 
CMM 2018-05 15 (g)  implementation 
CMM 2018-05 Annex C 06  

implementation 
CMM 2018-05  Annex C 06 deadline 

 

2009-06 Transshipment 
CMM 2009-06 11   report 
CMM 2009-06 11   deadline 
CMM 2009-06 13  implementation 
CMM 2009-06 29   Limit 
CMM 2009-06 34  Limit 
CMM 2009-06 35 a (ii)  report 
CMM 2009-06 35 a (iii)  report 
CMM 2009-06 35 a (iii)   deadline 
CMM 2009-06 35 a (iv)  report 
CMM 2009-06 35 a (iv)   deadline 

 

2018-06 & 2014-03 RFV & RFV SSPs 
CMM 2018-06 02  implementation 
CMM 2018-06 03  implementation 
CMM 2018-06 04  implementation 
CMM 2018-06 07  implementation 
CMM 2018-06 07   deadline 
CMM 2018-06 09   report 
CMM 2018-06 09   deadline 
CMM 2018-06 17  implementation 
 

2014-02 VMS 
CMM 2014-02 9a  implementation 
CMM 2014-02 9a VMS SSPs 2.8 

implementation 
CMM 2014-02 9a VMS SSPs 7.2.2    report 
CMM 2014-02 9a VMS SSPs 7.2.2   deadline 

 

2018-01 Tropical Tuna 
CMM 2018-01 16  implementation 
CMM 2018-01 17  implementation 
CMM 2018-01 17   report 
CMM 2018-01 17  deadline 
CMM 2018-01 23 implementation 
CMM 2018-01 25  Limit 
CMM 2018-01 25   deadline 
CMM 2018-01 26   Limit 
CMM 2018-01 27  implementation 
CMM 2018-01 31 implementation 
CMM 2018-01 33  implementation 
CMM 2018-01 34  implementation 
CMM 2018-01 35  implementation 
CMM 2018-01 39   Limit 
CMM 2018-01 41   report 
CMM 2018-01 41   deadline 
CMM 2018-01 43   Limit 
CMM 2018-01 45   Limit 
CMM 2018-01 47   Limit 
CMM 2018-01 48   Limit 
CMM 2018-01 51   Limit 
CMM 2018-01 52   report 
CMM 2018-01 54  report 
CMM 2018-01 Att 2 03   report 
CMM 2018-01 Att 2 03   deadline 
CMM 2018-01 Att 2 05-06 implementation 
CMM 2018-01 Att 2 08  implementation 

 

2005-03 North Pacific Albacore  

CMM 2005-03 02   Limit 
CMM 2005-03 04   report 

 
2015-02 SP Albacore 
CMM 2015-02 01   Limit 
CMM 2015-02 04   report 

 

2018-02 PBF  

CMM 2018-02 02 (1)   Limit 
CMM 2018-02 02 (2)  Limit 
CMM 2018-02 03   Limit 
CMM 2018-02 04   report 
CMM 2018-02 10   report 
 

2010-07 Sharks 

CMM 2010-07 09  implementation 
CMM 2010-07 12   deadline 
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2011-04 Oceanic Whitetip sharks  

CMM 2011-04 01 implementation 
CMM 2011-04 03   report 
CMM 2011-04 03   deadline 

 

2013-08 Silky shark 

CMM 2013-08 01  implementation 
CMM 2013-08 03   report 
CMM 2013-08 03   deadline 

 

 

2010-01 Striped Marlin 

CMM 2010-01 05   Limit 
CMM 2010-01 08   report 

 

CMM 2016-05 Charter notification 

CMM 2016-05 02  report  

CMM 2016-05 02  deadline 

CMM 2016-05 03  report 

CMM 2016-05 03  deadline 

CMM 2016-05 07  report 
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(Effective from 9 February 2020: WCPFC16 agreed to maintain the WCPFC IUU list for 2019 as the WCPFC IUU list for 2020) 
Note: Information provided in this list is in accordance with CMM 2010-06 para 19 and WCPFC13 decisions 

 Current 

name of 

vessel  

(previous 

names) 

Current 

flag  

(previous 

flags) 

Date first 

included on 

WCPFC 

IUU Vessel 

List1 

Flag State 

Registration 

Number/ 

IMO 

Number 

Call Sign 

(previous 

call signs) 

Vessel 

Master 

(nationality) 

Owner/beneficial 

owners (previous 

owners) 

Notifying 

CCM 

IUU activities 

 Neptune unknown 

(Georgia) 

10 Dec. 2010 M-00545 unknown 

(4LOG) 

 Space Energy 

Enterprises Co. 

Ltd. 

France  Fishing on the high seas of  the 

WCPF Convention Area without 

being on the WCPFC Record of 

Fishing Vessels (CMM 2007-03-

para 3a) 

 Fu Lien No 1 unknown 

(Georgia) 

10 Dec. 2010 M-01432 

IMO No 

7355662 

unknown 

(4LIN2) 

 Fu Lien Fishery 

Co., Georgia 

United 

States 

Is without nationality and 

harvested species covered by the 

WCPF Convention in the 

Convention Area  (CMM 2007-

03, para 3h) 

 Yu Fong 168 unknown 

(Chinese 

Taipei) 

11 Dec. 2009  BJ4786  Chang Lin Pao-

Chun, 161 Sanmin 

Rd., Liouciuo 

Township, 

Pingtung County 

929, Chinese 

Taipei 

Marshall 

Islands 

 

Fishing in the Exclusive 

Economic Zone of the Republic of 

the Marshall Islands without 

permission and in contravention 

of Republic of the Marshall 

Islands’s laws and regulations. 

(CMM 2007-03, para 3b) 

 

                                                 
1 Supplementary note as at 7 Dec 2017: In October 2015, at the request of TCC11 the Executive Director sent letters to: Chinese Taipei and Georgia to request 

information of their vessel/s on the WCPFC IUU list, specifically their last known operations and whereabouts; and to other RFMOs (CCAMLR, CCSBT, 

IATTC, ICCAT, IOTC, NPAFC & SPRFMO) to seek their cooperation with locating the vessels on the WCPFC IUU list underlining that they are now listed on 

a number of IUU lists.  Georgia replied to confirm that the vessels Neptune and Fu Lien No 1 are no longer flying Georgia flag.  Chinese Taipei confirmed that 

with respect to Yu Fong 168, the license was revoked in 2009 the owner of the vessel has been penalized through repeated monetary punishment for violating the 

rules of not returning to port.  Chinese Taipei further advised that the most recent information was received from Thailand’s notification to IOTC that the vessel 

landed their catches in the port of Phuket in the year 2013.  On 17 November 2017, WCPFC received a communication from Chinese Taipei informing WCPFC 

that Yu Fong 168 has been deregistered by Chinese Taipei. 
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COMMISSION 

SIXTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea 

5 – 11 December 2019 

CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT MEASURE TO ESTABLISH  

A LIST OF VESSELS PRESUMED TO HAVE CARRIED OUT  

ILLEGAL, UNREPORTED AND UNREGULATED FISHING ACTIVITIES IN THE WCPO 

Conservation and Management Measure 2019-071 

 

  

The Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC): 

 

Recalling that the FAO Council adopted on 23 June 2001 an International Plan of Action to prevent, deter 

and eliminate illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing (IPOA-IUU).  This plan stipulates that the 

identification of the vessels carrying out illegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing activities should 

follow agreed procedures and be applied in an equitable, transparent and non-discriminatory way. 

 

Concerned that IUU fishing activities in the Convention Area undermine the effectiveness of the 

conservation measures adopted by the WCPFC. 

 

Further concerned that there is a possibility that vessel owners engaged in such fishing activities may have 

re-flagged their vessels to avoid compliance with WCPFC measures. 

 

Determined to address the challenge of an increase in IUU fishing activities by way of measures to be 

applied in respect to vessels, without prejudice to further measures adopted in respect of CCMs and non 

CCMs under the relevant WCPFC instruments. 

 

Considering the action undertaken in other regional tuna fisheries organizations to address this issue; 

 

Conscious of the need to address, as a matter of priority, the issue of vessels conducting IUU fishing 

activities; 

 

Noting that efforts to prevent, deter and eliminate IUU fishing must be addressed in the light of all relevant 

international fisheries instruments and in accordance with other international obligations, including the 

rights and obligations established under the World Trade Organization (WTO) Agreement; and 

 

Recalling Articles 23 and 25 of the WCPF Convention regarding the obligations of members of the 

Commission and provisions for compliance and enforcement; 

 

Adopts the following conservation and management measures in accordance with Article 10 of the 

Convention: 

                                                           
1 This CMM revises and replaces CMM 2010-06 
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Identification of IUU activities 

 

1. At each annual meeting, the Commission will identify those vessels which have engaged in fishing 

activities for species covered by the Convention within the Convention Area in a manner which has 

undermined the effectiveness of the WCPF Convention and the WCPFC measures in force, and shall 

establish, and, as necessary, amend in subsequent years, a list of such vessels (the IUU Vessel List), in 

accordance with the procedures and criteria set out in this conservation measure. 

 

2. This identification shall be suitably documented, inter alia, on reports from Members, Cooperating 

Non-Members and Participating Territories (collectively CCMs) relating to WCPFC Conservation 

measures in force, trade information obtained on the basis of relevant trade statistics such as Food and 

Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) data, statistical documents and other national or 

international verifiable statistics, as well as any other information obtained from port States and/or 

gathered from the fishing grounds that is suitably documented. Information from CCMs should be 

provided in the format approved by the Commission. 

 

3. For the purposes of this conservation measure, vessels fishing for species covered by the WCPFC 

Convention are presumed to have carried out IUU fishing activities, as described in the IPOA on IUU 

fishing, in the Convention Area when a CCM presents suitably documented information that such 

vessels, inter alia: 

 

a. Harvest species covered by the WCPFC Convention in the Convention Area and are neither on the 

WCPFC record of authorized vessels nor a fishing vessel fishing exclusively in waters under the 

jurisdiction of its flag State, or 

 

b. Conduct fishing activities in waters under the jurisdiction of a coastal State, without permission of 

that State, or in contravention of its law and regulations, or 

 

c. Do not record or report their catches made in the Convention Area consistent with WCPFC 

measures, or make false reports, or 

 

d. Take and land undersized fish in a way that undermines WCPFC conservation measures, or 

 

e. Fish in a closed area or during a closed season in a way that undermines WCPFC conservation 

measures, or 

 

f. Use prohibited fishing gear in a way that undermines WCPFC conservation measures, or 

 

g. Tranship with, participate in joint fishing operations with, support or re-supply vessels included in 

the IUU Vessel List, or 

 

h. Are without nationality and harvest species covered by the WCPFC Convention in the Convention 

Area, or 

 

i. Engage in any other fishing activities that undermine the provisions of the WCPF Convention or 

any other WCPFC conservation measures, or 

 

j. Are under the control of the owner of any vessel on the WCPFC IUU Vessel List. (Procedures for 

applying this paragraph are attached as Annex A) 
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Information on alleged IUU fishing activities 

 

4. At least 70 days before the annual meeting of the Technical and Compliance Committee (TCC), CCMs 

shall transmit to the Executive Director their list of vessels presumed to be carrying out IUU activities 

in the Convention Area during the current or the previous year, accompanied by suitably documented 

information, as provided in para 2, concerning the presumption of this IUU activity. 

 

5. Before or at the same time as transmitting a list of presumed IUU vessels to the Executive Director, the 

CCM shall notify, either directly or through the Executive Director, the relevant flag State of a vessel’s 

inclusion on this list and provide a copy of the pertinent suitably documented information. The flag 

State shall promptly acknowledge receipt of the notification. If no acknowledgement is received within 

10 days of the date of transmittal, the CCM shall retransmit the notification through an alternative 

means of communication. 

 

Draft IUU Vessel List 

 

6. The Executive Director shall draw up a draft IUU Vessel List incorporating the lists of vessels and 

suitably documented information received pursuant to para 4, and any other suitably documented 

information at his disposal, and shall transmit it, together with all the supporting information provided, 

to all CCMs, as well as to non-CCMs with vessels on the list, at least 55 days before the TCC’s annual 

meeting. 

 

7. The Executive Director shall request each CCM and non-CCM with vessels on the draft IUU Vessel 

List to notify the owner of the vessels of their inclusion in that list, and of the consequences of their 

inclusion being confirmed in the IUU Vessel List.  

 

8. Upon receipt of the draft IUU Vessel List, CCMs shall closely monitor the vessels included in that list 

in order to follow their activities and possible changes of name, flag or registered owner. 

 

9. As appropriate, CCMs and non-CCMs with vessels on the list should transmit, at least 10 days before 

the TCC’s annual meeting, their comments to the Executive Director, including suitably documented 

information, showing that the vessels have fished in a manner consistent with WCPFC conservation 

measures or the laws and regulations of a State when fishing in waters under the jurisdiction of that 

State, or have fished exclusively for species not covered by the WCPFC Convention. 

 

10. The Executive Director shall re-circulate the draft IUU Vessel List, 7 days in advance of the TCC’s 

annual meeting, to the CCMs and the non-CCMs concerned, together with all the suitably documented 

information provided pursuant to paras 4 and 9 above. 

 

11. CCMs and non-CCMs may at any time submit to the Executive Director any additional suitably 

documented information regarding any vessels on the draft IUU Vessel List. The Executive Director 

shall circulate this additional information to all CCMs and to the non-CCMs concerned immediately 

upon receipt of such information. 

 

Provisional and current IUU Vessel List 

 

12. The WCPFC’s IUU Vessel List adopted during the previous year, as well as any new suitably 

documented information regarding this list, including intersessional amendments, shall be transmitted 

to CCMs and the non-CCMs concerned in conjunction with the draft IUU Vessel List and materials 

outlined in para 6. 

 

WCPFC16 Summary Report issued 2 April 2020
pg 270



4 

 

13. CCMs and non-CCMs with vessels on the current WCPFC IUU Vessel List should transmit at least 30 

days before the annual meeting of the TCC, but may submit at any time, to the Executive Director 

suitably documented information regarding any of the vessels on the current WCPFC IUU Vessel List, 

including, where appropriate, suitably documented information as provided for in paragraph 25. The 

Executive Director shall re-circulate the current WCPFC IUU Vessel List two weeks in advance of the 

annual meeting of the TCC to the CCMs and non-CCMs concerned, together with all the information 

provided pursuant to paragraph 12 and this paragraph. 

 

14. At its annual meeting, the TCC shall: 

 

(i) following consideration of the draft IUU Vessel List and the suitably documented information 

circulated under paras 6, 10 and 11, adopt a Provisional IUU Vessel List; and 

 

(ii) following consideration of the current WCPFC IUU Vessel List and the suitably documented 

information circulated under paras 12 and 13, recommend to the Commission which, if any, vessels 

should be removed from the current WCPFC IUU Vessel List. 

 

15. The TCC shall not include a vessel on the Provisional IUU Vessel List if the vessel’s flag State 

demonstrates that: 

 

a. The vessel fished in a manner consistent with WCPFC Conservation Measures or the laws and 

regulations of a State when fishing in waters under the jurisdiction of that State, or have fished 

exclusively for species not covered by the WCPFC Convention, or 

 

b. Effective action has been taken in response to the IUU fishing activities in question, such as, inter 

alia, prosecution or the imposition of sanctions of adequate severity; or 

 

c. That the case regarding the vessel or vessels that conducted IUU fishing activities has been settled 

to the satisfaction of the CCM that originally submitted the vessel for listing and the flag State 

involved. 

 

16. The TCC shall not include a vessel on the Provisional IUU Vessel List if the notifying CCM did not 

follow the provisions of para 5.  

 

17. The TCC shall recommend removal of a vessel from the current WCPFC IUU Vessel List only if the 

vessel’s flag State submits to the Executive Director the information provided in para 25 of this 

measure. 

 

18. Following the examination referred to in para 14, the TCC shall submit the Provisional IUU Vessel List 

to the Commission for its consideration, and as appropriate, recommend any proposed changes to the 

current WCPFC IUU Vessel List. 

 

19. The draft IUU Vessel List, Provisional IUU Vessel List, and the WCPFC IUU Vessel List shall contain 

the following details for each vessel: 

 

(i) name and previous names, if any; 

 

(ii) flag and previous flags, if any; 

 

(iii) owner and previous owners, including beneficial owners, if any; 
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(iv) operator and previous operators, if any; 

 

(v) master of the vessel at the time of the IUU fishing activities, and the nationality(ies) of that master;  

 

(vi) call sign and previous call signs, if any; 

 

(vii) Lloyds/IMO number; 

 

(viii) photographs, where available; 

 

(ix) date first included on the IUU Vessel List; and 

 

(x) summary of activities which justify inclusion of the vessel on the list, together with references to 

all relevant documents informing of and evidencing those activities. 

 

WCPFC IUU Vessel List 

 

20. At its annual meeting the Commission shall review the Provisional IUU Vessel List, taking into account 

any new suitably documented information related to vessels on the Provisional IUU Vessel List, and 

any recommendations to amend the current WCPFC IUU Vessel List made pursuant to paragraph 18 

above, and adopt a new WCPFC IUU Vessel List. To the maximum extent possible CCMs and non 

CCMs shall provide any new suitably documented information at least two weeks before the annual 

meeting of the Commission. 

 

21. Upon adopting the new WCPFC IUU Vessel List, the Commission shall request CCMs and non-CCMs 

with vessels on the WCPFC IUU Vessel List to: 

 

a. notify the owner of the vessels of its inclusion on the WCPFC IUU Vessel List and the 

consequences that result from being included in the list, and 

 

b.  take all the necessary measures to eliminate these IUU fishing activities, including, if necessary, 

the withdrawal of the registration or the fishing licenses of these vessels, and to inform the 

Commission of the measures taken in this respect. 

 

22. CCMs shall take all necessary non-discriminatory measures under their applicable legislation, 

international law and each CCMs’ international obligations, and pursuant to paras 56 and 66 of the 

IPOA-IUU to: 

 

a. ensure that fishing vessels, support vessels, mother ships or cargo vessels flying their flag do not 

participate in any transshipment or joint fishing operations with, support or re-supply vessels on 

the WCPFC IUU Vessel List; 

 

b. ensure that vessels on the WCPFC IUU Vessel List that enter ports voluntarily are not authorized 

to land, tranship, refuel or re-supply therein but are inspected upon entry; 

 

c. prohibit the chartering of a vessel on the WCPFC IUU Vessel List; 

 

d. refuse to grant their flag to vessels on the WCPFC IUU Vessel List in accordance with para 1f, 

Section A, in Conservation and Management Measure 2018-06 or its replacement measure; 
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e. prohibit commercial transactions, imports, landings and/or transshipment of species covered by the 

WCPFC Convention from vessels on the WCPFC IUU Vessel List; 

 

f. encourage traders, importers, transporters and others involved, to refrain from transactions in, and 

transshipment of, species covered by the WCPFC Convention caught by vessels on the WCPFC 

IUU Vessel List; 

 

g. collect, and exchange with other CCMs, any appropriate information with the aim of searching for, 

controlling and preventing false import/export certificates for species covered by the WCPFC 

Convention from vessels on the WCPFC IUU Vessel List. 

 

23. The Executive Director shall take any measure necessary to ensure publicity of the WCPFC IUU Vessel 

List, in a manner consistent with any applicable confidentiality requirements, including placing it on 

the WCPFC website. Furthermore, the Executive Director shall transmit the WCPFC IUU Vessel List 

to the FAO and to other regional fisheries organizations for the purposes of enhancing cooperation 

between the WCPFC and these organizations aimed at preventing, deterring and eliminating IUU 

fishing. 

 

24. Without prejudice to the rights of CCMs and coastal states to take proper action, consistent with 

international law, including applicable WTO obligations, the CCMs shall not take any unilateral trade 

measures or other sanctions against vessels on the draft or Provisional IUU Vessel Lists, pursuant to 

paras 6 or 14, or that have been removed from the WCPFC IUU Vessel List, pursuant to paras 17 and 

20, on the grounds that such vessels are involved in IUU fishing activities. 

 

Modification of the WCPFC IUU Vessel List 

 

25. CCMs and non-CCMs with a vessel on the WCPFC IUU Vessel List may request the removal of the 

vessel from the list at any time during the intersessional period by submitting to the Executive Director 

suitably documented information demonstrating that: 

 

a) it has adopted measures that will seek to ensure that the vessel complies with all WCPFC measures; 

and 

 

b) it will be able to assume effectively flag state duties with regards to the monitoring and control of 

the vessel's fishing activities in the Convention Area; and 

 

c) it has taken effective action in response to the IUU fishing activities that resulted in the vessel's 

inclusion in the WCPFC IUU Vessel List, including prosecution or the imposition of sanctions of 

adequate severity; or 

 

d) the vessel has changed ownership and that the new owner can establish that the previous owner no 

longer has any legal, financial or real interests in the vessel or exercises control over it, and that the 

new owner has not participated in IUU fishing activities, or 

 

e) the case regarding the vessel or vessels that conducted IUU fishing activities has been settled to the 

satisfaction of the CCM that originally submitted the vessel for listing and the flag State involved. 
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26. The Executive Director will transmit the removal request, with all the supporting information, to the 

CCMs within 15 days following the receipt of the removal request. CCMs shall promptly acknowledge 

receipt of the removal request. If no acknowledgement is received within 10 days of the date of 

transmittal, the Executive Director shall retransmit the removal request and shall use additional means 

available to ensure the request has been received. 

 

27. Each Commission Member shall examine the removal request and notify the Executive Director in 

writing of its decision, and the rationale therefore, regarding the removal of the vessel within 40 days 

following the notification by the Executive Director. Decisions on the request to remove the vessel shall 

be made in accordance with Rule 30 of the Rules of Procedure. 

 

28. If Commission Members agree to the removal of the vessel from the WCPFC IUU Vessel List within 

the period stipulated in para 27, the Executive Director will inform CCMs, non-CCMs, FAO and other 

regional fisheries management organizations, and will remove the vessel from the WCPFC IUU Vessel 

List, as published on the WCPFC website. 

 

29. If Commission Members disagree with the request for the removal of the vessel from the IUU Vessel 

List, the vessel will be maintained on the WCPFC IUU Vessel List and the Executive Director will 

inform the CCMs and/or non-CCMs that made the removal request. 

 

Review 

 

30. This Conservation and Management Measure shall be subject to review and, as appropriate, revision 

by the TCC. 
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Annex A 

PROCEDURES FOR APPLYING  

PARAGRAPH 3(J) OF WCPFC CMM 2010-06 

 

These procedures are to be followed by the Commission in applying paragraph 3(j) of this CMM. The 

procedures must work in concert and not conflict with the procedures outlined in this CMM, and the 

rules and responsibilities of TCC and the Commission. 

 

Ownership and control 
 
1. For the purposes of these procedures, the legal or natural person(s) or entity/entities that own 

and control a vessel (the “owner(s) of record”) are those indicated on the WCPFC Record of Fishing 

Vessels or the WCPFC Interim Register of non-Member Carrier and Bunker Vessels. If a vessel is not 

on either of those lists, then the owner of record is the owner or owners as indicated on the vessel’s 

national registration document. 
 

2. For the purposes of these procedures, a vessel shall be considered to have the same owner(s) of 

record where one or more of the legal or natural person(/s) or entity/entities indicated on the WCPFC 

Record of Fishing Vessels or the WCPFC Interim Register of non-Member Carrier and Bunker Vessels 

is the same. If a vessel is not on either of those lists, then the owner(s) of record is/are the same where 
one or more of the legal or natural person/s or entity/entities indicated on the vessel’s national 

registration document is/are the same. 
 

3. For the purpose of considering whether to add or remove a vessel or vessels from the Provisional 

WCPFC IUU Vessel List or the WCPFC IUU Vessel List pursuant to paragraph 3j and paragraph 25(d) 

of this CMM, the owner(s) of record will not be considered to have changed unless the new owner(s) of 

record provides suitably documented information demonstrating to the satisfaction of the Commission 

that the ownership of the vessel has changed, that the previous owner(s) of record no longer has any 

legal, financial or real interests in it, and that the new owner(s) of record has not participated in any IUU 

fishing activities. 

 

Identification and nomination of vessels 

 
4. For the purposes of these procedures, a vessel may be nominated by a CCM under paragraph 3(j) 
of this CMM if it meets the condition in paragraph (a) below, and the conditions in either paragraphs 
(b) or (c) below: 

a. The fishing vessel to be nominated: 

i. is currently operating in the Convention Area; or 
ii. has operated in the Convention Area at any time since the date of the 

infringement(s) that led to the listing of the underlying vessel(s) on the WCPFC 
IUU Vessel List (as defined below in paragraph (b)); and 

iii. is, or was at any time since the date of infringement(s) that led to the listing of 
the 

underlying vessel(s) (as defined below in paragraph (b)) on the WCPFC IUU 

Vessel List, on the WCPFC Record of Fishing Vessels or the WCPFC Interim 

Register of non-Member Carrier and Bunker Vessels. 
 

b. The owner of record is the owner of record of three or more vessels currently on the 

WCPFC IUU Vessel List (hereafter “the underlying vessel(s)”). 
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c. The owner of record has one or more vessels that have been included on the 

WCPFC IUU Vessel List for the last two years or more (hereafter “the underlying 

vessels”). 
 

5. For the purposes of these procedures, all additional vessels fully or partly owned by the same 

owner of record as the underlying vessel(s) that meet condition 4(a) shall be considered together and 

either all or none will be placed on the WCPFC IUU Vessel List. Similarly, all additional vessels fully or 

partly owned by the same owner of record as the underlying vessel(s) that meet condition 4(a) will be 

considered as one and either all or none will be removed from the WCPFC IUU Vessel List. 

 

Information to be provided 

 
6. CCMs shall submit suitably documented information demonstrating that the fishing vessels they 
wish to nominate under paragraph 3(j) of this CMM meet the criteria set out in paragraph 4 of these 
procedures. CCMs shall submit this information to the Executive Director  70 days before the annual 
meeting of the TCC along with the list of fishing vessels being nominated (hereinafter “3j” vessels). 
 

7. Before or at the same time as transmitting a list of 3j vessels to the Executive Director, the CCM 

shall notify, either directly or through the Executive Director, the relevant flag State of the vessels’ 

inclusion on this 3j list, and provide a copy of the pertinent suitably documented information. The flag 

State shall promptly acknowledge receipt of the notification. If no acknowledgment is received within 10 

days of the date of transmittal, the CCM shall retransmit the notification through an alternative means of 

communication. 
 

Draft IUU Vessel List 

 
8. The Executive Director shall include on the Draft IUU Vessel List, which is drawn up and 
circulated in accordance with the provisions of this CMM, those 3j vessels that have been nominated by 
CCMs in accordance with these procedures. 
 

9. The Executive Director shall notify the relevant flag states of the inclusion of their 3j vessels on 

the draft IUU Vessel List and of the consequences of these vessels being confirmed on the IUU Vessel 

List. 
 
10. As appropriate, relevant flag states with 3j vessels on the Draft IUU Vessel List may transmit to 

the Executive Director, at least 10 days before the TCC’s annual meeting, suitably documented 

information showing the 3j vessels do not meet the criteria outlined in paragraph 4 of these procedures. 

The Executive Director shall circulate this information to all CCMs immediately upon receipt of such 

information. 

 

11. Small island developing CCMs may provide additional information to the Executive Director 

prior to TCC, or anytime before the Annual Commission meeting to advise that the proposed IUU listing 

of such 3j vessels would constrain the operation of domestic processing, transshipment facilities, or 

associated vessels of small island developing CCMs, or would undermine existing investment in FFA 

member countries.  The Executive Director shall circulate this information to all CCMs immediately upon 

receipt of such information. 

 

Provisional and current WCPFC IUU Vessel List 

 
12. At its annual meeting, with respect to 3j vessels that are on the Draft IUU Vessel List, the TCC 
shall: 
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a. consider suitably documented information, if any, provided by a CCM or a non-CCM, as 

well as any relevant information regarding the status of an investigation, judicial or 

administrative proceeding related to the underlying vessel(s) and the cooperation and 

responsiveness of the owner of record in such proceedings; 

b. consider information related to 3j vessels that may be submitted by small island 

developing CCMs pursuant to paragraph 11: and 

c. following consideration of this information, decide whether to include the nominated 3j 

vessels on the Provisional IUU Vessel List developed in accordance with the provisions 

of this CMM. 

 

13. As appropriate, relevant flag states with 3j vessels on the current WCPFC IUU Vessel List may 

transmit, at least 20 days before the TCC’s annual meeting, but may submit at any time, to the Executive 

Director suitably documented information showing the 3j vessels do not meet the criteria outlined in 

paragraph 4 of these procedures, or any other relevant information, including suitably documented 
information as provided for in paragraph 1. The Executive Director shall circulate this information to all 

CCMs immediately upon receipt of such information.  

 

14. The TCC shall not include 3j vessels on the Provisional IUU Vessel List if suitably documented 

information is provided by any CCM that the vessels no longer have a common owner of record with the 

underlying vessel(s) that triggered the nomination under paragraph 4. 

 

15. At its annual meeting, with respect to 3j vessels that are on the current WCPFC IUU Vessel 

List the TCC shall: 
 

a. consider suitably documented information, if any, provided by a CCM or non-CCM, as 

well as any relevant information regarding the status of an investigation, judicial or 

administrative proceeding related to the underlying vessel(s) and the cooperation and 

responsiveness of the owner of record in such proceedings; and 

b. following consideration of the suitably documented information, recommend to the 

Commission whether or not the 3j vessels should be removed from the WCPFC IUU 

Vessel List. 
 

16. The TCC shall recommend removal of 3j vessels from the current WCPFC IUU Vessel List if 

suitably documented information: 
 

a. is provided that the vessels no longer have a common owner of record with the 

underlying vessel(s) that triggered the nomination under paragraph 4; or 

b. is provided that demonstrates that significant progress has been made to resolve the matter 

related to the underlying vessel(s) that triggered the nomination of the 3j vessels, and the 

CCM that originally submitted the 3j vessels for listing is satisfied. 
 

WCPFC IUU Vessel List 

 
17. Once 3j vessels are included on the Provisional IUU Vessel List, they shall be treated as part 
of that List and, where appropriate, the WCPFC IUU Vessel List, in accordance with paragraphs 20-24 
of this CMM. 

 

Modification of the WCPFC IUU Vessel List 

 
18. Relevant flag states may request to remove 3j vessels from the WCPFC IUU Vessel List at any 
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time during the intercessional period by submitting to the Executive Director suitably documented 
information that: 
 

a. the vessels no longer have a common owner of record with the underlying vessel(s) 
that triggered the nomination under paragraph 4; or 

b. significant progress has been made to resolve the matter related to the underlying vessel(s) 
that triggered the nomination of the 3j vessels, and the CCM that originally submitted the 
3j vessels for listing is satisfied. 

 
19.  Small island developing CCMs may also request removal of 3j vessels from the WCPFC IUU 
Vessel List at any time during the intercessional period by submitting to the Executive Director 
information that the listing of such 3j vessels has resulted in a disproportionate burden on the operation of 
domestic processing, transshipment facilities, or associated vessels of small island developing CCMs, or 
has undermined existing investment in FFA member countries. 
 

20. Removal requests for 3j vessels shall be treated in accordance with paragraphs 26-29 of this 

CMM. 

 
21. If the underlying vessel is removed from the WCPFC IUU List, all additional vessels fully or 
partly owned by the same owner of record as the underlying vessel(s) and listed pursuant to the 3j 
procedures contained herein will be automatically removed at the same time. 
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COMMISSION SIXTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea 

4 – 11 December 2019 
 

 
 

SUMMARY REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE THIRTEENTH SESSION OF 

THE FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE (FAC13) 

 

WCPFC16-2019-FAC13-11 

11 December 2019 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

 

1. The Finance and Administration Committee (FAC13) was convened by Co-Chair Ms. Camille 

Movick-Inatio (FSM) on Wednesday 4th December 2019. Subsequent sessions of FAC were held on 7th, 10th 

and 11 t h  December 2019. Representatives of Australia, Canada, China, Cook Islands, European Union, 

France, French Polynesia, Federated States of Micronesia, Fiji, Indonesia, Japan, Kiribati, Republic of Korea, 

Republic of the Marshall Islands, New Caledonia, New Zealand, Niue, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Philippines, 

Samoa, Solomon Islands, Chinese Taipei, Tonga, Tuvalu, Tokelau, United  States of America,  Vanuatu,  

ANCORS, FAO, FFA, PEW, PIFS, PNA,  The Ocean Foundation, SPC and WWF were in attendance.  Meeting 

support was provided by the Secretariat. A participants list is attached as Annex 4.     The Committee agreed 

by consensus to present to the Commission the decisions and recommendations set out below. 
 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM 1.        OPENING OF MEETING 

 

2.  Niue delegate led the opening prayer, seeking guidance and blessing for FAC deliberations. 

 

3. Ms. Camille Movick-Inatio (FSM) was Co-Chair for the 13th Session of the Finance and Administration 

Committee (FAC). The Co-Chair thanked PNG and Secretariat for the arrangements, noting the last-minute 

changes that were undertaken with the change in venue.  

 

4. Executive Director (ED) Feleti Teo thanked PNG for their hospitality in hosting this meeting. ED Teo 

also shared that the two (2) previous elected Co-Chairs for FAC were not able to attend due to changes in their 

assignments and informed the Secretariat that they were no longer available to serve as co-Chairs for this 

meeting. He also emphasized that the FAC needs nomination for the second Co-Chair, which would be raised 

and discussed in the HOD meeting to be held later in the afternoon. FAC will continue to meet during the 

margins of the Commission meeting as there would be some substantive issues that the Commission would 

need to decide on, which would have some budgetary implications.  

 

5. Japan thanked PNG for hosting this meeting and expressed their intention to nominate a Co-Chair from 

non-FFA member for FAC14 and FAC15 
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1.1 Adoption of agenda  

 

6. The FAC Co-Chair went through the agenda items set out in WCPFC16-2019-FAC13-01 was adopted 

without revision. The Co-Chair also noted that Agenda 5 (Work Programme and Budget for 2020 and 
Indicative Work Programme and Budget for 2021 and 2022) would need to be finalized at the end of the 

meeting as there are substantive issues that needs Commission decisions.  
 

 
1.2 Meeting arrangements 

 

7. ED Feleti Teo detailed the FAC meeting arrangements and logistics.  
 

AGENDA ITEM 2.               AUDIT 

 

2.1      Auditor   Report   for   2018   and   General   Account   Financial Statements for 2018 

 

8. The Finance and Administration Manager (FAM) Aaron Nighswander summarized the information 

in WCPFC16-2019-FAC13-04 noting the 2018 audit was completed and circulated to CCMs in 2nd August 

2019.  The auditor found that all financial statements were fair and that there were no instances of non-

compliance with the Commission’s Financial Regulation 12.4 (c) regarding income, expenditure, investment 

and asset management nor with Financial Regulation 12.4 (d) pertaining to financial procedures, accounting, 

internal controls and administration. There was a deficit of income over expenditure related primarily to 

delayed contributions.  

 

9. USA sought clarification regarding the deficit of around USD181,226 as noted in WCPFC16-2019-

FAC13-04 paragraph 8. FAM responded that this is related to some delayed contributions, but with surplus from 

prior years’ contributions of USD634,769 that were paid by some Members in 2018, there was no financial 

deficit on the overall budget. 

 

10. FAC13   recommended that   the   Commission   accept   the   audited financial statements for 

2018 as set out in paper WCPFC16-2019-FAC13-04. 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM 3.        STATUS OF THE COMMISSION’S FUNDS 

 

3.1 Report on General Account Fund for 2019 –   Contributions and Other Incomes 

 

11. The FAM introduced paper WCPFC16-2019-FAC13-05 Rev1.  The assessed contributions for 2019 

was $7,536,710, and the outstanding 2019 unpaid contributions stand at $1,563,439 as of 1 November 2019. 

 

12. The Secretariat has contacted CCMs which have unpaid contributions. 

 

13. Fiji thanked the Secretariat for providing the Commissions’ report. With regards to their outstanding 

contribution, Fiji explained that in 2016, there were changes in their budget regulations which affect their 

payments. They seek Commission’s understanding on this matter, as they work on meeting their payment 

obligation. 

 

14. Kiribati advised that the $35 outstanding could be due to exchange rate differences and sought 

clarification on whether that amount could be paid at this meeting to avoid payment of transfer fees.  

 

15. The FAM responded that Kiribati can make the payment and this will be reflected by the Secretariat in 

this table. 

 

16. Palau noted its outstanding contribution of around $6,522. 
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17. PNG welcomed participants to Port Moresby. In relation to PNG’s contribution, they assured the 

Committee that they will resolve this before the end of the year. 

 

18. FSM thanked the PNG government for hosting this meeting and the Secretariat for all other 

arrangements. For their 2019 outstanding contribution, FSM updated the Committee that this was already 

submitted. 

 

19. The FAC noted the report in WCPFC16-2019-FAC13-05 Rev 1. 

 

3.2 Report on the Status of Other Funds for 2019 

 

20. The FAM discussed paper WCPFC16-2019-FAC13-06 Rev1 noting the balances in the i) the Special 

Requirements Fund (SRF); ii) the Japan Trust Fund; iii) the Chinese Taipei Trust Fund; iv) the CNM 

Contributions Fund;  v) the FAO’s Area’s Beyond National Jurisdiction Project Fund; vi) the Voluntary 

Contributions Fund; vii) the West Pacific East Asia Project Fund; and viii) the Working Capital Fund. 

 

21. The FAM highlighted an error in paragraph 8 of WCPFC16-2019-FAC13-06 Rev1 on USD50,286,000 

for Solomon Islands: Longline MCS Capacity Building-Vessel Monitoring and Observer Training on Port 

Sampling. The corrected figure should be USD50,286. 

 

22. The FAC Co-Chair thanked Australia, Canada, Korea, USA on their contribution to the SRF, noting 

the importance of the SRF in building SIDS capacity to meet its obligations to this Commission.   

 

23. EU thanked PNG for organizing and the Secretariat for preparing papers for this meeting. EU sought 

clarification on the SRF and Working Capital Funds. FAM responded the Special Requirements Fund comes 

from the CNM/Observer contributions, voluntary contributions and the Working Capital Fund as noted in last 

years’ agreement. While the source of the Working Capital funds are GAF balances from previous year and 

funds that are made available to the Commission that are not attributed to a specific activity/project, example 

would be the contribution from New Caledonia. 

 

24. Vanuatu thanked  the Chinese Taipei for the funding assistance provided through the Chinese Taipei 

Trust Fund (CTTF) to develop Protocols and Standard Operating Procedures for Longline Fishery 
Inspection and Monitoring, which they found to be very useful. 

 

25. RMI made a statement on behalf of FFA, thanking those CCMs that contribute to the SRF especially 

Australia, Canada, Korea and USA, noting the importance of SRF to SIDS participation at meetings and also 

for financing capacity building activities. RMI also emphasized that activities funded under the SRF are aligned 

with the Strategic Investment Plan (SIP). FFA sought to have SRF automatically cover the travel cost of chairs, 

co-chairs of the subsidiary bodies and the vice-chair of the Commission from SIDS. 

 

26. Tonga thanked Japan for the funding for Port sampling, Observer Program, MCS training and capacity 

building program for Tonga’s Fisheries Legal Section by the Japan Trust Fund. 
 

27. Australia further noted that the paper only shows income and expenditure. Australia is interested to 

know on what activities were funded by the CNM contributions. FAM responded that there were three (3) 

activities funded i) USD 101,000 offset for SIDS from the core budget, ii) USD 60,000 to support the SRF and 

iii) USD 50,000 to offset annual contributions to the GAF. 

 

28. The co-chair sought comments from the ED on how SIDS co-chairs and chairs could have automatic 

access to the SRF and without needing to submit a proposal using the required template or to report.  

 

29. The ED offered clarification noting that currently, the SRF is limited to fund one (1) delegate with a 

total of two (2) delegates per delegation, noting that the other delegate is funded in the Commission’s core 
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budget. For SIDS, can access SRF, if they submit a proposal and a report after the activity has been done to 

include how these funds has help or assist them. These are part of the SRF rules and procedures. 

 

30. RMI further reiterate that the Commission Vice-Chair, TCC, SC chairs who are coming from SIDS to 

be funded to attend the Commission meeting under the SRF, noting the increasing work that needs to be done. 

 

31. Samoa supported the FFA proposal, noting that FFA is not asking for extra funding but rather to use of 

SRF funding Commission Vice-Chair, TCC and SC chairs to Commission meetings. 

 

32. Kiribati also would like to extend the proposal to fund additional participation of SIDS to these 

meetings, noting their small administration and to be exempted to these requirements. 

 

33. The ED clarified that in the current regulations there is a need for SIDS to apply for the fund and a 

report to needs to be submitted after participating to the said meeting.  

 

34. Canada stated there were three (3) aspects on this proposal: i) funding chairs and co-chairs of the 

Commission and subsidiary bodies coming from SIDS; ii) funding additional participant from SIDS; and iii) 

amending the SRF rules and procedures, including the budgetary implications of these proposal. 

 

35. The FAC Co-Chair suggested that FFA table a proposal for the consideration of FAC on this matter. 

 

36. Japan promoted the availability of Japan Trust Fund (JTF). Japan is collecting new proposals for 2020 

funding. The circular was sent with a deadline of December 20, 2019. 

 

37. Palau thanked Japan for that announcement and clarified if there is a possibility to extend the deadline. 

Japan answered in the affirmative and noted that the deadline extension will be in consultation with the 

Secretariat. 

 

38. USA asked clarification on how the US contribution to NC was spent. FAM responded that NC was 

funded through the core budget and the assessed contributions for the NC and USA contribution was not used.  

 

39. RMI introduced the FFA proposal on the proposed amendments to the financial regulations as noted in 

the paper WCPFC16-2019-FAC13.  
 

40. Korea queried why the amendment only apply to Chairs of SC, TCC, FAC Co- Chair and the 
WCPFC Vice Chair and not to all who are qualified to access the SRF. 

 

41. EU wanted to know the financial impact of this new amendment to the SRF regulation. 

 

42. The FAM responded that this amended would not have an impact to the budget since proposed 

amendment is only to the reporting requirements not the number of participants funded. 

 

43. Indonesia expressed support to the FFA proposal and suggested to include developing states noting that 

in the future, developing states might encounter the same problem as SIDS. 

 

44. The ED responded that this is already within the yearly core-budget of the Commission.  

 

45. The ED suggested that to avoid changes in the financial regulation, FAC can make an administrative 

decision to include in the core budget, participation of the Chairs of SC, TCC, FAC Co-Chair and the 
WCPFC Vice Chair, if they are coming from SIDS.   

 

46. RMI asked clarification on the budget implications if these participations are included in the core budget 

and when remains to be funded using the SRF. 
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47. The FAM responded that the increased budget to fund these participations in the Commissions’ core 

budget could result to increased contribution by CCMs. If it remains to be funded using the SRF, there will be 

other sources which could include voluntary contributions of other CCMs, working capital fund or the CNM 

contributions. 

 

48. FAC13 recommended to adopt the FFA proposed amendment to the financial regulations. 

 

REGULATION 7 SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS FUND  

Proposed new 7.8: 

For the purposes of supporting attendance by Chairs of SC, TCC, FAC Co- Chair and the 

WCPFC Vice Chair from Small Island Developing States to the Annual Session, Financial 

Regulation 7.5 and 7.7 on the application process and reporting requirements, respectively, 

shall be waived. 

 
49. FAC13 noted the report in WCPFC16-2019-FAC13-06 Rev1. 

 

AGENDA ITEM 4. HEADQUARTERS ISSUES 
 

4.1 Headquarters Matters 

 

50. The FAM presented WCPFC16-2019-FAC13-07 highlighting the issues at headquarters arising in 

2019. FAM highlighted updates on the following topics: electricity, security, travel, environmental 

responsibility, IT audit and Information Security Policy (ISP). 

 

51. There were no further discussion on this paper. 

 

52. FAC13 noted the report in WCPFC16-2019-FAC13-07. 

 

4.2. Triennial Salary Market Data Review 

 

53. The ED discussed WCPFC16-2019-FAC13-08. Professional staff salary should be harmonized to CROPs 

agencies salary while EDs salary is set to UN D-1 scale. Commissions’ rules require a review of the professional 

staff salary every three (3) years. The paper also details the recommendations for FAC consideration. 

 

54. EU sought clarification regarding the salary of the ED in UN-D1 scale as compared to the base level. 

FAM responded that based on the UN-D1 level there have been an average of 1.7% annual salary increase based 

on UN rates.  

 

55. Canada noted about the special drawing rights and the impact on professional staff salary which are 

said to be variable on the month to month basis, and if there is any consideration to address this concern. Canada 

draw attention on paragraph 10 of WCPFC16-2019-FAC13-08 and to take into account how to maintain the 

relativity of the ED salary and Professional staff salary. The FAM responded that variability on SDR and 

exchange rate is calculated on bi-annual basis and on the staff regulation there is a stabilization mechanism. 

 

56. Japan’s preference was to follow the past experience of having a 2% increase. 

 

57. Australia asked for further explanation on the salary band and the rationale of increasing the 

professional staff salary. The ED stated that the staff regulations require that every 3-years there should be a 

review of the professional staff salary as against the CROP agencies salary.  
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58. Cook Islands stated that it preferred that this discussion should be forwarded to HOD meeting as in 

previous years. 

 

59. The Co-Chair suggested that this issue be discussed in the HOD or closed session. 

 

60. USA needs clarification on the potential budgetary implications of these three (3) options as noted in 

WCPFC16-2019-FAC13-08. 

 

61. Australia further noted two (2) issues i) salary increase for the next year (2020) and ii) structural format 

that needs to be considered regarding the salary in future years. 

 

62. The ED responded that the study was done to compare salary of professional staff to CROP agencies 

as required by the staff regulations. 

 

63. EU preference was to have this agenda discussed in the HOD noting that there will be a lot of SWG. 

 

64. Japan’s preference was to have a SWG on this matter and also supported Australia and Canada’s 

suggestions. 

 

65. Samoa preference was to discuss this in the FAC which reconvenes during the margins of the 

Commission meeting. 

 

66. The Co-Chair recommended that FAC continue the discussion in a closed session of FAC with CCMs 

only and that all Secretariat staff and observers be excused from the room. 

 

67. CCMs agreed to this approach and the closed session took place after all Agenda Item 5 was presented.  

 

68. FAC13 recommends that: 

 

a. The salary of professional staff be revisited at FAC14 (2020) and  

b. An informal working group be established to review the renumeration system 

for the professional staff and the ED and will be led by Cook Islands over a 2 

year period and report back to FAC15. 

 

. 

 

AGENDA ITEM 5.               WORK PROGRAMME AND BUDGET FOR 2020 

AND INDICATIVE WORK PROGRAMME AND BUDGET FOR 

2021 AND 2022  

 

69. The FAM presented paper WCPFC16-2019-FAC13-10, detailing the proposed 2020 budget based on 

recommendations from SC, TCC, Intercessional Working Groups and the WCPFC Secretariat. There are items 

that are not yet included in this budget pending Commission’s decisions.  

 

70. Australia noted that there are other things not included in the budget, if we can add a line item in the 

budget for the work of subsidiary bodies, taking into account the average budget for additional activities for the 

past 3- years. This would avoid delayed approval of the budget by the FAC. FAM suggested to have a fixed 

budget of around USD 220,000 in Part 1 of the budget. Australia further suggested to have USD 200,000-

300,000 in the said line budget item.  

 

71. Cook Islands thanked Australia for their proposal on the additional line budget item. 
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72. USA asked more explanation on Annex 2 on Donor Contributions. The FAM responded that these are 

more on the specific activities and Secretariat will give more information on these contributions in the coming 

years. 

 

73. EU seeks clarification on the budget expenditure for furniture and equipment including expenditure for 

SRF and also their contribution on FAD acoustics study of around USD 200,000 that does not appear in the 

paper and requested for revision to reflect this contribution.  FAM responded that expenditure for furniture 

equipment budget line. The FAM responded that the SRF comes mainly from Working Capital fund and CNM 

contributions, voluntary contributions and not sourced from the GAF. The EU funding for FAD acoustic study 

has not been reflected since the document has not yet signed, so, it was not included in this paper. SPC further 

clarified that there was no overlap between the services they have provided to FFA and WCPFC. EU’s view 

that the budget for SPC services is stable but needs review. 

 

74. USA requested for clarification on the difference between targeted capacity building and regional 

capacity building. FAM responded that regional capacity building workshops would include the i) SPC tuna 

data workshops that is conducted annually to produce the annual catch estimates that feeds to countries annual 

report part 1 and ii) FFA proposal that has yet to be received by the Secretariat as to how this funding will be 

used. While the targeted capacity building is mainly used by WCPFC staff for travel to assist in capacity 

building workshops/meetings conducted in SIDS. 

 

75. Japan sought clarification on Annex 3 particularly on the Northern Committee (NC) expenditure of 

USD18,000. Japan viewed that this should be less than USD 18,000 noting the absence of some SIDS members, 

during the NC meeting this year. FAM responded that this does not take into account all the NC expenditure 

for 2019 which was actually around USD 21,000. 

 

76. EU further sought clarification regarding the targeted capacity building and why is this different from 

SRF. FAM responded that targeted capacity building is used by WCPFC staff for travel to assist in capacity 

building workshops/meetings requested by SIDS. In 2019, these activities include travel of WCPFC staff to 

attend FFA workshops and MCS workshop requested by Kiribati. 

 

77. Cook Islands reiterated that these capacity building workshops were useful such as the SPC tuna data 

workshops including those workshops where the new compliance case file system used by the Secretariat was 

introduced to the MCS working group. 

 

78. Kiribati also shared that their offshore workshops/summit was also very useful that helps them  meet 

their WCPFC obligations. 

 

79. Australia briefly discussed on FFA priorities. Australia on behalf of FFA emphasized the sensible 

budget prioritization taking into account cost and time effectiveness. FFA priorities includes funding for 

chair/co-chairs/vice-chair of the Commission and its subsidiary bodies who comes from SIDS, high seas 

allocation/limits, conduct of ER-EM two (2) day workshop prior to TCC than having a stand-alone meeting and 

transshipment consultancy which FFA expects to be funded through voluntary contributions, and two (2) 

consultancies on CMS regarding audits points and risk assessment framework. While the work for 

transshipment and VMS can be better managed during the TCC. 

 

80. The FAM highlighted the revisions in the budget table detailed in WCPFC16-2019-FAC13-10 Rev1 

that includes the inclusion of a budget line of USD 220,000 for future work of the Commission as suggested by 

Australia, reduced budget for consultancy amounting to USD 10,000. FAM shared that USA indicate to support 

USD 75,000 in the science budget to support the SPA roadmap development that was not taken into 

consideration in the budget table. 

 

 

81. Japan raised concern in the table in paragraph 7, in particular the consultancy to review CMM 2009-06 

on  transshipment, amounting to USD 165,000. The said budget is too high noting that the working group has 
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not finalized the TOR for this consultancy and USA provided an in-kind contribution of USD74,000 towards 

the completion of this task. FAM responded that this consultancy amount includes consultancy fee, housing, 

insurance and other expenses to bring a full-time consultant to Pohnpei.  The Compliance Manager added that 

this amount could be reduced if instead of a full-time consultant, a secondment will be considered. 

 

82. Tonga clarified if the small working group for high seas allocation is already considered in the budget. 

FAC Co-Chair responded its already considered in the budget line. 

 

83. EU suggested that the high seas allocation workshop might last for more than 2-days in this case a 

contingency budget needs to be considered. 

 

84. Australia noted that costing for additional work requested for SPC was not included in the budget table 

and how much will this cost. 

 

85. SPC responded that an additional budget of around USD 75,000 - USD 110,000 for this extra work will 

be needed which will included SPC support to additional WCPFC workshops/meetings. 

 

86. Kiribati prefers to have the high seas allocation workshop and South Pacific Albacore road map be held 

in conjunction with SC or TCC, noting the various upcoming meetings in 2020. 

 

87. Canada acknowledge the challenge for more meetings in 2020 noting the cost implications and 

availability of people to travel and attend these meetings. 

 

88. China supported the view of Canada and Kiribati on the number of meetings to be conducted in 2020. 

China expressed concern on the amount of budget for the transshipment consultancy that needs to be reviewed 

(USD 165,000 in addition to the USD 74,000 provided by US). 

 

89. Australia suggested to use the working capital fund and CNM contribution to fund these additional 

activities and to offset increase in members contributions for 2020. 

 

90. Vanuatu suggested to consider additional budget for participation of SIDS for the SP Albacore roadmap 

meeting, noting that different people will be attending these meetings. 

 

91. USA offered to repurpose a voluntary contribution of USD 15,000 to offset the total cost of the SP 

Albacore roadmap meeting. 

 

92. USA requested for a list SPC additional work that needs funding. SPC responded that extra work will 

include SPC support to additional WCPFC workshops/meetings (e.g. travel, resources to conduct analysis). 

 

93. China supported Australia suggestion to use the working capital fund and CNM contribution for the 

additional work and add USD 100,000 for SPC work. 

 

94. Australia noted that the SC projects listed here were prioritized and classified as high priority projects 

by the SC. 

 

95. EU supported Australia’s views on the SC work plan but not the view to withdraw money from the 

Working Capital Fund. 

 

96.  Tuvalu, Korea and Tonga also supported Australia’s views. 

 

97. Kiribati reiterate its concern on increased budget that will result to increased contribution and also 

supported Australia’s views. 
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98. New Zealand informed the Committee that it could support the transshipment consultancy with 

additional resources. 

 

99. EU prefers to have the high seas allocation workshop in conjunction with other WCPFC meetings to 

optimize cost and work needed. But noted that they are not fully in support of additional funding for 

participation of members. 

 

100. China has difficulty of considering additional participant to meetings noting increased member 

contribution.  

 

101. Japan suggested to explorer the view of deleting some shark related Projects in the SC work plan to 

reduce the budget. 

 

102. Canada and Australia noted that there is a need to consider the triennial budget review which also has 

some budgetary implications. 

 

103. New Zealand request additional information on the hosting arrangements for WCPFC17. 

 

104. The FAM replied that no host had been identified yet and that Hawaii, USA was being explored as an 

option for WCPFC17.  If this option was accepted, additional funding would be required and could be taken 

from the Working Capital Fund. 

 

105. FAC13 recommended that WCPFC16 adopt a 2020 budget of USD 8,118,261 (Annexes 
1-4) pending any subsequent decision reached by WCPFC16 that will have an impact on the 
budget.   
 

 

AGENDA ITEM 6.               ELECTION OF CO-CHAIRS  

 

106.  FAC13 nominated Michael Brakke (USA) and Ms. Camille Movick-Inatio (FSM) as FAC Co-

Chairs. 

 

AGENDA 7.                          OTHER MATTERS 

 

107. There were no additional matters discussed. 

 

AGENDA ITEM 8.               ADOPTION OF REPORT 

 

108. FAC13 adopted this summary report which is tabled as WCPFC16-2019-FAC13-11. 

 

109. FAC13   invites   WCPFC16   to   consider   this   report   and   to   endorse   its recommendations. 

 

AGENDA ITEM 9.               CLOSE OF MEETING 

 

110. FAC co-chair, Ms. Camille Movick-Inatio, closed the final session of FAC13 at 10:17PM on 11th 

December 2019. 
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ANNEX 1

Approved 

budget 

2019

Estimated 

expenditure 

2019

Indicative 

budget 

2020

Proposed 

budget 

2020

Indicative 

budget 

2021

Indicative 

budget 

2022

Part 1 - Administrative Expenses of the Secretariat

Sub-Item 1.1 Staff Costs

Professional Staff Salary 957,069 856,760 957,069 925,363 934,064 942,844

Professional Staff Benefits and Allowances 915,109 788,719 892,395 822,986 858,220 849,300

Professional Staff Insurance 133,371 102,107 135,504 131,040 132,927 134,873

Recruitment/Repatriation 25,565 53,142 25,565 25,565 25,565 25,565

Support Staff 440,167 442,366 448,145 469,025 478,035 486,615

Total, sub-item 1.1 2,471,281 2,243,094 2,458,678 2,373,980 2,428,810 2,439,197

Sub-Item 1.2 Other Personnel Costs

Temporary Assistance/Overtime 16,500 16,897 16,500 16,500 16,500 16,500

Chairs Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 0

Consultants see note 1 166,000 119,307 148,000 138,000 138,000 138,000

Total, sub-item 1.2 182,500 136,204 164,500 154,500 154,500 154,500

Sub-item 1.3 Official Travel 210,000 195,338 210,000 210,000 210,000 210,000

Sub-item 1.4 General Operating Expenses

Electricity, Water, Sanitation 60,000 41,881 60,000 50,000 50,000 50,000

Communications/Courier 76,000 74,559 76,000 76,000 76,000 76,000

Office Supplies & Fuel 40,000 41,262 43,000 41,000 41,000 41,000

Audit 7,500 7,000 7,500 7,000 7,500 7,500

Bank Charges 9,500 9,446 9,500 9,500 9,500 9,500

Official Hospitality 10,000 9,894 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000

Community Outreach 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000

Miscellaneous Services 6,400 6,138 6,400 6,400 6,400 6,400

Security 93,000 96,282 93,000 96,500 96,500 96,500

Training 10,000 6,338 15,000 10,000 10,000 10,000

Total, sub-item 1.4 320,400 300,800 328,400 314,400 314,900 314,900

Sub-item 1.5 Capital Expenditure

Vehicles 22,000 29,367 0 0 22,000 0

Information Technology 56,753 57,880 56,753 56,753 56,753 56,753

Website New Projects/Enhancements 20,000 21,587 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000

Furniture and Equipment 32,000 33,119 32,000 32,000 32,000 32,000

Total, sub-item 1.5 130,753 141,953 96,753 96,753 118,753 96,753

Sub-item 1.6 Maintenance

Vehicles 6,000 5,275 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000

Information and Communication Technology 129,714 127,445 129,714 129,714 129,714 129,714

Buildings & Grounds 56,500 58,460 56,500 56,500 56,500 56,500

Gardeners and Cleaners 79,500 82,135 79,500 82,500 82,500 82,500

Insurance 23,000 26,454 23,000 26,500 26,500 26,500

Total, sub-item 1.6 294,714 299,769 294,714 301,214 301,214 301,214
Sub-item 1.7 Meeting Services

Annual Session see note 2 202,400 218,500 165,000 165,000 165,000 165,000

Scientific Committee 192,000 157,142 192,000 212,000 192,000 192,000

Northern Committee see note 3 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000

Technical and Compliance Committee 159,800 152,045 159,800 159,800 159,800 159,800

Total, sub-item 1.7 572,200 545,687 534,800 554,800 534,800 534,800

Sub-item 1.8 see note 5 Future Work - Commission 0 0 0 184,010 220,000 220,000

TOTAL, Section 1/Item 1 4,181,849 3,862,846 4,087,846 4,189,658 4,282,978 4,271,365

 and indicative figures for 2021 and 2022      (USD)

Summary of estimated General Fund budgetary requirements for 2020
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ANNEX 1 (continued)

Approved 

budget 

2019

Estimated 

expenditure 

2019

Indicative 

budget 

2020

Proposed 

budget 

2020

Indicative 

budget 

2021

Indicative 

budget 

2022

Part 2  - Science &Technical & Compliance Programme

Section 2 ( Item 2)

Sub-item 2.1 Scientific Services (SPC) 906,396 906,396 924,524 924,524 943,015 961,875

Sub-item 2.2 Scientific Research

Additional Resourcing SPC see note 6 164,832 164,832 166,480 241,480 168,145 169,827

P35b Maintenance of WCPFC Tissue Bank 97,200 97,200 99,195 99,195 101,180 103,204

P42 Pacific Tuna Tagging Project 645,000 645,000 645,000 645,000 730,000 730,000

P60 Improving purse seine species composition 0 0 40,000 40,000 40,000 0

P68 Estimation of Seabird Mortality 17,500 17,500 0 0 0 75,000

P82 Yellowfin tuna age and growth 85,000 85,000 0 0 0 0

P88 Acoustic FAD analyses 0 0 120,000 30,000 15,000 0

P94 Workshop on YF andBE age and growth 15,000 15,000 0 0 0 0

P90 Fish weights/lengths for scientific analyses 60,000 60,000 30,000 30,000 20,000 0

P97 - SRP 2021-2025 0 0 0 46,000 0 0

P98 - Radiocarbon aging WS 0 0 0 35,000 0 0

P99 - SWP MLS population biology 0 0 0 33,000 0 0

P100 - Close-kin mark-recapture 0 0 0 7,500 0 0

P101 - MC simulations - shark mitigation see note 8 0 0 0 0 0 0

P102 - Population projections for OCS  see note 8 0 0 0 0 0 0

P103 - LRPs for WCPO elasmobranchs 0 0 0 25,000 0 0

High Priority Project(s) 0 0 83,000 0 0 0

Total, sub-item 2.2 1,084,532 1,084,532 1,183,675 1,232,175 1,074,325 1,078,031

Sub-item 2.3 Technical & Compliance  Programme

15,000 9,903 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000

ROP - Special Projects and Research Activities 2,000 0 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000

ROP - Training, Assistance & Development 10,000 9,013 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000

ROP Data Management 923,904 923,904 923,904 923,904 923,904 923,904

Vessel Monitoring System - Capital Costs 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000

Vessel Monitoring System 235,000 269,632 235,000 235,000 235,000 235,000

Vessel Monitoring System - Airtime 201,572 208,624 203,587 204,600 206,646 208,712

Vessel Monitoring System - Security Audit 8,400 8,400 8,400 8,400 8,400 8,400

CCM/Staff VMS Training 25,000 0 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000

Information Management System 100,000 72,914 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000

CMS Future Work 100,000 45,000 0 0 0 0

Workshops/IATTC Cross Endor. Train. 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000

AR Part 2/CMS Online Host. and Pub. 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000

Targeted Capacity Building 40,000 11,920 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000

E-Monitoring and E-Reporting Activities 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000

Regional Capacity Building Workshops see note 4 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000

Total, item 2.3 1,868,876 1,767,310 1,770,891 1,771,904 1,773,950 1,776,016

TOTAL, Section 2/Item 2 3,859,804 3,758,238 3,879,090 3,928,603 3,791,290 3,815,922

Total, Parts 1 & 2 8,041,652 7,621,084 7,966,937 8,118,261 8,074,268 8,087,288

Note 1: Consultancies proposed are: 

Legal support services $55,000

ED Discretion $25,000

Media Consultant $10,000

Meetings' rapporteur $48,000

$138,000

ROP - Audit/Remediation
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Note 2: Annual Session 

To adjust once a final decision is reached on  the hosting arrangements for WCPFC17

Note 3:  Northern Committee

As per WCPFC9, an additional USD25,000 will be assessed from non-developing state members of the NC to 

fund attendance at the NC meeting by developing states and territories if needed.

Note 4: Regional Capacity Building Workshops

FFA/SPC to advise on the use of these funds

Note 5: Future work of the Commission

EM/ER 2 Day Workshop (two day prior to TCC) $13,340

Meeting on the Framework for Highseas Allocation (three day meeting) $91,500

FAD working Group (one day at SC) $9,200

SP Albacore Roadmap (one day at TCC and one day at SC) $69,970

$184,010

Note 6: Additional Resourcing SPC

$75,000 added for additional work requested by WCPFC16 for 2020

Note 8: P101 and P102

Work to be done by the United States at no cost

WCPFC16 Summary Report issued 2 April 2020
pg 291



ANNEX 2

Proposed budget expenditure total 8,118,261

less

Estimated interest (3,400)

Transfer from Working Capital Fund (350,000)

CNM Contributions Fund (50,000)

Total assessed contributions 7,714,861

Proposed budget expenditure total 8,074,268

less

Estimated interest and other income (3,400)

Transfer from Working Capital Fund (350,000)

CNM Contributions Fund (50,000)

Total assessed contributions 7,670,868

Proposed budget expenditure total 8,087,288

less

Estimated interest and other income (3,400)

Transfer from Working Capital Fund (350,000)

CNM Contributions Fund (50,000)

Total assessed contributions 7,683,888

Proposed General Fund financing table for 2020

Proposed General Fund financing table for 2021

Proposed General Fund financing table for 2022

01 January to 31 December 2022

01 January to 31 December 2021

01 January to 31 December 2020
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ANNEX 3

2020

Professional Position

Executive 

Director (ED)

Science Manager 

(L)

Compliance 

Manager (L)

Finance & 

Administration 

Manager (L)

ICT Manager (K)

Observer 

Programme 

Coordinator (K)

Science 

Programme 

Coordinator (J)

VMS Manager 

(K)

Assistant Manager 

Compliance and 

MCS (J)

Total

Entitlement

Base salary 162,415 120,228 120,228 120,228 88,356 92,685 55,994 92,685 72,545 925,363

Super 12,181 9,017 9,017 9,017 6,627 6,951 4,200 6,951 5,441 69,402

COLDA 56,845 42,080 42,080 42,080 30,925 32,440 19,598 32,440 25,391 323,877

Housing 12,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 156,000

Location Allowance 26,798 19,838 19,838 19,838 14,579 15,293 9,239 15,293 11,970 152,685

Education 0 0 0 0 0 41,000 0 0 0 41,000

Leave fares 13,648 4,688 13,411 4,683 2,500 6,915 1,650 6,119 3,324 56,938

Reunion fares 0 0 0 0 0 3,484 0 0 0 3,484

Domestic 4,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,000

Electricity & water 9,460 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9,460

Phone/Internet 1,140 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,140

Rep. Allow 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,000

Health & Medical 6,988 6,988 6,988 6,988 6,988 6,988 6,988 6,988 6,988 62,892

Life Ins. 3,376 3,376 3,376 3,376 3,376 3,376 3,376 3,376 3,376 30,384

Personal accident insurance 475 475 475 475 475 475 475 475 475 4,275

Medevac  Access 3,721 3,721 3,721 3,721 3,721 3,721 3,721 3,721 3,721 33,489

Recruitment costs 0 0 10,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 10,000

Recruit/repat. Fares 0 0 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,000

Shipping 0 0 8,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 8,000

Establish. Grant 0 0 1,565 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,565

Accom. arr/dep. 0 0 1,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,000

Total 318,048 228,411 262,699 228,406 175,546 231,328 123,240 186,048 151,230 1,904,954

Support Staff Position

Administrative 

Officer

Executive 

Assistant

Secretary 

/Receptionist

Admin. Assist. 

Data Entry VMS Operator VMS Operator Finance Officer

Data Quality 

Officer

Compliance 

Officer

4 Data Control 

Technicians IT Officer

Entitlement

Base salary 40,857 28,395 11,719 28,395 28,395 20,857 37,275 40,857 32,432 56,782 28,749 354,713

Health & Medical 2,592 2,592 2,592 2,592 2,592 2,592 2,592 2,592 2,592 10,368 2,592 36,288

Life Insurance 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 5,360 1,340 18,760

Personal accident ins. 306 306 306 306 306 306 306 306 306 1,224 306 4,284

Social security/Retirement plan 6,333 4,401 1,816 4,401 4,401 3,233 5,778 6,333 5,027 8,801 4,456 54,981

Leave fare 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 51,428 37,034 17,774 37,034 37,034 28,328 47,290 51,428 41,697 82,535 37,444 469,025

Grand total 2,373,980

Summary of estimated Established Posts costs for 2020-2022

USD
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2021

Professional Position

Executive 

Director (ED)

Science Manager 

(L)

Compliance 

Manager (L)

Finance & 

Administration 

Manager (L)

ICT Manager (K)

Observer 

Programme 

Coordinator (K)

Science 

Programme 

Coordinator (J)

VMS Manager 

(K)

Assistant Manager 

Compliance and 

MCS (J)

Total

Entitlement

Base salary 165,663 120,228 120,228 120,228 91,440 92,685 58,362 92,685 72,545 934,064

Super 12,425 9,017 9,017 9,017 6,858 6,951 4,377 6,951 5,441 70,055

COLDA 57,982 42,080 42,080 42,080 32,004 32,440 20,427 32,440 25,391 326,922

Housing 12,000 19,200 19,200 19,200 19,200 19,200 19,200 19,200 19,200 165,600

Location Allowance 27,334 19,838 19,838 19,838 15,088 15,293 9,630 15,293 11,970 154,121

Education 0 0 0 20,500 0 41,000 0 0 0 61,500

Leave fares 13,648 4,688 13,411 4,683 2,500 6,915 1,650 6,119 3,324 56,938

Reunion fares 0 0 0 0 0 3,484 0 0 0 3,484

Domestic 4,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,000

Electricity & water 9,460 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9,460

Phone/Internet 1,140 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,140

Rep. Allow 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,000

Health & Medical 7,198 7,198 7,198 7,198 7,198 7,198 7,198 7,198 7,198 64,779

Life Ins. 3,376 3,376 3,376 3,376 3,376 3,376 3,376 3,376 3,376 30,384

Personal accident insurance 475 475 475 475 475 475 475 475 475 4,275

Medevac  Access 3,721 3,721 3,721 3,721 3,721 3,721 3,721 3,721 3,721 33,489

Recruitment costs 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10,000 10,000

Recruit/repat. Fares 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,000 5,000

Shipping 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8,000 8,000

Establish. Grant 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,565 1,565

Accom. arr/dep. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,000 1,000

Total 323,422 229,820 238,543 250,315 181,859 232,738 128,415 187,458 178,204 1,950,775

Support Staff Position

Administrative 

Officer

Executive 

Assistant

Secretary 

/Receptionist

Admin. Assist. 

Data Entry VMS Operator VMS Operator Finance Officer

Data Quality 

Officer

Compliance 

Officer

4 Data Control 

Technicians IT Officer

Entitlement

Base salary 40,857 28,395 12,492 28,395 28,395 22,233 37,275 40,857 32,432 60,535 30,648 362,513

Health & Medical 2,592 2,592 2,592 2,592 2,592 2,592 2,592 2,592 2,592 10,368 2,592 36,288

Life Insurance 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 5,360 1,340 18,760

Personal accident ins. 306 306 306 306 306 306 306 306 306 1,224 306 4,284

Social security/Retirement plan 6,333 4,401 1,936 4,401 4,401 3,446 5,778 6,333 5,027 9,383 4,750 56,190

Leave fare 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 51,428 37,034 18,666 37,034 37,034 29,917 47,290 51,428 41,697 86,870 39,636 478,035

Grand total 2,428,810
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2022

Professional Position

Executive 

Director (ED)

Science Manager 

(L)

Compliance 

Manager (L)

Finance & 

Administration 

Manager (L)

ICT Manager (K)

Observer 

Programme 

Coordinator (K)

Science 

Programme 

Coordinator (J)

VMS Manager 

(K)

Assistant Manager 

Compliance and 

MCS (J)

Total

Entitlement

Base salary 168,976 120,228 120,228 120,228 94,539 92,685 60,731 92,685 72,545 942,844

Super 12,673 9,017 9,017 9,017 7,090 6,951 4,555 6,951 5,441 70,713

COLDA 59,142 42,080 42,080 42,080 33,089 32,440 21,256 32,440 25,391 329,995

Housing 12,000 18,000 18,000 13,500 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 151,500

Location Allowance 27,881 19,838 19,838 19,838 15,599 15,293 10,021 15,293 11,970 155,569

Education 0 0 0 20,500 0 41,000 0 0 0 61,500

Leave fares 13,648 4,688 13,411 4,683 2,500 6,915 1,650 6,119 3,324 56,938

Reunion fares 0 0 0 0 0 3,484 0 0 0 3,484

Domestic 4,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4,000

Electricity & water 9,460 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9,460

Phone/Internet 1,140 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,140

Rep. Allow 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,000

Health & Medical 7,414 7,414 7,414 7,414 7,414 7,414 7,414 7,414 7,414 66,725

Life Ins. 3,376 3,376 3,376 3,376 3,376 3,376 3,376 3,376 3,376 30,384

Personal accident insurance 475 475 475 475 475 475 475 475 475 4,275

Medevac  Access 3,721 3,721 3,721 3,721 3,721 3,721 3,721 3,721 3,721 33,489

Recruitment costs 0 10,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10,000

Recruit/repat. Fares 0 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5,000

Shipping 0 8,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8,000

Establish. Grant 0 1,565 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,565

Accom. arr/dep. 0 1,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,000

Total 328,906 254,401 237,559 244,831 185,803 231,754 131,197 186,474 151,656

1,952,583

Support Staff Position

Administrative 

Officer

Executive 

Assistant

Secretary 

/Receptionist

Admin. Assist. 

Data Entry VMS Operator VMS Operator Finance Officer

Data Quality 

Officer

Compliance 

Officer

4 Data Control 

Technicians IT Officer

Entitlement

Base salary 40,857 28,395 12,492 28,395 28,395 23,702 37,275 40,857 32,432 64,474 32,669 369,942

Health & Medical 2,592 2,592 2,592 2,592 2,592 2,592 2,592 2,592 2,592 10,368 2,592 36,288

Life Insurance 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 1,340 5,360 1,340 18,760

Personal accident ins. 306 306 306 306 306 306 306 306 306 1,224 306 4,284

Social security/Retirement plan 6,333 4,401 1,936 4,401 4,401 3,674 5,778 6,333 5,027 9,993 5,064 52,277

Leave fare 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 51,428 37,034 18,666 37,034 37,034 31,614 47,290 51,428 41,697 91,419 41,970 486,615

Grand total 2,439,197
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Annex 4

Schedule of contributions based on the Commission’s contribution formula

Member

Base fee 

component: 

uniform share 

10% of budget

National wealth 

component: 20% 

of budget

Catch 

component: 

70% of 

budget

Addition for 

Northern 

Committee

Total 

Contributions 

by Members

Percent of 

Budget by 

member

Offset for 

Small Island 

Developing 

States*

Total of 

components: 

100% of 

budget

Australia 29,673 103,572 13,885 0 147,130 1.93% 0 147,130

Canada 29,673 92,168 57 0 121,898 1.60% 0 121,898

China 29,673 165,546 161,478 0 356,697 4.68% 0 356,697

Cook Islands 29,673 885 4,428 0 34,985 0.46% 24,328 59,313

European Union 29,673 270,182 36,060 0 335,914 4.41% 0 335,914

Federated States of Micronesia 29,673 5,975 229,295 0 264,942 3.48% 0 264,942

Fiji 29,673 8,679 29,058 0 67,410 0.89% 0 67,410

France 29,673 97,525 12,516 0 139,714 1.83% 0 139,714

Indonesia 29,673 17,684 157,516 0 204,872 2.69% 0 204,872

Japan 29,673 126,489 964,580 0 1,120,742 14.72% 0 1,120,742

Kiribati 29,673 4,571 362,429 0 396,672 5.21% 0 396,672

Korea 29,673 59,498 897,638 0 986,808 12.96% 0 986,808

Marshall Islands 29,673 2,921 194,805 0 227,398 2.99% 4,780 232,178

Nauru 29,673 635 9,260 0 39,568 0.52% 17,089 56,657

New Zealand 29,673 67,746 30,465 0 127,883 1.68% 0 127,883

Niue 29,673 81 0 0 29,753 0.39% 21,287 51,040

Palau 29,673 1,087 2,381 0 33,140 0.44% 21,965 55,105

Papua New Guinea 29,673 4,147 545,734 0 579,553 7.61% 0 579,553

Philippines 29,673 10,884 220,289 0 260,845 3.43% 0 260,845

Samoa 29,673 6,827 2,945 0 39,444 0.52% 0 39,444

Solomon Islands 29,673 3,206 66,993 0 99,872 1.31% 0 99,872

Chinese Taipei 29,673 47,441 748,329 0 825,443 10.84% 0 825,443

Tonga 29,673 5,160 568 0 35,401 0.46% 1,629 37,030

Tuvalu 29,673 576 21,961 0 52,209 0.69% 7,948 60,157

United States of America 29,673 335,469 628,459 0 993,600 13.05% 0 993,600

Vanuatu 29,673 4,995 59,273 0 93,940 1.23% 0 93,940

Totals 771,486 1,443,946 5,400,402 0 7,615,835 100% 99,026 7,714,861

* To be offset by the CNM Contributions Fund.

2020 Contribution Table
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Annex 4 Cont.

Offset for Small Island Developing States as per Financial Regulation 5.2(b) (ii)

Member

Population

Maximum 

Payable for 

wealth 

component

National 

wealth 

component

Offset for 

Small Island 

Developing 

States

Cook Islands 17,700 885 25,213 24,328

Federated States of Micronesia 112,640 5,632 5,975 0

Fiji 883,480 44,174 8,679 0

Kiribati 115,850 5,793 4,571 0

Marshall Islands 58,410 2,921 7,701 4,780

Nauru 12,700 635 17,724 17,089

Niue 1,618 81 21,367 21,287

Palau 21,730 1,087 23,051 21,965

Papua New Guinea 8,606,320 430,316 4,147 0

Samoa 196,130 9,807 6,827 0

Solomon Islands 652,860 32,643 3,206 0

Tonga 103,200 5,160 6,789 1,629

Tuvalu 11,510 576 8,523 7,948

Vanuatu 292,680 14,634 4,995 0

Total 99,026

Additional Funding for Northern Committee as agreed in WCPFC9-2012-22 FAC 6 Summary Report 5.4 (25)

Non-developing States Members of NC

Percent of total 

budget

Percent of NC 

fund

Additional 

cost 

Canada 1.58% 3.5% 0

China 4.62% 10.2% 0

Japan 2.66% 5.9% 0

Korea 12.79% 28.3% 0

Chinese Taipei 10.70% 23.7% 0

United States of America 12.88% 28.5% 0

Total 45.23% 100.00% 0
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Annex 4 Cont.

Schedule of contributions based on proposed 2020 budgets without the Offset for Small Island Developing States and Additional funds Assessed on 

Non-Developing States Members of NC

Member

Base fee 

component: 

uniform share 

10% of budget

National wealth 

component: 20% 

of budget

Catch 

component: 

70% of 

budget

Total of 

components: 

100% of 

budget

% of budget by 

member

Total of 

components: 

100% of 

budget

% of budget 

by member

Total of 

components: 

100% of 

budget

% of budget 

by member

Australia 29,673 103,572 13,885 147,130 1.91% 146,291 1.91% 146,539 1.91%

Canada 29,673 92,168 57 121,898 1.58% 121,203 1.58% 121,408 1.58%

China 29,673 165,546 161,478 356,697 4.62% 354,663 4.62% 355,265 4.62%

Cook Islands 29,673 25,213 4,428 59,313 0.77% 58,975 0.77% 59,075 0.77%

European Union 29,673 270,182 36,060 335,914 4.35% 333,999 4.35% 334,566 4.35%

Federated States of Micronesia 29,673 5,975 229,295 264,942 3.43% 263,432 3.43% 263,879 3.43%

Fiji 29,673 8,679 29,058 67,410 0.87% 67,026 0.87% 67,139 0.87%

France 29,673 97,525 12,516 139,714 1.81% 138,917 1.81% 139,153 1.81%

Indonesia 29,673 17,684 157,516 204,872 2.66% 203,704 2.66% 204,049 2.66%

Japan 29,673 126,489 964,580 1,120,742 14.53% 1,114,351 14.53% 1,116,242 14.53%

Kiribati 29,673 4,571 362,429 396,672 5.14% 394,410 5.14% 395,080 5.14%

Korea 29,673 59,498 897,638 986,808 12.79% 981,181 12.79% 982,846 12.79%

Marshall Islands 29,673 7,701 194,805 232,178 3.01% 230,854 3.01% 231,246 3.01%

Nauru 29,673 17,724 9,260 56,657 0.73% 56,334 0.73% 56,429 0.73%

New Zealand 29,673 67,746 30,465 127,883 1.66% 127,154 1.66% 127,370 1.66%

Niue 29,673 21,367 0 51,040 0.66% 50,749 0.66% 50,835 0.66%

Palau 29,673 23,051 2,381 55,105 0.71% 54,790 0.71% 54,883 0.71%

Papua New Guinea 29,673 4,147 545,734 579,553 7.51% 576,249 7.51% 577,227 7.51%

Philippines 29,673 10,884 220,289 260,845 3.38% 259,357 3.38% 259,798 3.38%

Samoa 29,673 6,827 2,945 39,444 0.51% 39,219 0.51% 39,286 0.51%

Solomon Islands 29,673 3,206 66,993 99,872 1.29% 99,302 1.29% 99,471 1.29%

Chinese Taipei 29,673 47,441 748,329 825,443 10.70% 820,736 10.70% 822,129 10.70%

Tonga 29,673 6,789 568 37,030 0.48% 36,819 0.48% 36,882 0.48%

Tuvalu 29,673 8,523 21,961 60,157 0.78% 59,814 0.78% 59,915 0.78%

United States of America 29,673 335,469 628,459 993,600 12.88% 987,935 12.88% 989,611 12.88%

Vanuatu 29,673 4,995 59,273 93,940 1.22% 93,405 1.22% 93,563 1.22%

Totals 771,486 1,542,972 5,400,402 7,714,861 100.00% 7,670,868 100.00% 7,683,888 100.00%

2020 2021 Indicative 2022 Indicative

WCPFC16 Summary Report issued 2 April 2020
pg 298



Approved
budget
2019

Estimated
expenditure

2019

Indicative
budget
2020

Proposed
budget
2020

Indicative
budget
2021

Indicative
budget
2022

Part 1 - Administrative Expenses of the Secretariat
Sub-Item 1.1 Staff Costs
Professional Staff Salary 957,069 856,760 957,069 925,363 934,064 942,844
Professional Staff Benefits and Allowances 915,109 788,719 892,395 822,986 858,220 849,300
Professional Staff Insurance 133,371 102,107 135,504 131,040 132,927 134,873
Recruitment/Repatriation 25,565 53,142 25,565 25,565 25,565 25,565
Support Staff 440,167 442,366 448,145 469,025 478,035 486,615
Total, sub-item 1.1 2,471,281 2,243,094 2,458,678 2,373,980 2,428,810 2,439,197
Sub-Item 1.2 Other Personnel Costs
Temporary Assistance/Overtime 16,500 16,897 16,500 16,500 16,500 16,500
Chairs Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 0
Consultants see note 1 166,000 119,307 148,000 138,000 138,000 138,000
Total, sub-item 1.2 182,500 136,204 164,500 154,500 154,500 154,500
Sub-item 1.3 Official Travel 210,000 195,338 210,000 210,000 210,000 210,000
Sub-item 1.4 General Operating Expenses
Electricity, Water, Sanitation 60,000 41,881 60,000 50,000 50,000 50,000
Communications/Courier 76,000 74,559 76,000 76,000 76,000 76,000
Office Supplies & Fuel 40,000 41,262 43,000 41,000 41,000 41,000
Audit 7,500 7,000 7,500 7,000 7,500 7,500
Bank Charges 9,500 9,446 9,500 9,500 9,500 9,500
Official Hospitality 10,000 9,894 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
Community Outreach 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000
Miscellaneous Services 6,400 6,138 6,400 6,400 6,400 6,400
Security 93,000 96,282 93,000 96,500 96,500 96,500
Training 10,000 6,338 15,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
Total, sub-item 1.4 320,400 300,800 328,400 314,400 314,900 314,900
Sub-item 1.5 Capital Expenditure
Vehicles 22,000 29,367 0 0 22,000 0
Information Technology 56,753 57,880 56,753 56,753 56,753 56,753
Website New Projects/Enhancements 20,000 21,587 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000
Furniture and Equipment 32,000 33,119 32,000 32,000 32,000 32,000
Total, sub-item 1.5 130,753 141,953 96,753 96,753 118,753 96,753
Sub-item 1.6 Maintenance
Vehicles 6,000 5,275 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000
Information and Communication Technology 129,714 127,445 129,714 129,714 129,714 129,714
Buildings & Grounds 56,500 58,460 56,500 56,500 56,500 56,500
Gardeners and Cleaners 79,500 82,135 79,500 82,500 82,500 82,500
Insurance 23,000 26,454 23,000 26,500 26,500 26,500
Total, sub-item 1.6 294,714 299,769 294,714 301,214 301,214 301,214
Sub-item 1.7 Meeting Services
Annual Session see note 2 202,400 218,500 165,000 165,000 165,000 165,000
Scientific Committee 192,000 157,142 192,000 212,000 192,000 192,000
Northern Committee see note 3 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000
Technical and Compliance Committee 159,800 152,045 159,800 159,800 159,800 159,800
Total, sub-item 1.7 572,200 545,687 534,800 554,800 534,800 534,800
Sub-item 1.8 see note 5 Future Work - Commission 0 0 0 184,010 220,000 220,000
TOTAL, Section 1/Item 1 4,181,849 3,862,846 4,087,846 4,189,658 4,282,978 4,271,365

 and indicative figures for 2021 and 2022     (USD)
Summary of estimated General Fund budgetary requirements for 2020
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Approved
budget
2019

Estimated
expenditure

2019

Indicative
budget
2020

Proposed
budget
2020

Indicative
budget
2021

Indicative
budget
2022

Part 2  - Science &Technical & Compliance Programme
Section 2 ( Item 2)
Sub-item 2.1 Scientific Services (SPC) 906,396 906,396 924,524 924,524 943,015 961,875
Sub-item 2.2 Scientific Research
Additional Resourcing SPC see note 6 164,832 164,832 166,480 241,480 168,145 169,827
P35b Maintenance of WCPFC Tissue Bank 97,200 97,200 99,195 99,195 101,180 103,204
P42 Pacific Tuna Tagging Project 645,000 645,000 645,000 645,000 730,000 730,000
P60 Improving purse seine species composition 0 0 40,000 40,000 40,000 0
P68 Estimation of Seabird Mortality 17,500 17,500 0 0 0 75,000
P82 Yellowfin tuna age and growth 85,000 85,000 0 0 0 0
P88 Acoustic FAD analyses 0 0 120,000 30,000 15,000 0
P94 Workshop on YF andBE age and growth 15,000 15,000 0 0 0 0
P90 Fish weights/lengths for scientific analyses 60,000 60,000 30,000 30,000 20,000 0
P97 - SRP 2021-2025 0 0 0 46,000 0 0
P98 - Radiocarbon aging WS 0 0 0 35,000 0 0
P99 - SWP MLS population biology 0 0 0 33,000 0 0
P100 - Close-kin mark-recapture 0 0 0 7,500 0 0
P101 - MC simulations - shark mitigation see note 7 0 0 0 0 0 0
P102 - Population projections for OCS see note 7 0 0 0 0 0 0
P103 - LRPs for WCPO elasmobranchs 0 0 0 25,000 0 0
High Priority Project(s) 0 0 83,000 0 0 0
Total, sub-item 2.2 1,084,532 1,084,532 1,183,675 1,232,175 1,074,325 1,078,031
Sub-item 2.3 Technical & Compliance  Programme

15,000 9,903 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
ROP - Special Projects and Research Activities 2,000 0 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
ROP - Training, Assistance & Development 10,000 9,013 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
ROP Data Management 923,904 923,904 923,904 923,904 923,904 923,904
Vessel Monitoring System - Capital Costs 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
Vessel Monitoring System 235,000 269,632 235,000 235,000 235,000 235,000
Vessel Monitoring System - Airtime 201,572 208,624 203,587 204,600 206,646 208,712
Vessel Monitoring System - Security Audit 8,400 8,400 8,400 8,400 8,400 8,400
CCM/Staff VMS Training 25,000 0 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000
Information Management System 100,000 72,914 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
CMS Future Work 100,000 45,000 0 0 0 0
Workshops/IATTC Cross Endor. Train. 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
AR Part 2/CMS Online Host. and Pub. 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000
Targeted Capacity Building 40,000 11,920 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
E-Monitoring and E-Reporting Activities 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
Regional Capacity Building Workshops see note 4 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000 130,000
Total, item 2.3 1,868,876 1,767,310 1,770,891 1,771,904 1,773,950 1,776,016
TOTAL, Section 2/Item 2 3,859,804 3,758,238 3,879,090 3,928,603 3,791,290 3,815,922
Total, Parts 1 & 2 8,041,652 7,621,084 7,966,937 8,118,261 8,074,268 8,087,288

Note 1: Consultancies proposed are:
Legal support services $55,000
ED Discretion $25,000
Media Consultant $10,000
Meetings' rapporteur $48,000

$138,000

Note 2: Annual Session

ROP - Audit/Remediation
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To adjust once a final decision is reached on  the hosting arrangements for WCPFC17

Note 3:  Northern Committee
As per WCPFC9, an additional USD25,000 will be assessed from non-developing state members of the NC to
fund attendance at the NC meeting by developing states and territories if needed.

Note 4: Regional Capacity Building Workshops
FFA/SPC to advise on the use of these funds

Note 5: Future work of the Commission
EM/ER 2 Day Workshop (two day prior to TCC) $13,340
Meeting on the Framework for Highseas Allocation (three day meeting) $91,500
FAD working Group (one day at SC) $9,200
SP Albacore Roadmap (one day at TCC and one day at SC) $69,970

$184,010

Note 6: Additional Resourcing SPC
$75,000 added for additional work requested by WCPFC16 for 2020

Note 7: P101 and P102
Work to be done by the United States at no cost
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Proposed budget expenditure total 8,118,261
less
Estimated interest (3,400)

Transfer from Working Capital Fund (350,000)

CNM Contributions Fund (100,000)

Total assessed contributions 7,664,861

Proposed budget expenditure total 8,074,268
less
Estimated interest and other income (3,400)

Transfer from Working Capital Fund (350,000)

CNM Contributions Fund (50,000)

Total assessed contributions 7,670,868

Proposed budget expenditure total 8,087,288
less
Estimated interest and other income (3,400)

Transfer from Working Capital Fund (350,000)

CNM Contributions Fund (50,000)

Total assessed contributions 7,683,888

Proposed General Fund financing table for 2020

Proposed General Fund financing table for 2021

Proposed General Fund financing table for 2022
01 January to 31 December 2022

01 January to 31 December 2021

01 January to 31 December 2020
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Schedule of contributions based on the Commission’s contribution formula

Member

Base fee
component:

uniform share
10% of budget

National wealth
component: 20%

of budget

Catch
component:

70% of
budget

Addition for
Northern

Committee

Total
Contributions
by Members

Percent of
Budget by
member

Offset for
Small Island
Developing

States*

Total of
components:

100% of
budget

Australia 29,480 102,901 13,795 0 146,176 1.93% 0 146,176
Canada 29,480 91,570 57 0 121,108 1.60% 0 121,108
China 29,480 164,473 160,432 0 354,385 4.68% 0 354,385
Cook Islands 29,480 885 4,399 0 34,764 0.46% 24,165 58,929
European Union 29,480 268,431 35,826 0 333,737 4.41% 0 333,737
Federated States of Micronesia 29,480 5,936 227,809 0 263,225 3.48% 0 263,225
Fiji 29,480 8,623 28,870 0 66,973 0.89% 0 66,973
France 29,480 96,893 12,435 0 138,809 1.83% 0 138,809
Indonesia 29,480 17,569 156,495 0 203,544 2.69% 0 203,544
Japan 29,480 125,669 958,329 0 1,113,478 14.72% 0 1,113,478
Kiribati 29,480 4,541 360,080 0 394,101 5.21% 0 394,101
Korea 29,480 59,112 891,820 0 980,413 12.96% 0 980,413
Marshall Islands 29,480 2,921 193,542 0 225,943 2.99% 4,730 230,673
Nauru 29,480 635 9,200 0 39,316 0.52% 16,974 56,290
New Zealand 29,480 67,307 30,267 0 127,054 1.68% 0 127,054
Niue 29,480 81 0 0 29,561 0.39% 21,148 50,709
Palau 29,480 1,087 2,365 0 32,932 0.44% 21,816 54,747
Papua New Guinea 29,480 4,120 542,197 0 575,797 7.61% 0 575,797
Philippines 29,480 10,813 218,861 0 259,154 3.42% 0 259,154
Samoa 29,480 6,783 2,926 0 39,189 0.52% 0 39,189
Solomon Islands 29,480 3,185 66,559 0 99,225 1.31% 0 99,225
Chinese Taipei 29,480 47,134 743,479 0 820,093 10.84% 0 820,093
Tonga 29,480 5,160 565 0 35,205 0.47% 1,585 36,790
Tuvalu 29,480 576 21,819 0 51,875 0.69% 7,893 59,767
United States of America 29,480 333,294 624,386 0 987,161 13.05% 0 987,161
Vanuatu 29,480 4,963 58,889 0 93,332 1.23% 0 93,332
Totals 766,486 1,434,662 5,365,402 0 7,566,550 100% 98,310 7,664,861
* To be offset by the CNM Contributions Fund.

2020 Contribution Table
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Offset for Small Island Developing States as per Financial Regulation 5.2(b) (ii)

Member

Population

Maximum
Payable for

wealth
component

National
wealth

component

Offset for
Small Island
Developing

States
Cook Islands 17,700 885 25,050 24,165
Federated States of Micronesia 112,640 5,632 5,936 0
Fiji 883,480 44,174 8,623 0
Kiribati 115,850 5,793 4,541 0
Marshall Islands 58,410 2,921 7,651 4,730
Nauru 12,700 635 17,609 16,974
Niue 1,618 81 21,229 21,148
Palau 21,730 1,087 22,902 21,816
Papua New Guinea 8,606,320 430,316 4,120 0
Samoa 196,130 9,807 6,783 0
Solomon Islands 652,860 32,643 3,185 0
Tonga 103,200 5,160 6,745 1,585
Tuvalu 11,510 576 8,468 7,893
Vanuatu 292,680 14,634 4,963 0
Total 98,310

Additional Funding for Northern Committee as agreed in WCPFC9-2012-22 FAC 6 Summary Report 5.4 (25)
Non-developing States Members of

NC
Percent of total

budget
Percent of NC

fund
Additional

cost
Canada 1.58% 3.5% 0
China 4.62% 10.2% 0
Japan 2.66% 5.9% 0
Korea 12.79% 28.3% 0
Chinese Taipei 10.70% 23.7% 0
United States of America 12.88% 28.5% 0
Total 45.23% 100.00% 0
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Schedule of contributions based on proposed 2020 budgets without the Offset for Small Island Developing States and Additional funds Assessed on
Non-Developing States Members of NC

Member

Base fee
component:

uniform share
10% of budget

National wealth
component: 20%

of budget

Catch
component:

70% of
budget

Total of
components:

100% of
budget

% of budget by
member

Total of
components
: 100% of

budget

% of budget
by member

Total of
components:

100% of
budget

% of budget
by member

Australia 29,480 102,901 13,795 146,176 1.91% 146,291 1.91% 146,539 1.91%

Canada 29,480 91,570 57 121,108 1.58% 121,203 1.58% 121,408 1.58%

China 29,480 164,473 160,432 354,385 4.62% 354,663 4.62% 355,265 4.62%

Cook Islands 29,480 25,050 4,399 58,929 0.77% 58,975 0.77% 59,075 0.77%

European Union 29,480 268,431 35,826 333,737 4.35% 333,999 4.35% 334,566 4.35%

Federated States of Micronesia 29,480 5,936 227,809 263,225 3.43% 263,432 3.43% 263,879 3.43%

Fiji 29,480 8,623 28,870 66,973 0.87% 67,026 0.87% 67,139 0.87%

France 29,480 96,893 12,435 138,809 1.81% 138,917 1.81% 139,153 1.81%

Indonesia 29,480 17,569 156,495 203,544 2.66% 203,704 2.66% 204,049 2.66%

Japan 29,480 125,669 958,329 1,113,478 14.53% 1,114,351 14.53% 1,116,242 14.53%

Kiribati 29,480 4,541 360,080 394,101 5.14% 394,410 5.14% 395,080 5.14%

Korea 29,480 59,112 891,820 980,413 12.79% 981,181 12.79% 982,846 12.79%

Marshall Islands 29,480 7,651 193,542 230,673 3.01% 230,854 3.01% 231,246 3.01%

Nauru 29,480 17,609 9,200 56,290 0.73% 56,334 0.73% 56,429 0.73%

New Zealand 29,480 67,307 30,267 127,054 1.66% 127,154 1.66% 127,370 1.66%

Niue 29,480 21,229 0 50,709 0.66% 50,749 0.66% 50,835 0.66%

Palau 29,480 22,902 2,365 54,747 0.71% 54,790 0.71% 54,883 0.71%

Papua New Guinea 29,480 4,120 542,197 575,797 7.51% 576,249 7.51% 577,227 7.51%

Philippines 29,480 10,813 218,861 259,154 3.38% 259,357 3.38% 259,798 3.38%

Samoa 29,480 6,783 2,926 39,189 0.51% 39,219 0.51% 39,286 0.51%

Solomon Islands 29,480 3,185 66,559 99,225 1.29% 99,302 1.29% 99,471 1.29%

Chinese Taipei 29,480 47,134 743,479 820,093 10.70% 820,736 10.70% 822,129 10.70%

Tonga 29,480 6,745 565 36,790 0.48% 36,819 0.48% 36,882 0.48%

Tuvalu 29,480 8,468 21,819 59,767 0.78% 59,814 0.78% 59,915 0.78%

United States of America 29,480 333,294 624,386 987,161 12.88% 987,935 12.88% 989,611 12.88%

Vanuatu 29,480 4,963 58,889 93,332 1.22% 93,405 1.22% 93,563 1.22%
Totals 766,486 1,532,972 5,365,402 7,664,861 100.00% 7,670,868 100.00% 7,683,888 100.00%

2020 2021 Indicative 2022 Indicative
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Attachment W* 

                               
 

 

Memorandum of Understanding between the South Pacific Regional 
Fisheries Management Organisation (SPRFMO) and the Western and 

Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC)  
 

 

The South Pacific Regional Fisheries Management Organisation (hereafter SPRFMO) and the Commission 
for the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (hereafter WCPFC): 

Acknowledging that the objective of the Convention on the Conservation and Management of High Seas 
Fishery Resources in the South Pacific Ocean (hereafter SPRFMO Convention) is, through the application of 
the precautionary approach and an ecosystem approach to fisheries management, to ensure the long-term 
conservation and sustainable use of fishery resources in the SPRFMO Convention Area and, in so doing, to 
safeguard the marine ecosystems in which these resources occur; 

Acknowledging also that the objective of the Convention on the Conservation and Management of Highly 
Migratory Fish Stocks in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean (hereafter WCPF Convention) is to ensure, 
through effective management, the long-term conservation and sustainable use of highly migratory fish 
stocks in the western and central Pacific ocean; 

Recognising that Article 22 of the WCPFC Convention calls upon the WCPFC to make suitable arrangements 
for consultation, cooperation and collaboration with other relevant intergovernmental organizations; 

Recognising also that Article 31 of the SPRFMO Convention requires the SPRFMO Commission, inter alia, to 
cooperate, as appropriate, with other relevant organisations on matters of mutual interest and to seek to 
make suitable arrangements for consultation, cooperation and collaboration with such other organisations; 

Conscious of the fact that there is a geographical area overlap within the Convention Areas of both the 
SPRFMO and the WCPFC; 

Noting that provisions of both the SPRFMO and the WCPF Conventions address the conservation of non-
target, associated or dependent species which belong to the same ecosystem as the target species; 

Desiring to put in place a mechanism to promote and facilitate cooperation between SPRFMO and WCPFC; 

Therefore SPRFMO and WCPFC record the following understandings: 
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1. OBJECTIVE OF THIS MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

The objective of this MoU is to facilitate, where appropriate, cooperation between SPRFMO and WCPFC 
(‘the Organisations’) in order to advance their respective objectives, particularly with respect to stocks or 
species which are within the competence or mutual interest of both Organisations.  

 

2. AREAS OF COOPERATION 

The Organisations will establish and maintain consultation, cooperation and collaboration in respect of 
matters of common interest to both organisations, including but not limited to, the following areas: 

i. exchange meeting reports, information, documents and publications regarding matters of mutual 
interest, consistent with the information sharing policies of each Organisation; 

ii. exchange data and scientific information in support of the work and objectives of both 
Organisations, consistent with subject to the information sharing policies and data use, access and 
confidentiality rules  of each Organisation, including but not limited to, information on: 

a) vessels authorised to fish in accordance with conservation and management measures 
adopted under the SPRFMO and WCPFC Conventions; and 

a)b) at the specific request of one of the Organisations, transhipment activities of those vessels 
authorised to conduct transhipment in accordance with conservation and management 
measures adopted under the SPRFMO and WCPFC Conventions, on a necessity basis; and 

b)c) vessels identified as having engaged in suspected of illegal, unreported and unregulated 
(IUU) fishing activity and on the IUU Vessel Lists established by each Organisation; 

iii. collaborate, where appropriate, on research efforts relating to species and stocks of mutual 
interest, including non-target, associated and dependent species;  

iv. cooperate develop mechanisms to promote, where appropriate, on the implementation of 
cooperation on conservation and management measures adopted under the SPRFMO Convention 
and under the WCPFC Convention;  

v. share best practices cooperate in areas of mutual interest, including but not limited to: 

a) monitoring, control and surveillance policies and systems, including with respect to Vessel 
Monitoring Systems;  

b) administration, auditing, training and structure of observer programmes; and 

c) Compliance Monitoring Schemes, and information management systems; 

vi. exchange of information between the Secretariats of the Organisations on expertise gained, 
lessons learned and the use of best practices in their respective activities; 

vii. consistent with each Organisation’s rules of procedure, grant reciprocal observer status to 
representatives of the respective Organisations in relevant meetings of each Organisation, 
including those of each Organisation’s subsidiary bodies.  

 

3. CONSULTATIVE PROCESS 

To facilitate effective development, implementation and enhancement of cooperation, the Organisations 
may establish a consultative process between their respective Secretariats that includes telephone, email 
and any other means of communication. The consultative process may also proceed in the margins of 
meetings at which both Organisations’ Secretariats are represented by appropriate staff. 

 

4. MODIFICATION 

This MoU may be modified at any time by the mutual written consent of both Organisations. 
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5. LEGAL STATUS 

This MoU does not create legally binding rights or obligations. Each Organisation will cover its own costs 
related to the implementation of this MoU. 

This MoU does not alter the obligations of members of either Organisation to comply with the conservation 
and management measures adopted under their respective Conventions.  

 

6. OTHER PROVISIONS 

This MoU will commence on the date of the second signature.  

Either Organisation may terminate discontinue this MoU by giving six months’ prior written notice to the 
other Organisation. 

This MoU will operate for three (3) years. Before the end of the three year period, the Organisations will 
separately review the operation of this MoU to decide whether it should be renewed. 

 

7. SIGNATURES 

Signed on behalf of the South Pacific Regional Fisheries Management Organisation and the Western and 
Central Pacific Fisheries Commission: 

 

FOR THE SOUTH PACIFIC REGIONAL FISHERIES 

MANAGEMENT ORGANISATION (SPRFMO) 

FOR THE WESTERN AND CENTRAL PACIFIC 

FISHERIES COMMISSION (WCPFC) 

 

 

------------------------------------------------------------- 

Osvaldo Urrutia 

Chair SPRFMO 

 

 

------------------------------------------------------------  

Jung-re Riley Kim 

Chair WCPFC 

Place:  Place:  

Date:  Date:  
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Attachment X* 

COMMISSION 

SIXTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea 

5 – 11 December 2019 

RESOLUTION ON CLIMATE CHANGE AS IT RELATES TO THE WESTERN AND 

CENTRAL PACIFIC FISHERIES COMMISSION 

Resolution 2019-01 

The Commission for the Conservation and Management of Highly Migratory Fish Stocks 

in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean, 

RECOGNISING international initiatives to address the impacts of climate change including 

through the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change; 

NOTING the work of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change; 

MINDFUL of the work of the Scientific Services Provider to the Commission in assessing the 

impacts of climate change on target stocks and non-target species, and species belonging to the 

same ecosystem or dependent or associated with the target stocks in the Convention Area; 

NOTING that Pacific Islands Forum Leaders reaffirmed at their meeting in August 2019 that 

climate change is the single greatest threat to the livelihoods, security and wellbeing of the 

peoples of the Pacific and their commitment to progress the implementation of the Paris 

Agreement; 

FURTHER NOTING the Kainaki II Declaration for Urgent Climate Change Action Now made 

by Pacific Islands Forum Leaders in August 2019; 

NOTING the importance of addressing the potential impacts of climate change and other 

environmental degradation on target stocks, non-target species, and species belonging to the 

same ecosystem or dependent or associated with the target stocks in the Convention Area; 

NOTING the objective of the Convention to ensure, through effective management, the long 

term conservation and sustainable use of highly migratory fish stocks in the western and central 

Pacific Ocean in accordance with the 1982 Convention and the 1995 United Nations Fish 

Stocks Agreement; 

 Resolves to: 

1. Consider the potential impacts of climate change on highly migratory fish stocks in the 

Convention Area and any related impacts on the economies of CCMs and food security and 

livelihoods of their people, in particular Small Islands Developing States and Participating 

Territories. 

2. Support further development of science on the relationship between climate change and 

target stocks, non-target species, and species belonging to the same ecosystem or dependent 
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on or associated with the target stocks, as well as interrelationships with other factors that 

affect these stocks and species, and estimates of the associated uncertainties. 

3. Take into account in its deliberations, including in the development of conservation and 

management measures, scientific information available from the Scientific Committee on 

the potential impacts of climate change on target stocks, non-target species, and species 

belonging to the same ecosystem or dependent on or associated with the target stocks. 

4. Consider how climate change and fishing activities may be related and address any 

potential impacts in a manner consistent with the Convention. 

5. Consider options to reduce the environmental impacts of the Commission related to 

headquarters operation and meetings of the Commission and its subsidiary bodies. 

__ 
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Attachment Y* 

COMMISSION 

SIXTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea 

5 – 11 December 2019 

CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT MEASURE FOR CHARTER 

NOTIFICATION SCHEME  

Conservation and Management Measure 2019-081
 

 
The Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC) 

 

ACKNOWLEDGING the important contribution of chartered vessels to sustainable 

fisheries development in the Western & Central Pacific Ocean; 

 

CONCERNED with ensuring that charter arrangements do not promote IUU fishing 

activities or undermine conservation and management measures; 

 

REALIZING that there is a need for the WCPFC to establish procedures for charter 

arrangements; 

 

Adopts, in accordance with Article 10 of the WCPF Convention that: 

 

1. The provisions of this measure shall apply to Commission Members and 

Participating Territories that charter, lease or enter into other mechanisms with 

vessels eligible under paragraph 4 flagged to another State or Fishing Entity for 

the purpose of conducting fishing operations in the Convention Area as an 

integral part of the domestic fleet of that chartering Member or Participating 

Territory. 

 

2. Within 15 days, or in any case within 72 hours before commencement of fishing 

activities under a charter arrangement, the chartering Member or Participating 

Territory shall notify the Executive Director of any vessel to be identified as 

chartered in accordance with this measure by submitting electronically where 

possible to the Executive Director the following information with respect to each 

chartered vessel: 

a) name of the fishing vessel; 

b) WCPFC Identification Number (WIN); 

c) name and address of owner(s); 

                                                           
1 By adoption of this CMM (CMM 2019-08) the Commission rescinds CMM 2016-05 which has been replaced. 
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d) name and address of the charterer; 

e) the duration of the charter arrangement; and 

f) the flag state of the vessel. 

Upon receipt of the information the Executive Director will immediately notify the 

flag State. 

 

3. Each chartering Member or Participating Territory shall notify the Executive Director 

as well as the flag State, within 15 days, or in any case within 72 hours before 

commencement of fishing activities under a charter arrangement of: 

a) any additional chartered vessels along with the information set forth in paragraph 

2; 

b) any change in the information referred to in paragraph 2 with respect to any 

chartered vessel; and 

c) termination of the charter of any vessel previously notified under paragraph 2. 

 

4. Only vessels listed on the WCPFC Record of Fishing Vessels or the WCPFC Interim 

Register of Non-CCM Carriers and Bunkers, and not on the WCPFC IUU vessel list, 

or IUU List of another RFMO, are eligible for charter. 

 

5. The Executive Director shall make the information required in paragraph 2 and 3 

available to all CCMs. 

 

6. Each year the Executive Director shall present a summary of all notified chartered 

vessels to the Commission for review. If necessary, the Commission may review and 

revise this measure. 

 

7. Unless specifically provided in other CMMs, catches and effort of vessels notified as 

chartered under this CMM shall be attributed to the chartering Member or 

Participating Territory. Unless specifically provided in other CMMs, the chartering 

Member or Participating Territory shall report annually to the Executive Director 

catch and effort of chartered vessels in the previous year. 

 

8. This Measure shall expire on 28 February 2022 unless renewed by the Commission. 

 

--- 
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