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AGENDA ITEM 1  — OPENING OF MEETING  

 The Seventeenth Regular Session of the Commission for the Conservation and Management of 

Highly Migratory Fish Stocks in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean (WCPFC17) took place from 8–15 

December 2020 as an electronic meeting.  

 The following Members and Participating Territories attended WCPFC17: American Samoa, 

Australia, Canada, the People’s Republic of China, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands 

(CNMI), the Cook Islands, the European Union (EU), the Federated States of Micronesia (FSM), Fiji, 

France, French Polynesia, Guam, 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), Vanuatu and Wallis and Futuna.   

 The following non-party countries attended WCPFC17 as Cooperating Non-Members (CNMs): 

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

 The following non-party State observers attended WCPFC17: the Bahamas.   

 Observers from the following intergovernmental organizations attended WCPFC17: Agreement for 

the Conservation of Albatross and Petrels (ACAP), International Scientific Committee for Tuna and Tuna-

like Species in the North Pacific Ocean (ISC), 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 Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment 

Programme (SPREP).   

 Observers from the following non-governmental organizations (NGOs) attended WCPFC17: 

American Tunaboat Association (ATA), Association for Professional Observers (APO), Australian National 

Centre for Ocean Resources and Security (ANCORS), Birdlife International, Human Rights at Sea (HRAS), 
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International Pole and Line Foundation (IPNLF), International Seafood Sustainability Foundation (ISSF), 

Korean Federation for Environmental Movement (KFEM), Marine Stewardship Council, Organisation for 

the Promotion of Responsible Tuna Fisheries, Pew Charitable Trust, Sustainable Fisheries Partnership 

Foundation, The Global Tuna Alliance, The Ocean Foundation, World Tuna Purse Seine Organisation 

(WTPO),  World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF). 

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

 The Commission Chair Jung-re Riley Kim opened the Seventeenth Regular Session of the WCPFC, 

held as an electronic meeting, at 10:00am on Wednesday, 9th December 2020, Pohnpei time.  

 Poi Ekesene (Niue Head of Delegation) offered a prayer. 

 The Chair welcomed all participants to the meeting. She stated that CCMs would be well aware of 

her priorities, which she had set out in advance of the meeting in WCPFC Circular 2020/138, and thus she 

would keep her remarks brief in recognition of the limited meeting time for WCPFC17. She observed that 

the coronavirus disease (COVID-19) pandemic had affected all CCMs, though to varying degrees, and that 

the Commission had faced unprecedented challenges since its last meeting in Port Moresby, PNG in 2019, 

which required close engagement among CCMs. She expressed pride that the Commission had been able to 

address urgent issues intersessionally while abiding by its rules and demonstrating a spirit of cooperation 

and solidarity. She expressed appreciation to all CCMs for their flexibility, compromise, patience and effort 

that enabled the Commission to carry on its work leading up to WCPFC17. She stated that the limited agenda 

for WCPFC17 included those items considered essential for maintaining the Commission’s core functions. 

She observed that despite limitations—such as the lack of breakout sessions and late-night meetings—at 

WCPFC17 the Commission would work to maintain momentum on its important tasks, including the 

tropical tuna measure, improvement of the compliance monitoring scheme (CMS), harvest strategy, 

electronic monitoring (EM), South Pacific albacore roadmap, transhipment, vessel monitoring system 

(VMS), fish aggregating device (FAD) management, and observer and crew safety. She emphasised the 

uncertainty facing the Commission in 2021 with regard to COVID-19, which might require working in a 

similar manner as in 2020. She encouraged CCMs to work together and find innovative, realistic ways to 

move the Commission’s important tasks forward. She emphasized that members must keep in mind the 

special requirements of small island developing states (SIDS), which are more vulnerable to challenges and 

difficulties stemming from the global COVID-19 pandemic, and she expressed special appreciation to SIDS 

for their efforts to support the Commission’s work. She also commended the Secretariat for its work, and 

noted that she had engaged particularly closely with the Secretariat during 2020, when she witnessed first-

hand their professionalism and competence. In closing she wished all participants good health and safety. 

The Chair’s remarks are included as Attachment B.    

 The WCPFC Executive Director, Feleti P Teo, OBE welcomed delegates to the virtual meeting of 

the 17th regular annual session of the WCPFC. He noted that when delegates met in 2019 in Port Moresby, 

PNG no one thought that 2020 would turn out as it has, and stated that 2020 would find a special place in 

the annals and historical records of the Commission. He observed that 2020 completely upended the way 

WCPFC normally transacts business — it has challenged everyone to be more innovative, adapt to new 

norms, and search for innovative responses and solutions to address the challenges confronting the 

Commission. The Executive Director stated that despite the enormous disruptions caused by the global 

COVID-19 pandemic, 2020 was reasonably successful, both from the viewpoint of the Secretariat and the 

Commission. Unlike a number of other regional fisheries management organizations (RFMOs), in 2020 

WCPFC was able to convene all of its scheduled meetings for its subsidiary bodies, most of its intersessional 

working groups, and its annual session. Although all meetings were convened virtually, the substance of the 

outcomes of these Commission-related meetings bear testament to the commitment, dedication and 
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resilience of the Commission members and stakeholders and their desire to ensure that the work of the 

Commission should continue to progress and not be halted or regressed simply because members were not 

able to meet physically as they usually do. The outcomes of the 16th regular meetings of the Scientific 

Committee (SC16), Northern Committee (NC16) and Technical and Compliance Committee (TCC16) and 

working groups that were all held virtually provided the requisite technical and scientific advice, information 

and opinions needed to inform the deliberations and key decisions of the Commission at WCPFC17. The 

Executive Director stated that it is very gratifying and uplifting to witness and be part of the collective efforts 

of members and stakeholders working diligently and industriously to furnish the Commission with the 

necessary advice and information to enable it to continue its work. He expressed thanks to the Chair for her 

guidance and leadership to the Secretariat; CCMs for their resilience and patience in their dealing with the 

Secretariat; and the chairs and vice chairs and officers of the subsidiary bodies and working groups for their 

commitment, support and cooperation. He also acknowledged the work of SPC, FFA and ISC and other 

services providers, and publicly thanked and commended the Secretariat staff for their commitment and 

dedication. He closed with wishing the Commission well in its deliberations. The Executive Director’s 

remarks are included as Attachment C. 

1.1 Adoption of Agenda  

 The Chair presented the revised Provisional Agenda (WCPFC17-2020-01 rev1) for consideration 

and adoption by the Commission. She noted the addition of Agenda Item 7.5 on North Pacific striped marlin 

to the original agenda at the request of the USA. 

 

 The Agenda was adopted (Attachment D). 

 

1.2 Statements from Members and Participating Territories  

 The Chair, mindful of the time constraints, encouraged CCMs to avoid presenting lengthy 

statements but to provide copies of statements to the Secretariat for distribution. 

 American Samoa stated that it is a United States territory and depends on the USA for its diplomatic 

relationships.  As permitted by Article 43 of the WCPFC Convention, the USA has authorized American 

Samoa to participate in the WCPFC.  In that capacity, and as provided in Article 30 of the Convention, 

American Samoa is entitled to all the rights and privileges of other SIDS and territories that participate in 

the Commission. American Samoa stated that its participation is critically important to it for reasons that it 

has often explained, namely that its economy is dependent on tuna. It asserted that the rules that apply to 

other SIDS in recognition of their dependence on their fisheries and the vulnerability of their small island 

economies have not been afforded to American Samoa. American Samoa stated that it does not have a 

registry for the tuna boats based in the territory which fly the USA flag and are subject to the USA’s 

regulations and their compliance with the Commission is measured according to their flag, not where they 

are based. These boats are therefore subject to stricter regulations and enforcement actions than other fishing 

fleets.  The result is increased cost and lost fishing time. American Samoa stated that USA-flagged purse 

seiners are rendered uncompetitive with other fleets because of higher operating and compliance costs and 

reduced fishing opportunities; this is especially true in comparison with SIDS fleets, which have exemptions 

from FAD closures and fish without limits on the high seas. America Samoa stated that the USA-flagged 

purse seiner fleet is in decline, with vessels changing flag to escape the high cost of compliance and to 

increase their fishing opportunities. In 2014 there were 40 USA-flagged purse seiners operating in the 

Convention area, which declined to 31 in 2019, 24 in 2020, and as few as 18 in 2021. American Samoa 

stated that this is alarming because it cannot simply switch the source of supply from USA-flagged boats to 
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non-USA-flagged purse seiners. In 2019, 95% of the purse seiners calling to American Samoa were USA-

flagged vessels; non-USA flag purse seiners are unwilling to call to American Samoa out of fear of being 

inspected and fined by government agencies such as the United States Coast Guard and the Environmental 

Protection Agency. American Samoa stated that the future of its economy is unnecessarily at risk unless 

something is done, and asked for the Commission’s understanding and support to reverse this devastating 

trend.  It suggested two actions to help remedy this disaster.  One is to clarify that fishing effort by purse 

seiners in the high seas and in domestic zones can be managed together, especially in the case of combining 

the domestic EEZ days with the high seas days, as this will help make their boats more operationally 

efficient. The other is to recognize the USA-flagged purse seiners based in American Samoa, as documented 

by the American Samoa Board of Marine Inspectors, is indeed a SIDS fleet entitled to the same rules as 

other SIDS fleets when it comes to the application of CMMs, as provided in Article 30.  This would help 

remove an incentive for vessels to change their flag and leave American Samoa.  

 The Philippines stated that it supports the consensus among CCMs to roll over CMM 2018-01 to 

the year 2021, and to fully engage during the intersessional discussions to progress work so that stocks of 

bigeye, yellow fin and skipjack tuna are maintained at sustainable levels. The Philippines recommended 

amending Attachment 2 of CMM 2018-01 by removing the adjective, “traditional fresh/chilled” preceding 

the word, “fishing vessels” in Section 1, with the objective of significantly reducing post-harvest losses, 

improving quality, and increasing the market value of the Philippine tuna catches from High Seas Pocket 

No. 1, noting this is also in accordance with the Philippines’ Republic Act No. 10611 (An Act to Strengthen 

the Food Safety Regulatory System in the Country). The proposed deletion seeks to conform with the 

Philippines’ regulation requiring the use of refrigerated vessels to ensure food safety, and minimize waste 

from fish spoilage. The use of refrigerated vessels will further enable the Philippines to comply with its 

treaty obligation under the United Nations Fish Stocks Agreement (UNFSA) on the prevention of fish waste. 

The Philippines further supported progressing the discussions on purse seine effort limits in the high seas 

during the review of CMM 2018-01, on labour standards for crews in fishing vessels, and stands committed 

to sustaining efforts and initiatives to further improve its level of compliance with its obligations under the 

Convention. The Philippines congratulated the Commission for successfully convening all meetings and 

discussions in 2020 through innovative approaches and flexibility in responding to the challenges of the 

COVID-19 pandemic. 

 PNG congratulated the WCPFC Executive Director and his staff for their efforts in facilitating the 

arrangements for WCPFC17 during these unprecedented and difficult times, noting that despite the COVID-

19 pandemic members must continue to work to address the critical issues at hand, and expressing 

confidence that the Commission could achieve successful outcomes during WCPFC17. PNG also thanked 

CCMs for respecting and upholding the spirit of the Convention through solid consensus on critical issues. 

PNG stated it sincerely appreciated the active dialogue with developed CCMs in recognizing the special and 

unique circumstances of SIDS, stating that this is essential to achieving mutually beneficial outcomes. PNG 

also stated that SIDS, as leaders of their respective countries, representatives of the people of the Blue 

Pacific, and custodians of the Pacific Ocean collectively envisioned a healthy, productive, resilient, safe, 

and thriving ocean, while recognizing this cannot be achieved alone. PNG stated that meetings such as 

WCPFC17 establish a platform for effectively managing the region’s fisheries and marine resources while 

supporting CCMs in deriving optimal value from the fishery within sustainable limits. Nationally, PNG has 

refocused its attention to developing its natural resources closely guided by its domestic development and 

strategic plans. Various advancements have been made to strengthen revenue generation and add greater 

value to PNG’s fisheries industrialization aspirations. PNG noted the need for SIDS to gain real and lasting 

benefits to enable them to address various levels of “disproportionate burden” in fisheries development and 

management, and appealed to other members to respect these developments and work in close partnership 

with SIDS to advance them for greater mutual benefit. PNG further drew the attention of delegates to the 

following points:  
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(i) Obligations under the UNFSA, which enables membership to interested parties wishing to 

participate in fishing activities in the Convention Area, are already being met under WCPFC’s CNM 

status. PNG stated that the issue it has with granting full membership is that it diminishes the 

influence SIDS have over their resources.  

(ii) Reaching consensus at multilateral negotiations is difficult, and PNG commended all CCMs for the 

tough decisions that were made by each CCM on the tropical tuna measure, despite their respective 

views. PNG expressed confidence in the Commission’s ability to uphold the integrity of the CMMs 

agreed to during WCPFC17. PNG stated it recognizes the importance of the tropical tuna measure 

and the role it plays in the livelihoods of their people, and stated that discussing the issue virtually 

was not the most practicable and effective means of discussing such as critical issue, based on shared 

past experience. PNG stated that the only way to effectively discuss the CMM is face-to-face, and 

that a rollover of CMM 2018-01 would be appropriate.  

(iii) PNG re-affirmed its position on issues relating to its archipelagic waters and the use of zone-based 

management that has contributed to national economic development for its people. PNG 

additionally affirmed its sovereign right to develop its domestic fisheries, a position echoed by all 

SIDS to address their development aspirations, and stated that the proposals presented by FFA 

members are closely aligned to those principles, endorsed by their leaders, and given in the spirit of 

the Convention.  

 

PNG stated its awareness that no country or entity can do what is required alone, and stated that the difficult 

discussions that sometimes take place have one goal: to protect and preserve the region’s ocean and marine 

resources. PNG called on CCMs to work together and demonstrate to the world that the WCPFC is second 

to none.  

1.3 Meeting Arrangements  

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

confirmed decisions made at the Heads of Delegation meeting, held the previous day on 8th December 2020. 

 The EU thanked the Secretariat for the meeting arrangements, and expressed its appreciation for the 

meeting schedule, which took into account members concerns and tries to share the burden that CCMs face 

with the meeting schedule. The EU wished all CCMs a fruitful online meeting.  

1.3.1 Online meeting protocols  

 The Secretariat’s IT Manager, Tim Jones, summarized the key online meeting protocols, which 

are detailed in WCPFC17-2020-protocols Virtual Meeting Protocols.  

  

1.3.2  Establishment of small working groups (CNMs, CMR, others)  

 The Commission agreed to establish the following small working groups:  

• Cooperating Non-Members (CNMs), chaired by Emily Crigler (USA), and addressed under Agenda 

Item 3.3.1. 

• Compliance Monitoring Report (CMR), chaired by Acting TCC Chair Dr. Robert Day, and 

addressed under Agenda Item 10.1. 

• List of obligations to be considered by the Compliance Monitoring Scheme (CMS) in 2021, chaired 

by Mat Kertesz (Australia), and addressed under Agenda Item 10.2. 
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AGENDA ITEM 2   — ANNUAL REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR   

 The Executive Director’s Annual Report (WCPFC17-2020-04), which is a requirement under Rule 

13 of the Commission’s Rules of Procedure, was issued on 28 October 2020, and was taken as read. The 

Executive Director advised that the report was posted on the WCPFC17 Online Discussion Forum (ODF) 

(as Topic A), where no comments were received, but that he had direct input via email from some CCMs, 

which the Secretariat has responded to.  

 The EU thanked the Executive Director and the Secretariat staff for the comprehensive report, and 

stated its appreciation for the new format which follows the Secretariat Corporate Plan (WCPFC-2019-32), 

and links objectives with activities and outputs. The EU stated that it was impressed by the quantity and 

quality of the work undertaken as outlined in the report. 

 The Commission adopted the 2020 Annual Report of the Executive Director (WCPFC17-2020-

04). 

 

AGENDA ITEM 3  —  MEMBERSHIP AND OTHER APPLICATIONS 

3.1 Status of the Convention 

 New Zealand’s report as the Depositary on the status of the WCPF Convention (WCPFC17-2020-

05 Status of the Convention) was taken as read.  

 The Commission noted with appreciation the report on the Status of the Convention 

(WCPFC17-2020-05). 

 

3.2 Update on Observer Status  

 The Chair noted with appreciation the contributions of the observers to the work of the Commission. 

The Secretariat’s updated report on observer status (WCPFC17-2020-06_rev1 List of Observers) was taken 

as read.  

 The Executive Director stated that the updated list of accredited observers has applied for the first 

time the new rule that enables the Commission to revoke observer status for those that were unable to attend 

a meeting in the preceding three years. Observers whose status has been revoked are listed in paragraph 3 

of WCPFC17-2020-06_rev1.  

 The Chair noted that the Bahamas had requested CNM status for 2021, and had also requested 

permission to attend WCPFC17 as an observer, which was supported by CCMs at the Heads of Delegation 

meeting. There were no objections from the Commission, and the Chair requested that the Secretariat invite 

the Bahamas to attend WCPFC17 as an observer.  

 The Commission accepted The Bahamas as a Non-Party State Observer.  

 The Commission noted the updated list of observers to the Commission (WCPFC17-2020-

06_rev1).  
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3.3 Applications for Cooperating Non-Member (CNM) status  

 The Commission considered applications for CNM status for 2021 in accordance with CMM 2019-

01, including recommendations from TCC16. As outlined in WCPFC17-2020-07: Cooperating Non-

Member Requests for 2021, there were ten applications for CNM status in 2021 received from the Bahamas, 

Curaçao, Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK), Ecuador, El Salvador, Liberia, Nicaragua, 

Panama, Thailand and Vietnam. All applicants except the Bahamas and DPRK are CNMs; the Bahamas 

attended WCPFC17 a non-party State observer.  

 The Commission discussed the process by which CNM applications would be reviewed. The Chair 

noted that normal practice was to discuss the CNM applications during plenary, and then task the SWG to 

consider any outstanding issues and the issue of participatory rights. Because of WCPFC17’s format and 

time constraints, the SWG would consider both the applications and the participatory rights, and present 

recommendations to plenary for decisions. 

 The USA advocated that the Commission not accept the application by the DPRK, which would 

make consideration of the DPRK’s CNM application by the SWG unnecessary. It noted that TCC16 had 

made a very clear recommendation to the Commission to deny CNM status to DPRK. The comments from 

the USA were supported by Australia, EU, New Zealand and France. 

 The Commission agreed that it would not accept DPRK’s application.  

 The Bahamas stated that it had provided the additional information requested by TCC16 to the 

Secretariat, and would provide any additional information to the Commission that might be needed. It 

confirmed its interest to be included in the CNM SWG to facilitate provision of information. 

 Ecuador thanked the Commission for its invitation to WCPFC17. It stated it had complied with all 

requirements, and invited CCMs to consider its application for CNM status and also for full membership. It 

also confirmed its interest to participate in the CNM SWG. 

 The Commission forwarded the applications for CNM status in 2021 submitted by the Bahamas, 

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

Liberia, Thailand and Vietnam to the SWG for further review.  

 Following further deliberations, the CNM SWG Chair confirmed that all information requested by 

TCC had been submitted to the Secretariat.  

 The EU raised a concern, based on very recent information, regarding the possible inclusion on the 

North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission (NEAFC) Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated (IUU) Vessel List 

of a vessel from Panama. The EU stated that it had been unable to raise the issue with Panama and suggested 

that the Commission request clarification.  

 China suggested the information was not relevant as it pertained to activities in the current year, and 

the Commission was reviewing information relating to fishing activities in 2019. China stated the hope that 

Panama’s application could be approved in conjunction with those of other applicants.  

 The EU noted that CMM 2019-01 on CNMs states that the Commission shall consider certain 

criteria outlined in paragraph 3 of the CMM; these include its record of responding to any IUU activities by 

vessels flying its flag and its record of compliance with CMMs of other RFMOs. The EU stated that it was 

therefore fully relevant to consider a possible IUU listing by NEAFC. 
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 Panama stated that it was discussing the issue with NEAFC, that the case was ongoing, and that it 

would seek to provide more information to the Commission. The EU stated it appreciated the response from 

Panama, and suggested Panama could provide further information to the CNM SWG Chair.  

 The Commission approved the CNM applications from the Bahamas Curaçao, Ecuador, El 

Salvador, Liberia, Nicaragua, Thailand and Vietnam. It also tasked the CNM SWG to consider the specific 

participatory rights to be granted those CNMs. The Commission further tasked the CNM SWG to 

additionally consider the CNM application of Panama. 

 Following further consultations, the EU provided additional details on the F/V Boyang Capella, 

which it stated was flagged to Panama and appeared to be registered on the WCPFC RFV, with an active 

authorisation. The EU stated that the Boyang Capella was apparently listed on the NEAFC provisional IUU 

list in early November of 2020, and that as a result of this listing Panama did not obtain CNM status for 

2021 in NEAFC. The EU stated it appreciated the efforts of Panama for providing at short notice additional 

information on the Boyang Capella issue, while expressing regret that the information was not proactively 

brought to the attention of WCPFC by Panama ahead of WCPFC17. The EU stated that it appeared that 

Panama’s failure to provide adequate information to NEAFC on the Boyang Capella issue before the 2020 

meeting of the NEAFC Permanent Committee on Monitoring and Compliance resulted in (i) the listing of 

the vessel on NEAFCs provisional IUU list, and (ii) in Panama’s application for Cooperating Non-

Contracting Party status not being supported by NEAFC Members. The EU stated that to its knowledge to 

date no additional information had been submitted by Panama to NEAFC. 

  Panama informed the WCPFC CNM SWG that a Sanction Administrative Process had been opened 

against the Boyang Capella. The EU urged Panama to urgently address this outstanding issue in NEAFC 

and to keep WCPFC members abreast during the coming weeks of the result of this administrative process, 

including any relevant action for the Boyang Capella, noting that to its knowledge the vessel remained on 

the WCPFC’s RFV. In addition to the NEAFC case, the EU noted its concern over several repeated issues 

of non-compliance with the WCPFC’s obligations that were identified again during the 2020 CMR process 

for Panama. As the EU highlighted in 2019, while recognizing improvements made by Panama on the 

management of its fishing fleet, it noted with concern that Panama has been again identified as priority non-

compliant, especially for obligations related to the Transhipment CMM. The EU stated that transhipment at 

sea must be strictly monitored and controlled so as to mitigate the risks of facilitating IUU fishing operations 

that undermine sustainable fisheries. Therefore, the EU stated that it strongly believes that Panama must 

achieve clear and concrete progress in addressing the shortcomings in compliance with WCPFC 

transhipment rules as matter of priority and urgency. In conclusion, the EU stated that if in light of the above 

CCMs supported the granting of CNM status to Panama for 2021, the EU would not oppose this decision, 

but that in the absence of tangible progress by Panama, it would be very difficult for the EU to support an 

application for the renewal of Panama’s CNM status in 2022. 

 China thanked the EU and stated it would like to see that Panama’s CNM status be continued for 

2021. China urged Panama to carefully note the EU’s statement and ensure it made significant progress on 

the issues raised in the near future. 

 Panama stated that it had provided detailed explanations on the issues raised in the CNM SWG. It 

stated that it was complying with the requirements of NEAFC, which would include a fine to the Boyang 

Capella, suspension of the vessel’s license, and withdrawal of the vessel from the RFVs of all RFMOs. 

Panama acknowledged past difficulties in meeting certain deadlines, including with regard to the Boyang 

Capella, but stated its understanding that all supporting documents would be available in January 2021. 

Panama noted some improvements made during 2020, and stated it would strive to do even better in 2021.  
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 The Commission approved the CNM application from Panama, and referred it to the CNM SWG to 

consider the participatory rights to be granted to Panama.  

 The CNM SWG presented its report to the Commission, including recommended limits to be 

applied to the participatory rights of each CNM in 2021.  During the CNM SWG Ecuador had reiterated 

their interest in becoming a full member of the Commission, and the SWG had noted that the issue of 

membership would be taken up by the Commission, and was outside the mandate of the SWG. 

 The Commission discussed the participatory rights to be granted to CNMs, and whether any limits 

should be placed on the number of carrier vessels. The Bahamas stated that it had indicated in comments 

submitted to the Commission in October 2020 that it would have 30 carrier vessels in 2021. China stated 

that it would support the wording regarding participatory rights agreed to in the CNM SWG, but stated its 

view that in the future the Commission should give consideration when granting participatory rights to 

specifying the number of carrier vessels for each CNM.  

 The EU stated that many years after entry into force of the Convention the Commission still lacked 

a procedure for consideration of applications for full membership. It referenced a paper submitted by the 

USA in 2017 (WCPFC14-2017-DP18 Membership Process in WCPFC) that contained an overview of 

other RFMOs’ membership processes, and the benefits to the Commission of a more open approach to 

membership. The EU stated that no progress had been made since then, and raised the issue as an outstanding 

item that should be duly addressed. 

 Japan supported the EU intervention. It noted the concerns expressed by some CCMs, while stating 

that WCPFC should at a minimum have a process for discussing applications from potential members. 

 Palau on behalf of FFA members reiterated the FFA position expressed at WCPFC15 and 

WCPFC16 that the application for CNM status is not a stepping stone to becoming a full member of the 

WCPFC. It requested deletion of the inclusion of a question in the CNM application form on whether an 

applicant wants to become a member, stating it is not a relevant consideration for the granting of CNM 

status. It noted that Article 35.2 of the Convention sets out the procedural requirements for membership. 

 FSM on behalf of PNA members, stated that under the Convention, WCPFC has a different and less 

open process for considering new members compared to other fisheries Commissions. In the WCPFC, new 

members can only join by invitation, and that invitation has to be decided by consensus. PNA members 

further stated that the process reflects the nature of the Commission where over 85% of the catch is made in 

the waters of developing countries, especially SIDS, who are highly dependent on those resources. PNA 

members stated that the CNM process provides adequate opportunities for participation by countries, other 

than those who were engaged in the process of drawing up the Convention. PNA members stated they do 

not support the EU proposal for an additional process relating to Commission membership. 

 Ecuador expressed its appreciation to the WCPFC by accepting Ecuador as a CNM since 2009. 

Ecuador noted it had committed to fully comply with the WCPFC’s CMMs and administrative and financial 

obligations, and had done so over the years. Ecuador stated it had expressed its desire to become a “full 

member” of WCPFC at several WCPFC annual meetings, but unfortunately, Ecuador's official request had 

not received a positive response. Given this, Ecuador stated it was officially requesting once again what the 

legal procedure would be to achieve that objective, suggesting that it should be clear, fair, and transparent. 

Ecuador recalled that at WCPFC14 the USA delegation delivered a discussion document on this issue 

(WCPFC15-2017-DP18), and that it had been raised again by the EU. Ecuador stated that these analyses 

could facilitate consideration of this important matter. It noted that in 2015 WCPFC took a first step by 

implementing a change in the “CNM application form”, in which candidate countries were asked whether 
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they would like to become full members. In this regard, Ecuador inquired as to the benefit of this question, 

and if there has been any follow-up. Ecuador noted that the general framework of RFMOs states that no 

State or group of States that have a real interest in the fisheries should be discriminated against, and that 

Ecuador and most WCPFC members are members of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Seas 

(UNCLOS), as well as the UNFSA, which are the foundation of the international legal framework for oceans 

and fishing. In this regard, Ecuador stated it considers that having officially and repeatedly expressing to 

WCPFC its interest in becoming a “full member” without even receiving a response constituted 

discrimination and a violation of the UNCLOS and UNFSA rules. Finally, it noted that the foregoing 

contrasts with the treatment that has been given in other RFMOs. By way of example, since the new IATTC 

Convention was adopted in Antigua, Guatemala in 2003, IATTC opened its door for several coastal states 

not located in the Eastern Pacific Ocean, such as Belize, the People's Republic of China, and Kiribati, to 

become full members, without any barrier. Ecuador reiterated its request that the Commission consider 

establishing a framework and conditions to allow interested countries with CNM status to become full 

members. Ecuador closed by reiterating its interest in becoming, and requested to be accepted as, a full 

member of the WCPFC. 

 

 The Commission noted the strong concerns from TCC16 regarding DPRK’s application and 

decided to deny CNM status for DPRK. 

 The Commission accepted the report of the Cooperating Non-Member Small Working Group 

(SWG) and noted that: 

i. The SWG had noted with appreciation the attendance and participation of The Bahamas, 

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

ii. The SWG confirmed that all CNM applications were complete and all additional information 

requested by TCC16 had been submitted. 

iii. SWG participants expressed concern surrounding the recent listing of two Panamanian 

flagged vessels on the IUU Fishing Vessel Lists of NEAFC and CCAMLR. One participant 

noted that Panama’s application for Cooperating Non-Contracting Party status in NEAFC for 

2021 was denied by the organization.  Panama acknowledged the concerns expressed by 

members and submitted additional information on the actions taken by Panama to address 

the issues, which included sanctions and the revocation of vessel licenses.  Panama confirmed 

that the vessels included in NEAFC IUU List A would be removed from the vessel registers 

of all RFMOs, including WCPFC until the process is concluded.  In relation to the vessel 

included in CCAMLR Non-Contracting Party IUU Vessel List, Panama informed that this 

vessel was self-reported by Panama and it no longer flies the Panama flag since March 2020. 

iv. The SWG supported the application of Panama for CNM status in 2021, but encouraged 

Panama to continue to make improvements to the management of vessels, both in the 

WCPFC and in other RFMOs.  The SWG noted that in the absence of tangible progress and 

improved compliance with WCPFC management measures, it would be difficult for the 

Commission to support an application from Panama for CNM status in 2022.  

 The Commission approved the applications for CNM status for 2021 from The Bahamas, 

Curaçao, Ecuador, El Salvador, Liberia, Nicaragua, Panama, Thailand and Vietnam. 
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3.3.1 Participatory rights of CNMs   

 The Commission reviewed the limits of participatory rights of CNMs under various CMMs in 

accordance with paragraphs 12 and 13 of CMM 2019-01. 

 

 The Commission agreed that the following limits be applied to the participatory rights of CNMs, 

pursuant to the WCPF Convention and CMM 2019-01: 

 In accordance with the WCPF Convention and WCPFC conservation and management 

measures and resolutions, the following participatory rights apply to CNMs for fisheries 

in the high seas within the WCPFC Convention Area;  

 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;  

 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);  

 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  

 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 WCPF 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 

 

 The Bahamas: The participatory rights of the Bahamas are limited to carrier vessels to engage 

in transhipment activities in the Convention area. 

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

transhipment activities in the Convention area. 

 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. 

 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 
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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. 

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

transhipment activities in the Convention area. 

 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. 

 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 

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. 

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

carrier and bunker vessels only. 

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

and bunker vessels only. 

 

WCPFC/IATTC Overlap Area  

 

 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. 

 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.  

 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. 

 

  



WCPFC17 Summary Report 

Issued: 3 May 2021 
 

17 

 

AGENDA ITEM 4  — NEW PROPOSALS   

DP01 

 On behalf of FFA members, New Zealand presented WCPFC17-2020-DP01 FFA Key Priorities 

for the WCPFC17, referring in particular to Attachment 1 Proposed List of Obligations to be assessed under 

the Compliance Monitoring Scheme in 2021. FFA members stated they recognized the list of obligations for 

assessment by the Compliance Monitoring Scheme (CMS) as a priority item for the Commission at 

WCPFC17, and in that context submitted the proposal in Attachment 1 for WCPFC17 consideration. New 

Zealand stated that in the absence of the risk-based assessment approach, the proposal takes into 

consideration: 

• the factors identified in CMM 2019-06 paragraph 6; 

• the proposal tabled by the United States at TCC16;  

• members’ views expressed on this issue at TCC16; 

• obligations assessed under the CMS and the percentage of past non-compliance; 

• the need to be mindful of the volume of obligations to be assessed on an annual basis, given the 

burden it will put on the WCPFC Secretariat, TCC and CCMs, in particular SIDS; and  

• ensuring that the CMS is effective and efficient, balanced and fair amongst the different fisheries 

within the Commission.    

 

 New Zealand noted that the Secretariat submitted to FFA and through the ODF its views on the 

proposed list with regards to the obligations related to the WCPFC Decisions under the context of COVID-

19 (WCPFC17-2020-09, WCPFC17 Online Discussion Forum Summary, Topic K1).  In particular, the 

Secretariat noted they may not have enough information to be able to review each CCM’s implementation 

of these requirements.  FFA members therefore agreed to remove these obligations from the list to be 

assessed in 2021, but stated they would seek a decision under Agenda Item 5 for CCMs to report in 2021 

on their implementation of these decisions in their Annual Part 2 reports and for the Secretariat to prepare a 

paper on this for TCC17’s consideration. FFA members also received and responded to comments and 

questions from the United States through the ODF, and looked forward to working with all CCMs towards 

an agreed list for 2021.  FFA members further proposed that an SWG be established to discuss and agree on 

the list of obligations to be assessed under the CMS in 2021, and nominated Mat Kertesz from Australia to 

lead this SWG.   

 The EU thanked FFA for the proposal, and for addressing some of its comments made at TCC16.  

 The list of obligations to be assessed under the CMS was discussed further under Agenda Item 10.2.  

DP02 

 The United States stated it had withdrawn a previously submitted proposal to revise several aspects 

of the tropical tuna measure (WCPFC17-2020-DP02 Proposal for a CMM for Tropical Tunas). This 

followed discussions during 2020 with a number of other CCMs to understand their positions and 

expectations for WCPFC17. It recognized that the challenges in meeting electronically would make 

substantive discussions and consensus-building difficult. In light of this, and as explained in its message 

circulated on December 7, the United States has decided, pending review of the precise language of the 

CMM, to support a rollover of the tropical tuna measure. It stated its understanding that a rollover is the 

expectation of most, if not all, other CCMs. Although the USA would support a rollover at WCPFC17 

because of the extraordinary circumstances and limited time available, it emphasized that its proposal in 

DP02 reflects important issues and objectives for the United States and its stakeholders, and that it remained 

https://www.wcpfc.int/node/48907
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committed to looking for equitable solutions to stakeholder interests and concerns, and looked forward to 

engaging on those issues in 2021. The USA stated it recognizes that the fisheries managed through the 

measure are very important to all CCMs, including SIDS and territories that are particularly dependent on 

fisheries, and as such, all CCMs deserve the opportunity to work through these issues in a spirit of 

cooperation. The USA stated that its proposal highlights the important issues that will need to be addressed 

in developing future versions of the measure, specifically noting the following:  

• Some open-ended exemptions undermine the effectiveness of WCPFC's conservation regime.  

• USA-flagged vessels in both the longline and purse seine sectors are hamstrung by allocations that 

are much more restrictive than necessary to meet the Commission’s conservation objectives, and 

despite often applying monitoring, control, and surveillance measures that exceed those that apply 

to other fleets. 

• American Samoa, as a small island Participating Territory, is suffering a disproportionate 

conservation burden from the measure and continues to push the United States to insist on changes 

that will support its fisheries-dependent economy. 

 

The USA stated that WCPFC17 needs to agree on a clear intersessional process, with a timeline, to make 

progress on improving the measure in 2021, including to address the outstanding work identified in CMM 

2018-01 and to conduct good faith negotiations on the priorities raised. It stated its openness to different 

ways of progressing that work, and that it envisions the Commission Chair and/or Vice Chair leading the 

intersessional work, which could be done through email correspondence and virtual meetings until WCPFC 

can again meet in person. The USA stated that progress made intersessionally will inform its ability to agree 

on a measure in 2021, when CCMs must be prepared to make needed adjustments to the CMM. The USA 

stated its recognition that its proposal conflicted with the views of some other members on how the region’s 

collective fisheries should be managed. It noted its intent was not to inflame, but to reflect that its industries 

feel disadvantaged and are concerned about their very survival. It observed the need to respect the needs 

and interests of other members, including in particular the SIDS and territories, and stated it was willing to 

work hard towards a CMM that works for all CCMs. While that has not been possible in 2020 as CCMs 

adjust to the new virtual format, the USA stated it hoped and expected all CCMs would be in a better position 

to do that hard work in 2021. 

 The intersessional process for developing a new tropical tuna measure was further discussed under 

Agenda Item 7.2. 

DP06 

 The Philippines introduced WCPFC17-2020-DP06 Request to amend Attachment 2 of CCM 2018-

01. It stated the objective was to significantly reduce post-harvest losses, improve quality, and increase the 

market value of the Philippine tuna catches from the High Seas Pocket No. 1 and to comply with Republic 

Act No. 10611 to strengthen the food safety regulatory system. The Philippines recommended that 

Attachment 2 of CMM 2018-01 be amended by removing the adjective “traditional fresh/chilled” preceding 

the word “fishing vessels” in Section 1. The recommended amendment would allow the use of freezers in 

carrier boats or refrigerated vessels, thereby significantly reducing post-harvest loss, and ensuring catch 

quality. 

DP08 

 The USA introduced WCPFC17-2020-DP08 Conservation and Management Measure for North 

Pacific Striped Marlin Consultative Draft Proposal. It recalled that in 2010, WCPFC adopted a CMM 

establishing catch limits for CCMs that had historically caught North Pacific striped marlin; however, 
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reductions in CMM 2010-01 were inadequate to eliminate overfishing or rebuild the stock (stock 

assessments conducted in 2015 and 2019 found the stock to be overfished and experiencing overfishing). In 

2019 WCPFC adopted an interim rebuilding plan with an interim rebuilding target of 20%SSBF=0 to be 

reached by 2034 with at least 60% probability; the plan includes the following 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. 

The USA stated that its consultative draft revised CMM for North Pacific striped marlin was designed to 

ensure that the interim rebuilding target is met according to the specifications of the interim rebuilding plan 

adopted in 2019 (Attachment 1 to WCPFC17-2020-DP08).  It noted that it investigated the efficacy of 

requiring live release of all captured striped marlin, elimination of the shallowest hooks on deep sets, and 

the use of circle hooks as potential mitigation methods. The USA stated that while none of these measures 

would meet the rebuilding target as stand-alone requirements, they could help to reduce catch if used with 

other mitigation options. The USA proposed that CCMs consider the consultative draft revised CMM as a 

basis for intersessional consultations, with the aim of adopting a revised CMM at WCPFC18. The USA also 

noted some discrepancies between ISC stock assessment catch estimates of striped marlin in the Convention 

Area north of the equator and WCPFC catch estimates for that area, by CCM, and stated it was working 

with SPC to improve the WCPFC estimates and better understand reasons for the differences.  

 The proposal was further addressed under Agenda Item 7.5. 

DP09 

 Indonesia introduced WCPFC17-2020-DP09 Proposal for a CMM on Labour Standards for Crews 

on Fishing Vessels. Indonesia noted cases and disputes had taken place over several years with regards to 

crew welfare on fishing vessels operating within the Commission Area. In the spirit of responsible fisheries 

management and common decency, Indonesia considers these disputes to be labour abuse issues. It stated 

that fishing crews have been subjected to abuse, forced labour, and human trafficking because of the absence 

of proper labour and wellbeing standards, training, and insufficient language aptitude, and that workers 

exploitation, forced labour, and human trafficking in capture fisheries are connected to transnational crime 

and corruption. The expanding worldwide interest to harvest more fish far from national waters and the need 

for cheap workers to ensure these fishing operations are profitable also leads to labour abuse. Vessel owners 

and operators can have a competitive advantage by crewing their vessels with cheap labour. Indonesia stated 

that under WCPFC Resolution 2018-01 (Resolution on Labour Standards for Crew on Fishing Vessels), 

CCMs are encouraged to make every effort to ensure that their relevant national legislation fully extends to 

all crews working on fishing vessels flying their flag in the Convention Area, and where appropriate and 

applicable, CCMs are encouraged to adopt measures into their national legislation to establish minimum 

standards regulating crew labour conditions. Furthermore, CCMs are encouraged to implement measures 

consistent with generally accepted international minimum standards for the crew on fishing vessels, where 

applicable, to ensure fair working conditions on board for all their flagged vessels operating within the 

Convention Area. However, cases of labour abuse are nonetheless continuing in the region. As a member of 

WCPFC, Indonesia acknowledged that the issue of labour rights for the crews of fishing vessels needs 

broader attention, particularly with respect to making and implementing binding regulations, and stated that 

it therefore submitted the draft proposal on the issue in DP09, which proposes improved measures on 

tackling labour abuse through the implementation of law and policy; comprehensive research on the effect 

of labour abuse for fisheries as a system; more knowledge sharing among members handling similar cases; 
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increased communication and awareness among stakeholders, including media, government, inter-

government agencies, fishing operators, migrant workers, and consumers, and representatives of fishing 

industry employees and workers; and improved cooperation and coordination among WCPFC CCMs. 

Indonesia welcomed any input from CCMs and proposed to have an Intersessional Working Group draft a 

CMM during 2021 for submission to TCC. Indonesia underlined its willingness to work constructively and 

cooperatively with other delegations.  

 Vanuatu, on behalf of FFA members, thanked Indonesia for bringing forward its proposal on this 

very important matter. As noted at previous meetings, FFA members are appalled by the continued instances 

of crew abuse in the region, including towards Indonesian nationals. FFA members have approved an 

amendment to the minimum terms and conditions on labour standards for fishing crews, and stated it is 

appropriate that the Commission begins work on a compatible measure for the high seas.  The draft CMM 

proposed by Indonesia provides a basis to begin that process and FFA members congratulated Indonesia for 

bringing this forward. They noted that considerable work would be required to develop a practical CMM, 

but FFA members believe it essential that the Commission instigate a process to move forward. FFA 

members supported the establishment of an IWG on crew labour standards, and stated their strong position 

that that the Commission is the right place to address this issue.  

 New Zealand expressed support for the comments by Vanuatu on behalf of FFA, and by Indonesia. 

It agreed that the establishment of an IWG is appropriate, and that it is appropriate and essential that the 

Commission consider these issues. New Zealand acknowledged that other regulatory agencies also have a 

role, but that this does not preclude efforts on the part of WCPFC. 

 The Philippines stated that it fully supports formation of an IWG, and that it would fully engage in 

the process. It noted that it already has domestic regulations that addresses labour standard on fishing vessels.  

 The USA supported Indonesia’s intervention, aligned with the comments by New Zealand and FFA, 

and supported the formation of an IWG. 

 China stated that it did not support the proposal, and would not support the formation of an IWG.  

 Korea thanked Indonesia, noting that the issue of rights and welfare of crew is very important, and 

that calls to address the issue were increasing. It stated that it had been closely working with industry 

stakeholders to prevent possible incidents on Korean fishing vessels, and would join the IWG if it is 

established, and would cooperate fully on the issue.  

 The proposal was further discussed under Agenda Item 9.3. 

Revision to CMM 2019-02 

 Masanori Miyahara, the Chair of the Northern Committee (NC), introduced the revised CMM for 

Pacific Bluefin Tuna, as contained in Attachment B of WCPFC17-2020-18 Reference Document for the 

Review of CMM 2019-02 and Development of Harvest Strategies (Pacific Bluefin Tuna). The NC Chair 

stated that NC16 agreed on the recommendation, which would allow a one-year rollover of CMM 2019-02. 

He also stated the revised measure would delete the previously allowed catch limit transfer from Chinese 

Taipei to Japan.  

 The proposal was further addressed under Agenda Item 7.4.1. 

  

https://www.wcpfc.int/node/48933
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DP11 

 The EU introduced WCPFC17-2020-11rev_1, Discussion Paper on IUU Vessel Cross Listing 

Procedures – revision 1, noting that a full proposal was tabled at WCPFC16, and a range of concerns were 

expressed by FFA members. The EU stated it had reflected on these concerns and provided additional 

insights in the hope of addressing the points made by FFA members. The EU stated that in light of the 

reduced agenda of WCPFC17, it did not intend to table a proposal for adoption in 2020, but rather sought 

to collect views, comments and inputs from CCMs with the objective of continuing the discussion 

intersessionally ahead of WCPFC18, and in the hope of working toward adoption of cross-listing measures. 

 Tuvalu on behalf of PNA members requested the WCPFC Secretariat to advise, intersessionally, 

how many vessels would be on an expanded IUU List under the cross-listing proposal, noting that this 

information would help in assessing any burden associated with the proposed measure. 

 The proposal was further addressed under Agenda Item 11. 

DP12 

 

 The EU introduced WCPFC17-2020-DP12 Discussion paper on Improving the Effectiveness of 

CMM 2018-01. The EU stated that the aim was to address the unintended effect of the exemptions in CMM 

2018-01 and to better understand how these exemptions are used, and to take into account the full range of 

implications and potential impacts deriving from their use on the effectiveness of the CMM for tropical 

tunas and/or its successor CMMs. The paper has three sections (i) the effects of the FAD closure; (ii) the 

trend of increasing effort by CCMs that are not bound by limits in the high seas; and (iii) and the potential 

for use of exemptions beyond their intended purpose through misinterpretation of the attribution of catch 

and effort under paragraph 8 of CMM 2018-01. The EU stated that these issues, in particular the use of 

exemptions, potentially make TCC assessments difficult and most importantly, might severely weaken the 

effectiveness of CMM 2018-01 in the near future. The issues were further discussed under Agenda Item 

7.2.2. 

 

AGENDA ITEM 5  — INTERSESSIONAL DECISIONS IN RESPONSE TO COVID-19   

 The Secretariat’s discussion paper WCPFC17-2020-08 COVID-19 Related Intersessional 

Decisions, was presented by the Legal Adviser, Dr. Penny Ridings. The paper updates WCPFC-TCC16-

2020-14, provided to TCC16, on the measures taken (as of 10 November) to prevent the spread of the 

COVID-19 on fishing vessels and on travel and port entry restrictions in CCMs. The Legal Adviser 

highlighted some of the context and the questions posed for WCPFC17.  

(i) The Legal Adviser first reviewed the Intersessional Decisions.  

• The Commission’s first Intersessional Decision temporarily suspended the 100% observer 

requirement on purse seine vessels. She noted that most ROP observers have been repatriated, with 

the exception of 23 observers. Of those the majority remain on board vessels, including carrier 

vessels, either to continue their duties, or pending suitable arrangements for repatriation. Some 

observers are awaiting repatriation in another country. 

• The second Intersessional Decision states that where it is not feasible to tranship in port, CCMs may 

authorise their purse seine vessels to tranship at sea in areas designated by port States within its 

jurisdiction. Assessing the implementation of this decision has proven difficult.  She stated that it 
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appears most purse seine transhipments are taking place in an area designated by the port State: at 

the wharf or within the general area of the port, even if not at the wharf.  One port State has 

designated an area beyond three Nautical miles for this purpose, but this appears rare. Five CCMs 

have notified the Executive Director of their authorised vessels but have implemented the Decision 

in different ways: either by way of a blanket authorisation, or by notification of individual 

transhipment events on a vessel-by-vessel basis. 

• The third Intersessional Decision suspended the requirement to have at-sea transhipment observers 

on either the fishing or carrier vessel. Of reported transhipments between 1 April and 23 October 

2020, approximately 9% of transhipments were not observed.  The relatively high rate of 

observations results from some observers on carrier vessels not yet being repatriated.  There are 

likely to be fewer observed transhipments in 2021 until observers on carrier vessels are redeployed. 

 

(ii) The Legal Adviser noted that assessing implementation was difficult, and stated that to facilitate a 

review at TCC17 of the implementation of the Intersessional Decisions, the Commission could 

consider the following, as suggested by the Secretariat in comments to WCPFC17-2020-DP01 

(WCPFC17-2020-09, discussion under Topic K): (a) CCMs could be required to provide in Annual 

Report Part 2 covering 2020 activities, a specific report on their implementation of the Intersessional 

Decisions taken in response to COVID-19; (b) task the Secretariat to include in Annual Report Part 

2 covering 2020 activities appropriate questions that can suitably support CCMs reporting on their 

implementation of the Intersessional Decisions taken in response to COVID-19; and (c) task the 

Secretariat to prepare a paper for TCC17, that provides a summary of the available information on 

the implementation of the COVID-19 Intersessional Decisions in 2020/21.  

(iii) The Legal Adviser made the following observations in describing the context of the Commission’s 

consideration of the Intersessional Decisions: it is not clear when a return to normal observer 

requirements will be feasible; while some observer data is still coming in, SPC has indicated that 

the prolonged suspension of observer requirements could compromise certain scientific assessments; 

TCC16 noted the importance of placing observers safely back on vessels and referred to the possible 

use of the FFA COVID-19 Operating Protocols; and to date the COVID-19 decisions have been 

temporary – usually of 3 or 4 months duration to enable periodic assessments of the situation to be 

made. 

(iv) The Legal Adviser encouraged the Commission to consider the following issues:  

• The appropriate timeframes for lifting of the suspension of obligations under the three Intersessional 

Decisions, whether priority should be given to reinstatement of at-sea transhipment observers on 

carrier vessels, and the necessary conditions for this to occur. 

• Implementation issues associated with the suspension of the prohibition of at-sea transhipment for 

purse seine vessels, the lack of clarity on the number of port States that are undertaking 

transhipments outside the general area of their ports and within their internal waters, and whether 

the suspension should be tightened and its implementation clarified. 

• Challenges associated with redeployment of observers on purse seine vessels to once again meet the 

100% observer coverage requirement, whether a staged approach to redeployment is feasible, and 

the conditions under which redeployment should occur. 

• The Commission’s position on the FFA Operating Protocols.   

 

(v) The Legal Adviser also encouraged the Commission to consider preparing and circulating a draft 

decision prior to expiry of the current Intersessional Decisions on 15 February 2021. Given the 

continued uncertainty over what the situation will be in 2021, an indication of the period of validity 
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of any Decision would be useful. It would also be useful if WCPFC17 could agree to use the same 

expedited decision-making process as used for the original COVID-related Intersessional Decisions.  

 RMI, on behalf of FFA members, noted that they proposed in WCPFC17-2020-DP01 a list of 

obligations to be assessed under the CMS in 2021, of which six are related to decisions taken in response to 

COVID-19.  They noted the views from the WCPFC Secretariat posted to the ODF regarding review of 

implementation of intersessional decisions (WCPFC17-2020-09, Topic K). Upon consideration of these 

views, FFA members suggested that the Commission: 

• task CCMs to provide in their 2021 Annual Report Part 2 covering 2020 activities a specific report 

on their implementation of the Intersessional Decisions taken in response to COVID-19; 

• task the Secretariat to include in 2021 Annual Report Part 2 (covering 2020 activities) appropriate 

questions that can suitably support CCMs reporting on their implementation of the Intersessional 

Decisions taken in response to COVID-19; and 

• tasks the Secretariat to prepare a paper for TCC17 providing a summary of the available information 

on the implementation of the COVID-19 Intersessional Decisions in 2020. 

 

FFA members stated that CCMs’ full and effective implementation of the Intersessional Decisions remained 

critical, including ensuring all reporting requirements are clear and consistently applied to allow the 

Commission to assess the impacts of the decisions and guide future decisions. 

 The EU stated it could support the proposal but suggested that when considering future decisions 

that the Commission include better guidance on how it expected CCMs to implement and assess its 

decisions.  

 Tuvalu, on behalf of FFA members, thanked CCMs and vessel operators for their assistance in 

safely repatriating observers to their home countries during the temporary suspension of observer coverage 

requirement for purse seine vessels and at sea transhipment. They reiterated that their end goal is to ensure 

that observers can safely return to fishing vessels after 15 February 2021. To support this end goal of 

deploying observers, FFA members encouraged all CCMs to implement the FFA COVID-19 Operating 

Protocols and for the Commission to recognise them as voluntary best practice guidelines to minimise 

COVID-19 transmission on fishing vessels. They stated their understanding that no alternate COVID-19 

Protocols for fishing vessels had been put forward to the Commission and stressed that the protocols are 

extremely important for helping prevent COVID-19 transmission. FFA members highlighted that they are 

considering requirements to be met by vessel operators in order for FFA members to be comfortable 

deploying observers on purse seine vessels again. FFA Members noted the WCPFC Secretariat’s suggested 

framework, elements and process which is a useful way forward for the COVID-19 Intersessional Decisions, 

in particular the staged approach to redeploying observers, and the emphasis on Article 29(5) should there 

be any dispensation due to the COVID-19 on at-sea transhipment, except where a port State designates an 

area within its territorial sea for transhipment purposes. 

 The EU observed that the absence of observers for long periods may impact the collection of 

scientific data, but that it was difficult to assess the impact without more information, and inquired regarding 

(i) the rate of observations in 2020, noting that some CCMs have embarked observers throughout their 

operations; (ii) how observer data gaps could impact the work of SPC in the short term; and (iii) whether 

the Secretariat or SPC have suggestions on how to compensate for the lack of observers. The Compliance 

Manager, Dr. Lara Manarangi-Trott stated the Secretariat would consult with SPC and seek to provide an 

answer to these questions. 
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 PNG stated that the observer program is essential to provide and verify data and compliance relating 

to a number of WCPFC CMMs. It inquired how the lack of observers impacted assessment of WCPFC 

stocks. PNG also noted that the ability to safely place observers on vessels during the COVID-19 pandemic 

would be different for domestic and international operations, as the latter presented logistical issues, and 

required resumption of international flights.  

 The USA supported extension of the Commission’s Intersessional Decisions until observers can be 

placed safely on the vessels without increased risk from COVID-19. It noted that the USA’s industry went 

to great length and expense to repatriate all observers from its vessels, and remained concerned that some 

observers have not yet been repatriated. It noted that timely repatriation of all observers, where requested, 

is a requirement of the Commission’s Intersessional Decisions, and urged all CCMs to implement the 

decisions quickly and equitably. The USA stated it would support discussion of proposed frameworks for 

continuing to make intersessional decisions related to COVID-19, and generally supported implementing 

an expedited intersessional process for expedited review of the suspension of purse seine observer coverage 

to ensure that the suspension does not become the norm. Given the rapid evolution of information and best 

practices related to COVID-19, the USA stated that it would be impractical to implement regional guidelines 

or protocols months ahead of a vaccine and observer deployment. Further, given that COVID-19 related 

decisions are likely beyond the authority of most fisheries officials, the USA stated it would not support 

adoption of binding COVID-19 guidelines through WCPFC.  

 The EU sympathized with all observers that are still stranded, and noted that the safety of observers 

and crew is of paramount importance. It affirmed PNG’s statement that the current problem was more related 

to the logistics and the risk related to bringing observers aboard and then repatriating them, rather than to 

the risks to observers while onboard. It noted that the FFA Operating Protocols included guidelines for 

onboard safety, but the issue was how to come up with options for getting observers to vessels. The EU 

suggested that before simply renewing its Intersessional Decisions the Commission could consider 

alternatives that could compensate for the lack of data. The EU made several suggestions: have vessels call 

in at ports that have strong observer programs; have SPC possibly develop a stratified sampling program, 

and have certain vessels collect a minimum amount of data; and possibly rely on port sampling while waiting 

for the situation to return to normal. It stressed that any decisions adopted intersessionally should be 

accompanied by clear reporting requirements, which is not currently the case.  

 China stated it appreciated the Commission’s actions with respect to the Intersessional Decisions, 

and noted it was uncertain when the situation would return to normal, and suggested the Commission 

carefully consider the situation and then extend the current decisions intersessionally. China stated that it 

had been very difficult to meet the 5% observer coverage requirement on longline vessel on the high seas in 

2020, and hoped that TCC17 could consider not assessing this requirement in 2021.  

 The Ocean Foundation, on behalf of The Pew Charitable Trusts, WWF and the International Pole 

and Line Foundation (IPNLF) thanked the Legal Advisor and CCMs for their contributions, and urged 

CCMs to commit to redeploying observers as soon as it as safe, in order to ensure that the necessary data on 

fishing and transhipment operations are collected. They also noted the urgent need to progress work on 

electronic monitoring (EM) standards and develop a draft CMM on EM, as a comprehensive EM program 

would be a key way to increase the resiliency of the observer program and reduce impacts of any future 

shocks to the fisheries management system. 

 The Chair asked the Commission to consider the process for addressing the Intersessional Decisions, 

noting that the current COVID-19 Intersessional Decisions expire on 15 February 2021 and the constraints 

of virtual meeting made it difficult to address these decisions at WCPFC17. She suggested the Commission 

could consider whether a draft Decision could be prepared based on discussions at WCPFC17 and circulated 
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in good time prior to the expiry of the current Intersessional Decisions; WCPFC17 could give an indication 

of the period of validity of any Intersessional Decision; and WCPFC17 could agree that this and any 

subsequent Intersessional Decisions be subject to the same 7-day expedited decision-making process as used 

for the original Intersessional Decisions. 

 Japan supported the suggestion made by the Chair regarding the process, and stated its 

understanding that in light of the deadlines a draft decision would by necessity be circulated by early 

February. It suggested a short extension (possibly 2 months) would be appropriate with a 7-day decision 

process. Regarding the FFA Operating Protocols, Japan thanked FFA members for formulating these, but 

noted that its authority had also issued guidelines, and that each CCM faces a different situation related to 

COVID-19. Therefore, recognizing the FFA operating protocols as best-practice guidelines would be 

difficult for Japan; it stated its respect for the efforts of FFA members, but could not support the recognition 

by the Commission of the voluntary Operating Protocols as best-practice guidelines. 

 China supported the statement by Japan with regard to the FFA COVID-19 Operating Protocols. 

 Chinese Taipei expressed its appreciation to FFA members for tabling the COVID-19 Operating 

Protocols. It reflected on the effort taken by CCMs to protect the safety of observers and crew, and noted 

the need to respect that different members have different measures. It noted that it would accept if the FFA 

protocol is voluntary for other CCMs. In terms of the process for extension of the Intersessional Decisions, 

it supported circulation of a draft by early February as suggested by Japan. It also noted the need to have a 

grace period for the industry when reinstating observer requirements, as restrictions may differ among ports, 

and it takes time for the vessels to carry observers back onboard fishing vessels. 

 The USA supported the interventions by China, Japan, and Chinese Taipei. It stated its appreciation 

for the FFA Operating Protocols, while noting that the USA had continued to place its observers on vessels 

during the COVID-19 pandemic. It maintained 100% observer coverage in the swordfish fishery, and 15% 

in its longline fisheries, but had challenges in the fishery in American Samoa because of flight restrictions. 

The USA stated it is important that all measures that were not suspended be assessed, including observer 

coverage, as this was not waived unilaterally, stressing that it was important to understand the reasons for 

any non-compliance, and the resultant impact.  

 FSM stated it was encouraged that many CCMs supported the Operating Protocols, and encouraged 

that CCMs are developing their own guidelines. At TCC16 CCMs were encouraged to share any protocols 

to ensure there is consistency of applications, so the Commission can ensure that safety of observers and 

crew as observers are redeployed. FSM asked that all CCMs to share their protocols and guidelines.  

 Pew (on behalf of Pew, The Ocean Foundation, Birdlife, WWF, Marine Stewardship Council, ISSF 

and IPNLF) stated that to date WCPFC had handled the chaos of the COVID-19 pandemic relatively well 

as noted by the discussions at WCPFC17, but had done so in part by delaying some decisions that otherwise 

would have been made in 2020. Development of an effective vaccine provides hope of a return to face-to-

face meetings where discussions can be more productive, but the logistics and efficacy of a vaccine program 

makes it uncertain whether WCPFC will be able to return to “normal” meetings in 2021, as noted by the 

Chair in her opening remarks.  As such, they urged WCPFC to dedicate some time to discussing how it can 

make progress in such a circumstance, stating that the recent developments in IATTC—where it appears 

there may be no measure managing tropical tunas as of January 2021—was a stark reminder of an unwanted 

outcome from ineffective negotiations in a virtual environment. Pew stated that 2020 has involved a steep 

learning curve and everyone had gained insight into what works and what doesn’t under travel restrictions, 

within WCPFC as well as other RFMOs, and urged all CCMs to build on that knowledge to ensure that 2021 

is not another year to delay progress. 
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 FSM suggested that the Commission could request that the Secretariat could develop COVID-19 

best practices based on the FFA Operating Protocols and those developed by other CCMs. In reply, the 

Executive Director referenced the Secretariat’s dedicated COVID-19 webpage, and its standing request to 

all CCMs to provide any relevant information regarding COVID-19 for posting and information sharing. He 

suggested that WCPFC17 task CCMs with providing pertinent COVID-19 information to the Secretariat for 

posting.  

 Japan stated it supported the dissemination of information related to COVID-19 protocols or 

guidelines, and would consider providing its information to the Secretariat for posting on the WCPFC 

webpage. Regarding the FFA proposal, it stated the situation relating to COVID-19 differs among CCMs, 

and that best practice may vary.  

 China stated it understood that the FFA Operating Protocols could be applied for vessels fishing in 

FFA waters, and entering ports of FFA member countries, but noted that many vessels fish far from FFA 

members’ EEZs, where those protocols should not be required. It also stated it was very difficult to provide 

comprehensive documents related to its own COVID-19 protocols in English to WCPFC. China suggested 

simply recognizing that the FFA protocols are one of the best and apply voluntarily to operations in FFA 

waters. 

 Australia stated it was encouraging to hear so many CCMs taking the issue so seriously. It noted 

that the FFA Operating Protocols were the result of a collective regional effort to address COVID-19. 

Australia referenced the susceptibility in the Pacific to COVID-19, stating that this was why FFA members 

had been asking CCMs to cooperate. It stated that any protocols must be appropriate for the region, and 

must be adequate to keep the Pacific Islands and observers safe, and for that reason sought to have CCMs 

share their protocols.  

 The USA stated it recognized that the CCMs that had developed the FFA Operating Protocols 

considered them appropriate. The USA recognized that when observers return to vessels various issues 

would need to be considered, including the need to conform to certain regional terms and conditions, and 

that discussion of those issues would need to be held in the future. The USA stated that it had recorded no 

cases on vessels in the Convention Area, including vessels operating from American Samoa, Hawaii, Guam 

and Saipan, but that the USA had experienced cases in other areas, such as Alaska. For that reason, it did 

not support a single approach to COVID-19 as being appropriate for all vessels in all areas.  

 

 The Commission noted the paper on COVID-19 related Intersessional Decisions prepared by 

the Secretariat (WCPFC17-2020-08). 

 To facilitate a review at TCC17 of the implementation of the COVID-19 Intersessional 

Decisions, the Commission agreed to: 

 require CCMs to provide in Annual Report Part 2 covering 2020 activities, a specific 

report on their implementation of the Intersessional Decisions taken in response to 

COVID-19; 

 task the Secretariat to include in Annual Report Part 2 covering 2020 activities 

appropriate questions that can suitably support CCMs reporting on their 

implementation of the Intersessional Decisions taken in response to COVID-19; and 
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 further task the Secretariat to prepare a paper for TCC17, that provides a summary 

of the available information on the implementation of the COVID-19 Intersessional 

Decisions in 2020/21. 

 The Commission: 

 noted the importance of placing observers safely back on vessels; 

 agreed to work intersessionally on a process so that observers can be redeployed 

safely on vessels; 

 agreed that a draft COVID-related Intersessional Decision will be circulated at the 

end of January/early February 2021 for decision by the Commission under the 7-day 

expedited decision-making process for COVID-19 Decisions; 

 tasked the Secretariat to follow-up the discussion at WCPFC17 and assist in the 

development of future COVID-19 Decisions; and  

 noted with appreciation the FFA COVID-19 Operating Protocols and encouraged 

CCMs to share their own national COVID-19 Operating Protocols in order to 

broaden the database of COVID-19 measures on the WCPFC website. 

 

AGENDA ITEM 6  — SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS OF DEVELOPING STATES  

6.1 Implementation of Article 30 of WCPF Convention and CMM 2013-07 (SIDS special 

requirements)  

 The Chair noted that paragraph 20 of CMM 2013-07 requires an annual review of implementation 

of this measure, and referenced WCPFC16-2020-IP01: Summary from Part 2 CMM 2013-07 paragraph 

19 annual reports (WCPFC-TCC16-2020-11_rev1) and the EU posted WCPFC17-2020-DP10: Report of 

the European Union on Article 30 of the Convention and Resolution 2008-01 of WCPFC (EU); both papers 

were taken as read.  

 Japan stated it fully recognizes the importance of the criteria in CMM 2013-06, and carefully 

considers the checklist contained in the CMM when submitting a proposal. Japan agreed with FFA members 

that CMM 2013-06 can only be effectively addressed by consulting with SIDS, either individually or 

through FFA. Japan further considered that multiple consultations are required, because the position of both 

sides on important issues usually develop gradually towards annual meetings. Japan stated that unfortunately 

it could not have physical meetings with FFA and PNA members in 2020 due to COVID-19, but that it did 

hold several virtual consultations. Japan urged other members to contact FFA and PNA members, and stated 

it hopes to visit Honiara and Majuro to meet physically in 2021. Japan stated it has been providing SIDS 

with assistance for infrastructure and capacity building through the Japan International Cooperation Agency 

and Overseas Fishery Cooperation Foundation (OFCF). During 2009 to 2018 Japan provided about ¥180 

billion in development assistance to the Pacific islands, including fishery-related projects. Fishery-related 

projects cover conservation and management of highly migratory species and assistance to small-scale 

fishermen. At the Eighth Pacific Leaders Meeting held in Japan in 2018, Japan pledged to implement 

development cooperation over the three years with particular focus on human resource development; to date, 

approximately ¥61 billion has been contributed in development assistance. Japan has also carried out human 

resource development and people-to-people exchanges for about 6,500 people. In addition, in 2008 Japan 
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established the Japan Trust Fund (JTF) within WCPFC, which has been assisting capacity building of SIDS 

for fishery statistics and fishery management. Japan reminded CCMs that a call for proposals for the JTF 

was sent to CCMs on November 17 through WCPFC Circular No 2020/135, and encouraged SIDS CCMs 

to apply by the deadline of 22 December. In addition, Japan stated it has supported SIDS since 2008 through 

the Japan Promotion Fund via OFCF, and that SIDS can utilize this fund for various purposes including 

enhancement of management capacity. In November 2017, in response to the strong request from SIDS, 

OFCF signed a 10-year renewal of its agreement with FFA. Also, in 2020 OFCF increased the size of its 

Promotion Fund. Japan stated its hope that these programs and funds will contribute to fishery development 

of SIDS. 

 The EU stated it submitted a comprehensive report of its assistance to SIDS in WCPFC17-2020-

DP10. It remarked that it had received no comments on the report, and requested feedback from CCMs 

regarding the utility of the report and the usefulness of the actions it describes.  

 RMI thanked Japan for its comments regarding CMM 2013-06, and thanked Japan for their 

continued support. RMI noted that the requirements of CMM 2013-06 are simple. It stated that the analysis 

of impacts on SIDS was inconsistent in new proposals, and that CMM 2013-06 analyses must be 

implemented in the manner that was envisaged by the measure, and that this should be a strict requirement 

for proposals in the future.  

 The USA thanked CCMs who intervened on the issue, stating that it understands the importance of 

the agenda item to all SIDS and territories. The USA stated it reports on its support (provided through the 

WCPFC and outside WCPFC) through an attachment to its annual report Part 2, and inquired whether it 

should continue this approach in the future. It noted that it had assumed that such reports were accessible to 

other CCMs, but that it had trouble finding these. The USA stated that the process under CMM 2013-06 for 

assessment and consultation was very important as the Commission engages on CMM 2018-01 update, and 

that this applied to all SIDS and territories. The USA encouraged CCMs to ensure their consultations also 

covered American territories, including American Samoa. 

 The EU stated its understanding that RMI had suggested the EU’s discussion paper WCPFC17-

2020-DP11_rev1 Discussion paper on IUU Vessel Cross Listing Procedures did not follow CMM 2013-06 

as FFA members would have expected. The EU noted that the paper is not a proposal, but aims to address 

the concern expressed by FFA members regarding the impact proposals have on SIDS.  

 The Compliance Manager stated that the CMM 2013-07 provided by each CCM in Annual Report 

Part 2 are accessible on the Article 30 page on the Commission website. She stated in response to the query 

from the USA that the Secretariat would ensure that any attachments are also included.  

 WCPFC17 continued to recognise the importance of assessing the impact of proposals on SIDS 

in accordance with CMM 2013-06. 

 

6.2 Updated Strategic Investment Plan  

 The Chair noted the Secretariat’s report on the updated status of the Strategic Investment Plan 

(WCPFC17-2020-10) which was taken as read. 

 The Commission noted with appreciation the update provided by the Secretariat on 

implementation of the Strategic Investment Plan (WCPFC17-2020-10). 
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 The Commission approved the updated 2020 Strategic Investment Plan (Attachment E). 

 

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)    

 Dr. John Hampton (SPC) presented an overview of the stock status of bigeye, skipjack, South 

Pacific albacore and yellowfin tuna, including an update on recent events in the fisheries focussing on 

longline and purse seine activity, and a summary of the stock status of the major species; as references he 

noted WCPFC17-2020-IP02 The Western and Central Pacific Tuna Fishery:2019 Overview and Status of 

Stocks and the WCPFC Tuna Fishery Yearbook 2019. The 2019 total catch of 3.0 million mt was the 

highest recorded; the purse seine catch of 2.11 million mt was also a record. Total effort (in effort days) in 

the purse seine fishery by the large international fleet declined since peaking in 2011, indicating that a day 

of purse seine effort today is more effective than it was 7–8 years ago. Regarding the use of FADs and 

unassociated set types by the purse seine fleet, there was an increase in unassociated sets and a slight decline 

in FAD sets, but total catch was split fairly equally between these set types, although in 2019 there was a 

strong increase in catch attributed to unassociated sets. Preliminary data on effort (in fishing days) in 2020 

shows it to be slightly higher than average for the last 10 years. Tropical purse seine CPUE has increased 

somewhat over the last decade. In 2020 there was a decline in CPUE as indicated by VMS data (which show 

longer trips) but further analysis will be possible once more log sheet data has been received by SPC. The 

longline fishery has had fairly stable catch around 250,000 mt over the last 20 years. Species composition 

is also relatively stable, with a slight decline in bigeye in recent years. There was a significant increase in 

effort in the late 1990s. In 2019 longline effort was fairly high but short of the record —VMS data shows 

2020 longline effort was the highest since 2012. The tropical longline fishery (20°N to 10°S) shows variable 

total effort over the last 20 years, with no strong trend; the same is true of bigeye and yellowfin catch. Bigeye 

and yellowfin CPUE shows some decline since the early 1990s but has been stable over the last decade. The 

southern longline fishery (south of 10° S) targets south Pacific albacore; it shows a strong increase in effort 

up to early 2000s, with some recent increase. The catch is fairly constant since 2010, while CPUE has 

declined moderately over some years; CPUE in 2019 was close to the lowest overall since 1990. In terms 

of stock status, all major tuna stocks are in good condition, with 0% probability of breaching the TRP. In 

comparison with other tuna RFMOs, the WCPFC’s Convention Area is the only ocean area and WCPFC is 

the only tuna RFMO whose key tuna stocks not overfished or experiencing overfishing. With regard to 

levels of spawning biomass depletion: the spawning biomass depletion ratio has declined over time for the 

four major stocks, but the ratios (including the uncertainty boundaries) are all well above the LRP of 

.20%SB/SBF=0. Projections (25 year) of spawning biomass depletion (which use recent levels of catch and 

effort) indicate bigeye, yellowfin, skipjack all remain well above the LRP for all bounds of uncertainty. For 

South Pacific albacore the uncertainty is much greater: if current levels of catch and effort are maintained, 

the median level of spawning biomass depletion shows some chance of exceeding the LRP in the future. 

Among other species, southwest Pacific striped marlin is likely overfished; North Pacific striped marlin, 

oceanic whitetip shark and Pacific bluefin tuna are likely overfished and experiencing overfishing; and 

Pacific silky shark is likely experiencing overfishing. All other species are either not overfished or 

experiencing overfishing, or data are inconclusive. Regarding the El Nino Southern Oscillation, the current 

La Nina will continue through the second quarter of 2021. The current negative sea surface temperature 

anomaly should ease in next few months. There is currently a westward intrusion of cold water, which 

pushes the purse seine fishery to the west, and this is confirmed by recent VMS data.  

 Japan requested clarification on four issues: (i) purse seine effort trend; (ii) whether the increase in 

purse seine CPUE and trip length in recent years indicates vessels must spend more time to find fish, and 

https://www.wcpfc.int/doc/wcpfc-tuna-fishery-yearbook-2019
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whether the number of set per day has increased; (iii) whether SPC incorporates any efficiency increase 

when conducting stock projections, given that catch efficiency appears to have increased in the past; and  

(iv) what accounts for the larger uncertainty in the projection of South Pacific albacore stock, compared 

with other 3 main tuna species?  

 Dr. Hampton replied as follows: (i) regarding purse seine effort, effort as measured in days fished 

showed a decline, while effort in terms of the number of sets was fairly constant. He indicated that there has 

been a gradual increase in the number of sets per day, and thus the overall number of sets has remained 

fairly constant, and referred to a paper on effort creep submitted to SC16 (SC16-MI-IP-15 Examining 

Indicators of Technological and Effort Creep in the WCPO Purse Seine Fishery); (ii) there is a gradual 

increase in purse seine CPUE for a given trip length (from CVMS data); (iii) regarding future catchability 

increases, it is hard to foresee how effort may evolve, and thus all projections assume constant catchability. 

SPC does advocate for harvest strategy approaches, which can better respond to increases in catchability. 

This is examined in more detail in SPC’s harvest strategy work, and details are available on WCPFC’s 

website; and (iv) the uncertainty for South Pacific albacore is greater because of the strong variability in 

growth across all models. There is a recommendation that SPC conduct a new stock assessment for South 

Pacific albacore in 2021, and SPC will examine growth in connection with that stock assessment. He noted 

that recruitment variability also contributes to the wider confidence intervals. 

 Dr. John Holmes (ISC Chair) made a presentation on the stock status of North Pacific albacore and 

Pacific bluefin tuna, and provided an update on Western and North Pacific striped marlin. For North Pacific 

albacore, a benchmark assessment was conducted using fishery data from 1994 to 2018. Total biomass (age 

1+) has declined from 916,529 mt (1995) to 641,391 mt in 2018. Total and spawning biomass increased 

between 2016 and 2018. SSB2018/20%SSBcurrent, F=0 = 2.30. The ISC concluded that the stock is likely not 

overfished relative to the limit reference point. Although no F-based reference points have been adopted to 

evaluate overfishing, current fishing intensity (F2015-2017) is likely at or below seven potential reference 

points. Two harvest scenarios were considered: constant F2015-2017 and constant catch. The constant catch 

scenario was found to impact uncertainty estimates in projections. If a constant fishing intensity is applied 

to the stock, then median female spawning biomass is expected to increase to 62,873 mt and there will be a 

low probability of falling below the 20%SSBcurrent, F=0 LRP by 2028. Furthermore, if a constant average catch 

(C2013-2017 = 69,354 t) is removed from the stock in the future, then the median female spawning biomass is 

also expected to increase to 66,313 mt and the probability that SSB falls below the LRP by 2028 will be 

slightly higher than the constant fishing intensity scenario. A benchmark assessment was conducted for PBF 

using 1952-2018 fishery data. SSB declined from 62,784 mt (1995) to 10,837 mt (2010) and has slowly 

increased to 28,228 mt (2018). The estimate of SSB2018 is 3,000 mt greater than SSB2016 due to increase in 

young fish (0-2 years). The below-average recruitment for 2010-2014 was a concern in the 2016 assessment. 

The 2017 and 2018 recruitment estimates are also below average. There has been a substantial decrease in 

F for ages 0-2 in 2016-2018 relative to previous years. As for the stock status, no biomass-based reference 

points have been adopted for PBF. However, the PBF stock is overfished relative to potential biomass-based 

reference points (SSBMED and 20%SSBF=0) adopted for other tuna species by the IATTC and WCPFC. The 

recent (2016-2018) F%SPR is estimated to produce 14%SPR. Although no fishing mortality-based limit or 

target reference points have been adopted for PBF, recent fishing mortality is above the level producing 

20%SPR. However, the stock is subject to rebuilding measures including catch limits, which do not 

compromise the capacity of the stock to rebuild, as shown by the projection results. Under all examined 

scenarios, rebuilding to SSBMED by 2024 with at least 60% probability, is reached and the risk of SSB falling 

below historical lowest observed SSB at least once in 10 years is negligible. The projection results assume 

that the CMMs are fully implemented and are based on certain biological and other assumptions. Given the 

low SSB, the uncertainty in future recruitment, and the influence recruitment has on stock biomass, 

monitoring recruitment and SSB should continue so that the recruitment level can be understood in a timely 

manner. In response to a request from NC15 that the ISC provide advice on which future recruitment 

https://www.wcpfc.int/harvest-strategy
https://www.wcpfc.int/harvest-strategy
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scenario is the most likely one over the near term for striped marlin, the ISC found that there is a linearly 

decreasing trend in estimated recruitment with time. If the long-term recruitment scenario is used for future 

projections, then the observed long-term recruitment time series requires the assumption that there is no 

time trend. The ISC concluded that the short-term recruitment scenario is most appropriate for conducting 

MLS projections In response to a request from NC15 that the ISC 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, the ISC could not provide a straightforward explanation at present in part 

because it is difficult to identify explanatory factors due to uncertainties in assessment model. The ISC 

Billfish Working Group will attempt to address this issue in the next assessment of this stock. ISC concluded 

that there is no change to the stock status of striped marlin. As for conservation information, if the stock 

continues to experience recruitment consistent with the short-term recruitment scenario (2012-2016), then 

catches must be reduced to 60% of the WCPFC catch quota from CMM 2010-01 (3,397 mt) to 1,359 mt in 

order to achieve a 60% probability of rebuilding to 20%SSB0=3,610 mt by 2022. This change in catch 

corresponds to a reduction of roughly 37% from the recent average yield of 2,151 mt. In addition, 

retrospective analyses (ISC/19/ANNEX/11) show that the assessment model appears to overestimate 

spawning potential in recent years, which may mean the projection results are ecologically optimistic. 

 The USA stated that the information provided would support adopting the rebuilding plan approved 

by WCPFC16 for North Pacific striped marlin and removing the “interim” designation.  

 The EU referenced discussions at SC16 regarding the status of Pacific bluefin tuna and the decision 

by ISC to not use a grid approach to structural uncertainty; the EU suggested that resulting projections are 

therefore relatively optimistic. The EU inquired why the ISC continued to use this approach, and whether it 

could be envisaged to undertake a benchmark exercise the results and compare the robustness of the two 

approaches. In relation to North Pacific striped marlin, the EU referenced that the WCPFC Convention 

defines MSY as a default target reference point for all stocks. The ISC Chair stated that ISC was optimistic 

on the probability of achieving rebuilding of the stock. The Chair of the ISC Pacific Bluefin Tuna Working 

Group, Dr. Shuya Nakatsuka, noted that SPC, in conducting analyses for WCPFC, had only recently started 

employing structural uncertainty grids, which were used mainly to address data inconsistencies. There are 

very detailed data available for Pacific bluefin tuna which clearly shows the biomass trend of the stock, and 

the data are very consistent. For that reason, the Working Group has adopted a best-case approach to find 

the best model to fit the data. He stated that sensitivity tests are also used to check if the current model has 

the best fit. He stated that they were aware of the issues raised by the EU but did think the results generated 

were necessarily optimistic. He stated the various points that had been raised would be considered for the 

next stock assessment. The ISC Chair concurred regarding the default TRPs mentioned by the EU, and 

stated that they sought to illustrate that these defaults may not be the best choices for particular stocks. 

 Korea noted its concern regarding the stock status of North Pacific striped marlin, and expressed 

interest in working with the USA on their proposal (detailed in WCPFC17-2020-DP08) in 2021. Korea 

inquired why the initial rebuilding target (20%SSB F=0) used a timeframe of 2022. The ISC Chair stated that 

this date was set in CMM 2010-01, when 2022 presumably seemed to be far into the future. 

 The Commission noted the stock status of bigeye, yellowfin, skipjack and South Pacific albacore 

as presented by the Scientific Services Provider (SPC). 

 The Commission noted the stock status of North Pacific albacore, Pacific Bluefin tuna, and North 

Pacific striped marlin as presented by the International Scientific Committee for Tuna and Tuna-like 

Species in the Northern Pacific Ocean (ISC). 
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7.2 Bigeye, Skipjack and Yellowfin 

  7.2.1 Harvest Strategy Issues 

   7.2.2.1 Review of target reference point for skipjack 

 

 Dr. Graham Pilling (SPC) presented WCPFC17-2020-11 Updates to WCPO Skipjack Tuna 

Projected Stock Status to Inform Consideration of an Updated Target Reference Point, which is an update 

of WCPFC16-2019-14/SC16-2020-MI-WP-02 and made the following points:  

(i) The paper presents the results of analyses requested by WCPFC16 and SC16 to assist WCPFC17 in 

its review of the performance of the interim skipjack tuna TRP, in particular examining candidate 

revised interim skipjack TRPs of 42%, 44%, 46%, 48% and 50% of SB/SBF=0. It also provides 

further requested information to aid WCPFC17 (paras 258 and 259 of the WCPFC16 Summary 

Report) on:  

• the formulation of TRPs for skipjack tuna, noting: 

o 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 

o the approach to the formulation of a skipjack tuna TRP proposed in WCPFC16-2019-

DP01; and  

•  [the impact of] effort creep estimated in relation to the TRPs. 

 

(ii) The WCPO skipjack tuna assessment agreed at SC15 incorporated new information on the biology 

of the stock (e.g. the pattern of maturity-at-length), a new spatial structure, and new model settings. 

In a similar way to the assessment of WCPO bigeye tuna performed in 2017, this changed the 

perception of the status of the stock and its productivity compared to the model upon which 

decisions on the skipjack TRP was based (CMM 2015-06). The paper compares the results of the 

2014, 2016 and 2019 assessments to illustrate this. As requested by WCPFC16, the paper also 

presents a comparable analysis to that of WCPFC-MOW-WP-03, using the agreed 2019 skipjack 

assessment, and indicates changes in effort and biomass (depletion) from 2012 and recent (2015–

2018 average) levels, and median equilibrium yield (as a proportion of MSY) associated with 

strategies that maintain a median of spawning biomass depletion (SB/SBF=0) at WCPFC16-specified 

depletion levels. These are compared to the results under 2012 ‘baseline’ fishing levels (2012 effort 

levels in the purse seine fishery and recent catch levels in Indonesia/Philippines/Vietnam domestic 

fisheries). Under baseline (2012) fishing levels the stock is predicted, on average, to fall slightly 

compared to ‘recent’ (2015–2018) levels (44% SBF=0), to 42% SBF=0. This is very slightly below 

2012 depletion levels, but is an equivalent % SBF=0 value at 2 decimal places. Examining the four 

other median depletion levels requested by WCPFC16 (50%, 48%, 46% and 44% SBF=0), these 

levels imply reductions in purse seine effort from 2012 levels of 7% to 25%, lead to predicted 

increases in spawning biomass from 2012 levels of 3%–18%, and either maintained biomass at 

recent levels, or predict an increase by 5%–13%. Total equilibrium yield is predicted to reduce 

compared to that under 2012 ‘baseline’ levels, to 69%–78% of MSY. There was no risk of falling 

below the LRP associated with any of these depletion levels based on the current uncertainty 

framework.  

(iii) SC16 requested additional information comparing TRP levels to baseline years used for other 

tropical tuna stocks in CMM 2018-01 (2012-2015 average conditions), and an indication of the 

recent effort levels relative to the 2012 baseline used here. For the former, a column has been added 

to the results table. For the latter, recent effort levels in terms of numbers of sets in the tropical purse 

seine fishery have been 87% (2015–2018 average) and 98% (2019 levels) of those in 2012. SC16 
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also requested an analysis of the TRP where fishing mortality (rather than fishing effort/catch) was 

maintained. The results of that analysis are presented in Annex 3 of WCPFC17-2020-11.  

(iv) Regarding the additional two requests from WCPFC16: SC15 advised that WCPFC16 might 

“identify a reference year, or set of years, which may be appropriate to use as a baseline for a 

skipjack TRP”. WCPFC16-2019-DP01 called for a TRP “that is consistent with the level of fishing 

effort for skipjack in 2012 and the condition of the skipjack stock in 2012”. The text defining a TRP 

should refer to the management objectives that the TRP is designed to achieve. The formulation as 

specified in WCPFC16-2019-DP01 does that and is suitably explicit in that it allows the technical 

re-estimation of the appropriate TRP-consistent stock depletion value when new knowledge of the 

stock is obtained (as for skipjack here). It is broadly consistent with the approach adopted for South 

Pacific albacore. However, SPC notes two things:  

• The assumption has been made that 2012 fishing effort levels are those in the purse seine fishery 

specifically, as this is not specified within the TRP text.  

• As examined within this paper, this formulation is consistent (2012 fishing conditions lead to 

an ‘equilibrium’ stock status equal to that in 2012), but care must be taken if the incorporation 

of increased biological or fishery understanding within the skipjack assessment meant this 

consistency was then lost. Therefore, the weighting of each objective (the fishing effort and 

2012 stock status) should be specified.  

 

(v) WCPFC16 requested advice on whether effort creep should be considered when identifying TRP 

levels. In theory, where the primary management objective was to maintain a level of CPUE within 

the fishery, this might need to be considered. In practice, this is not feasible as the future level of 

effort creep within the purse seine fishery is not known. Estimates of historical trends (if available) 

do not necessarily indicate future fishery performance, while assuming some arbitrary level of effort 

creep within an analysis could lead to an inappropriate TRP level if that effort creep assumption 

were to prove incorrect. Therefore, effort creep within the purse seine fishery has not been assumed 

in these analyses. To ensure objectives are met if effort creep occurs, an adaptive approach where 

the management settings are reviewed as required over time is suggested as the most appropriate. 

This would occur automatically within the harvest strategy framework, where management 

procedures robust to effort creep can be identified, and the monitoring strategy can identify whether 

the adopted management procedure is effective. 

 Japan stated that this issue had been discussed for several years, whether 42%SBF=0 is equivalent to 

50% SBF=0 based on the latest stock assessment. Japan made the following points: (i) inquired regarding the 

comparison of depletion trajectories (Figure 2 in WCPFC17-2020-11) and asked for clarification regarding 

the fluctuations in these trajectories for the 2014, 2016 and 2019 stock assessments; (ii) noted that 

calculating an interim TRP based on a new stock assessment differed from establishing a TRP for skipjack, 

as the latter must take into account biological and socioeconomic factors; and (iii) regarding effort creep, 

noted that SPC suggests adaptive management, which would be incorporated into management procedures, 

but inquired how this would be done, and what parameter would be put into the management model? 

  In response to (i), SPC clarified that the 2014 and 2016 stock assessments had very similar spatial 

structures with 5 regions. The 2019 model has an 8-region structure, and the model must then fit to all the 

data within it, using different maturity-at-length data and spatial structure. This can account for some 

differences between the 2019 and other trajectories. However, in the recent period (post- about 2007) the 

2019 stock assessment depletion trajectory is below those for 2014 and 2016. Regarding (ii), SPC stated 

that in the future the 2019 stock assessment would be the basis of its assessment and harvest strategy work, 

and ensuring management reference points are consistent with that perception of the stock would be helpful. 



WCPFC17 Summary Report 

Issued: 3 May 2021 
 

34 

 

Regarding (iii), SPC stated that in the stock assessment it assumes that catchability is constant. In the harvest 

strategy operating model SPC can assume that effort does not remain constant, SPC can adjust the effective 

effort to try and capture the range of uncertainty and effort creep, and then see how effective the management 

procedure is at dealing with this, and whether the stock remains around the TRP over time.  

 PNG, on behalf of FFA members, noted the work by SPC in support of the discussions relating to 

the TRP for skipjack and thanked SPC and all CCMs for work in support of the development of a harvest 

strategy for skipjack. However, FFA members stated their concern that these efforts may be at a risk of 

being delayed if the Commission is not able to agree to a TRP. FFA members stated they have carefully 

considered the results of the analysis requested by WCPFC16 from SC16 on the formulation of a skipjack 

TRP and understand that a depletion ratio of 42% SBF=0 is consistent with the objectives for the fishery that 

defined the previous interim TRP. FFA members stated that this should be adopted by this Commission, 

noting that:  

• the assumption has been made that the 2012 fishing effort levels are those in the purse seine 

fishery specifically, and 

• that the weighting of each objective (the fishing effort and 2012 stock status) should be 

specified.   

 

If the Commission is unable to agree on a TRP for skipjack at WCPFC17, and to aid in ongoing discussions 

on the TRPs in 2021, FFA members requested that SPC provide additional analysis on the options of 36%, 

38% and 40% depletion ratio TRPs.  FFA members stated they look forward to re-engaging with all CCMS 

during 2021 and hope for a productive discussion of a new TRP for skipjack at SC17 and WCPFC18. 

 

 The USA stated its view that the interim skipjack TRP of 50% remains in effect; the fact that the 

Commission did not adopt a new TRP does not mean the interim TRP lapsed. It suggested that a rollover of 

the tropical tuna measure should maintain the text in paragraph 13 which refers to the  interim TRP. The 

USA stated it was open to revising the interim TRP, noting two approaches had been suggested: by 

decreasing it (noting that SPC’s work provides the information needed to do that), or by expressing the TRP 

so it is directly tied to conditions in 2012 or another baseline year (this would require deciding whether to 

link to the stock size, level of effort, CPUE, or both, and then weight in some specific way). The USA noted 

this was addressed in WCPFC17-2020-11, and advocated by FFA members. The USA suggested that if the 

Commission ties the TRP to a specific level of effort or CPUE, it need not translate that to a specific stock 

size. It could simply say “2012 level of fishing effort” for example. The USA looked forward to further 

discussion on this in 2021.  

 Indonesia inquired (i) whether the decrease in the depletion trajectory using the 2019 stock 

assessment reflected biological parameters used in the analysis, or was because of the new regions, or other 

factors, such as the increase in the purse seine catch in 2019; and (ii) regarding the level of risk beyond 

2019? In reply, SPC stated regarding (i) that it would have to review the impact of the change in regional 

structure and the biological information. Regarding (ii), in terms of risk of being below the 42%,there is no 

risk of falling below the LRP if the stock is on average at 42%, based on the current risk framework used in 

the current projection work. If the TRP was 42%, then on average there is a 50% risk of being above or 

below the TRP at any time.  

 Solomon Islands, on behalf of PNA members, supported the FFA statement and maintained support 

for a skipjack TRP, as formulated by FFA in WCPFC17-2020-DP01. PNA members stated that deciding 

on a revised skipjack TRP is critically important to maintain the momentum of the Commission’s work on 

Harvest Strategies, and they looked forward to a revised TRP being adopted when circumstances allow. 
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 Chinese Taipei commented regarding effort creep, that fishing effort showed a substantial decline 

since 2011, while catch has increased, indicating there is clear effort creep in the fishery. Chinese Taipei 

stated they understood that it is difficult to predict effort creep in the future, but suggested estimates for past 

effort creep could be made, to gain an appreciation of how large it is. Chinese Taipei stated its understanding 

that effort creep was not included in the skipjack stock assessment, and inquired whether the current stock 

status would be more pessimistic if effort creep was included? 

 SPC stated that effort appears to have declined, while catch is fluctuating but is relatively stable 

overall. It stated that its preference would be to be able to estimate how much of that is due to biological 

factors and how much to effort creep. SPC noted it examined factors such as sets per day for SC, but that 

these are simply indicators. SPC has a staff member dedicated to getting results on this issue. Regarding the 

effect on the skipjack stock assessment, abundance is based on the pole and line fishery; and SC is looking 

at using purse seine information in region 8. SPC noted that the pole and line industry is changing rapidly, 

and SPC is looking at transferring to a purse seine-based abundance index in the future.  

 The EU noted that prior to 1990 the depletion trajectories for SB/SBF=0 exceed 1 and asked (i) how 

this is possible, and inquired (ii) whether the median depletion level of 42% in 2018 based on the 2019 

assessment was correct? The EU stated that the Harvest Strategy concept is new for all CCMs, noting that 

when the TRP was adopted it was not expected that changes in the stock assessment could have such an 

impact on the TRP. The EU supported defining the TRP so that the Commission does not have to face a 

similar situation for other species in the future, and noted the useful proposals in the SPC and FFA papers. 

The EU also noted the need for fairness. It stated that while it would agree that the measure that was adopted 

for the SKJ TRP was aiming at maintaining the status quo of the reference period, it has not expired, 

observing that other measures have similar provisions, and these have not expired just because they have 

not been reviewed. The EU agreed with the USA that the CMM is still in place, and that there was a need 

to revise the CMM to reflect the Commission’s intent. SPC replied regarding (i) that over a 10-year period 

it was possible to have the spawning biomass exceed the unfished spawning biomass, leading to a ratio 

greater than 1.0, as seen in the late 1980s in the 2019 skipjack projections; and (ii) that the figure of 42% 

SB2018/SBF=0 is specific to 2018, and calculated in the same way as LRPs, and differs from the SBrecent/SBF=0 

that appears in some stock assessments or SC reports. 

 RMI on behalf of PNA members supported the view in WCPFC17-2020-DP01 that the CMM 

2015-06 is redundant and should be removed from the WCPFC list of active CMMs. The CMM states in 

paragraph 2 that the interim TRP set out in the CMM “shall be an interim target reference point until it is 

reviewed”. Last year the Commission reviewed the interim TRP and could not agree on a revised TRP. On 

that basis, PNA considers that there is no interim TRP in place and supported the FFA proposal for CMM 

2015-06 to be removed from the WCPFC list of active measures. 

 Japan agreed with the USA and the EU that unless the Commission agreed to eliminate CMM 2015-

06 it remained in force. Japan noted that the CMM does not state it will expire in the absence of an agreement 

in 2019. Japan noted that it had consulted with the Legal Adviser on the issue of the interim TRP and 

confirmed that Japan’s understanding is correct. Japan also observed that the CMM 2015-06 TRP is an 

interim TRP; changing the 50% to say 42% is one thing, but did not address the TRP that needed to be 

selected for use in the harvest strategy or management strategy for tropical tuna.  

 USA observed that there was a consensus that the TRP needed to change. Regarding whether the 

interim TRP remained in effect the USA noted that no member had made a proposal to change CMM 2015-

06, which is directly referenced in other CMM (e.g., paragraph 13 of CMM 2018-01), and that as such the 

CMM would by necessity remain in force.   
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 RMI on behalf of PNA members requested that a note be placed on the List of Active Measures to 

indicate that most CCMs consider that CMM 2015-06 is not active. In response the USA objected to the 

inclusion of such a note, noting there was no consensus regarding the CMM’s current status, or changing its 

status. 

 The Legal Adviser confirmed that CMM 2015-06 provides (in paragraph 8) for a review in 2019 

and thereafter whenever relevant information may be made available. She stated there is no indication in the 

measure of an intent for CMM 2015-06 to expire if no agreement on a review was reached before 2019. In 

addition, the context of CMM 2015-06 as a whole, and the fact that it is referred to in other CMMs, indicates 

there is no automatic expiry of CMM 2015-06 if the 2019 review produced no result.  

 

 The Commission noted the presentation by SPC of the results of analyses it undertook to assist 

WCPFC17 in its review of the performance of the interim skipjack tuna TRP.  

 The Commission agreed to continue intersessional work to review and revise, as appropriate, a 

TRP for skipjack in the future. 

 The Commission requested SPC to update the skipjack TRP work by including additional 

candidates, including 36%, 38% and 40% in the median depletion table. 

 

   7.2.1.2 Target reference point for bigeye and yellowfin 

 

 Dr. Steven Hare (SPC) presented WCPFC17-2020-12_rev1 SC16-Requested Analyses to Inform 

WCPFC17 Discussions on Candidate Target Reference Points for WCPO Bigeye and Yellowfin Tuna.  New 

stock assessments for WCPO bigeye and yellowfin tuna, agreed to by SC16, indicated that both stocks are 

on average not overfished nor subject to overfishing. This paper presents results of analyses requested by 

SC16 to assist WCPFC17 in the identification of interim target reference points for WCPO bigeye and 

yellowfin tuna stocks (Tables 1 - 3 in WCPFC17-2020-12_rev1). It presents the stock and fishery 

consequences of SC16-defined stock depletion levels (SB/SBF=0) consistent with specified historical 

conditions and stock risk levels (SC16 Outcomes Document, paragraphs 76–78). For each depletion level, 

results are presented comparably to those in WCPFC16-2019-14 for skipjack tuna, indicating changes in 

biomass from both 2012–2015 and recent (2015–2018 average) levels, changes in fishing from baseline 

(2016–2018 average) levels, median equilibrium yield (as a proportion of MSY), risk relative to the agreed 

limit reference point, and SC16-requested per-recruit metrics. Steven Hare made the following points: 

(i) Tables 1 - 3 in WCPFC17-2020-12_rev1 indicates that under baseline (2016-2018 average) fishing 

conditions, both bigeye and yellowfin stocks were projected to increase relative to 2012-2015 

average levels, and either remain at recent (2015-2018 average) levels (yellowfin) or increase 

(bigeye). For both bigeye and yellowfin, CMM 2018-01 specifies that pending agreement on a TRP, 

the spawning biomass depletion ratio (SB/SBF=0) is to be maintained at or above the average 

SB/SBF=0 for 2012-2015. Achieving that depletion level for bigeye implied increases in fishing from 

2016-2018 levels by 38% (recent recruitment) and 22% (assuming long-term recruitment) and 

resulted in a calculated risk of falling below the LRP of 3% (recent recruitment) or 14% (long-term 

recruitment). For yellowfin, it also implied increased fishing by 29%, and no calculated risk of 

falling below the LRP.  
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(ii) The implications of achieving depletion levels +/- 10% from the 2012-2015 average levels are also 

presented in Tables 1 - 3 in WCPFC17-2020-12_rev1. An alternative SC16-specified candidate 

reference point was equivalent to 2000-2004 average depletion levels. For bigeye, this depletion 

level required fishing to be reduced by 4% (recent recruitment) or 17% (long-term recruitment), and 

resulted in no, or a minimal (1% assuming long-term recruitment patterns) risk of falling below the 

LRP. For yellowfin, 2000-2004 average depletion levels implied increasing fishing by 34% from 

baseline levels, and there was no risk of falling below the LRP calculated at that level. Final SC16-

specified depletion levels related to those equivalent to a 10% and 20% risk of falling below the 

LRP. For bigeye, this implied increases in fishing by 55% and 70% (recent recruitment) and 12% 

and 33% (long-term recruitment), respectively. Under recent recruitments, those risk levels were 

achieved at stock sizes 12%-23% lower than 2012-2015 levels. Under the less productive long-term 

recruitment assumption those risk levels implied a 6% less depleted stock and 10% more depleted 

stock respectively, relative to 2012-2015 average depletion. For yellowfin, 200% greater fishing 

than baseline levels (a scalar of 3) was required to achieve a 10% risk level; these were considered 

unrealistic, and a 20% risk-based depletion level was therefore not pursued further for this stock.  

(iii) With reference to the risk-related depletion levels, which represent ‘minimum’ TRP values 

consistent with those risk levels, as noted in previous papers the choice of a TRP can be based on a 

combination of biological, ecological and socio-economic considerations, which would likely imply 

higher TRP levels than the ‘minimum’ TRPs calculated.  As agreed at SC16, within this analysis 

purse seine effort and longline catch are ‘scaled’ equally relative to baseline levels. Scalars are 

applied to overall purse seine effort i.e. both associated and unassociated sets are increased or 

decreased, with the relative pattern reflecting that over the 2016-18 baseline period. Results will 

therefore generally differ from that in the CMM 2018-01 evaluation being presented to WCPFC17. 

It should be noted that candidate TRP levels can be achieved under different combinations of future 

purse seine and longline levels, which will have implications for the other metrics calculated. If 

desired, identification of a limited sub-set of candidate interim TRP levels is strongly recommended 

before that style of analysis is undertaken. As noted in previous papers discussing TRP formulation, 

there is a need to have specific language defining the TRP level, based upon the management 

objective that the TRP is designed to achieve. That language needs to be suitably specific so that 

the TRP can be recalculated in the case that in the future, new biological or fishery knowledge leads 

to an updated perception of stock status from the stock assessments. The new information 

incorporated within the 2020 yellowfin tuna stock assessment implies a more robust stock than 

estimated previously, as seen by the minimal risks of falling below the LRP identified at the levels 

identified here. It should be noted that key areas for further work on the yellowfin assessment were 

identified for the coming year, and an external review of the assessment is planned for 2022. While 

the assessment is viewed as the best scientific information currently available, the further work 

underway may lead to changes in the perception of stock status and robustness. 

 PNG on behalf of PNA members stated that the analysis indicates CMM 2018-01 is working well 

and is projected to achieve its objectives. At this point, the major concern of PNA members is the recovery 

in purse seine effort in 2020 shown in the SPC presentation, and PNA members are interested in seeing 

whether this would affect the conclusions of the paper when the full 2020 data become available. SPC stated 

that as these new data come in and a better estimate of the purse seine effort is available SPC will revisit the 

TRP calculations for both species. 

 Kiribati on behalf of FFA members stated that is a substantive issue that requires significant time 

and effort to discuss. They stated their understanding that there will be an external review of the stock 

assessment for bigeye and yellowfin tuna over the next few years, although that should not prevent 

progressing the Commission’s work on developing potential TRPs. FFA members stated they will consider 
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the results of SPC’s analysis and the outcomes of the assessment review process (when these become 

available) with the intention of making a decision on the TRPs in the near future and within the time frames 

under the Harvest Strategy Work Plan.  

 Indonesia indicated that it found it difficult to consider the results for yellowfin and bigeye when 

combined, and requested that these two species be treated separately in future to make it easier to follow the 

outcomes. 

  Japan inquired whether skipjack could be included when producing tables to show the depletion 

ratios in different scenarios, acknowledging that this would be complicated because the longline fishery 

does not target skipjack. SPC stated that it could add skipjack to the analysis, and could separate the various 

analyses in the future.  

 

 The Commission noted the presentation by SPC of the results of analyses it undertook on 

candidate TRPs for bigeye and yellowfin (WCPFC17-2020-12_rev1). 

 The Commission agreed it would be difficult to identify TRPs for bigeye and yellowfin during 

WCPFC17 and to continue its consideration in the future. 

 The Commission requested SPC to include skipjack equivalent depletion levels and to provide 

separate TRP presentations for bigeye and yellowfin in the future to aid the Commission’s consideration 

of candidate TRPs for bigeye and yellowfin. 

 

  7.2.2  Review of CMM 2018–01  

 

 Dr. Paul Hamer (SPC) presented WCPFC17-2020-14 Evaluation of CMM 2018-01 for Tropical 

Tuna: 2020 Update, which evaluates the potential for CMM 2018-01 to achieve its objectives for bigeye, 

yellowfin and skipjack stocks as specified in paragraphs 12-14 of CMM 2018-01. The evaluations are based 

on the most recent SC-agreed stock assessments, and for all three tropical tuna stocks these now include 

data through 2018. The evaluation applies a two-step approach consistent with recent tropical tuna CMM 

evaluations: first, quantify provisions of each option such that translate each specified management option 

into future potential levels of purse seine effort and longline catch; and second, evaluate potential 

consequences of each option over the long-term for bigeye, yellowfin and skipjack tuna, against the aims 

specified in CMM 2018-01. Paul Hamer made the following points: 

(i) Step 1. For the evaluation, assumptions are required regarding the impact that the FAD closure 

period and/or high seas effort limits will have on FAD-related effort, and the potential future catches 

of longline fleets. These assumptions are consistent with those made in previous CMM evaluations 

and include whether effort and catch limits specified within the CMM are taken by a flag CCM, 

particularly where those limits are higher than recent fishing levels. Under these assumptions, SPC 

defines three scenarios of future purse seine effort and longline catch, based upon a baseline average 

period of 2016-2018, the most recent period available in the latest assessments for all three key 

tropical tuna. In calculating the implications of CMM 2018-01, SPC calculated adjusted ‘CMM 

equivalent’ catches and effort for each baseline year and then averaged those adjusted values, due 

to differences in annual management arrangements across 2016-2018. The scenarios are 

summarised as:  
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• ‘2016-2018 average’: purse seine effort and longline catch levels are maintained at the average 

levels seen over the years 2016-2018, providing a ‘baseline’ for comparison.  

• ‘Optimistic’: under a 3 month FAD closure, purse seine CCMs make an additional 1/8th FAD 

sets relative to the number in 2016 and 2017, when a 4 month closure was in place (i.e. 8 

months FAD fishing in those years). The additional 2 month ‘high seas’ FAD closure (5 months 

in total on the ‘high seas’) reduces the number of FAD sets by 1/8th of those made on the ‘high 

seas’ in 2016 when the 4 month closure was in place. In 2017, when the high seas were closed 

to FAD fishing all year, an additional 7 months of high seas FAD sets (based on average 

monthly high seas FAD set levels in 2016 and 2018) were assumed to be made. In 2018, purse 

seine effort was not adjusted as management arrangements were consistent with those under 

CMM 2018-01. CCMs with longline limits take their specified catch limit or 2016-2018 

average level if lower, and other CCMs take their 2016-2018 average catch.  

• ‘Pessimistic’: every CCM fishes the maximum allowed under the CMM. Purse seine CCMs 

undertake an additional 1/8th FAD sets relative to the number over 2016 and 2017 when the 4 

month closure was in operation. The additional 2-month ‘high seas’ FAD closure reduces the 

number of sets by 1/8th of those set on the high seas in 2016, but increases them by the 

equivalent of 7 months for 2017. Where specified ‘high seas’ effort limits allow additional 

fishing relative to actual annual levels in 2016, 2017 and 2018, additional FAD sets are assumed 

on a proportional basis. Limited longline non-SIDS CCMs take their entire specified/2000 mt 

limits, and U.S. Territories take the 2000 mt limit applied in USA domestic legislation, 2016-

2018 average level assumed for other SIDS.  

 

(ii) Based on these scenarios and the most recent catch and effort data (October 2020), catch and effort 

scalars were calculated relative to the 2016-2018 baseline and these were applied in the stock 

projections in step 2. The ‘Optimistic’ and ‘Pessimistic’ scenarios assume the change in FAD 

closure periods under CMM 2018-01 equates to a proportional increase/decrease in FAD sets (see 

also Appendix 1 of WCPFC17-2020-14). Other key assumptions across stocks were that total purse 

seine effort remained constant (increases in FAD sets led to a decrease in free school sets), while 

for yellowfin, longline catch changes were assumed to proportionally match those evaluated for 

bigeye tuna. ‘Other fisheries’, which have a notable impact on yellowfin stock status, were assumed 

to remain constant at 2016-2018 average levels within the analysis. 

(iii)  Step 2. SPC uses 30-year stochastic stock projections to evaluate potential long-term consequences 

of resulting future fishing levels under each scenario, in comparison to 2016-2018 average 

conditions for each of the three tropical tuna stocks. For each, projections were run across the grid 

of models agreed by SC as the basis for advice. WCPFC16 (Summary Report, paragraphs 275), 

considered the development of TRPs for bigeye and yellowfin and agreed that in the interim, paras. 

12 and 14 of CMM 2018-01 be retained and therefore continue to apply to this evaluation. However, 

SPC notes that the interim TRP for skipjack (CMM 2015-06, referenced in CMM 2018-01, 

paragraph 13) was expected to be reviewed no later than 2019. Formal review and a decision on the 

skipjack TRP are not yet complete. WCPFC17-2020-14 therefore does not presume a TRP for 

skipjack, but expresses spawning biomass depletion relative to 2012-2015, consistent with bigeye 

and yellowfin.  

(iv) The potential long-term performance of the CMM against those objectives varied between stocks.  

For bigeye tuna, performance of CMM 2018-01 was influenced by the assumed future recruitment 

levels (Table 1 in WCPFC17-2020-14). If recent above-average recruitments continue into the 

future, all scenarios examined achieve the aims of the CMM, in that median spawning biomass is 

projected to remain stable or increase slightly relative to 2012-2015 levels, and the median fishing 
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mortality is projected to decline slightly for the 2016-2018 average and ‘optimistic’ scenarios but 

increase for the ‘pessimistic’ CMM scenario, although still remaining below FMSY. If the less 

positive, long-term average recruitment continues into the future, spawning biomass depletion also 

improves relative to 2012-2015 levels for the 2016-2018 average and ‘optimistic’ scenarios, but 

declines under the ‘pessimistic’ scenario. Under that recruitment assumption, future risk of 

spawning biomass falling below the LRP (SB/SBF=0 = 0.2) increases to between 5% and 19%, 

dependent on the CMM scenario. In turn, all three future fishing scenarios imply increases in fishing 

mortality under the long-term recruitment conditions, and for the ‘pessimistic’ scenario, F exceeds 

FMSY at the end of the projection period. For yellowfin and skipjack, ‘long-term’ historical 

recruitment patterns were assumed to hold into the future. Results for skipjack (Table 2 in 

WCPFC17-2020-14) were consistent across the different CMM 2018-01 scenarios, as overall purse 

seine effort was assumed to remain constant at 2016-2018 average levels, and the impact of longline 

catch is negligible. Under 2016-2018 average fishing levels and ‘long term’ recruitment, the 

skipjack stock is projected to stabilise at 43% SB/SBF=0, around 10% lower than the average 

depletion over 2012-2015, while F increases slightly to around 70% FMSY. There was no risk of 

breaching the adopted LRP, but a 16%-18% risk of F exceeding FMSY by the end of the projection 

period. Results for yellowfin tuna, under all scenarios produced similar results (Table 2 in 

WCPFC17-2020-14), with the stock stabilising at 57%-59% SB/SBF=0, a slight increase above the 

target levels in 2012-2015, and F remaining well below FMSY. For all scenarios there was a 0% risk 

of breaching the adopted LRP or F exceeding FMSY.  

(v) Examining the levels of fishing in 2019, the first year in which CMM 2018-01 applied, purse seine 

FAD effort levels were lower than those anticipated under the ‘optimistic’ CMM scenario. The total 

number of FAD sets decreased by 3% compared to the baseline average. The total 2019 longline 

bigeye catch was 17% higher than the 2016-2018 baseline average, producing a scalar somewhat 

higher than the ‘optimistic’ scenario, but lower than the ‘pessimistic’ scenario. Similarly, for 

yellowfin the catch was higher than that anticipated under the ‘optimistic’ scenario for longline. The 

longline yellowfin catch was 37% higher than the 2016-2018 baseline, a level still within the range 

estimated for the ‘optimistic’ and ‘pessimistic’ longline scenarios. The new information 

incorporated within the 2020 yellowfin tuna stock assessment implies a more robust stock than 

estimated previously, as seen by the zero risks of depletion falling below the LRP and F increasing 

above FMSY. It should be noted that key areas for further work on the yellowfin assessment were 

identified for the coming year, and an external review of the assessment is planned for 2022. While 

the assessment is viewed as the best scientific information currently available, the further work 

underway may lead to changes in the perception of stock status and the implications of CMM 2018-

01. Appendices 2 to 4 of WCPFC17-2020-14 present the results of additional analyses requested 

by CCMs at previous Commission meetings and subsidiary body meetings. 

 The Chair drew CCMs’ attention to the specific recommendations from SC16 and TCC16 that relate 

to the review of the CMM 2018-01, as set forth in WCPFC17-2020-13 rev1 Reference Document for the 

Review of CMM 2018-01 and Development of Harvest Strategies under CMM 2014-06 (Bigeye, Yellowfin 

and Skipjack Tuna), WCPFC17-2020-IP03 Summary of the Reports Received Under Tropical Tuna CMMs 

2018-2020, and WCPFC17-2020-IP04 Catch and Effort Tables on Tropical Tuna CMMs.  

 Dr. Graham Pilling (SPC) presented WCPFC17-2020-16, Additional SC16 requested analyses of 

relevance to CMM2018-01 review. SC16 requested that SPC provide information to inform the Commission 

of options for the tropical tuna CMM (SC16 Outcomes Document paragraph 79; see Appendix 1). Following 

agreement with the latest stock assessments for WCPO bigeye and yellowfin tuna at SC16, the SC called 

for updates to specific plots in SC15-MI-WP01 (Figures 2 and 3 for yellowfin and bigeye tuna, 

respectively), with further summaries of the implications of different fishing levels on these stocks. To this 
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end, stochastic projections from the latest bigeye and yellowfin stock assessments have been performed, 

where future fishery conditions are defined under the specified grid elements of fishing effort (purse seine) 

and catch (longline) multipliers. The resulting levels of bigeye and yellowfin equilibrium stock depletion 

(SB/SBF=0) have been estimated. The following procedure was used:  

• Stochastic projections were run for 30 years into the future from each 2020 stock assessment model 

within the agreed structural uncertainty grid for the bigeye or yellowfin stock.  

• Sufficient projections were performed from each grid model to approximate 1000 simulations for 

each purse seine effort/longline catch fishing combination for a stock.  

• Each future purse seine/longline fishing level combination was defined as a multiplier (scalar) 

relative to a baseline average period of 2016-2018.  

• Future recruitments to the stock were defined by the estimated stock recruitment relationship, with 

variability around it defined by recruitment estimates from the stock assessment over the most recent 

10 years (‘recent’ recruitment; bigeye only) or the long-term (1962–2016; both stocks).  

• Catchability was assumed to remain constant into the future (i.e. no effort creep).  

• The ‘equilibrium’ depletion level under the specified purse seine/longline fishing combination was 

calculated as the median SB2048/SBF=0, 2038-2047; after 30 years, the median level had reached 

equilibrium with the future fishing conditions assumed.  

• Risk of the stock falling below the limit reference point (LRP) under the specified purse 

seine/longline fishing combination was calculated as the proportion of depletion outcomes across 

the projections under the specified purse seine/longline fishing combination that in 2048 were below 

20%SBF=0.  

 

Results are presented in terms of the equilibrium depletion level and level of risk of falling below the LRP 

resulting from each gear combination for bigeye tuna (shown in Figures 1-4 in the paper for recent and long-

term recruitment assumptions) and yellowfin tuna (Figures 5 and 6). Levels of future fishing anticipated 

under CMM 2018-01 scenarios, relative to the 2016-2018 ‘baseline’ period is summarized in Table 1 in 

WCPFC17-2020-16. The presentation also briefly addressed (a) the relative contribution of purse seine and 

longline gears to the change in stock depletion, and the approximation of the absolute quantities that 

correspond to the scalars (for each purse seine scalar, numbers of both associated sets and unassociated sets, 

and for each longline scalar, longline species catch in mt; SC16 paragraph 79, 1a) and (b) fishery impact on 

WCPO bigeye tuna SSB, by fishery sector (for just the diagnostic case model, and including: longline, purse 

seine associated, purse seine unassociated, pole-and-line, and other). As noted within other SPC-OFP papers 

to WCPFC17, the new information incorporated within the 2020 yellowfin tuna stock assessment implies a 

more robust stock than estimated previously, as seen by the minimal risks of falling below the LRP identified 

at the levels identified here. It should be noted that key areas for further work on the yellowfin assessment 

were identified for the coming year, and an external review of the assessment is planned for 2022. While 

the assessment is viewed as the best scientific information currently available, the further work underway 

may lead to changes in the perception of stock status and robustness. 

 France stated its support for a rollover of CMM 2018-01, and for improvement of the current 

measure, noting that the virtual meeting would not allow negotiations regarding the CMM in 2020.  France 

stated that the priority is to avoid any gap in management. In identifying priorities to be given consideration 

in 2021, France recalled the concerns expressed in relation to maritime pollution by FADs, stating that 

French territories were impacted on a daily basis by FAD-related pollution. France reiterated its growing 

concern on the increase in the use of FADs; the cost to local authorities associated with the recovery of 

discarded FADs; and the increase of fishing effort in the high seas, and called for the adoption of measures 

to address these in 2021.  
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 Pew observed, in reference to SPC’s projections related to CMM 2018-01, that the “pessimistic” 

scenario assumes SIDS fleets maintain their catch at current levels in the future, and inquired whether it 

would not be reasonable to assume some arbitrary levels of growth in those fleets, in light of SIDS’ 

aspirations. SPC replied that it did not know what level of catch should be assumed, and therefore within 

the analysis catch levels are maintained at current levels.  

 The EU observed, in reference to the exemptions in CMM 2018-01 and their impact on the CMM’s 

effectiveness, that the number of vessels that benefit from footnote 1 in CMM 2018-01 increased from about 

50 in 2018 to about 150 in 2020 that were notified to the Commission, and suggested this was more than 

50% of the total that could potentially benefit in 2020. The EU inquired if the following questions could be 

addressed in similar future work by SPC to help clarify the impact of the exemptions: (i) Are all the notified 

vessels setting on FADs during the closure? (ii) What is the number of sets on FADs from these vessels 

during the closures? (iii) Are those sets taken into account in scientific analyses (e.g., evaluation of the 

performance of CMM 2018-01)? (iv) Do these vessels use these exemptions on the high seas? (v) Do these 

vessels use compatible measures and have those been tested to demonstrate their compatibility in terms of 

conservation benefits? (vi) Does the FADs closure exemption affect the robustness of the regular simulations 

of future scenarios for purse seine effort when projecting the status of the tropical tuna stocks into the future 

and in that case, what is the scale of the bias introduced and how can this be overcome in future evaluations? 

The EU also requested clarification regarding the calculation of purse seine scalars in Table 14 of 

WCPFC17-2020-14. 

  SPC stated that there is some confusion regarding the approach to estimating the number of vessels 

that fall under this exemption. SPC’s calculations finds that there were 49 distinct vessels in 2018, 58 for 

2019, and 92 in 2020, with a total of 95 distinct vessels over the 3-year period operating under CMM 2018-

01 footnote 1 based on data from WCPFC Circulars. Data for the catch and effort for the 92 vessels in 2020 

were not yet available. Regarding the scalars, in Table 14 of WCPFC17-2020-14 the potential impact of 

each SC15 additional request has been expressed as the potential change in the overall number of FAD sets. 

SPC subtracted or add those estimated FAD sets to the overall number under the CMM ‘optimistic’ and 

‘pessimistic’ scenarios, and re-calculated the purse seine scalars. Based upon the assumed impact of a month 

of FAD closure on the purse seine effort scalar (a month’s closure being equivalent to a scalar of 0.12, 

relative to the 2016-18 baseline), SPC related the number of FAD sets thus estimated to the equivalent 

primary FAD closure period.  

 EU thanked SPC, and stated that it hoped its other questions (i-vi), which were also listed in 

WCPFC17-2020-DP12), could be captured in future SPC work on this issue. Regarding high seas purse 

seine effort limits, the EU note this is related to the recent trend in fishing effort of CCMs that are not bound 

by effort limits, which increased from 243 fishing days in 2012 to over 3000 fishing days in 2019 

(WCPFC17- 2020-IP04_rev1 Catch and effort tables on tropical tuna CMMs). This additional effort 

appears to exceed by 50% the total allowable fishing effort of all CCMs listed in Attachment 1, Table 2 of 

CMM 2018-01. The EU had requested that SPC evaluate the impact of this effort that was not accounted for 

in the CMM, but stated it was unsure that the evaluation was undertaken in the way it had hoped. It compares 

the actual levels of effort with those expected in the various scenarios, which shows the global level of effort 

is slightly underestimated, but the EU noted that it is important to note that the effort by the CCMs not bound 

by limits is buffered by the overall trend in the fishery. The EU stated the analysis should take into account 

that the effort of those CCMs not bound by limits has increased in recent years. The EU stated its hope this 

could be addressed in the future, and asked if figures based on the data in WCPFC17-2020-IP04 could be 

added in the future to allow better visualization of trends. SPC stated regarding the issue of non-constrained 

flags fishing on the high seas, that effort is included in the baseline period of 2016-2018, but SPC stated it 

now realized that the EU was seeking to address the particular impact of that change on the scalars. 
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Regarding data visualization, SPC stated this was possible, but there are significant notes that must be 

appreciated when viewing trends in the data.  

 The USA acknowledged SPC’s efforts to provide updates to help in designing a better measure, 

and the EU for submitting DP12, and agreed it is very important to take into account all aspects of the 

measure, including the lack of limits and exemptions, and noted SPC’s efforts to address those. The USA 

stated it was important to take into account all those effects and do a thorough analysis when revising the 

measure.  

 Australia, on behalf of FFA members, stated that exemptions in CMMs were there to protect the 

development aspirations of SIDs, and that FFA members shared the EU’s goal of removing these, but that 

this would only be possible when SIDS’ development aspirations were catered to in a CMM framework 

through agreed limits and allocations that recognize the rights of SIDS as provided for under the Convention. 

FFA members looked forward to addressing these issues in 2021.   

 EU stated that having the exemptions without a framework leads to results that are detrimental to 

the goals of the CMM, which is why having an analysis is important, as it allows the exemptions to be 

framed rather than open ended. The EU stated it was seeking to avoid the use of some exemptions beyond 

their initial intent, observing that it seemed that under some circumstances exemptions granted for SIDS for 

the development purposes referenced by Australia are used by non-SIDS, which does not in any way 

facilitate the development of SIDS’ domestic fisheries. The EU noted that this was the type of deviation 

from the intent of the exemptions that should be addressed.  

 Korea recognized the importance of Article 30 of the Convention, and stated that the Commission 

should give due consideration to the requirements of SIDS but agreed that the exemptions in CMM 2018-

01 may undermine the intent of the measure. Korea stated that the Commission should address the issue 

urgently (in 2021, by WCPFC18), based on the best scientific information, together with the issue of 

chartered vessels. It stated that in any event the scope of the exemption should not be broadened further. 

 RMI, on behalf of PNA members, stated that the exemption was not the problem, and highlighted 

the efforts of SIDS to ensure the sustainability of the stock. They stated most SIDS exemptions are in place 

because larger developed CCMs insist on flag-based limits based on historical fishing patterns that serve 

their interests. The SIDS exemptions are there, in those cases, to protect the interests of SIDS to be able to 

exercise their sovereign rights in respect of developing fisheries in their own waters and to participate fairly 

in high seas fisheries in accordance with international law. The problem in managing high seas purse seine 

effort and longline bigeye fishing is the flag-based limits based on historical fishing , as shown in the analysis 

in Appendix 3 in WCPFC17-2020-14.  PNA members stated that is why the Commission agreed in 

paragraphs 28 and 44 of the CMM to work on sorting out the outdated flag-based arrangements so that hard 

limits, without exemptions, can be adopted for high seas purse seine effort and for longline bigeye fisheries.  

 China noted that in 2017 the Commission, in a closed meeting, addressed the issue of chartering 

arrangements, and that these have become part of the domestic fleet of SIDS. China stated its understanding 

that the current issue is that charter vessels do not implement the 3-month FAD closure. China inquired what 

the result was for the bigeye catch, noting that if it had increased too much it could be a serious issue. It 

looked forward to addressing these issues in 2021.  

 PNG stated it wanted to see the removal of exemptions but referenced the issue of capacity, and 

noted the avenues for cooperation that are developed through charters and other mechanisms. PNG stated it 

looks forward to the point where it can fully utilize the resources at its disposal, and urged all CCMs to 

avoid using provocative language in addressing the issue.  
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   7.2.2.1 Purse seine effort limits for the high seas  

  

 The USA stated it had been looking forward to a robust discussion and negotiations on the tropical 

tuna measure, but accepted this was not possible in 2020. It remarked on the improvements in video 

technology, and the fact that online meetings may be the new norm for a few years, and suggested the 

WCPFC could not delay adopting a new measure for too long. The USA stated its ongoing concern about 

the structure of CMM 2018-01 and how it drives financial dynamics for CCMs. With regard to longline 

catch limits, it stated the Commission should use the available stock for those CCMs that can add quota 

without adding capacity so that the risk of overfishing remains low. With regard to the purse seine fishery, 

the USA expressed concern about the viability of its fleet, and stated it has proposed some measures to bring 

equity to the CMMs. The USA also stressed its responsibility for its territories. The USA stated that although 

it had withdrawn its proposal (in WCPFC17-2020-DP02), it had concerns with the current tropical tuna 

measure, and sought to engage with CCMs in the future through a process that would enable all CCMs to 

help shape a CMM that is viable, ensures stewardship, and provides a structure that allows reasonable 

economic viability for fishing vessels. The USA offered several suggestions for a process that would ensure 

that all CCMs have a voice during the upcoming intersessional work: (i) create a series of working groups 

addressing an aspect of the issues under consideration (purse seine effort, longline quotas, FAD 

management), which would enable continuing progress even if roadblocks were encountered in one area; 

(ii) leave WCPFC17 with a clear timetable for starting these workshops (the USA suggested the first quarter 

of 2021); and (iii) have the workshops led by the WCPFC Chair and Vice Chair. The USA stated the goal 

of holding an intersessional meeting in May or June of 2021.  

 American Samoa agreed there is much work to be done intersessionally to enable the Commission 

to develop a successor to CMM 2018-01. It agreed that working groups could be organized and convened 

around those issues that are most contentious so those working groups could bring ideas and hopefully some 

degree of consensus regarding the issues to the intersessional meeting. It stated it would support a working 

group on the high seas, as this is an important issue to American Samoa because of the relatively small size 

of the United States EEZ around American Samoa. The fleet of USA-flagged purse seine vessels based in 

American Samoa to serve the raw material needs of its canneries have historically fished primarily in 

neighbouring EEZs and high seas areas. When the high seas are unavailable for fishing because of the high 

seas limits, purse seiners have to operate in fishing grounds more distant from American Samoa, and the 

boats sometimes find it uneconomical to return to American Samoa to unload their catch.  In August 2016, 

NOAA published a report analyzing closures to purse seiners, which indicates the very costly impacts from 

the closure on the American Samoa’s economy and highlights the strong connection between USA-flagged 

purse seine vessels and the broader American Samoa economy. American Samoa noted it depends on USA-

flagged purse seiners for over 95% of the purse seine caught raw material supply needed by its canneries. 

When those vessels cannot fish in the high seas near American Samoa, they must change their fishing 

grounds.  While this has no true conservation benefit, it does affect where the fishing vessels unload their 

catch, placing a significant conservation burden on American Samoa. The loss of fish supply caused by 

boats changing fishing grounds is compounded by the loss of supply resulting from boats changing from 

USA flag to non-USA flag in pursuit of increased fishing opportunities in the absence of FAD closure 

exemptions and high seas limits, and expectations of a less rigorous compliance regime.  

 Kiribati, on behalf FFA members, remarked on the importance of the tropical tuna measure and the 

fact that all the key tropical tuna stocks managed by WCPFC are considered to be biologically healthy. FFA 

members observed that through successive tropical tuna measures the Commission is improving the 

management of these fisheries that support economic development in Pacific SIDS and provide an important 

source of food for the world. Looking to 2021 and the development of the next tropical tuna measure, FFA 

members will focus on closing gaps in CMM 2018-01, particularly with respect to the setting of limits for 

fishing on the high seas and ensuring that the rights of developing CCMs, in particular SIDS, to participate 
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in high seas fisheries are given effect, as envisaged in paragraphs 28 and 44 of CMM 2018-01. FFA members 

stated they will continue to strengthen the management of tropical tuna fisheries within their EEZs, and 

emphasised their commitment to the Harvest Strategy workplan and the need to work towards agreed harvest 

strategies for tropical tuna fisheries, and to ensure that a revised tropical tuna measure helps in this effort.  

 China stated its view that a new tropical tuna CMM should be for three years, and suggested that 

the longline catch limit be returned to 2014 level, while noting it was uncertain what the impact would be 

on the tuna stock.  

 CNMI supported the principles behind the USA proposal, notably the need to revise the bigeye 

catch limits. CNMI commented on the need for a transparent process to develop a tropical tuna measure, 

and advocated for a series of workshops in 2021.  

 Niue on behalf of FFA members recognised the need for a structured intersessional process in 2021, 

particularly in the latter part of the year, to make progress before WCPFC18, and stated they would bring 

forward specific proposals for consideration as part of this process They stated that SPC would need to be 

tasked with supplying a range of analyses to support decision making, particularly in relation to the impacts 

of different management options in relation to overall management objectives. With regards to the process, 

FFA members proposed that WCPFC hold a series of workshops in July and October 2021 to discuss 

proposals relating to the tropical tuna measure. The workshops would discuss proposals put forward by 

CCMs and make progress towards a new CMM; they suggested proposals would have to be accompanied 

by a complete and accurate 2013-06 SIDS assessment if they were to be discussed, and should be shared 

with SIDS in advance to maximise the benefits of the process. Should physical meetings prove viable, a 

sufficient budget should be allocated to ensure SIDS can attend. FFA members noted their commitment to 

cooperative engagement on these issues stated they would schedule regular bilateral discussions with CCMs 

in 2021.  

 Guam supported the USA’s request for workshops leading up to an intersessional meeting; and 

noted the need for a more transparent process. Guam stated that in the past it was an integral location for 

tuna fisheries and that it looked forward to regaining that status. 

 The EU agreed on the need to undertake intensive intersessional work, and stated that the earlier 

this could start the better. The EU noted COVID-19 restrictions could require using electronic means to 

initiate meetings, but expressed the hope for an in-person meeting. It reiterated its earlier recognition of 

legitimate aspirations for domestic fisheries development, and concerns with the broad use of open-ended 

exemptions, stating that it would aid discussions if exemptions could be clearly documented with clear 

indications who would be entitled to use them, their scale, and time frames. The EU also suggested CCMs 

should have the ability to make requests to SPC for analysis of relevant issues. 

 Tokelau, on behalf of PNA members, stated it was supportive of the interests of American Samoa 

in terms of access to the region’s tuna resources, stating they had worked with American Samoa previously 

to meet that need, and were prepared to do so again. They noted their surprise that only a small proportion 

of the catch by the United States fleet based in the region and vessels of the cannery owner is landed in 

American Samoa, and stated they would be happy to work with American Samoa to improve that outcome. 

 French Polynesia expressed its view that it was unlikely travel would be possible in 2021, and 

supported holding a series of online workshops, as soon as possible, and noted that attention should be given 

to FAD management, including better marking, monitoring and reporting of FADs, whether through the 

tropical tuna measure or a specific FAD CMM.  
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 China suggested that the issue raised by the EU regarding the impact on fish stocks of non-SIDS 

fleets chartered by SIDS could possibly be addressed through work by SPC. 

 RMI, on behalf of the PNA members, suggested using CMM 2018-01 as a starting point for a 

process, and stated that PNA members looked forward to reshaping the measure in ways that retain its 

strength but fill existing gaps. RMI noted that moving from flag-based limits to zone-based limits would 

remove the need for exemptions, and supported the FFA proposal for workshops to advance the process. 

PNA members stated they would develop proposals to contribute to the discussion on strengthening the 

CMM. 

   7.2.2.2 Longline bigeye catch limits  

 

 The Chair noted that despite paragraph 44 of CMM 2018-01 and due to the constraints of online 

meetings, the Commission would instead focus its attention on developing of a process to address the limit 

and allocation issues in paragraph 44; the decision regarding that process is captured under Agenda Item 

7.2.2.4. 

   7.2.2.3 Other commercial fisheries for bigeye, skipjack and yellowfin 

  

 The Compliance Manager noted that the issue of paragraph 51 of CMM 2018-01 is addressed by 

WCPFC17-2020-DP04 and WCPFC17-2020-DP05, regarding the availability of catch estimates from the 

other commercial fisheries in Indonesia and Philippines, respectively, and there is also a TCC 

recommendation in the 2020 Final Compliance Monitoring Report, covering 2019 activities. The two 

delegation papers were circulated to SC16 and TCC16 but there was insufficient time in those virtual 

meetings for detailed review. TCC16 therefore recommended that the Commission task TCC17 and SC17 

to review the papers to help facilitate a decision. 

 Australia, on behalf of FFA members thanked Indonesia and the Philippines for their papers on the 

application of paragraphs 50 and 51 of the tropical tuna measure. FFA members welcomed the effort that 

these CCMs have put into these papers to provide clarity on this important issue, and acknowledged the 

support of SPC on the issue. FFA members supported the proposed approach. 

 The Commission noted that in recommending a status of “CMM Review” to paragraph 51 of 

CMM 2018-01, TCC16 had recognized the difficulty of the application of this paragraph in terms of the 

scope of “other commercial fisheries” in Indonesia and the Philippines.  

 The Commission noted that Indonesia and the Philippines had submitted delegation papers to 

SC16, TCC16 and WCPFC17 (WCPFC17-2020-DP04 and WCPFC17-2020-DP05) in response to the 

request from TCC15 to inform a Commission discussion on the application of paragraph 51 of CMM 

2018-01.  However, the virtual format of these meetings made it difficult to consider these papers at SC16 

and TCC16.   

 The Commission agreed to task SC17 and TCC17 to review these papers and provide advice to 

the Commission to facilitate a decision by WCPFC18 on the application of paragraph 51 of CMM 2018-

01. 
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   7.2.2.4 New CMM for tropical tunas 

 

 The Chair referenced WCPFC17-2020-15 Draft CMM 2018-01 Roll-Over. The Commission 

discussed approaches to updating CMM 2018-01, and agreed to a simple rollover of the measure for 2021, 

taking into account the time and other constraints imposed by the virtual meeting protocol at WCPFC17.  

During their discussion, CCMs agreed that all aspects of CMM 2018-01 that applied in 2020 should remain 

in force in 2021, and that where CMM 2018-01 calls for completion of specific tasks by 2020, this should 

be read through application of CMM 2020-01 as 2021.  

 The Chair outlined the discussions regarding a way forward to developing a new tropical tuna 

measure in 2021, noting that CCMs had generally agreed that a series of virtual workshops would be held, 

chaired by the Commission Chair, to which CMMs could submit proposals for discussion. She reviewed the 

divergent views expressed on the timing of the tropical tuna measure workshops, and sought further input 

from CCMs.  

 Korea supported holding the meetings in the first half of 2021, as the latter half of the year is 

typically very busy with many meetings. Korea suggested that if the tropical tuna measure meetings must 

be held in the second half of 2021, the timing should be adjusted to avoid meeting in parallel with meetings 

of other RFMOs. 

 The USA echoed Korea’s intervention that the fall (September - December) is busy for RFMOs, 

noting that some CCMs’ heads of delegations would attend several RFMO meetings. The USA also 

expressed concern about starting the tropical tuna measure meetings too late in the year, and referenced the 

outcome at IATTC, which failed to provide adequate time to resolve outstanding issues and thus failed to 

reach consensus at its 2020 annual meeting. The USA noted the need to respectfully weigh and consider all 

CCMs’ views and encouraged Commission members to meet early in the year to enable full discussions. 

 Japan agreed with Korea and the USA in terms of the difficulties in coordinating the various RFMO 

meetings, and suggested the Commission recognize the varying situation of each member, agree when 

timing meetings to give consideration to avoiding conflict with other RFMO meetings as much as possible 

(and thus make small schedule changes if needed to avoid direct conflicts), and recognize that if a CCM is 

unable to fully participate in a meeting, they will reserve the right to return to an issue at a later stage.  

 The EU agreed that 2021 would prove difficult because additional meetings would be held as a 

result of the postponement of many meetings in 2021. The EU suggested that delaying intersessional work 

until later in the year could make it more difficult to schedule, while meetings held early in 2021 would 

necessarily be virtual, although this which would provide challenges for the EU in terms of the daily meeting 

times. The EU stressed that the work is very important and needs to be initiated during the first quarter of 

2021.  

 The Cook Islands stated that virtual meetings do not provide a platform for side discussions, which 

are an important complement to plenary discussions.  It also referenced the need to allow time for bilateral 

discussions, and referenced FFA processes, in which the 17 FFA members needed to determine their 

collective positions, stating that many of the FFA’s timing considerations were based on the need for FFA 

members to meet ahead of the WCPFC meetings.  

 FSM supported the comments by Cook Islands. It stated that development of the tropical tuna 

measure would involve balancing various issues, and that discussions would be very challenging. FSM 

agreed that the timing was critical, and noted that half of WCPFC CCMs are not members of other RFMOs. 
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It stated that the focus at WCPFC was on the WCPO, and that CCMs needed to set aside the time to have 

the necessary discussions.  

 The EU suggested the strawman approach previously used by WCPFC in developing the tropical 

tuna measure, where key elements were listed, and CCMs could provide their views and suggestions on 

these options could be useful. 

 The USA acknowledged the comment by the FFA regarding timing and the logistics of dialog 

among FFA members, and suggested as a compromise starting the meetings in April.  

 The Commission discussed how to determine what analyses to request from SPC. The EU noted the 

difficulty CCMs would face in developing meaningful science-based proposals in the absence of support 

from SPC, and suggested the need to build consensus regarding the support different members might need. 

China commented regarding information requests to SPC, and referenced the need for additional information 

on specific issues that may not be typically addressed such as (i) the issues related to vessel charters raised 

by the EU, and (ii) issues raised by the USA with regard to EEZ and high seas fishing effort. SPC stated it 

would provide analyses as requested by CCMs, but would ask that CCMs agree on the analyses they want 

SPC to perform based on a realistic suite of options.  

 The Commission agreed on a simple rollover of CMM 2018-01 for one year and accordingly 

adopted CMM 2020-01 Conservation and Management Measure for bigeye, yellowfin and skipjack tuna 

in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean.  (Attachment F) 

 In terms of the process for developing the CMM 2021-01 Tropical Tuna Measure, the 

Commission agreed:  

i. to convene at least two week-long workshops, one to be held in April 2021 and another one 

to be held in June/July 2021 prior to WCPFC18 to discuss any proposals to develop a CMM 

2021-01 tropical tuna measure.  All efforts would be made to avoid conflict of timing with 

Pacific fisheries meetings and other RFMO meetings.  The workshops would be chaired by 

the Chairperson of the Commission. 

ii. that the tropical tuna measure should continue to support the pathway for the adoption of 

harvest strategies, in accordance with the work plan and indicative timeframes set out in the 

Agreed Indicative Work Plan for the Adoption of Harvest Strategies under CMM 2014-06. 

To this end, the first workshop would focus in particular on a discussion on the objectives 

and scope of a new measure. 

iii. that the first workshop would provide clarity on the information needed by the Commission, 

including the analyses required from the Scientific Services Provider (SSP), for a CMM 

2021-01 on tropical tuna. 

iv. that given the likelihood that some or all of these workshops would be virtual, and given the 

challenges already identified with this format, it is essential for CCMs to engage 

cooperatively in the intersessional period between workshops to provide the best possible 

opportunity for a CMM 2021-01 on tropical tuna. 

v. that proposals or other supporting papers to support discussions should be to the extent 

possible submitted 30 days in advance of the date fixed for the opening of each workshop to 

ensure all Members and the SSP have adequate time to review the information. 
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vi. that the workshops would aim to discuss all proposals made by Members and make progress 

towards CMM 2021-01 on tropical tuna.  Proposals must be accompanied by a 2013-06 

SIDS’ and territories’ impact assessment as is required by CMM 2013-06.   

vii. If sufficient progress is made, the Commission Chairperson, with the assistance of the 

Secretariat, will prepare a draft CMM 2021-01 for discussion at WCPFC18 based on the 

discussions at the workshops, without prejudice to any Member’s right to make proposals to 

WCPFC18. 

viii. that any new CMM shall be fully consistent with the WCPF Convention, in particular 

Articles 10 and 30 of the Convention and CMM 2013-07. As part of the preparation for the 

WCPFC workshops, early consultation with all SIDS and participating territories is 

encouraged taking into account the obligations reflected in CMM 2013-06. 

ix. that it was essential to avoid a situation in which the WCPFC had no tropical tuna CMM. 

 

7.3 South Pacific Albacore 

  7.3.1  Roadmap for effective conservation and management of South Pacific albacore 

 

 Fiji, on behalf of the Chair of the South Pacific Albacore Roadmap IWG, provided a summary of 

the 13 November 2020 meeting of the South Pacific Albacore Roadmap IWG, referencing WCPFC17-

2020-SPALB-Roadmap-IWG. The IWG is considering amendments to the CMM, or a new CMM, which 

will be a comprehensive measure to address all occurrence of the species (in EEZs and the high seas; and 

including the entire area south of the equator, including the IATTC Convention Area). It also recognised 

the need to address the TRP, and improve monitoring of the southern longline fishery.  

 New Zealand on behalf of FFA members thanked the IWG Chair for convening the IWG despite 

the challenges in 2020. FFA members stated they are fully committed to the objectives and work of the IWG 

and progressing the three key work streams identified by the IWG namely the setting of limits and 

allocations for South Pacific albacore, the achieving of the TRP, and the development of a new CMM for 

South Pacific albacore are all very important. FFA members stated they look forward to cooperative 

engagement with other CCMs for 2021. 

 New Caledonia stated it is highly dependent on South Pacific albacore, both economically and in 

terms of self-sufficiency, as this is a major source of protein for New Caledonia. It noted it has developed a 

sustainable approach to managing its South Pacific albacore fishery, which comprises 65% to 70% of the 

total tuna catch, and is carried out by domestic vessels and local crews only. It noted that decreasing yields 

are affecting economic profitability, and stated it supports to establishing a TRP in the near term. New 

Caledonia noted that as shown in WCPFC17-2020-IP05, half the catch volume is in the high seas pocket 

of the Convention Area, and supported monitoring transhipment, especially in the high seas.    

 Niue on behalf of FFA members reiterated that this is a critical fishery and prioritised improved 

management of the fishery by achieving the South Pacific albacore TRP on the agreed timing, setting a total 

allowable catch/effort, and setting high seas limits. In addition, FFA members stated they are developing 

management arrangements to apply within their collective EEZs based on agreed zone-based limits and 

would inform the Commission accordingly. 
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 China supported the work of the IWG and stated it would cooperate with CCMs to make progress 

on South Pacific albacore management. 

 French Polynesia stated that South Pacific albacore is a very important stock and comprises more 

than half its tuna catch, and is important for food security, particularly given the ongoing increase in 

ciguatera. It stated that its catch is exclusively from its EEZ, and is sustainable, but that French Polynesia is 

surrounded by high seas areas, and it is concerned about the high catch levels in those waters. French 

Polynesia is also located in the WCPFC–IATTC overlap area, and thus appreciates efforts to address the 

stock on a Pacific-wide basis. French Polynesia stated its hope that the Commission could adopt the same 

approach as will be used to develop the tropical tuna measure, and that the issues could be progressed in 

2021 through online workshops. 

 The EU acknowledged the efforts made by FFA to move the work forward, noting its importance 

for SIDS and territories. It stated that SC indicated that South Pacific albacore catch in the Eastern Pacific 

Ocean had recently increased significantly, and that a stock assessment is scheduled for 2021. The EU stated 

it was important to include all available population dynamics in this work, and suggested that could possibly 

enable WCPFC and IATTC to have compatible measure. 

 Canada supported the roadmap, and stated it would take part in any intersessional work in 2021. 

 France stated the stock is very important, as highlighted by French Polynesia and New Caledonia, 

and looked forward to the adoption of a new CMM in 2021.  

 Chinese Taipei stated that South Pacific albacore is very important to its fisheries, and committed 

to working with the IWG Chair and CCMs on the management of the stock. 

 The Commission noted the report of progress from the SP Albacore Roadmap Working Group 

(WCPFC17-2020-SPALB-Roadmap-IWG). 

 

  7.3.2 Review of CMM 2015-02 (South Pacific albacore) 

 

 The Chair noted WCPFC17-2020-17, Reference Document for the Review of CMM 2015-02 and 

Development of Harvest Strategies under CMM 2014-06 (South Pacific Albacore).  

 Samoa on behalf of FFA members noted they had called for revision of the measure over a number 

of years due to its ineffectiveness. FFA members stated they would like a CMM with a clear direction on 

setting limits, particularly on the high seas and compatible with the in-zone limits; improved monitoring; 

and a commitment to achieve the TRP via an agreed trajectory, including a requirement to transition 

management to the harvest strategy when that work is completed. FFA members stated they would be 

contributing to work in the IWG. 

 American Samoa strongly supported revising CMM 2015-02 as soon as possible, and referenced its 

fishery aspirations and economic development under Article 30. It looked forward to consultation with other 

CCMs on the disproportionate burden American Samoa faces in this fishery, a fishery with strong historical 

significance to the people, culture, and economy of American Samoa. It highlighted that similar to the USA- 

flagged purse seiners operating out of its port, its longline vessels are also in dire straits. It stated that unless 

CMM 2015-02 is revised to achieve the interim TRP for south Pacific Albacore in less than 20 years, its 

fleet and the indigenous fleets of other SIDS face a perilous future, and that immediate action is needed to 

ensure that its fleets have a future in the fishery. 
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 The Commission noted that the review of CMM 2015-02 Conservation and Management 

Measure for South Pacific Albacore is ongoing as part of the work of the SP Albacore Roadmap Working 

Group. 

 

7.4 Pacific bluefin tuna 

  7.4.1 Review of CMM 2019-02  

 

 The USA referenced the presentation by the ISC Chair (under Agenda Item 7.1), and stated that 

latest stock assessment indicates the spawning biomass is increasing and the stock is rebuilding. It supported 

the NC’s recommendations for the CMM, stating that this would support rebuilding the stock while enabling 

greater management flexibility. 

 RMI on behalf of PNA members supported a 1-year rollover of the CMM. However, they noted that 

SB remained at less than 5% of SBF=0, suggesting overfishing is continuing, and suggested the fishery may 

need to be limited or closed.  

 The EU support the rollover of the CMM, and while recognizing the efforts of CCMs that are 

involved in the fishery, reminded the Commission that the stock was still at very low biomass levels and 

under overfishing; the EU stated that it hoped the recent slight increase in biomass would continue.  

 Japan supported the rollover of the CMM. It noted that in 2020 the ISC conducted a new stock 

assessment indicating a steady increase in spawning biomass, more than expected when implementing the 

rebuilding targets. A proposal to increase the catch limit based on the harvest control rule (HCR) was 

proposed but not adopted at NC16, mainly because of difficulties resulting from the virtual setting. Japan 

stressed that the difficulties faced by coastal fisherman were increasing every year, noting that when they 

cannot catch (and must release) bluefin tuna, they must sometimes sacrifice other species. These coastal 

fishermen face increasing problems, and Japan asked other CCMs to understand the situation. Responding 

to RMI and the EU, Japan acknowledged that the stock status is below the WCPFC standard, but stated that 

the HCRs are based on the understanding that stock status is low, and that these rules should allow for 

increase in catch even though status is below the standard. Japan asked CCMs to recall that the Commission 

adopted HCRs that enable consideration of a catch increase. Japan noted that the species migrates deeply 

into the coastal waters, and inquired how it could close the fisheries that catch bluefin tuna, especially those 

that use traps catching other fish, as this would have a drastic impact on coastal fisheries.  

 PNG stated that it understands that the spawning stock biomass increase is in line with the rebuilding 

target. However, it still considers the level to be quite low, and supported a rollover of the CMM to see that 

additional rebuilding does occur. 

 Korea supported a 1-year rollover of the CMM. It stated it would welcome discussion regarding 

revision of the measure and possible increase of the total allowable catch based on best available science 

and management advice. 

 The Commission adopted CMM 2020-02 Conservation and Management Measure for Pacific 

Bluefin Tuna (Attachment G). 
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7.5 North Pacific striped marlin    

  7.5.1  Interim Rebuilding Plan 

 

 The USA noted that WCPFC16 adopted an interim rebuilding plan for North Pacific striped marlin 

(WCPFC16 Summary Report, Attachment L), and that ISC provided no advice to WCPFC in 2020 on North 

Pacific striped marlin. The USA’s Consultative Draft Proposal on a CMM for North Pacific striped marlin 

(WCPFC17-2020-DP08) notes that stock assessments conducted in 2015 and 2019 continued to find the 

stock to be overfished and experiencing overfishing.  The USA stated its consultative draft CMM for North 

Pacific was designed to ensure that the interim rebuilding target is met according to the specifications of the 

interim rebuilding plan adopted in 2019.  The USA also stated its understanding that some CCMs may be 

hesitant to discuss revision of the North Pacific striped marlin proposal at WCPFC17, and asked CCMs to 

consider the consultative draft revised CMM as a basis for intersessional consultations, with the aim of 

adopting a revised CMM at WCPFC18. The USA also noted some discrepancies between ISC stock 

assessment catch estimates of striped marlin in the Convention Area north of the equator and WCPFC catch 

estimates for that area, by CCM, and stated it was working with SPC to improve the WCPFC estimates and 

better understand reasons for the differences. The USA proposed that WCPFC17 task SPC to examine the 

differences between the ISC stock assessment catch estimates of striped marlin in the Convention Area north 

of the equator and the WCPFC catch estimates for that area, by CMM, and provide an assessment to SC17 

of any shortcomings in, or notable uncertainties associated with, the WCPFC estimates, with the aim of 

allowing CCMs to improve their estimates, where appropriate.  

 FSM, on behalf of FFA members, stated that in discussions at WCPFC16 two Commission members 

(Japan and USA) clarified that striped marlin in the North Pacific is not designated as a northern stock, but 

is managed by WCPFC. FFA members stated that the correct terminology to be used when referring to this 

stock is “striped marlin in the North Pacific” and not “North Pacific striped marlin”. 

 Korea stated that North Pacific striped marlin is a bycatch species for many CCMs, including Korea, 

and noted it is very concerned about the stock’s status, and supported work to reconcile differences and 

uncertainties in catch estimates between ISC and WCPFC. It looked forward to working with the USA on 

the issue in 2021.  

 The EU stated it appreciated the efforts and leadership of the USA in addressing this important 

issue, which is pending since 2010 when the Commission first expressed its concerns for the stock, which 

had been assessed to be in a very poor conservation status since 2011. The latest assessment indicated again 

that the stock was overfished and subject to overfishing, and that under recent recruitment, catches needed 

to be reduced to 60% of the catch quota in CMM 2010-01 to achieve a 60% probability of rebuilding to 

20%SSBF=0 by 2022. The EU stated it understands that the stock assessment was affected by several 

uncertainties and data conflicts: there was uncertainty in the catch amounts in the beginning of the series, in 

the level of gillnet catches, and in life history parameters such as growth, which significantly impacted the 

assessment results. In addition, there was a retrospective pattern suggesting that the projections might have 

been too optimistic. Given this context, the EU stated the need to improve, if possible, the model and the 

data inputs used in the assessment. The EU fully agreed with the USA proposal to task SPC to examine the 

differences between ISC and WCPFC catch estimates and to provide an assessment on the uncertainties. 

However, the EU stated that for this stock it would be central to assess the potential of catch limits to achieve 

mortality reductions (that is, noting the bycatch nature of most of the catches, catch limits might result in 

lower landings, but not in a reduction of fishing mortality if it is offset by a higher level of dead discards). 

Therefore, the EU recommended that SPC also be tasked with an assessment of the potential for mortality 

reductions through estimations of at-vessel mortality and post-release survival, and that ISC be tasked to 

develop a roadmap to address the issues identified in the latest stock assessment, with special emphasis on 
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revisiting the growth estimates, the reconstruction of catch time series, and model development. Despite 

these technical limitations, the EU supported the intersessional work that should allow development of a 

CMM for WCPFC17 and called on CCMs involved in the fisheries that harvest North Pacific striped marlin 

to contribute to this endeavour. While supporting the USA proposal to task ISC, SPC, SC and TCC to 

provide advice for the development of the CMM, the EU asked that it be clarified what each of these bodies 

should be doing and ensure the appropriate sequence and timing of these tasks to avoid losing more time. 

 Chinese Taipei agreed on the need to strengthen management of North Pacific striped marlin to 

rebuild the stock. It noted the importance of accurate catch estimates, and supported close communication 

between ISC and SPC to resolve the catch estimate discrepancies. Regarding the rebuilding plan it supported 

the approach of intersessional consultations. Chinese Taipei stated its understanding that the intent is to 

improve the existing CMM 2010-01, and stated that the new plan should be based on the existing CMM 

when considering catch reduction. It stated any revised CMM should be reviewed by SC.  

 RMI, on behalf of FFA members, stated they supported the rebuilding plan for this stock at 

WCPFC16 and had considered the draft consultative proposal submitted by the USA. It noted the following 

concerns:  

• the proposal is based on flag-based limits and it is a longstanding FFA position that it does not 

support flag-based limits that cover the EEZs, especially if they are based on flag-based catch 

history in their waters. This proposal removes SIDS exemptions and is encroaching on the 

sovereign rights of SIDs who are responsible for managing stocks within their EEZs; 

• in terms of Article 30 of the Convention and Article 25 of the UNFSA, SIDS need to have access 

to the high seas and this proposal severely limits SIDS access to the high seas; 

• WCPFC lacks an effective longline monitoring regime for the high seas and is therefore unable to 

monitor flag-based catch limits effectively.  Until such time that there is a robust high seas 

monitoring regime with integrity in place, it will be difficult to enforce this CMM. Robust 

monitoring includes electronic monitoring, a catch documentation scheme with independent 

verification, and robust port inspections and transhipment regimes; and  

• the CMM2013-06 assessment attached with the proposal is unsatisfactory as the USA failed to 

consult with SIDS to understand the true implications of the proposal on SIDS. This is a 

significant fishery for FFA members north of the equator and the proposal may have significant 

implications for them and their management of this species. Unfortunately, no FFA members were 

consulted in compliance with the requirements of CMM 2013-06. 

 

For these reasons, FFA members stated they did not support the proposal, while noting their commitment to 

ensuring that this stock is rebuilt. FFA members stated they would continue to work constructively with 

CCMs to improve bycatch management and mitigation for the stock, including considerations of live release 

and removal of shallow set hooks. In this respect, FFA members hoped to develop a more appropriate CMM 

that takes into account SIDS needs, aspirations and sovereignty and ensure that the stock of striped marlin 

in the North Pacific is rebuilt.   

 

 Japan thanked the USA, and agreed that all CCMs have the obligation to use this stock sustainably. 

It noted that the interim rebuilding plan stated the rebuilding objective would be subject to revision at 

WCPFC17. Japan stated that until the early 1990s, Japan operated 500 vessels that used 50-60 km-long drift 

nets per vessel, most of which targeted squid, but some of which also targeted billfish. This fishery ended 

as a result of a UN moratorium, but the ISC stock assessment indicates that following the end of this fishery, 

fishing mortality increased and biomass decreased. Japan has queried ISC as to possible causes, and ISC is 
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studying the issue. Japan stated it would be very difficult to consider amendments to the CMM until this 

issue had been resolved. Japan also noted the need for a review of the science underlying the conclusions in 

WCPFC17-2020-DP08, and asked that the USA’s scientists share their data with ISC; if the latter approved 

the conclusions these could then be sent to the WCPFC. Japan noted this process should take place before 

WCPFC considers an amendment to the CMM. It summarized that to consider the USA paper it would 

require the underlying scientific evidence and justification, which it hoped could be provided to ISC in 2021. 

 Palau on behalf of PNA members thanked the USA for providing a consultative draft proposal to 

strengthen CMM 2010-01, but did not support the approach in the draft, noting that as FFA members had 

also stated, the PNA did not support current flag-based catch limits; it stated these should be replaced with 

a system of zone-based management arrangements, which include allocations by zones without regard to 

flag, and arrangements for high seas fishing that provide fair opportunities for CCMs to participate in high 

seas fisheries.  This approach would remove the need for the current SIDS exemption. Palau stated that 

improvements are also needed to the monitoring and verification of any catch limits that are implemented. 

PNA members stated that moving striped marlin management in the direction of zone-based management 

would take time.  In the meantime, given the urgent need for stronger measures to reduce fishing mortality, 

PNA members suggested that the Commission look at alternative measures to reduce targeting of striped 

marlin in the North Pacific, such as non-retention. PNA members encouraged the USA to look to developing 

its proposal in that direction. 

 The EU again noted with concern the stock’s very poor conservation status. It stated that many 

CCMs were advocating broad principles, but stressed CCMs’ responsibility to rebuild the stock with some 

urgency. The EU noted that the USA proposal suggested tasks for SPC, TCC, SC and ISC, and encouraged 

CCMs to support this work. 

 Recalling the comment by FSM on behalf of FFA members, the USA noted that the use of the term 

“North Pacific striped marlin” was in no way intended to suggest that the stock is not managed by the 

Commission as a whole. It agreed on the need for significant work, and suggested that SC be requested to 

resolve some of the outstanding issue. It noted that the stock is overfished, and that all CCMs are responsible 

for rebuilding the stock. It noted that it had put forward a consultative draft proposal, and looked forward to 

intersessional discussions. The USA stated it realizes that discussion was needed in ISC and SC, and that 

additional scientific discussion would help inform the Commission’s options. It noted that live release may 

be helpful, and suggested that tasking ISC and SPC could be helpful. The USA stated that the Commission 

needs to take action, and asked CCMs to commit to action. 

 The Ocean Foundation, on behalf of The Pew Charitable Trusts, Sustainable Fisheries Partnership 

and WWF, thanked the USA for its consultative draft proposal to rebuild North Pacific striped marlin. They 

stated that although this stock is often described as a bycatch species, WCPFC’s mandate requires managing 

this stock just as strongly as it manages targeted tunas, and that North Pacific striped marlin has significant 

ecological importance, as well as considerable value for commercial and recreational fisheries. This stock 

has been overfished continuously since the early 1990s and experienced overfishing during most of that 

period, relative to MSY reference points. They encouraged all members with an interest in this stock to 

collaborate with a view to agreeing at WCPFC18 on a measure that rebuilds this stock in accordance with 

the target and timeline agreed last year. Precautionary management of billfish should include setting and 

enforcing science-based catch limits, and implementing additional protections that include measures to 

mitigate catch and minimize mortality when striped marlin are encountered. These strategies should be 

tested, ideally via Management Strategy Evaluation, and put in place via a fully specified harvest strategy, 

to ensure they will achieve the rebuilding target and timeline and maintain sustainability once secured. The 

stock is just one of several billfish and swordfish stocks that deserves greater attention from managers, and 
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they urged CCMs to consider in 2021 how to follow the advice of the SC to improve the management of 

this stock, as well as Southwest Pacific swordfish, and Southwest Pacific striped marlin. 

 RMI stated that its concern regarding the reference to ISC stock assessment catch estimates by CCM 

and WCPFC catch estimates, noting the RMI is a member of the WCPFC in the North Pacific but is not a 

member of the NC or the ISC, and does not look to them for stock assessments, relying instead on the 

WCPFC SSP (SPC-OFP).  

 The EU stated that despite a willingness to progress the scientific work, the significant efforts by 

the USA to propose a more ambitious way forward to address the very dire status of the stock had largely 

come to naught. The EU stated that the outcome fell short of its expectations, but more importantly of the 

Commission’s obligations to take due consideration of the very poor status of the stock. The EU stated its 

hope that in 2021 CCMs could resume the work needed to develop a framework to allow rebuilding of the 

stock. The EU expressed the hope that the outcome at WCPFC17 would prove useful, but stated it was 

definitely inadequate given the very poor conservation status of this stock.   

 The USA stated it would continue seek to make progress by working intersessionally in 2021. 

 The Commission requested the ISC to: 

i. examine differences between ISC stock assessment catch estimates by CCM and WCPFC 

catch estimates, and work with the Scientific Services Provider to provide an assessment of 

the shortcomings;  

ii. provide explanation 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; and  

iii. develop a roadmap to address the issues identified in the latest stock assessment by ISC. 

 

AGENDA ITEM 8  — HARVEST STRATEGY 

8.1 Review of Indicative Work Plan 

 At the request of the Chair, Dr. James Larcombe (Australia), presented a summary of the Indicative 

Work Plan for the Adoption of Harvest Strategies Under CMM 2014-06 (WCPFC17-2020-20), noting the 

actions for 2020–2022 as contained in pages 8 to 10 of the working paper. He stated that the technical and 

management strategy evaluation (MSE) work being conducted by SPC is proceeding well, noting progress 

with regard to: the candidate harvest control rule (HCR) designs for both skipjack and South Pacific 

albacore; communication of MSE results for decision makers; calculation of performance indicators for the 

skipjack monitoring strategy; uncertainties included in the skipjack and South Pacific albacore MSE 

framework; and a range of other technical work. However, SC16 could not discuss most of the work in detail 

because of its very limited virtual meeting, and he observed that the same was likely to be true at WCPFC17. 

He also noted much remains to be done in terms of CCM capacity building. In summary, Dr. Larcombe 

stated that there had been delays in some very important areas, meaning it was likely the overall schedule 

would not be met. 
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 Korea stated it generally supported the revised workplan, and expressed its hope that the 

Commission would be able to make more progress on the harvest strategy work in 2021, and that Korea 

would do what it could to progress the work. 

 Kiribati, on behalf of FFA members, noted WCPFC17-2020-20 and emphasized their commitment 

to the successful implementation of the Harvest Strategy Workplan, and stated that they were encouraged 

by the plan’s particular focus on the need for more time and more work on the multispecies framework for 

all tuna species, which they stated is critical. They also noted the recognition of the need for more time to 

build capacity, particularly for SIDS, on understanding how harvest strategies function, and their 

implications. FFA members stated they would continue to encourage a focus on the capacity building 

workshops that will assist CCMs, particularly SIDS, to participate fully in this complex process, and thereby 

increase confidence in the harvest strategy development process and its outcomes when implemented. 

 PNG stated it understanding that the work is quite substantive, noted the complexity for multispecies 

is challenging, and called for capacity building (including on a virtual basis) for CCMs, including PNG, to 

enable full participation.  

 The EU agreed that harvest strategy issues are complex and that capacity building for all CCMs is 

needed to enable them to fully engage, observing that this was one reason they had supported a science–

management dialogue. The EU stated that given the complexity of the process, and the need to ensure it is 

conclusive, it is important that there is an opportunity for CCM scientists to engage with SPC 

intersessionally, in the same way that they participate in the pre-stock assessment workshops, and 

encouraged that such a process be adopted for the harvest strategy work. 

 Japan agreed regarding the complexity and the need for capacity building for all CCMs. Japan stated 

that based on its experience in other RFMOs, communication between scientists and managers is very 

important. Japan inquired whether SPC had an updated plan for holding capacity building workshops, 

whether in-person or virtually? It also agreed with the EU that a more inclusive process should be established 

to increase cooperation between SPC and CCM scientists when doing stock assessments and other analyses, 

and asked SPC to consider how to establish such a process. Japan also noted its concern regarding adopting 

a staggered schedule for skipjack, bigeye and yellowfin under a multispecies approach, as this would not 

enable taking into account complex multispecies issues, especially in the purse seine fishery. Dr Larcombe 

noted Japan’s comment about staggering some harvest strategy development (specifically addressing 

skipjack before bigeye and yellowfin). He observed that this illustrated why the multispecies framework is 

so important, as it could enable all CCMs to have an understanding of what the management system looks 

like and the implications for the four main tuna species. Japan noted that it would be happy to see a staggered 

approach as long as the harvest strategy would be applied jointly to skipjack, bigeye and yellowfin, as was 

confirmed by the Chair at WCPFC16. 

 China stated its support in principle for the workplan, and stated that it hoped WCPFC would be 

able to establish a harvest strategy in 2022. It noted that capacity building was important for all CCMs to 

help establish a dialog between scientists and managers.  

 New Zealand stated it remained committed to progressing the important work on harvest strategies 

to ensure science-based management of the four primary tuna species. It acknowledged the need for on-

going capacity building by SPC to enable CCMs, particularly SIDS, to fully participate in this process. 

Despite delays as a result of COVID-19, good progress has been made on South Pacific albacore, with 

management procedures for both scheduled to be agreed by 2022.  It noted that ultimately, the Commission 

needs to develop a multi-species approach to harvest strategies - this will be complex work. New Zealand 

stressed the collective interest of members in making progress on harvest strategies, in order to drive best 
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practice fisheries management and be recognised for our sustainable fisheries, including through Marine 

Stewardship Council certification.  

 France acknowledged the complexity of the issues, and the need to ensure full participation by all 

CCMs, as noted by the EU and FFA. 

 SPC stated it would be working to provide capacity building to all CCMs that requested it, hopefully 

through face-to-face meetings, but stated it was also developing online approaches. Regarding transparency 

with respect to SPC’s work, it noted that its work on albacore was being reviewed by a well-known expert, 

and stated there was a request from SC to hold an intersessional technical working group in 2021. 

 The Commission adopted the updated Indicative Workplan for the Adoption of Harvest Strategies 

under CMM 2014-06 (Attachment H). 

 

8.2 Science-Management Dialogue   

 The Chair referenced WCPFC17-2020-21 Science-Management Dialogue, which she noted 

reviews prior Commission efforts to develop a Science-Management Dialogue, and resubmits WCPFC15-

2018-20 Key Decisions For Managers and Scientists Under the Harvest Strategy Approach For WCPO 

Tuna Stocks And Fisheries and WCPFC15-2018-21 Terms of Reference for the Science-Management 

Dialogue. She stated that SC16 indicated a strong preference for such a dialog, and observed that there was 

no discussion on the issue in the WCPFC17 ODF.  

 Tonga on behalf of FFA members noted the importance of the dialogues in expediting the 

development of the harvest strategies, but stated the dialogue would be best served when all CCMs agree 

on what the dialogue requires of members (i.e., when there are agreed TORs). FFA members stated that if 

circumstances permit physical WCPFC meetings in 2020 those meetings will be extremely time-challenged 

due to the backlog of work from 2020 due to the pandemic; and further extending those meetings to 

accommodate the science-management dialogue may not be feasible. However, should SC17 be a virtual 

meeting, FFA members stated their openness to the idea of holding a ‘trial run’ of the dialogue immediately 

after SC17 for FFA members to get the benefit of additional capacity building, which could be the focus. 

They welcomed the views of other CCMs.  

 PNG on behalf of PNA members supported the FFA statement, and stated they had been prepared 

to support a science-management dialogue on a trial basis to be held after SC. However, capacity building 

activities planned for 2020 were disrupted by COVID-19, and PNA members stated they were not ready to 

participate in what seemed likely to be a virtual science-management dialogue in 2021, especially given the 

work needed on the revision of the tropical tuna measure. 

 French Polynesia thanked Australia for its comprehensive overview of the harvest strategy status 

under Agenda Item 8.1, and noted in particular its comments on the need for capacity building. In that 

context, the science-management dialog would be a good way to enable progress on the harvest strategy 

work. French Polynesia supported convening a science-management dialog, and stated it is flexible as to its 

scheduling. 

 The USA stated it is open to and interested in establishing the science–management dialogue. It 

recalled the management options workshops, which essentially served as a precursor to the dialogue. The 

USA also recalled that in 2018 there was good agreement on the science–management dialogue TORs, but 

that CCMs were unable to agree on the timing (whether the dialogue should be held in association with SC 
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or with the Commission meeting). The USA suggested that the situation in 2021 would be different if 

meetings (in particular SC) would be held virtually, and that holding SC virtually would remove the obstacle 

for the USA to holding the science–management dialogue meeting in conjunction with SC, or another agreed 

upon time, as there would be no cost implications. However, the USA also noted that the tropical tuna 

measure discussions were a higher priority for the Commission in 2021 and acknowledged the difficulties 

the Commission would face in finding time for both. The USA closed by stating it was flexible as to how 

the science–management dialogue is addressed in 2021.  

 Nauru, on behalf of FFA members, stated that their concern with having the science–management 

dialogue meeting in conjunction with WCPFC related to the fact that delegations come to the Commission 

with their national positions already determined. Having the science–management dialogue immediately 

after the SC meeting, in their view, would enable use of updated knowledge from SC to discuss the science 

and the management applications, and could help shape recommendations or discussions for decision 

making at the following Commission meeting. 

 PNG, on behalf of PNA members supported the FFA member statement that having a science–

management dialogue associated with the Commission meeting would not allow for constructive dialogue, 

as delegations arrive there with their national positions already determined, whereas a meeting held 

immediately before the Commission does not provide time for delegations to reflect on and take into account 

the discussions prior to the Commission meeting. They stated that a meeting associated with SC would be 

better to inform the managers.  

 Chinese Taipei supported holding the science–management dialogue. If the meeting would be held 

physically, Chinese Taipei stated it should be prior to the Commission meeting, to facilitate the involvement 

of a greater number of managers. However, if it is a virtual meeting Chinese Taipei stated it was flexible as 

to the timing.  

 The EU stated the science–management dialogue is important and needed, and also supported 

holding it in conjunction with the Commission meeting if it is a physical meeting, and stated it was flexible 

on the timing if the meeting was held virtually.  

 France supported the comments of Chinese Taipei and the EU.  

 RMI supported holding the science–management dialogue in conjunction with the SC meeting. In 

response to the comments from the USA it stated that the prior management options workshop process was 

useless, as CCMs arrived with their positions known and established, and that to then go into discussions 

on those issues had no benefit. It emphasized the need to engage on the scientific issues, and agreed that 

COVID-19 has slowed capacity building efforts, which could make holding a science–management 

dialogue, even on a trial basis, impossible in 2021.  

 Ocean Foundation, also on behalf of The Pew Charitable Trusts, Sustainable Fisheries 

Partnership, ISSF, the IPNLF, and WWF, observed that it had been six years since WCPFC committed itself 

to developing harvest strategies for key stocks or fisheries, and these discussions actually began prior to the 

adoption of CMM 2014-06. They stated that as 2020 has demonstrated, there is a need to ‘shock proof’ these 

fisheries to ensure management decisions can happen even during disruptive events like the one caused by 

COVID-19. They also noted that the experience of IATTC offers a cautionary story, as IATTC ended its 

2020 annual meeting without agreeing on a tropical tuna measure, leaving no international management in 

place, and stated that this is another example of the value of harvest strategies, because they would set up 

more predictable, clearly defined rules for fishing. Despite some initial progress and productive discussions 
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in the WCPFC over the years, they expressed concern that momentum for developing and agreeing harvest 

strategies has stalled, as illustrated by the following: 

• The WCPFC has yet to agree on a fully-tested harvest strategy for any of its tuna species. 

• The Scientific Committee (at SC14, 15 and 16) recommended creating a science-manager dialogue 

working group. Harvest strategy work requires frank and open discussions between scientists and 

managers. A busy plenary meeting, whether in-person or virtual, is not conducive to progressing 

these discussions. 

• A dialogue group could ease some of the difficult negotiations anticipated over the next year. They 

stated they were encouraged by some flexibility over the floor and a 2021 virtual meeting could be 

used as a trial run and allow for greater participation. 

 

They further noted that the Secretariat had introduced a document that presents a clear path forward for 

establishing a dialogue group. They stated their understanding of the constraints of WCPFC17’s virtual 

format, but urged members to seize the opportunity to create the science–management dialogue working 

group without any further delay, noting that another year of inaction would send the wrong message about 

the Commission’s intent to undertake this work, which is fundamentally about ensuring the future 

sustainability of its fisheries. They stated this also has implications for the industry and public–private efforts 

(via international ecolabels such as the Marine Stewardship Council Standard program), with fisheries in 

the region relying on the Commission to move forward with this work to maintain their certifications. 

 The Chair observed that in 2018 the only issue that CCMs failed to resolve regarding the science–

management dialogue was the timing, and noted that the issue remained unresolved. She stated that CCMs 

were open to holding a virtual science–management dialogue meeting in conjunction with a virtual SC17, 

but that many CCMs were concerned that this may not be viable. She suggested that the Commission seek 

to progress the science–management dialogue in 2021. 

 The Commission acknowledged the utility of a science-management dialogue in progressing the 

implementation of the Indicative Workplan for the Adoption of Harvest Strategies but was unable to agree 

on the staging of such a dialogue. The Commission agreed to continue to explore in 2021 options to 

convene a science-management dialogue.   

 

AGENDA ITEM 9  —REPORTS FROM SUBSIDIARY BODIES AND WORKING 

GROUPS 

 The reports of the subsidiary bodies were taken as read by the Chair 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  SC16  

 The SC Chair, Ueta Fa’asili Jnr referred the Commission to WCPFC17-2020-SC16: SC15 

Summary Report, and WCPFC17-2020-22 Reference Document on other recommendations from SC16 for 

Agenda Item 9.1. He noted that the following recommendations required consideration by the Commission: 

endorsement of the 2021-2025 Shark Research Plan; adoption of the proposed work programme and budget 

for SC; and endorsement of recommendations relating to publication of annual catch and effort estimate 

tables and the hosting of the SC17 and SC18 meetings. 
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 Tuvalu, on behalf of PNA members, stated that some PNA members were disadvantaged at times 

in participating in the virtual SC16 session, but appreciated the effort that went into ensuring that the core 

business of the Committee was addressed. PNA members stated that the invitation to the Commission (in 

paragraph 90 of the Summary Report Executive Summary) to hold an intersessional scientific technical 

workshop to provide feedback to SPC on technical issues relating to the development of the harvest strategy 

framework was not supported by PNA members at SC16 and was not supported at WCPFC17 because of 

their concerns about their effective participation. PNA members supported the adoption of the Harvest 

Strategy Workplan on the basis that the activities in the workplan could be undertaken within the existing 

Commission structure and schedule without additional bodies or meetings and that they continue to hold 

that view. PNA members also requested that SC and SPC develop a screening process to ensure that vessel-

related research activities within the SC Workplan are undertaken with vessels that are complying with 

Commission measures, stating that in their view, it was important to ensure that Commission funds are not 

used for activities involving vessels that fail to comply with Commission measures. 

 The Commission endorsed the 2021-2025 Shark Research Plan (SC16 Summary Report 

paragraph 261). 

 The Commission approved the SC16 proposed work programme and budget for 2021 and 

indicative budgets for 2022 and 2023. 

 The Commission endorsed the SC16 recommendation that the approach of publishing the ACE 

tables based on the April 30 Scientific Data submissions and subsequent updates and revisions from 

CCMs is continued (SC16 Summary Report paragraph 296). 

 The Commission adopted the SC16 Summary Report (WCPFC17-2020-SC16), with some 

CCMs expressed reservations regarding paragraph 255(d) in the SC16 Summary Report.   

 

9.2  NC16 

 The Chair referred the Commission to WCPFC17-2020-NC16: NC16 Summary Report. 

 The NC Chair, Masanori Miyahara reviewed NC16’s recommendation regarding Pacific bluefin 

tuna, and noted that NC and IATTC would hold the 6th Joint IATTC and WCPFC-NC Working Group 

Meeting on the Management of Pacific Bluefin Tuna, tentatively in July 2021 hosted by Japan; and that 

Japan had also offered to host NC17 if an in-person meeting was feasible, tentatively in September.  

 Fiji on behalf of FFA members supported the recommendations made by NC16, thanked Japan for 

its offer to host NC17, and looked forward to participating in the meeting. FFA members also noted the 

officers recommended by NC16 for further terms as Chair and Vice Chair, and supported those 

recommendations.  

 The Commission adopted the report of NC16 (WCPFC17-2020-NC16).  

 

9.3  TCC16  

 The Chair referred the Commission to WCPFC17-2020-TCC16: TCC16 Summary Report and 

WCPFC17-2020-23 Reference Document on other recommendations from TCC16 for Agenda Items 9.3 

and 9.4. 
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North Pacific Albacore CMM 

 The Chair referred to WCPFC17-2020-23, paragraph 2 (i): Review of North Pacific albacore 

CMM: 

TCC16 noted for WCPFC17 that there were recommendations in the Provisional CMR relating to 

the revision of existing Conservation and Management Measures. TCC16 recommends that 

WCPFC17 consider approaches to address challenges identified for the following obligations, 

noting that more information related to these recommendations is contained in the Provisional 

CMR: 

a. CMM 2005-03 04: for North Pacific albacore annual catch and effort reporting; (TCC16 

Summary Report para 89) 

 FSM, on behalf of FFA members, supported TCC’s recommendation for WCPFC17 to provide clear 

approaches to address challenges identified in assessing compliance with the North Pacific Albacore CMM, 

noting TCC had previously raised issues with the ambiguity of language used, such as “fishing for” or 

“directed at” in some CMMs, including this measure.  

Improvements to the tracking of observer report requests and responses in order to better identify 

impediments to the flow of observer reports 

 With respect to the recommendation for ROP providers to provide a succinct summary of relevant 

information in observer reports associated with cases in the compliance case file system (CCFS) to help 

assess whether a possible violation(s) has occurred, FSM, on behalf of FFA members, stated that ROP 

providers should not be asked to judge on whether an offence has been committed, this should be done by 

trained compliance staff who have a good understanding of their own legal frameworks. 

Labour Standards for Crew on Fishing vessels 

 The Chair referred to WCPFC17-2020-23, paragraph 2 ix) Treatment of Crew on Fishing Vessels:  

xi) TCC16 recommended consideration by WCPFC17 regarding the treatment of crew on fishing 

vessels and to further strengthen the provisions for observer safety.  

 Indonesia referenced its earlier remarks on WCPFC17-2020-DP09, made under Agenda Item 4, 

and suggested that because the meeting format at WCPFC17 prevented in-depth discussion, that the 

Commission hold an intersessional working group during 2021, prior to WCPFC18. Indonesia stated it 

would be pleased to lead the work along with a co-chair from among the FFA members.  

 China expressed its respect and sympathy to laborers referred to by Indonesia in DP09. China 

recalled its statement under Agenda Item 4 that it did not support the proposal on establishing a binding 

measure on labour standards for crew on fishing vessels or establishment of an intersessional working group 

as suggested by FFA. It stated that Indonesia’s proposal was incomplete as it lacked CMM 2013-06 criteria 

for assessment, while seeming to add a number of unreasonable obligations for CCM, which were 

impossible to discuss at WCPFC17. China further offered a position statement on labour standards for crew, 

noting the following: 

• The Fisheries Authority of China attaches great importance to crew safety and protection, and 

supports WCPFC giving due attention to the issue. 
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• Labour safety and protection should be the responsibility of the relevant authorities, and the relevant 

issues should be resolved by the relevant authorities through domestic legislation, bilateral 

consultation or discussion in the relevant international organizations. In fact, the ILO and IMO 

already have relevant rules, and China has some domestic law and regulations. 

• Crew employment is a commercial activity and should be conducted under the management of 

relevant international rules and domestic laws, and in accordance with commercial contracts. 

Violators shall be held liable in accordance with the above-mentioned international rules, domestic 

law and contracts, but they shall not exceed the existing international rules and shall not bear 

unreasonable obligations. 

• WCPFC is a tuna RFMO, not an organization to deal with labour issues, which are very complicated. 

The fishery sector should focus on resource conservation and management, otherwise the main duty 

of the organization will be affected. China also stated that WCPFC lacks a mandate to deal with 

labour issues in a compulsory manner based on the WCPFC Convention; China’s delegation has no 

authorization to agree to any compulsory decision by the Commission on labour issues. 

• Some delegations may argue that FAO Code of Conduct on responsible fisheries can be a basis to 

allow WCPFC to deal with the labour issue. China agrees the FAO Code of Conduct can be a basis 

for WCPFC to deal with labour issue on a voluntary basis, and the Commission adopted a Resolution 

on labour standards in 2018, but the code of conduct cannot be used to justify a compulsory CMM. 

• China did not agree to establish an intersessional working group because terms of reference had not 

been established. These must be clearly defined. If the mandate of the IWG is to develop a non-

mandatory resolution for labour standard for crew on fishing vessels by means of strengthening the 

existing resolution, China stated it would actively support and participate in the discussion in the 

IWG. 

• China also stated that there were various labour issues that deserved study and proposed a 1-year 

independent study, to support further consideration of the issue in 2021.  

 

 The EU thanked Indonesia for raising the issue, and noting its importance, stated that the EU would 

be happy to engage intersessionally. The EU stated consistency with ILO and IMO requirements and 

mandates was essential. 

 France thanked Indonesia for the proposal, and stated that France supports improvement in labour 

standards and would be supportive of intersessional work, tackling legal issues, and working with the IMO 

and ILO. 

 New Zealand thanked Indonesia for the proposal and stated it is appropriate and essential that 

WCPFC consider crew safety.  The safety and conditions of fishing vessel crew are critical to the reputation 

of the Commission and its members; that reputation will be undermined by cases of human rights abuse in 

the Convention Area. New Zealand acknowledged that other organisations also have responsibilities in this 

respect, but that does not preclude the WCPFC taking responsibility for the safety of crew on fishing vessels 

in this region.  Under the Convention, the WCPFC has a mandate to adopt minimum standards for the 

responsible conduct of fishing operations. In New Zealand’s view, eliminating the most egregious abuses 

of human rights against fishing vessel crews is clearly within the purview of establishing standards for the 

responsible conduct of fishing operations.  New Zealand supported an intersessional process, and 

acknowledged the suggestion by China to undertake a study, and suggested this could be usefully included 

in the intersessional process. 

 The Philippines stated it supports the discussion on the improvement of labour standards and 

volunteered to join the IWG.  
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 The USA stated that the issue was long overdue to be discussed. It noted that fishing involves gear 

and people, and the Commission has CMMs regarding gear type, and it was time to consider the fishers. 

The USA observed it is difficult to separate the gear from the humans who are operating it. The USA further 

observed that vessels using forced labour puts others at a significant disadvantage from a financial 

standpoint, but that the most important aspect was the human rights issues associated with forced labour. 

The USA noted the need for a robust discussion on labour standards, which can be subjective, and the need 

to enforce labour contracts and other arrangements, as also referenced by China. The USA looked forward 

to robust discussion on labour issues in 2021.  

 Korea recognized the importance of the issue and thank Indonesia for submitting the proposal. It 

looked forward to working with Indonesia and other CCMs through an IWG or other means as appropriate. 

 RMI supported Indonesia’s proposal. It noted that FFA has agreed minimum terms and conditions 

in relation to crew employment in the region, independent of WCPFC. It noted that RMI aspires to have its 

citizens crewing on ships and involved in the industry, and supported additional work on the safety of 

observers and fishers. 

 French Polynesia supported the proposal by Indonesia and joined the support expressed by other 

CCMs. It stated that is of a high importance in its own fleet, and that French Polynesia has had regulations 

in place since 2013.  

 New Caledonia fully supported the proposed intersessional discussion. 

 FSM echoed the support for the effort proposed by Indonesia, and stated that this is an important 

matter for FSM, noting issues of social responsibility and stewardship. FSM suggested the type of study 

suggested by China could be part of the work proposed for the IWG. Given the importance, FSM suggested 

the IMO and ILO could be invited to be part of the process. 

 China reiterated that if an IWG was established it would require TORs, and suggested referring to 

“international work” or “a workshop”, and welcomed inclusion of its proposed study, and involvement of 

officials from IMO and ILO.  China also suggested the need for possibly involving an independent 

consultant.  

 Japan acknowledged the issues are very complex. Japan stated that its fishing agency does not 

necessarily address all issues covered by Indonesia in DP09. It suggested calling the intersessional work a 

“process”, if that was acceptable to CCMs, but noted that clarifications were still needed in terms of what 

this involved, and what the project suggested by China would entail.  

 The Chair suggested that CCMs begin through an information sharing process, and if needed invite 

experts. She further suggested that the Commission agree that intersessional work be led by Indonesia and 

an FFA member, with all interested parties to collaborate to facilitate the work.  

 Chinese Taipei thanked Indonesia for the proposal that gave special attention to this issue.  It 

supported the intersessional process and that this work be led by co-chairs, who could facilitate information 

collection and sharing so that CCMs might share with each other experiences and difficulties regarding the 

implementation of relevant measures in the process, and so that there will be more robust materials for the 

discussions next year.  

 Indonesia thanked CCMs for the support and China for the suggested study. It stated it would consult 

with the Chair to map out the work for 2021. 
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 The Chair stated that the intersessional arrangement would be established by Indonesia and the FFA 

co-lead and intersessional discussion would take place virtually. 

 Human Rights at Sea (HRS) referenced WCPFC17-2020-OP06 Draft Proposal for Model WCPFC 

Conservation and Management Measure on Human Rights and Labour Rights Protections for Fisheries 

Observers’ Safety, Security and Well-Being; WCPFC17-2020-OP17 Information Statement on CMM 2013-

06 addressing potential burdens and/or requirements imposed on Small Island Developing States (SIDS) as 

a result of the proposed HRAS Model WCPFC CMM for Fisheries Observers; the Commission’s previous 

and ongoing work in respect of CMM 2017-03 on the Protection of WCPFC Regional Observer Programme 

Observers; and Resolution 2018-01 on Labour Standards for Crew On Fishing Vessels.  HRS highlighted 

the various issues addressed in its report, and suggested that CCMs (i) consider and accept the proposed 

model CMM for detailed consideration by CCMs during 2021, and (ii) give due consideration to 

fundamental human rights standards and protections across all applicable CMMs.  HRS asserted that there 

is no reason in international law, including established human rights and labour rights law, that State 

obligations cannot be applied at sea equally as they are on land, stating that this naturally means that the 

protection of and respect for human rights at sea for all workers, including crew and observers, must be 

addressed by WCPFC in terms of revised and new policy implementation backed by CCM State legislation, 

as applicable.  

 

 Korea Federation for Environmental Movements (KFEM), on behalf of Environmental Justice 

Foundation, the IPNLF, the Association of Professional Observers, and WWF, supported the proposal 

provided by Indonesia, as well as HRS’s statement and the statements made by all delegations in support of 

a WCPFC process regarding providing protection for fishing vessel crew members. It reported that on April 

26, 2020, Advocates for Public Interest Law (APIL) interviewed Indonesian crews on a Chinese flagged 

fishing vessel Longxing 629 quarantined at Busan port in South Korea who reported multiple incidents of 

abuses of labour and health working conditions they were subjected to working on the vessel. KFEM stated 

that at WCPFC16, there was also the reported case of more than 90 Indonesian workers abandoned in Apia, 

without pay, who were also working on Chinese longline vessels. KFEM stated that the Longxing 629 case 

illustrates why WCPFC needs to establish protection measures for the fishers onboard. The close 

relationship between IUU fishing and human rights abuse at sea is evident. KFEM addressed the already 

established international legal instruments that mandate the obligation to protect human rights at sea, noting 

the Universal Declaration on Human Rights and International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural 

Rights, and the resultant (i) obligations to respect, protect and fulfil the realization of fishery workers’ human 

rights; (ii) right to just and favourable conditions of work, including the right to a living wage, the right to 

rest and the right to reasonable working hours; and (iii) right to adequate safe and hygienic conditions, 

adequate food and drinking water and safe working conditions. However, they noted that different 

regulations in each country allow human traffickers and exploiters to evade legal repercussions. KFEM 

therefore urged WCPFC to protect the human rights of fishing crew members, stating that IUU fishing and 

human rights abuse at sea transcend national borders and call for regional measures, and strongly urged the 

Commission to protect the human rights of fishing crew members. 

Trial of Annual Catch and Effort (ACE) tables 

 The Commission endorsed the TCC16 recommendation in paragraph 101 of the TCC16 

Summary Report and tasked the Scientific Services Provider with reviewing the feasibility of expanding 

the ACE tables to include:  
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i. additional estimates of effort where it is practicable to be derived based on the April 30 

scientific data submissions from CCMs and provide an update to SC17; and  

ii. estimates of annual area-based CMM quantitative limits where it is practicable for the 

estimate to be derived based on the April 30 scientific data submissions from CCMs and to 

provide an update to TCC17. 

Improving the online Compliance Case File System (CCFS) 

  The Commission endorsed the TCC16 recommendation in paragraph 118 of the TCC16 

Summary Report and tasked the Secretariat to prioritise in its work planning for 2021 to:  

i. undertake the ten actions identified in Table 1 of the Review Report (Attachment I) to 

enhance the CCFS, to automatically notify people within the CCM when a single case is 

created or updated, make the CCFS easier to use, allow CCMs to browse a single list 

containing all cases, enhance the aggregated summary tables produced by the CCFS, 

improve communication with CCMs regarding which internet browsers the CCFS works 

best on, improve the CCFS quick guide and offer CCFS training to CCMs;  

ii. undertake the one action contained in Table 1 of the Review Report (Attachment I) to 

implement a proof of concept online graph / table creation tool for CCFS data; and  

iii. to provide an update to TCC17 on the progress on the implementation of the proposed CCFS 

enhancements. 

Improvements to the tracking of observer report requests and responses in order to better identify 

impediments to the flow of observer reports  

 The Commission endorsed the TCC16 recommendation in paragraph 178 of the TCC16 

Summary Report and tasked the Secretariat to provide a paper for TCC17 that outlines the feasibility and 

costs of further developing the CCFS such that it has the ability to: (1) serve as a messaging tool through 

which CCMs can request observer reports and ROP Providers can respond to requests; and (2) keep track 

of such requests and responses. In particular, it should be developed so that, to the extent possible:  

i. requests and responses for observer reports are tied to specific cases in the CCFS, but also 

can include requests and responses related to investigations of possible violations other than 

those identified in the CCFS.  

ii. from the perspective of the Secretariat, the messaging and tracking functions are automated, 

and do not increase the ongoing workload of Secretariat staff. 

iii. it can handle bulk requests for observer reports and responses to bulk requests (i.e., multiple 

cases), provided that sufficient details are included by the requesting CCM. 

 The Commission endorsed the TCC16 recommendation in paragraph 179 of the TCC16 

Summary Report and agreed that once the CCFS’s messaging tool is fully functional and the Secretariat 

has successfully trialled it with a subset of CCMs for a period of three months, all requests for observer 

reports, and all responses to such requests, should be sent through the CCFS’s messaging tool so they can 

be tracked. 
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Methods to filter out “false positive” and de minimis violations to reduce the number of observer 

report requests and the associated workloads for ROP Providers and CCMs 

 The Commission endorsed the TCC16 recommendation in paragraph 180 of the TCC16 

Summary Report and agreed that the expectations under the ROP Minimum Standards on “Briefing and 

Debriefing” and “The Pre-Notification Process” be revised as shown in TCC16 Summary Report 

Attachment F), such that any time a “YES” is noted on the Observer Trip Monitoring Summary (e.g., 

Form Gen-3) with respect to a WCPFC obligation, indicating a possible violation, the ROP Provider is 

expected to prioritize debriefing of the observer and not transmit the pre-notification to the Secretariat 

until:  

i. debriefing of the observer has been completed and the information in the observer report has 

been finalized accordingly; and  

ii. the observer or ROP Provider includes comments on the Observer Trip Monitoring 

Summary that give sufficient detail as to why the “YES” was noted, references to other parts 

of the observer report that contain information relevant to the possible violation, and, where 

relevant, an indication of the magnitude of reporting discrepancies or the number of 

instances of the possible violation.  

The revised ROP Minimum Standards as amended by WCPFC17 is provided in Attachment J.   

 

 The Commission endorsed the TCC16 recommendation in paragraph 181 of the TCC16 

Summary Report and requested that ROP Providers be requested to review observer reports associated 

with cases in the CCFS that are generated by queries by the Secretariat of the ROP database, to help 

assess whether the possible violation(s) identified through the Secretariat’s screening is supported by the 

information in the observer report, and to provide in the “CCM comments” box for the consideration of 

the relevant CCM(s) a succinct summary of the relevant information in the observer report. 

 The Commission noted the TCC16 recommendation in paragraph 182 of the TCC16 Summary 

Report that the Commission (possibly through work of the ROP IWG) review the minimum data fields 

associated with the Observer Trip Monitoring Summary and make updates to those data fields to better 

reflect the Commission’s priorities and the types of violations that are amenable to yes/no indications by 

the observer. Any such recommendations should take into account their implications (e.g., on observers’ 

workloads, in terms of ROP Providers having to revise their forms, etc.).   

HSBI Pennant size 

 The Commission agreed that the minimum pennant size for use by the boarding vessel, transiting 

from the inspection vessel, be 44 centimeters (cm) by 66 cm (height by length).   Inspection flag usage 

and display for the inspection vessel itself would not change from what was agreed at WCPFC4. This 

decision only updates information on pennant dimensions contained in Attachment G, Annex 2 of TCC3 

that was adopted at WCPFC4. 

TCC workplan 2019-2021 

 The Commission noted that the TCC Workplan 2019-2021 adopted at WCPFC15 continues until 

2021 and endorsed the TCC16 recommendation that the TCC Vice-Chair continue progressing 

intersessional work on the TCC workplan for consideration by TCC17 and WCPFC18 in 2021. 
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Labour Standards for Crew on Fishing Vessels 

 The Commission noted the TCC16 recommendation in paragraph 236 of the TCC16 Summary 

Report that had recommended consideration by WCPFC17 regarding the treatment of crew on fishing 

vessels and to further strengthen observer safety.   

 The Commission agreed to intersessional work to be led by Co-Leads Indonesia and an FFA 

Member through various means to promote discussion among members and enable the sharing of 

information, with initial discussion points to be developed in consultation with the Commission Chair 

and the Secretariat. 

 The Commission adopted the report of TCC16 (WCPFC17-2020-TCC16). 

 

9.4  Intersessional Working Groups  

9.4.1  E-Reporting and E-Monitoring Working Group (ERandEMWG)  

 Kerry Smith (Australia), Chair of the ERandEMWG, referenced WCPFC2020-2020-

ERandEMWG4 Final ERandEMWG4 Summary Report, stating that the ERandEMWG agreed that more 

work was needed, with a draft CMM on Electronic Monitoring (EM) to be finalized early in 2021. She noted 

the need to work closely with the transhipment IWG. 

  Kiribati on behalf of FFA members acknowledged efforts of the Chair of the ERandEM-WG to 

progress the EM and ER work, given its complexity and technical nature. FFA members reiterated their 

views with regards to EM as stated in WCPFC17-2020-DP01, specifically that decisions regarding EM at 

the Commission level should not result in the transfer of disproportionate burden to SIDS and territories, 

and monitoring is a complementary tool to human observers. FFA members noted that WCPFC15 agreed to 

prioritise EM in areas where independent data collection and verification is currently low. SC Project 93 has 

highlighted where these areas are (in the longline fishery, and primarily on the high seas), and stated high 

seas transhipment is also a priority area. FFA members are progressing the issue of ER and EM through 

initiatives such as: (i) adoption of a FFA Regional Longline Fisheries Electronic Monitoring Policy in June 

2020 as a guide for FFA members in support of the development of their national EM programme; and (ii) 

commitment to progressively adopting ER for fishing vessels operating within FFA members’ EEZs and 

the high seas with a view to achieving 100% adoption by 2022, noting the need to cater for special 

circumstances of small domestic vessels operating solely within EEZs. FFA members stated they would 

seek to establish compatible measures for ER in the high seas as well, and would seek to bring a proposal 

to WCPFC18. FFA members stated their support for continuation of the work of the ERandEM-WG in 2021. 

 Korea addressed the statement by FFA members, noting the following in regard to the issues raised 

in WCPFC17-2020-DP01:  

• Korea will consult with FFA members and others regarding the definition of “disproportionate 

burden” so it can effectively discuss this issue in the future;  

• where no human observers can be deployed, EM should be used as an independent tool to monitor 

or collect scientific information;  

• the Commission should apply the ERandEM standards throughout the Convention Area once 

developed; and 

• longline vessels operate throughout the Convention Area, and vessels can fish in both EEZs and the 

high seas in a single trip; if EEZs are treated separately from the high seas, it can complicate the 

operation of the ERandEM process. 
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 The EU supported the comments by Korea, stating that although it makes sense to prioritize areas 

with low coverage, a lesson from the pandemic for the purse seine fleet is that having EM systems can 

compensate for loss of observer data, as has occurred in 2020. The EU stated that consideration should be 

given to the usefulness of implementing EM across all fleets, and throughout the Convention Area. 

 China looked forward to participating in the working group in 2021. It agreed with the EU and 

Korea that ER and EM should be applied as matter of principle to all WCPFC fisheries, while noting that 

priority should be given to the longline fishery. 

 Pew, on behalf of the Ocean Foundation, Birdlife International, WWF, ISSF, KFEM Sustainable 

Fisheries Partnership, and the Association of Professional Observers, stated that although they had hoped 

for more progress, agreement among CCMs on the goals and objectives of the EM Observer Program is 

vital to ensure that design and implementation of the system is successful in the future.  They stated that a 

robust yet flexible EM system will allow the Commission to complement its current observer program, and 

ensure that the necessary data will always be collected, even in challenging times such as the present.  They 

urged CCMs to commit to further discussions in 2021 that will move towards agreement on a set of clear 

standards and an implementation plan, and continue that work that has made the Commission a leader among 

the RFMOs. 

 The EU thanked the Secretariat for having undertaken intersessional work regarding the FLUX 

standard, noting that it would continue discussions to identify how this exploratory work could be continued 

in 2021, and looked forward to developing specific suggestions in 2021, and finding resources to undertake 

the work. 

 The Commission noted the intersessional progress report by the ERandEMWG (WCPFC17-

2020-ERandEMWG4).   

 

  9.4.2  FAD Management Options IWG 

 Mr. Jamel James (FSM), Chair of the FAD Management Options IWG (FADMO-IWG), referenced 

WCPFC17-2020-FADMO-IWG4-01 Summary Report, and noted the two recommendations in the 

summary report.  

 Tokelau, on behalf of FFA members, acknowledged that the views and comments of FADMO-IWG 

participants had been accurately summarized in the report. FFA members reiterated their view, expressed in 

the report, that they have reservations about the participation in the joint tuna RFMO Working Group on 

FADS (JWG) as they consider that recommendation 1 of the report from the 2nd JWG is not relevant to the 

WCPFC. FFA members supported the suggestion by the FADMO-IWG that the review of the revised 

guidelines for non-entangling and biodegradable FADs drafted by the FADMO-IWG be undertaken by 

SC17 and TCC 17. 

 EU expressed regret that FFA members did not support WCPFC participation in the JWG, and asked 

that FFA members reconsider this position.  

 Kiribati, on behalf of PNA members, supported the FFA statement, and supported adoption by the 

Commission of the proposal that SC17 and TCC17 be tasked to review the draft guidelines on non-

entangling and biodegradable FADs. 
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 France stated that FAD management involves a number of technical issues, and that involvement in 

the JWG could be very useful, and supported WCPFC involvement. 

 French Polynesia stated that the FADMO-IWG had produced worthwhile outcomes, and had 

developed a good working dynamic. It noted the need to ensure that the issue of worsening marine pollution 

is addressed, and sought to have a clear idea of the next steps to address it. 

 Tuvalu, on behalf of PNA members, stated they continued to support the position expressed by PNA 

and FFA Members at previous Commission meetings on collaboration with the JWG, noting that PNA 

members were working to develop high standards of FAD management in the tropical WCPO area, and that 

their experience was that participation in global dialogues on FADs resulted in pressure for lower standards 

in the WCPO designed to assist FAD-dependent fleets at the expense of bigeye and other bycatch stocks. 

PNA members stated they did not support WCPFC participation in the JWG. 

 The USA acknowledged that in many respects the WCPFC is ahead of others on FAD management, 

and suggested that CCMs, and PNA members in particular had much to offer other nations, while noting 

that some RFMOs may have learned certain lessons and also have good ideas. For those reasons the USA 

stated it continues to support regular participation by WCPFC in the JWG. 

 The Commission considered the following suggested tasking for the FADMO-IWG in 2021 

proposed by the EU: 

• Define minimum standards for data collection, including buoy data, by vessel operators; 

• Continue work in the development of guidelines for non-entangling and biodegradable FADs, as 

called for in paragraph 22 of CMM 2018-01, and explore additional measures to reduce the impact 

of abandoned and lost FADs on the ecosystem; 

• Explore consistency and harmonization, to the extent possible, in FAD-related definitions and 

measures with IATTC; 

• Explores the development of a FAD and buoy marking system; 

• Assess the convenience of establishing mandatory or voluntary protocols for the transmission of 

high-resolution buoy position and echosounder data for scientific research; and 

• Foster the involvement of the industry and fishermen in future meetings of the FADMO-IWG and 

subsidiary bodies (e.g., SC).  

 

 Japan stated that the proposed tasking contained some technical issues that would require additional 

consideration and discussion, beyond what was possible at WCPFC17.  

 The EU commented that the suggestions, which emerged from the FADMO-IWG, had been 

discussed for some time, and encouraged that more work on specific issues be undertaken.  

 The USA supported the comment by the EU, stating that the text was not controversial. It observed 

that FADs could be considered a violation of MARPOL, as they are not composed of natural materials and 

often become discarded. The USA stated that there are hundreds of thousands of FADs deployed, and that 

vessel owners were also aware of the need to address issues with FADs. The USA encouraged CCMs to 

support further work on the issues.  

 RMI agreed with the need for intersessional work, and stated that on that basis it had supported 

having FSM lead the FADMO-IWG work. RMI stated it would support continuing work regarding advice 

on non-entangling and biodegradable FADs, but agreed with Japan on the need to have time to consider 

other issues, in part because of the extensive work already facing the Commission in 2021.  
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 French Polynesia encouraged that the other issues suggested by the EU also be captured for the 

record, and encouraged adopting language to the effect that the FADMO-IWG would also address these.  

 PNG referred CCMs to the bolded outcomes in the FADMO-IWG Summary Report (WCPFC17-

2020-FADMO-IWG4-01) and suggested that the language be adopted. 

 The Commission noted the Report of the FAD Management Options IWG and accepted its 

recommendations to continue to engage intersessionally to progress outstanding work (WCPFC17-2020-

FADMgmtOptions).  

 The Commission noted that the FAD Management Options IWG had prepared a revised set of 

draft guidelines for non-entangling and biodegradable FADs as reflected in the FADMO-IWG-04-

2020/WP-02 (Attachment K).   

 Noting that the SC16 and TCC16 could not complete the task in paragraph 22 of CMM 2018-01 

due to the limited agenda resulting from COVID-19, the Commission tasked SC17 and TCC17 to review 

the draft guidelines for non-entangling and biodegradable FADs prepared by the FAD Management 

Options IWG (Attachment K).  The FAD Management Options IWG should revisit the draft guidelines 

based on input from those bodies as well as any additional scientific and technical information on non-

entangling and bio-degradable FADs. 

 

  9.4.3  VMS Data Gap Review  

 Mr. Terry Boone (USA), co-Chair of the VMS-SWG, referenced WCPFC17-2020-VMS-SWG 

VMS SWG Report to WCPFC17, and noted the need for more time to complete the work of the SWG, and 

requested that the Commission endorse the continuation of the SWG’s work in 2021 to develop 

recommendations for TCC17’s consideration to address VMS data gaps and improve the number of vessels 

reporting to the Commission VMS.  

 Tuvalu, on behalf of FFA members, supported the TCC16 recommendation that WCPFC17 task the 

VMS SWG to consider approaches to address challenges identified for the CMM 2014-02 paragraph 9(a) 

and the VMS SSP 2.8 obligations. FFA members stated they supported the TCC16 recommendation that 

WCPFC17 continue the work of the VMS-SWG in 2021 and develop recommendations for TCC17’s 

consideration to address VMS data gaps and improve the number of vessels reporting to the Commission 

VMS. 

 The Commission noted the intersessional progress report by the VMS Data Gaps Review SWG 

(WCPFC17-2020-VMS-SWG). 

 

  9.4.4  Review of the Transhipment Measure (CMM 2009-06) IWG (Transhipment IWG) 

 

 The Chair referenced WCPFC17-2020-TS-IWG Transhipment IWG Report to WCPFC17, which 

was taken as read.  

 Cook Islands on behalf of FFA members noted the departure of the IWG Co-Chair Mr. Sam Lanwi 

(RMI) and thanked him for his effort and contribution to this work and fisheries in the region. FFA members 

nominated Mr. Felix Toa Ngwango (Vanuatu) as a new Co-Chair of the Transhipment-IWG. FFA stated 
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they remain committed to the review of the transhipment CMM to ensure a framework is in place to better 

manage transhipment activities in the high seas of the Convention Area.  Given the importance of the work, 

they urged the work be expedited in 2021. FFA members registered concern with the proposed removal of 

Annual Report Part 2 in the latest version of the Scope of Work as one of the sources of information for the 

study, noting the Annual Report Part 2 is valuable and the main source of information where CCMs report, 

on an annual basis, on how they have implemented CMM 2009-06. They suggested the Annual Report Part 

2 be used as one of the sources of information in the review. FFA members also: urged that the Scope of 

Work for analysis of transhipment information be finalized so that the work can start; sought an update on 

concerns raised at TCC16 regarding the effective monitoring of high seas transhipment and the difficulty in 

deploying observers, in the review of CMM 2009-06 and how this is intended to be taken up by the IWG; 

sought an update on the additional funding needed to complete the analysis of transhipment information 

(phase 1 -3); and supported TCC16’s recommendation that WCPFC17 reaffirm its tasking of the 

Transhipment-IWG to continue and complete its work.  

 
 Dr. Alex Kahl (USA), Co-Chair of the Transhipment-IWG, thanked Cook Islands for nominating a 

new Co-Chair. He noted the importance of the work of the IWG was underscored by the absence of observers 

in 2020. He noted the recently posted Transhipment IWG report (WCPFC17-2020-TS_IWG) and stated 

his hope that agreement could be reached soon (within weeks) on the scope of work. He provided an update 

regarding the funding being provided for the study by the USA, indicating that the voluntary contribution 

would be used for phases 1 and 2 of the study, while additional funding would be required for phase 3, 

which would not be required until the second quarter of 2021. He stated that, pending consultations with his 

new Co-Chair, he hoped to have an intersessional virtual meeting regarding CMM revisions in the absence 

of observers, probably relying on EM and ER, which would be a priority in 2021. He stated he anticipated 

WCPFC18 would receive a recommendation from the IWG on the issue.  

 Pew, on behalf of the Ocean Foundation, WWF, ISSF, KFEM and the Association of Professional 

Observer observed that the pandemic demonstrated the urgent need to strengthen all of the Commission’s 

oversight tools, especially those for transhipment, which is a key link in the supply chain for several of the 

region’s fisheries, but if left unmonitored, can become a conduit for IUU fishing and other crimes.  They 

stated that the transhipment CMM is well overdue for a review, and that they are encouraged that there is 

now a clear plan on how such an analysis will proceed, and urged all parties to commit to the schedule and 

to secure the necessary funding. They looked forward to further discussion of the findings over the next 

year. 

 The Commission noted the intersessional progress report by the Review of the Transhipment 

CMM IWG (WCPFC17-2020-TS_IWG).  

 The Commission also acknowledged the intention of the Transhipment-IWG to finalise in early 

2021 the draft Scope of Work for the analysis of transhipment information, to support the review of the 

Transhipment Measure (CMM 2009-06) through the Transhipment- IWG during the intersessional period 

in 2021. 
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AGENDA ITEM 10  —  COMPLIANCE MONITORING SCHEME  

10.1 Consideration and Adoption of the Final Compliance Monitoring Report (CMR)  

 The Commission, pursuant to CMM 2019-06, considered the provisional CMR recommended by 

TCC16. A CMR-SWG led by Dr. Robert Day, the Acting TCC Chair, compiled the final CMR for adoption. 

The Acting TCC Chair provided a report on the CMR-SWG outcomes.  

 FSM on behalf of FFA members reiterated that it is imperative that the purpose and the key 

principles of the CMS, that it is effective, efficient, fair, and work towards compliance are upheld to ensure 

that no CCMs misuse the CMS to serve their own individual interests; doing otherwise undermines the 

process CCMs collectively worked to strengthen over several years and calls into question the integrity of 

the scheme. FFA members noted that the specific issue they were referencing was found in the public 

domain in paper WCPFC17-2020-IP04 Table 2, which shows that a particular CCM has clearly gone over 

its high seas purse seine effort limit in 2019.  FFA members stated that the CCM had done the same 

(exceeded its limit) in past years and was assessed accordingly with a Priority Non-Compliant status as 

shown in the 2019 Final CMR. FFA members argued that the approach that was used at WCPFC16 and 

previously should be used in 2020, but that they did not understand why this was not done, as it undermines 

the effective operation of the CMS that they consider essential to the effective implementation of the 

Commission’s management framework. FFA members stated that if this obligation is not assessed, it sets a 

dangerous precedent, and that there is a need to avoid the perception that the Commission accepts that any 

CCM may unilaterally interpret and develop legislation, in direct conflict with measures adopted in good 

faith. FFA members sought an explanation from any CCM that does not agree to the consistent interpretation 

and application of this obligation to explain what is different in 2020. 

 The Commission noted the TCC16 recommendation in paragraph 19 of the Final Compliance 

Monitoring Report and encouraged CCMs to work closely with the Secretariat to ensure that new 

information submitted in revised Annual Report Part 1 after the reports have been provided to the CCMs 

as outlined in paragraph 25 of CMM 2019-06 is brought to the Secretariat’s attention for inclusion in the 

draft CMR, where relevant and in line with paragraph 27 of the same measure. 

 The Commission tasked TCC17 to provide WCPFC18 an update on obligations and other matters 

which would benefit from further consideration by the Commission to assist in assessing compliance and 

noted that these concerns may also emerge through the Future Work of the CMS on Audit Points. 

 The Commission adopted the Final Compliance Monitoring Report (Attachment L).  

 

10.2 List of obligations to be reviewed by the Compliance Monitoring Scheme in 2021 

 Mr. Mat Kertesz (Australia), Chair of the List of Obligations SWG, provided a summary of the 

SWG outcomes. He noted that the SWG had reached consensus on all but one issue following extensive 

discussions. He indicated that WCPFC16 tasked TCC16 to recommend a revised list of obligations to be 

assessed in 2021 but that TCC16 was not able to agree a list. The SWG used the FFA proposal on a list of 

obligations (WCPFC17-2020-DP01-Attachment 1) as the basis for developing a new list for adoption. 

SWG participants expressed divergent views on the appropriate length of the list of obligations for 

assessment in 2021. A majority of CCMs expressed a view that the list should be no longer than the list 

assessed in 2020, while some CCMs expressed that the length of the list should not be limited to 2020 levels. 

All participants recognised the importance of ensuring that the list of obligations is manageable given the 
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broad range of issues that TCC17 will need to address in 2021, including developing and implementing a 

process to consider aggregated summary tables required under paragraph 26(ii) of CMM 2019-06, ongoing 

work to develop the CMS, and providing advice related to the development of a new tropical tuna measure. 

The Chair of the List of Obligations SWG outlined the report of the SWG as follows: 

(i) The SWG agreed on the following in light of the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic:  

• not to include assessment of the “Intersessional Decisions in response to COVID-19” in the CMR 

process in 2021.  

• to include the obligations suspended by the “Intersessional Decisions in response to COVID-19” 

for review in the 2021 CMR for the periods prior to their suspension, noting the importance of these 

obligations and the duration of their applicable periods.  

• not to include CMM 2018-05 Annex C paragraph 6 (related to longline observer coverage) – the 

SWG noted that the impacts of the COVID pandemic meant that it was highly unlikely that the 

CMR would be able to effectively assess this obligation for the year 2020. The SWG expressed that 

the decision not to include this obligation does not represent a suspension of this obligation; rather 

this is a recognition of the genuine impact that the COVID-19 pandemic will have on the ability of 

the TCC to assess this obligation. The SWG noted that the decision not to assess this obligation 

does not remove CCMs’ obligation to comply with this provision. 

• not to include paragraph 13 of CMM 2018-03 as this obligation is reliant on observer information. 

 

(ii) The SWG additionally agreed 

• not to include the “comprehensive sharks measure” (CMM 2019-04) in the list of obligations for 

assessment in 2021, noting that this measure only came into effect on 1 November 2020 and hence 

the period of application for 2020 was only two months. The SWG also noted that the superseded 

sharks measure, CMM 2010-07, was included in the list.  

• not to include obligations related to CMM 2011-04 (Oceanic whitetip sharks) and CMM 2013-08 

(Silky sharks) noting that these measures have been reviewed consistently over the last three years 

and CCMs’ non-compliance has been low. 

 

(iii) However, in recognition of the importance of these measures, the SWG also made several 

recommendations to the Commission regarding their inclusion in the list of obligations for 2022. 

The SWG has insufficient time to fully consider  a recommendation related to a shortened timeframe 

for CCM’s Annual Report Part 2 submissions.  

 The EU addressed the SWG recommendation not to include the obligations related to oceanic 

whitetip and silky sharks, and questioned whether the actual level of non-compliance was low, and stated 

that the retention ban was not implemented by all CCMs. The EU stated that this recommendation to not 

assess compliance with these CMMs was not in accord with the spirit and intent of the CMS adopted by the 

Commission, and encouraged that these CMMs be included in the list to be approved for review of 

compliance.  

 The SWG Chair stated that while the SWG had held an extensive discussion on shark species and 

related obligations it did not discuss specifics on compliance with these obligations.  

 RMI supported the list as proposed, and stated that PNA members were concerned with increasing 

the number of obligations on the list, and could agree to it for 2021 on the basis that it did not establish a 

precedent to increase the list in the future.  
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 Japan supported the list as proposed.  

 The EU agreed to support the consensus on the basis that its views would be reflected in the report. 

The EU further reflected that FFA members had previously expressed strong concerns regarding these 

species, and stated that the views expressed at WCPFC17 seemed to conflict with their previous interest in 

the species’ conservation. 

 The Compliance Manager addressed the proposed deadline for CCMs’ Annual Report Part 2 of 100 

days prior to TCC17. She referenced WCPFC-TCC16-2020-20, Preliminary Consideration of Anticipated 

Forecast of Secretariat Work Commitments for TCC in 2021/22, and outlined the significant work the 

Commission would have to undertake in 2021, much of it related to TCC. In recognition of that work, and 

to enable the Secretariat to fully support the work of the Commission, the Compliance Manager encouraged 

that CCMs support the recommendation regarding earlier submission, by mid-June, of the Annual Report 

Part 2 in 2021.  

 The Commission adopted the report of the List of Obligations SWG and noted that: 

i. WCPFC16 had tasked TCC16 to recommend a revised list of obligations to be assessed in 

2021 but that TCC16 was not able to agree to a list.  

ii. The SWG used the FFA proposal on a list of obligations (WCPFC17-2020-DP01 

Attachment 1) as the basis for developing a new list of obligations for 2021 assessments. 

iii. SWG participants had expressed divergent views on the appropriate length of the list of 

obligations for assessment in 2021. A majority of CCMs expressed a view that the list should 

be no longer than the list assessed in 2020. Some CCMs expressed that the length of the list 

should not be limited to 2020 levels. All participants recognised the importance of ensuring 

that the list of obligations is manageable given the broad range of issues that TCC17 will 

need to address in 2021, including developing and implementing a process to consider 

aggregated summary tables required under paragraph 26(ii) of CMM 2019-06, ongoing 

Future Work to develop the CMS and providing advice related to the development of CMM 

2021-01 tropical tuna measure.  

iv. The SWG recognised the impacts of COVID-19 on the operation of the WCPO tuna fishery 

and on the operation of the Commission, and the SWG agreed not to include assessment of 

the “Intersessional Decisions in response to COVID-19” in the CMR process in 2021.   

v. The SWG agreed to include the obligations suspended by the “Intersessional Decisions in 

response to COVID-19” for review in the 2021 CMR for the periods prior to their 

suspension, noting the importance of these obligations and the duration of their applicable 

periods. 

vi. The SWG agreed not to include CMM 2018-05 Ann C 06 (related to longline observer 

coverage) – the SWG noted that the impacts of the COVID pandemic meant that it was 

highly unlikely that the CMR would be able to effectively assess this obligation for the year 

2020. The SWG expressed that the decision not to include this obligation does not represent 

a suspension of this obligation; rather this is a recognition of the genuine impact that the 

COVID-19 pandemic will have on the ability of the TCC to assess this obligation. The SWG 

noted that the decision not to assess this obligation does not remove CCMs’ obligation to 

comply with this provision. 
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vii. The SWG agreed not to include the “comprehensive sharks measure” (CMM 2019-04) in 

the list of obligations for assessment in 2021, noting that this measure only came into effect 

on 1 November 2020 and hence the period of application for 2020 was only two months. 

The SWG also noted that the superseded sharks measure, CMM 2010-07, was included in 

the list.  

viii. The SWG recommended that obligations under CMM 2019-04, including measures related 

to non-retention of silky sharks and oceanic whitetip sharks, and paragraph 13 of CMM 

2018-03 be included in the list of obligations for assessment in 2022. 

 The Commission agreed to the List of Obligations to be reviewed by the Compliance Monitoring 

Scheme in 2021, covering 2020 activities (Attachment M). 

 The Commission also agreed that, in 2021, CCMs shall submit their Annual Report Part 2 at least 

100 days prior to TCC17. 

 

10.3 Review the workplan of tasks to enhance the Compliance Monitoring Scheme 

 (CMS-IWG) 

 The Chair referenced WCPFC17-2020-25 Reference Document on TCC16 Recommendations for 

Agenda 10 (paragraph 4).  
 

 Australia on behalf of FFA members reiterated that it is imperative that the key principles and 

purpose of the CMS are upheld to ensure that no CCMs misuse the CMS to serve their own individual 

interests or to undermine the integrity of the scheme.  FFA members called on the Commission to 

collectively address several fundamental issues in order to secure the delivery of outcomes that the CMS is 

specifically designed and intended to meet, and supported recommendations from TCC16 in WCPFC17-

2020-25, especially those relating to streamlining of annual reporting, including the trial of ACE tables; 

improving the online Compliance Case File System, and continuation of CMS-IWG to progress the CMS 

future work tasks in 2021. FFA members also welcomed and supported TCC16’s recommendation for Ms. 

Heather Ward from New Zealand to lead the risk-based assessment framework and Ms. Rhea Moss-

Christian from Marshall Islands to lead the audit point work.  They stated their understanding these leads 

would take charge in progressing these areas and report directly to TCC on the results.  FFA members stated 

their intent to make a dedicated effort in 2021 towards the CMS future work, in particular the development 

of audit points and risk-based assessment framework. 

 

 The Commission noted the progress on the Future Work of the CMS tasks, through the CMS 

IWG established by WCPFC16 under the leadership of the TCC Vice-Chair, and as set out in paragraph 

4 of WCPFC17-2020-25.  

 The Commission noted in paragraph 129 of the TCC16 Summary Report that TCC16 had 

affirmed the importance of all the future work called for in section IX of CMM 2019-06 and supported 

the prioritisation of four streams of intersessional work for the CMS IWG in 2020/21 and recognised that 

some elements may extend until 2022: 

i. the development of a risk-based assessment framework to inform compliance assessments 

and ensure obligations are meeting the objectives of the Commission;  
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ii. the development of audit points to clarify the Commission obligations assessed under the 

CMS, as well as a checklist to be used by proponents of any proposal to include a list of 

potential audit points for the consideration of the Commission;  

iii. the development of a process for TCC to consider the aggregated tables alongside the draft 

CMR (paragraph 33 and 34 of CMM 2019-06); and  

iv. the development of guidance on the participation of observers in the CMS process as 

outlined in CMM 2019-06. 

 The Commission endorsed the TCC16 recommendation in paragraph 130 of the TCC16 

Summary Report that Ms. Heather Ward from New Zealand would lead the risk-based assessment 

framework task and Ms. Rhea Moss-Christian from Marshall Islands would lead the development of audit 

points in support of the CMS IWG Chair. 

 WCPFC17 also noted the delay in advancing the work agreed at WCPFC16 concerning the 

aggregated tables and tasked the TCC Chair to lead work intersessionally prior to TCC17, with a view to 

providing guidance on how TCC17 would consider the aggregated tables alongside the draft CMR. This 

work will also benefit from the TCC16 recommended analytical work that the Secretariat will be 

undertaking related to the CCFS and approaches to present the data. 

 

AGENDA ITEM 11  — ADOPTION OF THE 2020 IUU VESSEL LIST  

  The Chair introduced WCPFC17-2020-26: WCPFC IUU Vessel List for 2021, which presented for 

the consideration of WCPFC17 the relevant information for a decision on the 2021 WCPFC IUU Vessel 

List, in accordance with CMM 2019-07.   

 RMI stated its appreciation to Korea and all CCMs for their valuable contributions since TCC16 in 

terms of placing a vessel on the IUU list. RMI referenced a joint letter from RMI and Korea (Circular 

2020/140 of 4th December 2020) agreeing to remove the ORYONG No. 721 from the provisional IUU list. 

Regarding Korea’s flag state responsibility, as outlined to TCC, RMI stated it was pleased to report that 

Korea had demonstrated its cooperation, willingness and due diligence and that RMI was satisfied. It stated 

it had no further issues, and requested that the provisional listing of the ORYONG No. 721 be withdrawn.  

 Korea thanked RMI for their cooperation provided to settle the issue by mutual agreement, and 

appreciated the CCMs that provided useful advice on the issue. Korea reiterated that it has no tolerance for 

IUU fishing activities, and would work with all CCMs to realize an IUU-free Pacific Ocean. 

 Nauru on behalf of PNA members congratulated Korea and RMI for their successful use of the 

Commission’s IUU process.  

 EU acknowledged that the CCMs had reached a satisfactory agreement, and inquired whether Korea 

had finalized all its internal procedures with regard to the case, and stated it would be interested in receiving 

updated information, even if after WCPFC17. Korea stated that its internal process was ongoing, and it 

would update the Commission when the process is completed. 

 FSM, on behalf of FFA members, supported the retention of the 3 vessels (NEPTUNE, FU LIEN 

No.1 and YU FONG 168) on the IUU list for 2021. FFA members also affirmed the recommendation from 

TCC16 to the Commission on the tasks for the Executive Director (set out in paragraph 60 of the TCC16 
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Summary Report). They also acknowledged with appreciation the actions of the Republic of Korea as the 

flag State to resolve the case concerning ORYONG NO. 721 to the satisfaction of RMI as the coastal State. 

 The Commission decided not to place ORYONG No.721 on the 2021 WCPFC IUU Vessel List.   

 The Commission agreed to maintain the three vessels currently on the WCPFC IUU Vessel List, 

and adopted the 2021 WCPFC IUU Vessel List (Attachment N).  

 In respect of the WCPFC IUU Vessel List 2021, the Commission approved the TCC16 

recommendations in paragraph 60 of the TCC16 Summary Report and tasked the Executive Director to: 

i. seek the former flag States’ cooperation to provide any information on these vessels, 

including their respective masters’ names and nationalities;  

ii. write to all CCMs requesting them to provide information to the Commission if the vessels 

are located, or if there are any known changes to name, flag or registered owner, including 

any action that port States have taken such as denial of port entry and services to those 

vessels or any information from cannery States of any landings made by these vessels;  

iii. write a letter to other RFMOs conveying this same message for cooperation to locate these 

vessels; and  

iv. propose that any information received by the Executive Director is reported promptly to 

CCMs. 

 

IUU Vessel List Cross Listing Procedures 

 The Chair noted WCPFC17-2020-DP11rev_1, Discussion Paper on IUU Vessel Cross Listing 

Procedures – revision 1, which was introduced by the EU under Agenda Item 4. 

 France stated that it conducts surveillance operations in the convention areas of both IATTC and 

WCPFC. It stated that cross listing would be a useful tool to combat the IUU fishing, and supported efforts 

to progress this issue. 

 Japan supported cross listing in the WCPFC, noting that other RFMOs had introduced this, and that 

WCPFC members that are not members of other RFMOs could be unaware of the other IUU Vessel List 

listings. Japan stated that this was a good tool to combat IUU fishing in the WCPO. However, it suggested 

the need to be careful about the procedure. It raised the question of whether WCPFC should accept IUU 

lists of other organisations without considering the contents, and suggested that WCPFC should use a 

confirmation procedure rather than a blanket acceptance of an IUU list, stating this could give some comfort 

to WCPFC members. Japan noted that IUU lists from other RFMOs may contain two types of IUU vessel 

listings: those listed by the RFMO, and those listed through a cross listing procedure, and the need to be 

clear about which IUU Vessel Lists would be cross-listed by WCPFC. Japan noted that the cross-listing 

policies of other RFMOs vary: some have agreements with all RFMOs, and some limit the scope to location 

or species. Japan suggested concerns about workload or unpredictable effect could possibly be addressed 

through a focus on the Pacific Ocean, and noted cross listing with the other Pacific RFMOs (SPRFMO, 

IATTC, and NPFC) would be very useful. 
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 Korea stated that as a responsible port and flag state, it supported cross listing as it would contribute 

to effective control and management of IUU fishing globally. It acknowledged some issues with the 

procedure, but stated the benefits were far greater than the challenges that need to be addressed. It supported 

the way forward suggested in DP11, and stated it would provide comments to the EU. 

 The USA echoed the comments by Korea, and generally supported cross listing and the proposal, 

stating that it has some questions on the process, but that these could be addressed intersessionally.  

 FSM on behalf of FFA members stated they indicated in 2019 that this could have significant 

implications, and stated they looked forward to more information about the number of vessels that are listed 

by other RFMOs. 

 Chinese Taipei stated it supports combatting IUU fishing and supported the concept of IUU Vessel 

List cross listing.  However, it has some technical concerns regarding the scope and procedure, which could 

be further discussed. 

 The EU thanked CCMs for their comments, which it found to be largely encouraging and useful, 

and stated it understood there is work remaining to address the various concerns expressed. The EU stated 

it would be happy to continue this work if there was agreement from all members that there is value in doing 

so, and would respond to CCMs intersessionally. Regarding FFA’s comments on assessment under CMM 

2013-06, the EU stated that a range of issues were addressed in DP09 that are relevant under CMM 2013-

06, although DP09 does not follow a certain format. The EU observed that a comprehensive CMM 2013-06 

assessment could not be undertaken satisfactorily solely by the EU. It expressed the hope it could engage 

with FFA members and seek their assistance in this process.  

 The Commission encouraged the EU and other interested CCMs to engage intersessionally on 

the issue of cross-listing of other RFMOs’ vessel lists.   

 

AGENDA ITEM 12  — REPORT OF FAC14 

12.1 Report of the Fourteenth Finance and Administration Committee  

 FAC co-chair Mr. Michael Brakke (USA) reported the key highlights and recommendations of 

FAC14 and referenced the Summary Report (WCPFC16-2020-FAC14). Recommendations included a 

1.7% increase in professional staff salary in 2021 (excluding the Executive Director), and that any additional 

resourcing needed to support the Commission’s intersessional work be drawn from the working capital fund. 

 The Chair thanked the FAC co-chairs for their work.  

12.2 Budget Approval for 2021 and Indicative Budgets for 2022 and 2023  

 The Commission adopted the report of the Fourteenth Session of the FAC (WCPFC17-2020-

FAC14), including the 2021 budget of $ 8,190,633 and indicative budgets for 2022 and 2023 of     $ 

8,404,595 and $ 8,146,335 respectively (Attachments O). 

 The Commission endorsed the FAC14 recommendation in paragraph 7 of the FAC14 Summary 

Report, and accepted the audited financial statements for 2019. 
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 The Commission endorsed the FAC14 recommendation in paragraph 9 of the FAC14 Summary 

Report and agreed to reappoint Deloitte and Touche LLP for a further period of two years. 

 The Commission noted that per the Staff Regulations, local staff and the Executive Director 

would receive an annual increase in 2021 due to inflation and endorsed the FAC14 recommendation in 

paragraph 21 of the FAC14 Summary Report and approved a 1.7% increase in professional staff salary 

in 2021 excluding the Executive Director. 

 The Commission endorsed the FAC14 recommendation in paragraph 28 of the FAC14 Summary 

Report that any additional resourcing needed to support Commission’s intersessional work in 2021 may 

be drawn from the Working Capital Fund. 

 The final adopted 2021 budget and Annexes are provided in (Attachment P).   

  

AGENDA ITEM 13  — ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS  

13.1 Election of Officers  

 The Commission made a number of appointments to Commission positions commencing after 

the end of WCPFC17 (15 December 2020): 

i. Ms. Jung-re Riley (Republic of Korea) was reappointed as WCPFC Chair, and Dr. Josie 

Tamate (Niue) was reappointed as WCPFC Vice-Chair; 

ii. Mr. Mat Kertesz (Australia) was appointed as TCC Chair, and Dr. Robert Day (Canada) was 

reappointed as TCC Vice-Chair; 

iii.  Mr. Masanori Miyahara (Japan) was reappointed as NC Chair, and Mr. Michael Tosatto 

(United States) was reappointed as NC Vice-Chair; and 

iv.  Mr. Felix Toa Ngwango (Vanuatu) was appointed as co-Chair of the Transhipment Review 

IWG. 

 In support of 2021 Intersessional Working Group activities, to be progressed electronically, the 

Commission confirmed the following: 

i. Mr. Tom Graham (United States) would continue to lead the TCC Observer-related WG; 

ii. Ms. Mere Lakeba (Fiji) would continue to lead the South Pacific Albacore Roadmap IWG; 

iii. Ms. Kerry Smith (Australia) would continue to lead the ERandEMWG; 

iv. Dr. Alex Kahl (United States) would continue to co-chair the Transhipment Review IWG;   

v. Mr. Terry Boone (United States) and Mr. Viv Fernandes (Australia) would continue to lead 

the VMS Data Gaps Review SWG (VMS SWG); 

vi. Mr. Jamel James would continue to lead the FAD Management Options IWG; and 
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vii. Dr. Robert Day (Canada) would continue to Chair the CMS IWG to progress work 

intersessionally under CMS Future Work tasks (set out in paragraph 46 of CMM 2019-06).  

Ms. Heather Ward (New Zealand) would lead the risk-based assessment framework task and 

Ms. Rhea Moss-Christian (RMI) would lead the development of audit points in support of 

the CMS IWG Chair.   

 

13.2 Future Meetings  

 The Commission acknowledged that with the COVID-19 pandemic likely to continue into 2021 

it was difficult to predict the feasibility of convening physical meetings next year. 

 In the event that physical meetings for 2021 are feasible the Commission agreed on the following 

meeting venues and dates: 

i. SC17 would be held in Palau from 11 – 19 August 2021 and for SC18 in Tonga in 2022;  

ii. NC17 would be held in Japan (venue and date to be advised); 

iii. TCC17 would be held in Pohnpei, Federated States of Micronesia from 22 – 28 September 

2021; 

iv. WCPFC18 would be held in Canada (venue and date to be advised) and noted Vietnam’s 

offer to host WCPFC19 in 2022; and 

v. At least two workshops for CMM 2021-01 Tropical Tuna Measure would be held in 

April and June/July 2021. 

 In the event that physical meetings for 2021 are not feasible the expedited decision-making 

procedure used in 2020 will also be used to facilitate each decision by the Commission to convene virtual 

meetings in 2021.   

 

AGENDA ITEM 14  — OTHER MATTERS  

14.1 Cetacean release guidelines 

 Ms. Emily Crigler (USA) introduced WCPFC17-2020-DP03 Best Handling Practices for the Safe 

Release of Cetaceans, noting that the issue was discussed at WCPFC16, but was not raised at SC16 as 

planned because of the virtual meeting limitations, and suggested approval of a recommendation that the 

issue be prioritized for discussion during SC17. 

 Korea stated it submitted a proposal to WCPFC16 based on the precautionary approach and stated 

it would submit a similar proposal to WCPFC18. It fully supported the proposal by the USA. 

 Japan stated it understood the logic of the proposal, but was concerned about how busy SC17 would 

be, in light of the fact that many aspects of SC’s work had been deferred in 2020, and it was thus not 

convinced that priority should be given to this issue in 2021. Japan stated it did not support the USA’s 

proposal. 
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 The EU agreed that the work was important and that SC should be tasked again to undertake it. 

 The USA echoed the remarks by the EU and Korea and sought guidance from the Commission or 

SC chair regarding the plans for the work that was delayed in 2020. 

 The SC Chair explained the process used to set the SC agenda, which involves the SC Chair, theme 

conveners and the Secretariat. He stated there were several issues that were deferred in 2020, but it was 

premature to provide comments on what the priorities would be.  

 Taking into account that that WCPFC16 tasked SC16 to develop and recommend best handling 

practices for the release of cetaceans but SC16 could not complete not only this task but also many other 

tasks due to the limited agenda resulting from COVID-19, the Commission requested the Scientific 

Committee to consider how to handle these outstanding tasks at SC17.    

 

14.2 South Pacific Swordfish 

 Australia stated that in 2019, it proposed to pursue revision and strengthening of CMM 2009-03 

(Conservation and Management for Swordfish). As explained at WCPFC16, Australia believes that the 

CMM fails to provide for the ongoing sustainability of the stock, or protect the economic viability of existing 

swordfish fisheries or the future development opportunities of SIDS. There are no restrictions on fishing 

mortality north of 20°S and the limits south of 20°S may not ensure the future sustainability of the stock. 

Australia stated that it is continuing preparatory work on a revised measure designed around a core set of 

principles that were outlined at WCPFC16. The revised draft measure will be informed by a range of inputs, 

including: 

• A revised stock assessment in 2021; 

• Two key pieces of technical work tasked to the SC by WCPFC16:  

o a review of potential management provisions for swordfish taken as bycatch, which was 

discussed in the SC16 Online Discussion Forum (SC16-ODF-01, Summary of Online 

Discussion Forum); and  

o an evaluation of the future stock status under a range of catch projection scenarios; and 

Ongoing consultations with members. 

Australia thanked all CCMs who engaged on the issue in 2020 and noted that no specific decisions were 

required at WCPFC17, and encouraged CCMs to continue their constructive input and engagement on the 

issues to secure better management of South Pacific swordfish. 

 

AGENDA ITEM 15  — SUMMARY REPORT OF WCPFC17  

 The Chair outlined the process for adoption of the Summary Report for WCPFC17, 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 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 meeting participants would be advised accordingly.   
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 The USA stated it looked forward to working with other CCMs intersessionally, including the 

opportunity to have focussed discussion with CCMs and others prior to the April workshop. The USA 

thanked CCMs and the Chair for conducting a very constructive meeting. 

 FSM, on behalf of FFA members, extended their appreciation to the Chair for her leadership, and 

the WCPFC Secretariat for their excellent work, and wished all attendees a very Merry Christmas and safe 

and joyous New Year. 

 The Chair thanked CCMs for their confidence and stated she was pleased and honoured to serve the 

Commission as Chair for another 2 years. She stated she looked forward progressing issues in 2021, and 

would get started as early as possible. She expressed thanks to the Secretariat and SPC for their support, and 

the IWG and SWG chairs, and all CCMs for their constructive engagement. She expressed the hope that all 

participants would stay safe and in good health.  

  

AGENDA ITEM 16  — CLOSE OF MEETING  

 The Chair closed WCPFC17 at 4:50 pm on Tuesday, 15th December 2020 (Pohnpei time).    

 

--- 
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FSM NORMA
PO Box PS-122 
Ambrose Building 2nd Floor Palikir,
Pohnpei FM 96941
+691-320-2700

 

Joe Murphy
Senior Vice President
LuenThai Fishing Venture Co. Ltd.
PO Box 2188, Rancho Mirage 
CA 92270, USA
17603245982

 
Johannes Getarmwai
IT and VDS Manager
FSM National Fisheries Corporation
PO Box R 
Palikir, Pohnpei FM 96941
691-3202529

 

 
Marko Kamber
Chief Executive Officer
Caroline Fisheries Corporation, Inc.

 

Mathew Chigiyal
Deputy Director
FSM NORMA
PO Box PS122 
Ambros Building 2nd Floor Palikir,
Pohnpei FM 96941
691-320-2700

 
Patricia Jack-Jossien
President/CEO
FSM National Fisheries Corporation
PO Box R 
Palikir, Pohnpei FM 96941
691-3202529
keeshacj@gmail.com

 

 
Robert Nakasone, Jr.
Assistant Attorney General
FSM Department of Justice

 

Vanessa Fread
Assistant Secretary - Division of Marine
Resources
FSM National Government -
Department of Resources and
Development
PO Box PS-12 
Palikir, Pohnpei, FM 96941
+6913205133
freadv@yahoo.com

 
Youky Susaia Jr.
Assistant Director for Fisheries
Compliance Division
FSM NORMA
PO Box PS122 
Ambros Building 2nd Floor Palikir,
Pohnpei FM 96941
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Member - Fiji

Aliti Trina Radevo
Foreign Service Officer
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Fiji
8023147

 
Jone Amoe
Head of Offshore Fisheries
Ministry of Fisheries
Offshore Fisheries Service Centre 
Level 4, Motibhai Building. Corner of
Freeston Road and Amra St. Walu Bay,
Suva
jone.amoe@govnet.gov.fj

 

 
Jyanti Singh
Fisheries Technical Officer
Ministry of Fisheries
Walu Bay, Fiji
9351261

 

Shelvin Sudesh Chand
Fisheries Officer
Ministry of Fisheries
Level 1  
Takayawa Building Suva Fiji Island
(679) 3300555

Member - France

Anaïs Mélard
Tuna RFMOS and Agreements Desk
Officer
Marine Fisheries and Aquaculture
Directorate
Tour Sequoia 
1 Place carpeaux 92 800 La Defense
+33 1 40 81 95 31
anais.melard@agriculture.gouv.fr

 
Edouard Weber
Head
Maritimes Affairs in French Polynésia
Motu Uta, BP 9096 
French Polynesia
+689 89 53 84 47

 

 
Camille Servetto
General Directorate to the Overseas
Territories
Ministry of Overseas
57 boulevard des Invalides 
75007 Paris France
+33 1 5369 2466
camille.servetto@outre-mer.gouv.fr

 

Remi Quilliot
SAM Polynésie
Maritime affairs
BP 9096 
98715 Papeete
+68987723615

 
Thierry Canteri
Adviser
France
thierry.canteri@gouv.nc
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Member - Indonesia

Trian Yunanda
Director of Fish Resources
Management
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
of the Republic of Indonesia
Jl. Medan Merdeka Timur No. 16
Jakarta
081315729129
tryand_fish@yahoo.com

 
Agustinus Purwanto Anung Widodo
Senior Scientist, Center for Fisheries
Research
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
of the Republic of Indonesia
Jalan Pasir Putih II, Ancol Timur,
Jakarta Utara
+6281210690806
anungwd@yahoo.co.id

 

 
Alza Rendian
Regional Cooperation Analyst
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
of the Republic of Indonesia
Jl. Medan Merdeka Timur No. 16
Jakarta
+6287810439726
alzarendian@gmail.com

 

Dimas Mohammad Halif
Diplomat
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the
Republic of Indonesia
Jalan Pejambon No. 6, Jakarta
+6287862734627
dimas.halif@kemlu.go.id

 
Fayakun Satria
Senior Scientist, Research Institute for
Marine Fisheries
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
of the Republic of Indonesia
Jalan Pasir Putih II, Ancol Timur,
Jakarta Utara
081381585651

 

 
Handayani P. U. Panjaitan
Advocacy Analyst
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
of the Republic of Indonesia
Jl. Medan Merdeka Timur No. 16
Jakarta
+6281322033054
handayani.panjaitan05@gmail.com

 

Hendri Kurniawan
Sub Coordinator of Regional
Cooperation
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
of the Republic of Indonesia
Jl. Medan Merdeka Timur No. 16
Jakarta
+6287882822237
hendrikur16@gmail.com

 
Lilis Sadiyah
Senior Scientist, Center for Fisheries
Research
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
of the Republic of Indonesia
Jalan Pasir Putih II, Ancol Timur,
Jakarta Utara
085811245655
sadiyah.lilis2@gmail.com

 

 
Lingga Prawitaningrum
Capture Fisheries Production
Managemenet Officer
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
of the Republic of Indonesia
Jl. Medan Merdeka Timur No. 16
Jakarta
linggaprawita@yahoo.com

 

Muhammad Anas
Sub Coordinator of Data
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
of the Republic of Indonesia
Gedung Mina Bahari 2 lt. 12, Jl. Medan
Merdeka Timur No. 16 Jakarta
+6281315637667
mykalambe@yahoo.com

 
Mumpuni Cyntia Pratiwi
Sub Coordinator of Fish Resources
Utilization in IEEZ and High Seas
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
Jl. Medan Merdeka Timur No. 16
Jakarta
081318371273
mumpuni.cpratiwi@gmail.com

 

 
Nilanto Perbowo
Senior Production Specialist
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
of the Republic of Indonesia
Jl Medan Merdeka Timur 16, Jakarta
Pusat
+628161999878
perbowon@kkp.go.id

 

Prof. Dr. Ir. Wudianto
Senior Scientist, Center for Fisheries
Research
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
of the Republic of Indonesia
Jalan Pasir Putih II, Ancol Timur,
Jakarta Utara
08161946426

 
Putuh Suadela
Coordinator of Fish Resources
Management in IEEZ and High Seas
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
of the Republic of Indonesia
Jl. Medan Merdeka Timur No. 16
Jakarta
081288066544

 

 
Rennisca Ray Damanti
senior statistician
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
of the Republic of Indonesia
Jl. Medan Merdeka Timur No.16 Jakarta
rennisca@kkp.go.id
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Ridwan Nurzeha
Surveillance of Marine Resources and
Fisheries Analyst
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
of the Republic of Indonesia
Jl. Medan Merdeka Timur No. 16
Jakarta
+6281931790147
ridwan.nurzeha@kkp.go.id

 
Sitti Hamdiyah
Coordinator of Regional and Multilateral
Cooperation
Ministry of Marine Affairs nd Fisheries of
the Republic of Indonesia
Jl. Medan Merdeka Timur No. 16
Jakarta
08565925019
sh_diyah@yahoo.com

 

 
Syahril Abd Raup
Coordinator of Fish Resources
Management Monitoring and Analysis
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
of the Republic of Indonesia
Gedung Mina Bahari 2 lt. 12, Jl. Medan
Merdeka Timur No. 16 Jakarta
+62817146112
chaliarrauf@yahoo.com

 

Yayan Hernuryadin
Marine and Fisheries Analyst
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
Jl. Medan Merdeka Timur No. 16
Jakarta
081286129404
yhernuryadin@gmail.com

 
Zaki Mubarok
Coordinator for Advocacy,
Documentation, Information Law,
Treaties and International Law in the
field Marine and Fisheries
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
of the Republic of Indonesia
Jl. Medan Merdeka Timur No. 16
Jakarta
+6281337680118
jbusro@gmail.com
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Member - Japan

Shingo Ota
Councillor, Resources Manegement
Department
Fisheries Agency of Japan
1-2-1 Kasumigaseki, Chiyoda-ku 
Tokyo, Japan 100-8907

 
Akira Bamba
Section Chief, International Affairs
Division
Fisheries Agency of Japan
1-2-1 Kasumigaseki 
Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo Japan 100-8907

 

 
Noriyoshi Hijikata
Section Chief, Fisheries and Resources
Management Division
Fisherires Agency of Japan
1-2-1 Kasumigaseki 
Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo Japan 100-8907

 

Hidetada Kiyofuji
Head, Tuna Sesond Group, Highly
Migratory Resource Division
Fisheries Resources Institute, FRA

 
Hiromu Fukuda
Head, Bluefin tunas Group, Highly
Migratory Resource Division
Fisheries Resources Institute, FRA

 

 
Shuya Nakatsuka
Deputy Director, Highly Migratory
Resource Division
Fisheries Resources Institute, FRA

 

Akihito Fukuyama
Managing Director
Japan Far Seas Purse Seine Fishing
Association

 
Akira Nakamae
President
Japan Far Seas Purse Seine Fishing
Association

 

 
Fuyuki Hayashi
Assistant Director
Japan Tuna Fisheries Co-operative
Association

 

Hidefumi Kawamoto
Secretary General
Japan Sea Coastal Purse Seiners
Association

 
Kei Hirose
Manager
Taiyo A&F Company, Ltd.

 

 
Kikuo Chiyo
Director
Japan Tuna Fisheries Co-Operative
Association

 

Meiko Kawahara
Corporate Planning Department
Taiyo A&F Company, Ltd.

 
Minoru Honda
Adviser
Japan Far Seas Purse Seine Fishing
Association

 

 
Reiko Ohashi
Assistant Director
Japan Tuna Fisheries Co-operative
Association

 

Susumu Oikawa
Senior Managing Director
Taiyo A & F Co., Ltd.

 
Toshihiro Hasegawa
Executive Secretary
Japan Far Seas Purse Seine Fishing
Association

 

 
Yoshihiro Notomi
Managing Director
National Offshore Tuna Fisheries
Association of Japan
Tohan No2 BLDG,2-17-4,Uchikanda,
Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo, Japan
+81-3-3526-6774
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Yuji Uozumi
Scientific Adviser
Japan Tuna Fisheries Co-operative
Association

 
Hikaru Hamaguchi
Senior Staff, Business Support Division
JOP(OFCF)
hamaguchi@ofcf.or.jp

 

 
Jun Takahashi
Advisor
JOP(OFCF)

 

Nobuhiro Katsumata
Fisheries Expert
JOP(OFCF)

 
Tomohide Yamada
Director, Business Support Division
JOP(OFCF)

 

 
Yuka Murayama
Staff
JOP(JANUS)

 

Yumi Okochi
Staff
JOP(JANUS)

 
Fumihiro Ichikawa
Committee
Kochi Sustainable Skipjack Association

 

 
Hiroyuki Ukeda
Vice President
Kochi Sustainable Skipjack Association

 

Sachi Ichikawa
Staff Office
Kochi Sustainable Skipjack Association

 
Yuhei Takeya
The Chief Examiner
Aomori Prefecture Government
Department of Agriculture, Forestry and
Fisheries 
Fisheries Bureau, Fisheries Promotion
Division

 

Member - Kiribati

Dr Agnes Yeeting
Secretary
Ministry of Fisheries and Marine
Resources Development
Bairiki, Tarawa 
Kiribati
686 75021099

 
Dr Tim Adams
Offshore Fisheries Management
Adviser
Ministry of Fisheries & Marine
Resources Development
Bairiki, Tarawa 
Kiribati
tim.adams@gonedau.com

 

 
Kaon Tiamere
Principal License Officer
Ministry of Fisheries and Marine
Resources Development
Bairiki,Tarawa 
Kiribati
686 75021099

 

Uati Tirikai
Senior Compliance Officer
Ministry of Fisheries and Marine
Resources Development
Bairiki, Tarawa 
Kiribati
686 75021099

WCPFC17 Summary Report
Issued: 3 May 2021Page 94 of 264



Member - Nauru

Murin Jeremiah
Oceanic Manager
Nauru Fisheries and Marine Resources
Authority
Anibare Road, NFMRA Main 
Nauru
+6745573733
mhzjere@gmail.com

 
Julian Itsimaera
Oceanic Enforcement Officer
Nauru Fisheries and Marine Resources
Authority
Anibare Road, NFMRA Main 
Nauru
+6745573733
julian.itsimaera2016@gmail.com

 

Member - New Zealand

Heather Ward
Principal Adviser
Ministry of Primary Industries
Charles Ferguson Building 
34-38 Bowen Street, Wellington 6011
New Zealand

 
Andy Smith
Operations Manager
Talley's Ltd
267 Akersten Street 
Port Nelson
021337756
andy.smith@talleys.co.nz

 

 
Arthur Hore
Manager Offshore Fisheries
Ministry for Primary Industries
Charles Ferguson Building 
34-38 Bowen Street, Wellington 6011
New Zealand
+64274957482

 

Carla Baker
Senior International Advisor
NZ - Department of Conservation
18-33 Mannors Street  
Conservation House Wellington, 6011
New Zealand
64 027 319 8356

 
Dominic Vallieres
Manager - Highly Migratory Species
Fisheries New Zealand

 

 
Emma Hodder
Senior Policy Officer
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade
195 Lambton Quay, Private Bag 18901 
Wellington 5045 New Zealand

 

Hilary Ayrton
Fisheries Analyst
Fisheries New Zealand - Ministry for
Primary Industries
Charles Ferguson Building 
34-38 Bowen Street, Wellington 6011
New Zealand

 
John Annala
Principal Scientist
Ministry for Primary Industries
Charles Ferguson Building 
34-38 Bowen Street, Wellington 6011
New Zealand
644-819-4718

 

 
John Willmer
International Fisheries Management
Ministry for Primary Industries
Charles Ferguson Building 
34-38 Bowen Street, Wellington 6011
New Zealand
john.willmer@mpi.govt.nz

 

Richard (Ricky) Martin
Compliance Adviser
Ministry for Primary Industries
Charles Ferguson Building 
34-38 Bowen Street, Wellington 6011
New Zealand
+6421391821

 
Rickee Te Wini
Legal Adviser, Legal Division
Ministry of Foreign Affairs & Trade
195 Lambton Quay, Private Bag 18901 
Wellington 5045 New Zealand
+64 4 439 8547

 

 
Robin Tilney
Principal
Thalassa Fisheries Support
Level 12, 36 Kitchener Street, Auckland
Central, Auckland, 1010, New Zealand.
+64 (0) 21 064 1802

 

Sarah McAvinchey
Lead Adviser
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade
sarah.mcavinchey@mfat.govt.nz

 
Te Aomihia Walker
Policy Analyst
Te Ohu Kaimoana
PO Box 3277, Level 4, Woolstore
Professional Centre, 
158 The Terrace, Wellington, New
Zealand
+64277006232

 WCPFC17 Summary Report
Issued: 3 May 2021Page 95 of 264



Member - Niue

Poi Okesene
Director
Government of Niue
Department of Agriculture, Forestry and
Fisheries 
Ministry of Natural Resources Niue

 
Gregory Harding
Fisheries Officer
Government of Niue

 

 
Quentin Hanich
Advisor
Australian National Centre for Ocean
Resources and Security (ANCORS)
hanich@uow.edu.au

 

Member - Palau

Kathleen Sisior
Fisheries Lic./Rev. Officer II
Ministry of Natural Resources,
Environment and Tourism
PO Box 117, 1st Malakal Street 
Koror, Republic of Palau 96940
4884938
utau.sisior@gmail.com

 
Orion Cruz
Legal Counsel to the Ministry of Natural
Resources, Environment, and Tourism
National Government of the Republic of
Palau
PO Box 1365, Koror
6807753378
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Member - Papua New Guinea

Noan Pakop
Deputy Managing Director
National Fisheries Authority
11th Floor Kina Bank Haus, Douglas
Street 
PO Box 2016, Port Moresby Papua
New Guinea
+675-3090444

 
Seline Leo-Lohia
Acting Director General- Multilateral and
Development Cooperation Division
Department of Foreign Affairs and
International Trade
PO Box 422, Waigani 
National Capital District
+675 3014168
selinell@gmail.com

 

 
Adrian J Nanguromo
Manager, Observer Program
National Fisheries Authority
11th Floor Kina Bank Haus, Douglas
Street 
PO Box 2016, Port Moresby Papua
New Guinea
67571796339
ajnanguromo@gmail.com

 

Arieta Dagi
Senior Legal Officer
Department of Justice & Attorney
General

 
Arnel Muallil Gonato
Managing Director
RD Fishing PNG Ltd.
Lot 36, Blk 32, Phase 2 
Doña Soledad
+67571034521

 

 
Benthly Sabub
Fisheries Management Officer, Tuna
Fishery
National Fisheries Authority
11th Floor Kina Bank Haus, Douglas
Street 
PO Box 2016, Port Moresby Papua
New Guinea
(675) 309 0444

 

Brian Kumasi
Executive Manager Fisheries
Management
National Fisheries Authority
11th Floor Kina Bank Haus, Douglas
Street 
PO Box 2016, Port Moresby Papua
New Guinea
+675-3090444

 
Buri Gari
Acting Director Regional Economic
Affairs Branch
Department of Foreign Affairs and
International Trade
PO Box 422, Waigani 
National Capital District Papua New
Guinea
301 4163
burigari80@gmail.com

 

 
Dale Sacay
Assistant Vice President
Frabelle Fishing Corporation
PO Box 963 Manila 
1051 North Bay Blvd Navotas City,
Philippines
639282812909
dale.sacay@frabelle.net

 

Eduardo Garcia Esteban
Vice President
Trans Pacific Journey Fishing Corp.
1094 North Bay Blvd., Navotas City
+639178868812
ege@tuna.ph

 
Joseph Kendou
Senior Fishery Officer
National Fisheries Authority
Level 2, Harbourside East Building,
Stanley Esplanade 
Port Moresby, National Capital District
121 Papua New Guinea
6753090444
jkendou@gmail.com

 

 
Josephine Bade
Senior Foreign Service Officer
Department of Foreign Affairs and
International Trade
PO Box 422, Waigani 
National Capital District Papua New
Guinea
+675 3014163
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Mary Ann Ricablanca
Marketing Mgr .
TSP Marine Industries
Cabu , Bawing 
General Santos, Philippines
+6383 554 8804

 
Nancy Pogla
Senior Legal Officer
Papua New Guinea Department of
Justice & Attorney General

 

 
Roy Gabinete
Executive Assistant
PNG FIA
roy.gabinete@frabelle.net

 

Simon Kaumi
Foreign Service Officer
Department of Foreign Affairs and
International Trade
PO Box 422, Waigani 
National Capital District Papua New
Guinea
+675 3014163
simon.kaumi3@gmail.com

 
Sisenio Pagalan Jr.
International Business Officer
Trans-Pacific Journey Fishing
Corporation
1094-A North Bay Boulevard
+63 2 82282-8812

 

 
Thomas Usu
Fisheries Manager - Tuna
National Fisheries Authority
11th Floor Kina Bank Haus, Douglas
Street, 
PO Box 2016, Port Moresby Papua
New Guinea
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Member - Philippines

Cheryl Marie Natividad-Caballero
Undersecretary for Agri-Industrialization
and for Fisheries
Department of Agriculture - Bureau of
Fisheries and Aquatic Resources
3rd Floor, PCA Building Elliptical Road,
Diliman, Quezon City, Philippines, 1101
cherylmarien@gmail.com

 
Alma Dickson
Consultant
BFAR
BFAR Elliptical Road, Diliman Quezon
City

 

 
ATTY. ASIS PEREZ
Adviser
South Cotabato Purseseiners
Association

 

BAYANI B. FREDELUCES
SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT
RD FISHING INDUSTRY, INC.

 
Benjamin Felipe S. Tabios Jr
Attorney V
Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
3rd Floor PCA Building, PCA
Compound, Quezon Memorial Circle,
Diliman, Quezon City, Philippines
639439280034
benjotabios@gmail.com

 

 
CHERYL ANN PARADIANG
Admin Staff
SOCSARGEN FEDERATION
BAWING GENERAL SANTOS CITY
09468911407

 

Drusila Esther Bayate
Assistant Director for Research,
Regulations and International
Engagements
Department of Agriculture - Bureau of
Fisheries and Aquatic Resources
3rd Floor, PCA Building Elliptical Road,
Diliman, Quezon City, Philippines, 1101
drusilabayate07@gmail.com

 
Francisco Torres Jr
Science Research Specialist I
NFRDI
Corporate 101 Bldg., 101 Mother
Ignacia Avenue, South Triangle,
Quezon City 1103 Philippines
63283761178
francisco_torresjr@yahoo.com

 

 
jean-François Bonnin
Product management director
SRT Marine Systems plc
Wireless House, Westfield Industrial
Estate, Midsomer Norton
640799680

 

JOHN VON JOVI ODTUJAN
TRANS-PACIFIC JOURNEY FISHING
CORP.
FISHING
1094-A NORTHBAY BLVD NAVOTAS
CITY
jbo@tuna.ph

 
Justyn Gabriel B. Contreras
Operation Officer
Bluecatch Corporation
09304048023

 

 
Marlo Demo-os
Aquaculturist II
BFAR
BFAR Elliptical Road, Diliman, Quezon
City
+639189640454

 

Rafael V. Ramiscal
Chief, Capture Fisheries Division
Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
PCA Bldg, Elliptical Road, Quezon City,
Metro Manila, Philippines
63289294296
rv_ram55@yahoo.com

 
ROSANNA BERNADETTE
CONTRERAS
Executive Director
Socsksargen Federation of Fishing and
Allied Industries, Inc.
General Santos City, Philippines
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Member - Republic of Korea

Dong-sik Woo
Director General for International
Cooperation Bureau
Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries

 
Bongjun Choi
Assistant Manager
Korea Overseas Fisheries Association
Samho Center B/D A, 83, Nonhyeon-ro 
Seocho-gu, Seoul Republic of Korea

 

 
Chae Kwansu
Manager
Silla Co., Ltd.
362, Baekjegobun-ro 
Songpa-gu, Seoul Republic of Korea

 

Chanwon Jo
Senior staff
Sajo Industries Co.,Ltd.
107-39, Tongil-ro 
Seodaemun-gu, Seoul Republic of
Korea (03740)
'+82-2-3277-1656

 
Choi Jong Hyun
Assistant Manager
Sajo Indutsries Co.,Ltd.
107-39, Tongil-ro Seodaemun-Gu,
Seoul 
Republic of Korea
+82 2 3277 1665

 

 
Doohyun Park
Senior Officer
WWF Korea
#702 Seoul Global Center 
38th Jong-ro
01073273478

 

Eun-Won Yu
Director
Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries

 
Eunhee Kim
Vice Director
Citizens' Institute for Environmental
Studies (CIES)

 

 
Ho Jeong Jin
Deputy General Manager
Korea Overseas Fisheries Association
6fl, Samho center B/D A, 83, Nonhyeon-
ro 
Seocho-gu, Seoul Republic of Korea

 

Hwang Jung Hoon
Manager
Dongwon Industries, Co.Ltd.
68, Mabang-ro 
Seocho-gu, Seoul Republic of Korea

 
ILkang Na
International Cooperation Specialist
Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries
ikna@korea.kr

 

 
Jae Hwa (Jay) Lee
Assistant Manager
Dongwon Industries Co., Ltd.
68, Mabang-ro, Seocho-gu, Seoul 
Republic of Korea
+82-2-589-3562

 

Jae-geol Yang
Policy Analyst
Korea Overseas Fisheries Cooperation
Center
jg718@kofci.org

 
Jaeun Park
Staff
Hansung Enterprise Co.,Ltd
+82-51-410-7114
jupark1024@hsep.com

 

 
Jeongeun Woo
Third Secretary
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Korea

 

Jinseok Park
Team Leader
Sajo Industries Co.,Ltd.
107-39, Tongil-ro, Seodaemun-gu 
Seoul, Republic of Korea (03740)
'+82-2-3277-1651
goodtime9@sajo.co.kr

 
Ju Kwang Ryu (Zed)
Staff
Silla Co., Ltd.
362, Baekjegobun-ro 
Songpa-gu, Seoul Republic of Korea
+82 10 7406 1019

 

 
Kim Jaehyeon
Inspector
Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries
8, jungang-daero 30beon-gil,  
Jung-gu, Busan-si Republic of Korea
+82-10-2675-7222
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Kim Suyeon
Advisor
Fisheries Monitoring Center, Ministry of
Oceans and Fisheries
638, Gijanghaean-ro, Gijang-gun,
Busan, 46079 
Republic of Korea
+82-10-7254-0401
shararak@korea.kr

 
Kofi Kwak
Manager
Silla Co., Ltd.
362, Baekjegobun-ro 
Songpa-gu, Seoul Republic of Korea

 

 
Kwangho Tae
Manager
Sajo Industries Co., Ltd.
107-39, Tongil-ro, Seodaemun-gu,
Seoul 
Republic of Korea
+82-10-2062-2719
tkh00@sajo.co.kr

 

KwangHwi Park (Damien)
Assistant Manager
Silla Co., Ltd
362, Baekjegobun-ro 
Songpa-gu, Seoul Republic of Korea

 
Kyung Yung Lee
Deputy General Manager
Sajo Industries Co., Ltd.
107-39, Tongil-ro, Seodaemun-gu,
Seoul 
Republic of Korea

 

 
Liam Kim
Assistant Manager
Sajo Industries Co.,Ltd.
107-39, Tongil-ro, Seodaemun-gu,
Seoul 
Republic of Korea

 

Mi Kyung Lee
Researcher
National Institute of Fisheries Science
216 Gijanghaean-ro, Gijang-eup 
Gijang-gun, Busan Republic of Korea
ccmklee@korea.kr

 
Minjae Park
Assistant Manager
National Fishery Products Quality
Management Service
Ministry of Ocean and Fisheries

 

 
Minju Jang
Assistant Director, International
Cooperation Division
Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries
Sejong Self- governing City, 30110 
Republic of Korea
+82 44 200 5347

 

Sangjin Baek
Staff
Korea Overseas Fisheries Association
6th fl. Samho Center Bldg. "A" 83,
Nonhyeon-ro 
Seocho-gu, Seoul Republic of Korea
8225891615

 
Seung Chul You
Manager
Silla Co., Ltd.
362, Baekjegobun-ro 
Songpa-gu, Seoul Republic of Korea

 

 
Seung Hyun Choo
Manager
Sajo Industries co.,ltd
107-39, Tongil-ro, Seodaemun-gu,
Seoul 
Republic of Korea
82232771655
shc1980@sajo.co.kr

 

Shin Eui Sup
Assistant Manager
Sajo Industries Co., Ltd.
107-39, Tongil-ro, Seodaemun-gu,
Seoul 
Republic of Korea
+82 2 3277 1663
sajops@sajo.co.kr

 
Sungkwon Kim
Manager
Silla Co., Ltd.
362, Baekjegobun-ro 
Songpa-gu, Seoul, 05685 Republic of
Korea
+82-10-3325-0566

 

 
Sunhwa Park
Oceans Campaigner
Environmental Justice Foundation
sunhwa.park@ejfoundation.org

 

Tae-Hoon Won
Policy Analyst
Korea Overseas Fisheries Cooperation
Center

 
Ung Gyu Han (Dan)
Purseiner Team
Sajo Industries Co., Ltd.
Tongil-ro Seodaemun-gu, Seoul 
Republic of Korea
82-2-3277-1667

 

 
Zang Geun KIM
Invited Scientist
National Institute of Fisheries Science
216,Gijanghaean-ro, Gijang-eup,
Busan, 46083 
Republic of Korea
82-010-2549-5803; 82-51-720-2333
zgkim5676@gmail.com
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Member - Republic of Marshall Islands

Glen Joseph
Executive Director
Marshall Islands Marine Resources
Authority (MIMRA)
gjoseph@mimra.com

 
Beau Bigler
Chief Fisheries Officer
Marshall Islands Marine Resources
Authority (MIMRA)
bbigler@mimra.com

 

 
Berry Muller
Deputy Director
Marshall Islands Marine Resources
Authority (MIMRA)
bmuller@mimra.com

 

Francisco Blaha
Offshore Fisheries Advisor
Marshall Islands Marine Resources
Authority (MIMRA)
franciscoblaha@mac.com

 
Laurence E. Edwards, II
Legal Counsel
Marshall Islands Marine Resources
Authority (MIMRA)
ledwards@mimra.com

 

Member - Samoa

Magele Etuati Ropeti
Assistant Chief Executive Officer -
Fisheries Division
Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries
PO Box 1874, Apia 
Samoa
+685 20369
magele.ropeti@maf.gov.ws

 
Aliioaiga Feturi Elisaia
High Commissioner-designate of
Samoa to Fiji
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade
+685 21171

 

 
Desna Solofa
Assistant Chief Executive Officer -
Regional Relations
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade
desna@mfat.gov.ws

 

Ueta Junior Faasili
Principal Fisheries Officer
Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries
ueta.faasili@maf.gov.ws
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Member - Solomon Islands

Alex Bernardino
Executive Office
Shoreline Ventures Company Limited
09396336890

 
Amanda Hamilton
Senior Manager - Fisheries Policy &
Regulation
Tri Marine International

 

 
Angelina Tan
Assistant Manager - Fisheries Policy &
Sustainability
Tri Marine International

 

Chris Hsu
General Manager – Taiwan & Asia
Trading
Tri Marine International

 
Rosalie Masu
Deputy Secretary Technical
Ministry of Fisheries and Marine
Resources
PO Box G2, Honiara 
Solomon Islands
+677 7647511
RMasu@fisheries.gov.sb

 

 
Russell Dunham
Director - Operations
National Fisheries Developments

 

samson maeniuta
Principal Fisheries officer
Mimistry of Fisheries and Marine
Resources
PO Box G2, Honiara 
Solomon Islands
39143

 
Tony Junior Kabasi
Assistant Secretary
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and External
Trade
Level 5, Anthony Saru Building,
Hibiscus Avenue
(677) 21250/21251/21252
Tony.Kabasi@mfaet.gov.sb
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Member - Chinese Taipei

Kuo-Ping Lin
Deputy Director-General
Fisheries Agency, Council of Agriculture
Executive Yuan

 
Ding-Rong Lin
Director, Deep Sea Fisheries Division
Fisheries Agency, Council of Agriculture
No.100, Sec. 2, Heping W. Rd.,
Zhongzheng Dist., Taipei
+886 2 2383 5833

 

 
Chi-Chao Liu
Senior Specialist, Deep Sea Fisheries
Division
Fisheries Agency, Council of Agriculture
No. 100, Sec. 2, Heping W. Rd.
Zhongzheng Dist. Taipei
+886 2 2383 5882

 

Wenying Wang
Section Chief, International Fisheries
Affair Section, Deep Sea Fisheries
Division
Fisheries Agency, Council of Agriculture
No.100, Sec. 2, Heping W. Rd.,
Zhongzheng District 
Taipei
+886 2 2383 5893

 
Joy Hsiangyi Yu
Secretary, International Fisheries Affair
Section, Deep Sea Fisheries Division
Fisheries Agency, Council of Agriculture
No.100, Sec. 2, Heping W. Rd.,
Zhongzheng District 
Taipei
+886 2 2383 5819

 

 
Hsiangyin Chen
Associate Researcher, International
Fisheries Affair Section
Fisheries Agency, Council of Agriculture
No.100, Sec. 2, Heping W. Rd.,
Zhongzheng District 
Taipei
+886 2 2383 5906

 

Greg G.D. Lee
Deputy Counselor
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

 
Michael Yen-Kai Chen
Section Chief
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

 

 
Stephanie Wei-Jung Chou
Officer
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

 

Joseph Chia-Chi Fu
Director
Overseas Fisheries Development
Council

 
Shih-Ning Liu
Secretary
Overseas Fisheries Development
Council

 

 
Doris Tak-Wai Lau
Assistant
Overseas Fisheries Development
Council

 

Shui-Kai Chang
Professor
National Sun Yat-sen University

 
Yun-Hu Yeh
Dean
Dept. of Maritime Police, Central Police
University

 

 
Yu-Wei Chu
Graduate student
National Sun Yat-sen University
+886975717138

 

Yi-Chen Chen
Graduate student
National Sun Yat-sen University

 
Han-Yu Lin
Director
Taiwan Tuna Association

 

 
Liang Chun Wang
Director
Taiwan Tuna Longline Association
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Jerhyn Chu
Acting Secretary General
TTPSA
No.202 Yu-Kand Middle 1st Road,
Chien0Chen District 
Kaohsiung

 
Peter Sheu
Secretary General (retired)
TTPSA
15f-1 No.80 Dachang 2nd Road 
San Ming District
+886-910775522

 

 
Shang-Yi Tsai
Chairman
Min Feng Ocean Co., Ltd.

 

Tzu-Yu Sun
Account Representative
F.C.F. Fishery Co., Ltd
No.8, 28th floor, Min Chuan 2nd Road,
Chien Chen District 
Kaohsiung

 
Harry Chen
Senior Specialized Assistant
F.C.F Fishery Co., Ltd
No. 8, 28th floor, Min Chuan 2nd Road,
Chien Chen District, Kaohsiung

 

 
Teresa Hsu
Manager
Fong Kuo Fishery Co. Ltd.

 

Jason Tsai
Manager
Yuh Yow Fishery Co., Ltd
jcctps@gmail.com

Member - Tonga

Losaline Lotoahea
Principal Fisheries Officer
Ministry of Fisheries
PO Box 871, Nukualofa 
Tonga
676779597t
losilini@gmail.com

 
Mele Atuekaho
Deputy Chief Executive Officer
Ministry of Fisheries
PO Box 71, Nuku'alofa 
Tonga
676 7401219
meletoaatuekaho@gmail.com

 

 
Pelalina Falatau
Senior Fisheries Officer
Ministry of Fisheries

 

Poasi Ngaluafe
DCEO - Head of Fisheries Compliance
Division
Ministry of Fisheries
PO Box 871, Nuku'alofa 
Tonga
+6767762539

 
Tuikolongahau Halafihi
Chief Executive Officer
Ministry of Fisheries
Nuku'alofa 
Tonga
00676(8413964)
supi64t@gmail.com

 

Member - Tuvalu

Michael J Batty
Adviser
Tuvalu Fisheries Department
Teone, Funafuti 
Tuvalu
688 20343
michaelb@tuvalufisheries.tv

 
Siouala Malua
Senior Fisheries Officer
Oceanic Fisheries, Tuvalu Fisheries
Department
Ministry of Fisheries and Trade 
Teone, Funafuti Tuvalu
688 20343
sioualam@tuvalufisheries.tv
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Member - United States of America

Andrew Lawler
Deputy Assistant Secretary for
International Fisheries
NOAA
+1 301-427-8061

 
Alexa Cole
Director
NOAA Office of International Affairs &
Seafood Inspection
US Department of Commerce 
1315 East West Highway SSMC3 Silver
Spring, MD 20910
+1 301 427 8266

 

 
Christa Svensson
Alternate-Commissioner
Pacific Fishery Management Council
PO Box 141 
Astoria, OR 97103
5037915669

 

Christopher Dahl
Staff Officer - HMS
Pacific Fishery Management Council
7700 NE Ambassador Pl., Ste 101 
Portland, OR 97218 USA
5038202422
kit.dahl@noaa.gov

 
Dorothy Lowman
US Commissioner
US Delegation (Lowman and
Associates)
6507 SW Barnes Road
5038044234

 

 
Elizabeth O'Sullivan
Enforcement Attorney
NOAA GCES
US Department of Commerce 
NOAA, Office of General Counsel 1845
Wasp Boulevard, Building 176
Honolulu, HI 96818
808-798-5912

 

Emily Crigler
Fishery Policy Analyst
NOAA Fisheries
1845 Wasp Boulevard, Building 176 
Honolulu, HI 96818
+1 808-725-5036

 
Emily Reynolds
Fishery Policy Analyst
NOAA Fisheries
1845 Wasp Boulevard, Building 176 
Honolulu, HI 96818
808-725-5039

 

 
Eric Kingma
Executive Director
Hawaii Longline Association
eric.k.kingma@gmail.com

 

Frederick McGrew Rice
Council Member
Western Pacific Fishery Management
Council
1164 Bishop Street, Suite 1400 
Honolulu,Hawaii,96813
808 960 1424

 
Jason W. Holstead
Living Marine Resource officer
U.S. Coast Guard
300 Ala Moana Boulevard 9-232 
Honolulu, HI 96801
+1(808) 535-3371

 

 
Jim Sousa
Director
GS Fisheries - US Dekegation
2535 Kettner Boulevard #1A2 
San Diego, Ca. 92101 USA
1-619-993-2351
jim.sousa@marpacifico.net

 

Josh Madeira
Senior Policy Manager
Monterey Bay Aquarium
886 Cannery Row 
Monterey, CA 93940 USA
jmadeira@mbayaq.org

 
Keith Bigelow
Fisheries Biologist
NOAA PIFSC

 

 
Kitty Simonds
Executive Director
Western Pacific Regional Fisheries
Management Council
1164 Bishop Street, Suite 1400 
Honolulu, HI USA 98613
8085228220
kitty.simonds@wpcouncil.org

 

Kristen Johns
NOAA Office of General Counsel
National Oceanic Atmospheric
Administration

 
L. Alex Kahl
International Fisheries Division
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration
alex.kahl@noaa.gov

 

 
Maile Norman
Coast Guard District Fourteen
Enforcement
United States Coast Guard
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Mark Fitchett
Pelagic Ecosystem Fisheries Scientist
Western Pacific Fisheries Management
Council
1164 Bishop Street, Suite 1400 
Honolulu, HI 96813
3059898308
mark.fitchett@wpcouncil.org

 
Martina Sagapolu
Assistant Director
NOAA Office of Law Enforcement
1845 Wasp Boulevard, Building #176 
Honolulu, HI 96818
808-725-6100
Martina.Sagapolu@noaa.gov

 

 
Matthew Hall
Head of Global Sustainability
StarKist Co.
225 North Shore Drive Suite 400 
Pittsburgh, PA 15212
4123237529

 

Michael Abbey
Foreign Affairs
NOAA Fisheries
Office of International Affairs & Seafood
Inspection 
1315 East-West Hwy, Cube 11633
Silver Spring, Maryland 20850
3019389544

 
Michael Goto
US Commissioner
United States Delegation

 

 
Michael Thomas Brakke
Foreign Affairs Officer, Office of Marine
Conservation
U.S. Department of State
+1 202 647 3941

 

Michael Tosatto
Regional Administrator, Pacific Islands
Regional Office
NOAA Fisheries
1845 Wasp Boulevard 
Building 176 Honolulu, HI, 96818
+1 808-725-5000

 
Mike Kraft
VP Sustainability
Bumble Bee Seafoods

 

 
Peter H Flournoy
General Counsel
American Fishermen's Research
Foundation
740 North Harbor Drive 
San Diego, CA 92101 USA
619-203-5349
phf@international-law-offices.com

 

Rachael Wadsworth
Fishery Policy Analyst
NOAA Fisheries
Sand Point

 
Rebecca Wintering
Office of Marine Conservation
U.S. Department of State
202 647 5808

 

 
Sarah Sheffield
Attorney Advisor
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration
1845 Wasp Blvd., Bldg. 176, Honolulu,
HI 96818
(808) 725-5207

 

Sean C Martin
Member
Hawaii Longline Association
8084780023

 
Stuart Chikami
Manager
Western Pacific Fisheries, Inc.

 

 
Terry Boone
Investigative Support and VMS Program
Manager
NOAA Fisheries, Office of Law
Enforcement
1845 Wasp Boulevard, Building 176
Honolulu HI 96818
1-808-725-6100
Terry.Boone@noaa.gov

 

Theresa Labriola
Pacific Program Director
Wild Oceans
tlabriola@wildoceans.org

 
Timothy Johns
US Commissioner
United States of America
5615 Poola Street 
Honolulu, HI 96821
808 223 3553
Tjohns@damonestate.com

 

 
Tom Graham
Chief, International Fisheries Division
NOAA NMFS
Pacific Islands Regional Office 
1845 Wasp Boulevard, Building 176
Honolulu, Hawaii 96818
+1 808 725 5032

 WCPFC17 Summary Report
Issued: 3 May 2021Page 107 of 264



Valerie Post
Fishery Policy Analyst
NOAA Fisheries
1845 Wasp Blvd, Bldg 176 
Honolulu, HI 96818
+1 808-725-5034

 
William M Sardinha
Vessel Manager
Sardinha and Cilieu

 

 
William Stahnke
IATTC Policy Support
National Marine Fisheries Service
501 West Ocean Blvd.
5629804088

 

Yonat swimmer
Research Fisheries Biologist
NOAA
3107701270
yonat.swimmer@noaa.gov

Member - Vanuatu

Tony Taleo
Principal Data Officer
Vnauatu Fisheries Department
PMB 9045, Port Vila 
Vanuatu

 
Felix Toa Ngwango
Principal Compliance Officer
Vanuatu Fisheries Department
ftngwango@vanuatu.gov.vu

 

 
Garry Preston
Offshore Fisheries Advisor
Vanuatu Fisheries Department
preston.garry@gmail.com

 

Kevin Lin
Vice General Manager
Ming Dar Fishery (Vanuatu) Co. Ltd.

 
May Mei-chin Juan
Executive Assistant to the President
Ming Dar Fishery (Vanuatu) Co. Ltd.

 

 
Tom Evans
Science Manager
Key Traceability
t.evans@keytraceability.com

 

Participating Territory - American Samoa

Solip Hong
Chairman of American Samoa Fisheries
Task Force
American Samoa Government
PO BOX 1326
6842524209
sbhong@usfca.edu

 
Archie Soliai
Chairman
WPRFMC
PO Box 6969
6842582770
asoliai@hotmail.com

 

 
Joe Hamby
Consultant
Tri Marine
15730 Vashion Highway SW
4256284832
JOE@JMHSERVICES.US

 

Participating Territory - Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands

Manuel Pangelinan
Director, Division of Fish and Wildlife
CNMI Department of Lands & Natural
Resources - Division of Fish and
Wildlife
PO Box 7089 SVRB
6702333679
mpangelinan.cnmidfw@gmail.com
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Participating Territory - French Polynesia

Marie Soehnlen
Fisheries Officer
Direction des Ressources Marines
Fare Ute - Immeuble Le caill - 2ème
étage - BP 20 - 98713 
Papeete, Tahiti, Polynésie Française
marie.soehnlen@drm.gov.pf

 
Do Chi Anne-Mai
Secrétaire Générale- Secretary General
Cluster maritime de Polynésie française
contact@cluster-maritime.pf

 

 
Ravail Brigitte
Branch Manager
Creocean
ravail@creocean.fr

 

Siu Daniel
Technical Manager
Tahiti Nui Pêche (fishing company)
royal.daniel@mail.pf

 
Trinh Anne-Marie
Fisheries Officer
Direction des ressources marines

 

Participating Territory - Guam

Jay T. Gutierrez
Acting Chief, Division of Aquatic and
Wildlife Resources
Guam Department of Agriculture
163 Dairy Road 
Mangilao, Guam 96913
(671) 735-0285

 
Chelsa Muna-Brecht
Director
Guam Department of Agriculture
163 Dairy Road 
Mangilao, GU 96913
chelsa.munabrecht@doag.guam.gov

 

 
Frank Camacho Roberto
Biologist III
Guam Department of Agriculture
Division of Aquatic and Wildlife
Resources 
PO Box 6962 Tamuning, Guam, 96931
6719887396
Frank.Roberto@doag.guam.gov

 

Participating Territory - New Caledonia

M. Manuel Ducrocq
Deputy Head
New Caledonia Maritime Affairs
2 bis rue Felix Russeil 
BP M2, 98848 Noumea Cedex New
Caledonia
+687 749737
manuel.ducrocq@gouv.nc

 
Mickael Lercari
Fisheries Officer
New Caledonia Maritime Affairs
BPM 2 98848 Noumea Cedex  
New Caledonia
(+687) 270664

 

Participating Territory - Tokelau

Feleti Tulafono
Director
Fisheries Management Agency
Fakaofo 
Tokelau
ftulafono@gmail.com

 
G.T. (Stan) Crothers
Fisheries Advisor
Tokelau Fisheries Management Agency
11b / 192 Willis Street
Te Aro Wellington 6011 New Zealand
+64 21 466 140
stan.crothers@gmail.com

 

 
Solomua Ionatana
Fisheries Access Manager
Fisheries Management Agency
Fakaofo 
Tokelau
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Participating Territory - Wallis and Futuna

Bruno Mugneret
Principal Officer
Fisheries Department
bruno.mugneret@agripeche.wf

Cooperating Non-member - Curacao

Xavier Prens
Permanent Secretary
Ministry of Economic Development
Pletterijweg 43, Willemstad 
Curaçao
+599 9 462-1444,
xavier.prens@gobiernu.cw

 
Carlmichael Suarez
Operator
Ministry of Economic Development
Curacao
Pletterijweg 43, Wilemstad 
Curacao
+59995297213

 

 
Stephen Mambi
Secretary of the Fishery Commission
Ministry of Economic Development of
Curacao
Pletterijweg 43, Willemstad  
Curacao
+59994621444
stephenmambi@yahoo.com

 

Cooperating Non-member - Ecuador

J. Isidro Andrade Vera
Director of Fisheries and Aquaculture
Policies
Vice Ministry of Aquaculture and
Fisheries
Muelle Artesanal "San Mateo" Manta,
Manabí
+593999367346

 
Juan Salazar
Consultant
National Chamber of Fisheries
Urb. Pillagua, Los Huertos, Lote 8, 
Cumbayá, Quito Ecuador
+(593)9630-78310
juanrsalazars@yahoo.com

 

 
Rafael Trujillo
Executive Director
National Chamber of Fisheries
Ave. 9 de Octubre 424 
Piso 8, Of. 802 Guayaquil, Ecuador
+(593-4) 2566346
rtrujillo@camaradepesqueria.ec

 

Rebeca Espinoza-Bernal
Foreign Affairs Analyst
Vice Ministry of Aquaculture and
Fisheries
respinoza@produccion.gob.ec

Cooperating Non-member - El Salvador

Antonio Vasquez
Commissioner
Ministry of Acuaculture and Livestock
Final 1a. Avenida Norte 
13 Calle Oriente y Av. Manuel Gallardo
El Salvador
(+503) 22101961
antonio.vasquez@mag.gob.sv

 
Bernal Alberto Chavarria Valverde
Associated Policy Advisor
Centro De Desarrollo De Pesca Y
Acuicultura
Santa Tecla, La Libertad  
El Salvador
+50688224709
bchavarria@lsg-cr.com

 

 
Macarena Ubis Lupión
Delegation Member of El Salvador
El Salvador
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Cooperating Non-member - Liberia

Francis B. Boimah
Transshipment Coordinator
National Fisheries and Aquaculture
Authority
Bushrod Island Monrovai 
Liberia
+231770366583
fboimah@nafaa.gov.lr

 
Ruphene Sidifall
Transshipment Liaison
Liberian Registry
22980 Indian Creek Dr., Ste. 200,
Dulles VA 20166
7037901116

 

Cooperating Non-member - Nicaragua

Julio Guevara
Head of Delegation
Nicaragua
Managua, rotonda del periodista 200
metros al sur
+ 507 6997 5100
juliocgq@hotmail.com

 
Jimmy Villavicencio
Delegate private sector
Nicaragua
Avenidas M2 y M3, Edificio Business
Center, Torre B, 7mo piso, Ofic 704,
Manta - Ecuador
+ 593 984 363808
jvillavicencio@v-a.com.ec

 

Cooperating Non-member - Panama

Mario Aguilar
Compliance Officer
Aquatic Resources Authority of Panama
Calle 45, Bella Vista, Riviera Building 
Panama City, Panama Republic
+50768541897
meaguilar@arap.gob.pa

 
Raúl Delgado
High Sea FIsheries Affairs Director
Aquatic Resources Authority of Panama
Calle 45, Bella Vista, Riviera Building 
Panama City, Panama Republic
+50766795200
rdelgado@arap.gob.pa

 

 
Vivian Quiros
Compliance Officer
Aquatic Resources Authority of Panama
Calle 45, Bella Vista, Riviera Building 
Panama City, Panama Republic
+50768733051
vquiros@arap.gob.pa

 

Cooperating Non-member - Thailand

Sarayoot Boonkumjad
Fisheries Biologist, Professional level
Department of Fisheries
Kasetsart University Campus 
Phaholyotin Rd.,Chatuchak, Bangkok
Thailand
(66)899229701
sboonkumjad@yahoo.com

Cooperating Non-member - Vietnam

Ngo Thi Thanh Huong
Official of Science, Technology and
International Cooperation Department
Directorate of Fisheries
Vietnam

 
Vu Duyen Hai
Deputy Director
DFish
No.10 Nguyen Cong Hoan, Hanoi 
Vietnam
0084 913364925
vuduyenhai10@gmail.com
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Observer - Agreement for the Conservation of Albatross and Petrels (ACAP)

Dr Christine Bogle
Executive Secretary
Secretariat of the Agreement on the
Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels
119 Macquarie St 
Hobart, Tasmania 7000 AUSTRALIA
+61 4 1913 5806
christine.bogle@acap.aq

Observer - American Tunaboat Association (ATA)

Raymond Clarke
Vice President
South Pacific Tuna Corp
PO Box 463 
Waialua Hawaii 96791
8089447282
Rclarke@sopactuna.com

 
William Gibbons-Fly
Executive Director
American Tunaboat Association
1 Tuna Lane, Suite 1 
San Diego, CA 92101
+1-410-940-9385

 

Observer - Association for Professional Observers (APO)

Dr Catherine Dorey
Independent Advisor
Association for Professional Observers
(APO)
82 Clarke Road, Hornsby NSW 2077,
Australia
+61425368323
catdorey@gmail.com

 
Elizabeth Mitchell
Director
Association for Professional Observers
(APO)
PO Box 933 
Eugene, Oregon 97440 United States
(541) 515-3716
emitch@efn.org

 

Observer - Australian National Centre for Ocean Resources and Security (ANCORS)

Brooke Campbell
Research Fellow and PhD student
ANCORS - University of Wollongong
Flr 3, Bldg 233 (ITAMS), Innovation
Campus 
Wollongong, NSW 2522 Australia
0242528689

 
Kamal Azmi
Senior Research Fellow
ANCORS, University of Wollongong
Flr 3, Bldg 233 (ITAMS), Innovation
Campus
Wollongong, NSW 2522 Australia
+61423199371
kamalyazmi@gmail.com

 

 
Randa Sacedon
PhD Candidate
ANCORS - University of Wollongong
3rd Flr Bldg 233 (ITAMS), Innovation
Campus 
Wollongong, NSW 2522 Australia

 

Ruth Davis
Masters Program Coordinator
ANCORS - University of Wollongong
3rd Flr Bldg 233 (ITAMS), Innovation
Campus 
Wollongong, NSW 2522 Australia
42214831
rdavis@uow.edu.au

 
Tim White
Fisheries Scientist
Global Fishing Watch (ANCORS
Research Partner)
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Observer - Bahamas

Arie Durbazevs
Technical Officer
The Bahamas Maritime Authority
120 Old Broad Road 
London, EC2N 1AR United Kingdom
+44 (0) 20 7562 1327

 
Dwain Hutchinson
Director
The Bahamas Maritime Authority
120 Old Broad Street 
London, EC2N 1AR United Kingdom
+44 (0) 20 7562 1327

 

 
Gregory Bethel
Acting Director
The Bahamas Maritime Authority
Department of Marine Resources 
120 Old Broad Street London, EC2N
1AR United Kingdom
+44 (0) 20 7562 1327

 

Shekera Romer-Joseph
Assistant Fisheries Officer
The Bahamas Maritime Authority
Department of Marine Resources 
120 Old Broad Street London, EC2N
1AR United Kingdom
+44 (0) 20 7562 1327

 
Stephen Keenan
Deputy Director
The Bahamas Maritime Authority
120 Old Broad Street 
London, EC2N 1AR United Kingdom
+44 (0) 20 7562 1327

 

Observer - Birdlife International

Stephanie Borrelle
Marine & Pacific Regional Coordinator
BirdLife International
75 Domain Crescent, Muriwai 
New Zealand 0881
+64211362531

Observer - Human Rights at Sea (HRAS)

David Hammond
Chief Executive Officer
Human Rights at Sea
Langstone Technology Park 
Langstone Road, Havant, PO9 1SA
United Kingdom
+447387778977
david.hammond@humanrightsatsea.org

Observer - International Pole and Line Foundation (IPNLF)

Heri Heri
Technical Advisor
IPNLF

 
Jeremy Crawford
Southeast Asia Director
IPNLF
jeremy.crawford@ipnlf.org
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Observer - International Scientific Committee for Tuna and Tuna-like Species in the North Pacific Ocean (ISC)

John Holmes
Chair
International Scientific Committee for
Tuna and Tuna-like Species in the North
Pacific Ocean
c/o Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
Pacific Biological Station 3190
Hammond Bay Road Nanaimo, BC,
Canada V9T 6N7
1-250-756-7145
john.holmes@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Observer - International Seafood Sustainability Foundation (ISSF)

Hilario Murua
Senior Scientist
International Seafood Sustainability
Foundation (ISSF)
1440 G Street NW 
Washington, DC 20005
+1 703-226-8101
hmurua@iss-foundation.org

 
Holly Koehler
Vice President for Policy and Outreach
International Seafood Sustainability
Foundation (ISSF)
1440 G Street NW 
Washington, DC 20005
+1 703-226-8101
hkoehler@iss-foundation.org

 

Observer - Korean Federation for Environmental Movement (KFEM)

Hongseok Jeong
Researcher
Citizens' Institute for Environmental
Studies
Pilundaero 23, Jongno-gu, Seoul 
Republic of Korea
hongseok.0115@kfem.or.kr

 
Jinsuh Cho
Campaigner
APIL
Yulgok-ro 49, 505, Jongno-gu, Seoul 
Republic of Korea
+82 10-9740-2567
jinsuh.cho@apil.or.kr

 

 
YongKi Lee
Coordinator
Korean Federation for Environmental
Movement
23, Pirundae-ro, Jongno-gu, Seoul 
Republic of Korea
+82-10-4329-3253
yklee@kfem.or.kr

 

Observer - Marine Stewardship Council

Adrian Gutteridge
Fisheries Assessment Manager
Marine Stewardship Council
22 Lancewood Ave, Peregian Beach,
QLD  
Australia 4053
0405390660

 
Bill Holden
Senior Tuna Fisheries Outreach
Manager
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
(NPFC)
108-8477, 2nd Floor Hakuyo Hall,  
Tokyo University of Marine Science and
Technology 4-5-7 Konan, Minato-ku,
Tokyo, Japan
Tel: 81-3-5479-8717
dymoon@npfc.int

Observer - Organisation for the Promotion of Responsible Tuna Fisheries

Daishiro Nagahata
Managing Director
Organization for the Promotion of
Responsible Tuna Fisheries
9F Sankaido BLDG. 9-13, Akasaka 1-
chome, Minato-ku, Tokyo
+81 3 3568 6388
nagahata@oprt.or.jp

 
Kentaro Tabata
Head of Secretariat
Organization for the Promotion of
Responsible Tuna Fisheries
9F Sankaido Bldg. 9-13, Akasaka 1-
chome, Minato-ku, Tokyo
+81 3 3568 6388
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Observer - Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA)

'Ana F. Taholo
Compliance Policy Advisor
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
(FFA)
1 FFA Road, PO Box 629 
Honiara, Solomon Islands
6919253125

 
Allan Rahari
Director Fisheries Operations
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
(FFA)
1 FFA Road, PO Box 629 
Honiara, Solomon Islands
+677 21124

 

 
Christopher Reid
Director, Fisheries Development
Division
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
(FFA)
1 FFA Road, PO Box 629 
Honiara, Solomon Islands
chris.reid@ffa.int

 

Dr Julie Lloyd
Fisheries Adviser
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
(FFA)
c/-1 FFA Road, PO Box 629 
Honiara, Solomon Islands

 
Dr Lianos Triantafillos
Fisheries Management Advisor
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
(FFA)
1 FFA Road, PO Box 629 
Honiara, Solomon Islands
lianos.triantafillos@ffa.int

 

 
Dr Wetjens Dimmlich
Director, Fisheries Management
Division
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
(FFA)
1 FFA Road, PO Box 629 
Honiara, Solomon Islands

 

Dr. Manumatavai Tupou-Roosen
Director General
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
(FFA)
1 FFA Road, PO Box 629 
Honiara, Solomon Islands
manu.tupou-roosen@ffa.int

 
Hugh Walton
Project Manager - OFMP II
Pacific Island Forum Fisheries Agency
(FFA)
1 FFA Road, PO Box 629 
Honiara, Solomon Islands
0275060498
hugh.walton@ffa.int

 

 
Joyce Samuelu AhLeong
Fisheries Management Adviser
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
(FFA)
1 FFA Road, PO Box 629 
Honiara, Solomon Islands

 

Kaburoro Ruaia
Manager of the US Treaty
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
(FFA)
1 FFA Road, PO Box 629 
Honiara, Solomon Islands
7921634
kaburoro.ruaia@ffa.int

 
Leonard Rodwell
Fisheries Development Adviser
Pacific Island Forum Fisheries Agency
(FFA)
1 FFA Road, PO Box 629 
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WCPFC 17 Opening Statement by WCPFC Chair, Riley Jung-re Kim 

Distinguished CCM delegations and observers,  

Madame Vice Chair Josie Tamate, 

Mr. Feleti Teo OBE, the Executive Director of the WCPFC and his team,  

I hope everyone is keeping well and safe, and I am very pleased to see you albeit via online. 

Being considerate of the time constraints and as I have shared my priorities and expectations for 

WCPFC 17 with you in advance, I will keep my opening statement brief. 

The Pandemic affected all CCMs though with differing degrees of difficulty and pain, and we have 

undergone so many unprecedented challenges over the last year since we met in Port Morseby, which 

required us to engage with each other even more closely intersessionally. I am very proud that the 

Commission could address urgent intersessional tasks while keeping our process within the established 

rules and we demonstrated a good spirit of cooperation and solidarity. In this regard, I would like to 

express my sincere appreciation to all of you for your flexibility, compromise, patience and hard work 

that enabled the Commission to carry on our important work leading up to WCPFC 17. 

This year, the Commission have truncated agenda items that are considered essential for maintaining 

the Commission’s core functions. We don’t have the luxury of breakout sessions and late night sessions 

this year, but I hope we can make the best out of what we have to keep the ball rolling on our important 

tasks, including the tropical tuna measure, the improvement of compliance monitoring scheme, harvest 

strategy, electronic monitoring, South Pacific Albacore roadmap, transshipment, VMS and FAD 

management to name just a few.  

I don’t want to paint a grim picture at the start of our meeting but it is very difficult to predict what 

year 2021 would look like, and we may have to work in the similar environment to this year unless 

situations do not improve significantly. In this regard, I encourage CCMs to work together and focus 

on finding innovative but realistic ways to move our important tasks forward even through the 

uncertainties and challenges.  

I would like to emphasize that what we must have in mind along the way is the special requirements 

of developing states who are more vulnerable to challenges and difficulties stemming from the global 

COVID-19 pandemic. In this regard, I would like to express my sincere appreciation to Small Island 

Developing CCMs. 

It would be remiss of me if I do not mention the tremendous support and excellent work of the 
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Secretariat. The COVID-19 situation gave me opportunities to engage more closely with the Secretariat 

between WCPFC 16 and 17, and I witnessed first-hand their professionalism and competence. I am so 

grateful that the Commission is blessed with a dedicated and efficient team of Secretariat. Before 

closing my remarks, I wish every one of you good health and safety. Thank you. 
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WCPFC17 – Brief Opening Remarks by the Executive Director 

Thank you, madam Chair, for permitting me to make some brief remarks at this opening session.  

I will be extremely brief given the high premium that we have placed on the timing of these virtual 

meetings. 

Madam Chair, I wish to join you in welcoming all delegates and observers to this virtual meeting 

of the 17th regular annual session of the WCPFC.  

When we met this time last year in Port Moresby, PNG no one ever thought that the year 2020 will 

turn out to be what it has turned out to be. And what a year. I am sure the year 2020 will find itself 

a special place in the annals and historical records of the Commission. 

It will be remembered as a year that completely upended the way we normally transacted business. 

A year that challenged us to be more innovative in the way we go about doing busines. A year that 

compelled us to be adaptive to new norms of doing business. And a year that forced us to think 

more, outside the box (so to speak) as to dig deep into our intuitiveness and search for innovative 

responses and solutions to address the challenges that the Commission confronted under these 

unprecedented circumstances. 

Madam Chair and distinguished delegates, 

From the perspectives of the Secretariat and from my own viewpoint, I would content that the year 

2020 was a reasonably successful year, despite the enormous disruptions caused by the global 

COVID-19 pandemic. A successful year, not only from the viewpoint of the Secretariat but equally 

from the viewpoint of the Commission. 

Unlike, a number of other regional fisheries management organizations (RFMOs), the WCPFC 

was able to convene in 2020 all its scheduled meetings for its subsidiary bodies and most if not all 

of its intersessional working groups and now its annual session. 

Although, all the meetings were convened virtually, the substance of the outcomes of those 

Commission-related meetings bear testament to the commitment, dedication and resilience of the 

Commission members and stakeholders and their desire to ensure that the work of the Commission 

should continue to progress and not to be halted back or regressed just because the members were 

not able to meet physically, as usually the case. 

The outcomes of the SC16, NC16 and TCC16 and working groups which were all held virtually 

do now provide the requisite source of technical and scientific advice, information and opinions 

that will properly inform the deliberations and key decisions of the Commission at its current 

WCPFC17 annual session. And I have all the confidence, that the Commission would fully utilize 

the advice and information provided to take the essential decisions it needs to take in this session.   

From where I sit, as your Executive Director, it is very gratifying and uplifting to witness closeup 

and be part of the collective efforts of all members and stakeholders involved to work so diligently 

and industriously in order to furnish the Commission with the necessary advice and information, 

so that the Commission is able to continue its work into 2021 and into the future. 
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 And I hope the Commission in its current session will be able to appropriately acknowledge the 

contribution of all members and stakeholders in that collective endeavor. 

And in that spirit, I wish to thank you Chair for your sterling guidance and leadership to the 

Secretariat in this tumultuous and very challenging year.  

I thank the members for their resilience and patience in their dealing with the Secretariat during 

the course of this year. 

I thank the chairs and vice chairs and officers of all the subsidiary bodies and working groups for 

their commitment, support and cooperation toward the Secretariat. 

 I also acknowledge the work of SPC, FFA and ISC and other services providers we engaged in 

2020. 

Last and certainly not the least, I wish to publicly thank and commend all my staff for their undying 

commitment and dedication to the cause of the Commission. 

My annual report for this year to the Commission (in Working Paper 04) document all those 

contributions in making the year that been a memorable and a successful one. 

Chair, I will stop here and will wish the Commission very well in your deliberations. Your 

Secretariat, as always, remains ready and available to support your deliberations. 

Thank you. 

END 
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COMMISSION 

SEVENTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Electronic Meeting 

8 – 15 December 2020 

ADOPTED AGENDA 

 

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 Online meeting protocols 

1.3.2 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. INTERSESSIONAL DECISIONS IN RESPONSE TO COVID-19  

 

AGENDA ITEM 6. SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS OF DEVELOPING STATES 

6.1 Implementation of Article 30 of WCPFC Convention and CMM 2013-07 (SIDS special 

requirements) 

6.2 Updated Strategic Investment Plan 

 

AGENDA ITEM 7: WCPO TUNA AND BILLFISH STOCKS 

This agenda includes species-specific elements of the Indicative Harvest Strategy Work Plan for the 

Adoption of Harvest Strategies under CMM 2014-06. 

7.1 General overview of stock status (bigeye, skipjack, SP albacore, yellowfin, Pacific bluefin, 

and NP albacore) 

7.2 Bigeye, Skipjack and Yellowfin 

7.2.1 Harvest strategies issues 

7.2.1.1 Review target reference point for skipjack 

7.2.1.2 Target reference points for bigeye and yellowfin 

7.2.2 Review of CMM 2018-01 

7.2.2.1 Purse seine effort limits for high seas  

7.2.2.2  Longline bigeye catch limits 

7.2.2.3 Other commercial fisheries for bigeye, skipjack and yellowfin 
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7.2.2.4 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  Review of CMM 2015-02 

7.4  Pacific bluefin 

7.4.1 Review of CMM 2019-02    

7.5 North Pacific Striped Marlin  

7.5.1 Interim Rebuilding Plan 

 

AGENDA ITEM 8: HARVEST STRATEGY 

8.1       Review of Indicative Work Plan 

8.2 Science-Management Dialogue  

 

AGENDA ITEM 9: REPORTS FROM SUBSIDIARY BODIES AND WORKING GROUPS 

The reports of subsidiary bodies and intersessional working groups will be taken as read and will 

not be presented. Recommendations of those reports not addressed under other agenda items will 

be considered under this agenda item. 
9.1 SC16 

9.2 NC16 

9.3 TCC16 

9.4 Intersessional working groups 

9.4.1 E-reporting and E-monitoring  

9.4.2 FAD management options 

9.4.3 VMS data gap review 

9.4.4 Transhipment review  

 

AGENDA ITEM 10: COMPLIANCE MONITORING SCHEME 

10.1 Consideration and adoption of the Final Compliance Monitoring Report (CMR) 

10.2 List of obligations to be reviewed by the Compliance Monitoring Scheme in 2021 

10.3 Review the workplan of tasks to enhance the Compliance Monitoring Scheme (CMS-IWG) 

 

AGENDA ITEM 11: ADOPTION OF THE 2021 IUU VESSEL LIST 

 

AGENDA ITEM 12: REPORT OF THE FAC14  

12.1 Report of the Fourteenth Finance and Administration Committee 

12.2 Budget for 2021 and Indicative Budgets for 2022 and 2023 

 

AGENDA ITEM 13: ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS 

13.1 Election of officers 

13.2 Future meetings 

  

AGENDA ITEM 14: OTHER MATTERS 

  14.1 Cetacean release guidelines 

 

AGENDA ITEM 15: SUMMARY REPORT OF THE WCPFC17 

 

AGENDA ITEM 16: CLOSE OF MEETING 
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COMMISSION 

SEVENTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Electronic Meeting 

8 – 15 December 2020 

 

2020 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). 
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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. 

Capacity needs recommended by the Technical and Compliance Committee (TCC) 

5. The following Capacity Assistance Need areas were recommended by TCC165 in the 

Compliance Monitoring Report: 

Indonesia for 

Scientific data 

provision 

(SciData03) 

Capacity 

Development Plan 

(CDP) submitted to 

TCC13 

TCC noted that a report on progress was submitted 

by Indonesia to TCC16 that confirms that due to 

COVID-19 there were some delays in the anticipated 

timeframe and assistance delivery set out in the 

Capacity Development Plan.  TCC noted that for RY 

2019 Indonesia’s capacity assistance needs in their 

Capacity Development Plan were not yet met.  The 

revised Capacity Development Plan would indicate 

that implementation would be completed at the end 

of 2020 or early 2021. 

Indonesia for 

annual report on 

estimated number 

of releases and 

status upon 

release of oceanic 

whitetip sharks 

(CMM 2011-04 

paragraph 3) 

Capacity Assistance 

Needed (CMR 

RY2019) 

TCC noted that Indonesia’s capacity assistance 

needed for the reporting obligation in CMM 2011-

04, paragraph 3 and the implementation obligation in 

CMM 2013-08, paragraph 3 were related to its 

existing Capacity Development Plan.  The identified 

reporting gap for silky sharks in particular is linked 

to COVID-19 preventing delivery of capacity 

assistance.  This is to be incorporated into its CDP 

for RY 2019.  TCC16 expects Indonesia to be meet 

this obligation in 2021. 

Indonesia for 

annual report on 

estimated number 

of releases and 

status upon 

release of silky 

sharks (CMM 

2013-08 

paragraph 3) 

Capacity Assistance 

Needed (CMR 

RY2019) 

Philippines for 

100% purse seine 

observer coverage 

for vessels fishing 

exclusively in 

areas under 

national 

jurisdiction 

(CMM 2018-01 

paragraph 5) 

Capacity 

Development Plan 

(CDP) submitted to 

TCC15 

TCC noted that a written report was received from 

the Philippines on progress on its Capacity 

Development Plan which provided a schedule for 

implementation to progressively increase observer 

coverage in Philippine waters over 2020 to 2023.  

TCC noted that for RY 2019 Philippine’s capacity 

assistance needs in their Capacity Development Plan 

were not yet met. 

 
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 identified through WCPFC Annual Report Part 2 

6. The following areas of capacity assistance were identified by CCMs in their Annual Report 

Part 2 RY2018 and are understood to be continuing capacity assistance needs in RY 2019 that were 

outside the scope of the list of obligations to be assessed in the CMS in 2020.  These are identified in 

paragraph 28 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 

 

Capacity needs identified through the SRF Intersessional Working Group process 

7. 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. 

8. 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. 

9. 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: 
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• 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, 

Japan, 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 

 

WCPFC17 Summary Report
Issued: 3 May 2021Page 133 of 264



 

6 
 

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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COMMISSION 

SEVENTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 
Electronic Meeting 

8-15 December 2020 

CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT MEASURE FOR BIGEYE, YELLOWFIN 

AND SKIPJACK TUNA IN THE WESTERN AND CENTRAL PACIFIC OCEAN 

Conservation and Management Measure 2020-01 

 
The Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC):  

 

Noting the unexpected circumstances that prevented WCPFC from engaging in extensive 

intersessional negotiations, 

 

Adopts in accordance with Article 10 of the Convention, this Conservation and Management 

Measure with respect to bigeye, yellowfin, and skipjack tuna which continues in force the 

measures applicable in 2020, and set out in CMM 2018-01, until 15 February 2022.   For greater 

certainty, the works to be completed by 2020 shall be deferred to 2021. 
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COMMISSION 

FIFTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 
Honolulu, Hawaii, USA 

10 – 14 December 2018 

CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT MEASURE FOR BIGEYE, YELLOWFIN 

AND SKIPJACK TUNA IN THE WESTERN AND CENTRAL PACIFIC OCEAN 

Conservation and Management Measure 2018-01* 

 

PREAMBLE 
 

The Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC):  
 

Recalling that since 1999, in the Multilateral High Level Conferences, the Preparatory 
Conferences, and in the Commission for the Conservation and Management of Highly 
Migratory Fish Stocks in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean (the Commission), a number 
of resolutions and Conservation and Management Measures (CMMs) have been developed 
to prevent or mitigate the overfishing of bigeye and yellowfin tuna and to limit the growth of 
fishing capacity in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean;  
 

Recalling that the objective of the Convention on the Conservation and Management of 
Highly Migratory Fish Stocks in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean (the Convention) is to 
ensure through effective management, the long-term conservation and sustainable use of the 
highly migratory fish stocks of the Western and Central Pacific Ocean in accordance with the 
1982 Convention and the Agreement; 
 

Recalling further the final statement of the Chairman of the Multilateral High Level 
Conferences in 2000 that: “It is important to clarify, however, that the Convention applies to 
the waters of the Pacific Ocean. In particular, the western side of the Convention Area is not 
intended to include waters of South-East Asia which are not part of the Pacific Ocean, nor is 
it intended to include waters of the South China Sea as this would involve States which are 
not participants in the Conference” (Report of the Seventh and Final Session, 30th August- 5 
September 2000, p.29); 

Recognizing that the Scientific Committee has determined that the bigeye stock appears not 
to be experiencing overfishing and is not in an overfished condition and that the fishing 
mortality of bigeye should not be increased from the current level to maintain current or 
increased spawning biomass; that the yellowfin stock appears not to be experiencing 
overfishing and is not in an overfished condition and the current spawning biomass levels 
should be maintained; and that skipjack is currently moderately exploited, the fishing 
mortality level is sustainable, and that the spawning biomass be maintained near the target 
reference point;   

* Version issued 2 May 2019 
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Recognizing further the interactions that occur between the fisheries for bigeye, yellowfin, 
and skipjack tuna; 
 
Noting that Article 30(1) of the Convention requires the Commission to give full recognition 
to the special requirements of developing States that are Parties to the Convention, in 
particular small island developing States and Territories and possessions, in relation to the 
conservation and management of highly migratory fish stocks in the Convention Area and 
development of fisheries on such stocks, including the provision of financial, scientific, and 
technological assistance; 
 
Noting further that Article 30(2) of the Convention requires the Commission to take into 
account the special requirements of developing States, in particular Small Island developing 
States and Territories. This includes ensuring that conservation and management measures 
adopted by it do not result in transferring, directly or indirectly, a disproportionate burden of 
conservation action onto developing States, Parties, and Territories; 
 
Noting that Article 8(1) of the Convention which requires compatibility of conservation and 
management measures established for the high seas and those adopted for areas under 
national jurisdiction; 
 
Recalling Article 8(4) of the Convention which requires the Commission to pay special 
attention to the high seas in the Convention Area that are surrounded by exclusive economic 
zones (EEZs); 
 
Noting that the Parties to the Nauru Agreement (PNA) have adopted and implemented “A 
Third Arrangement Implementing The Nauru Agreement Setting Forth Additional Terms And 
Conditions Of Access To The Fisheries Zones Of The Parties”; 
 
Noting further that the Parties to the Nauru Agreement have adopted and implemented a 
Vessel Day Scheme for the longline fishery, a Vessel Day Scheme for the purse seine fishery 
and a registry for FADs in the zones of the Parties, and may establish longline effort limits, or 
equivalent catch limits for longline fisheries within their exclusive economic zones.  
 
Noting furthermore that the Members of the Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency have 
indicated their intention to adopt a system of zone-based longline limits to replace the current 
system of flag-based bigeye catch limits within their EEZs, and a system of zone-based FAD 
set limits to replace the FAD closure and flag-based FAD set limits in their EEZs; 
 
Acknowledging that the Commission has adopted a limit reference point (LRP) for bigeye, 
skipjack, and yellowfin tuna of 20% of the estimated recent average spawning biomass in the 
absence of fishing, and, for skipjack tuna, has also agreed to an interim target reference point 
(TRP) of 50% of the recent average spawning biomass in the absence of fishing (CMM 2015-
06);  
 
Acknowledging that the Commission has adopted CMM 2014-06 on Establishing a Harvest 
Strategy for Key Fisheries and Stocks in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean and a Work 
Plan to guide the development of key components of a Harvest Strategy, including the 
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recording of management objectives, adoption of reference points, and development of 
harvest control rules; 
 
Adopts in accordance with Article 10 of the Convention, the following Conservation and 
Management Measure with respect to bigeye, yellowfin, and skipjack tuna: 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
1. Pending the establishment of harvest strategies, and any implementing CMM, the 
purpose of this measure is to provide for a robust transitional management regime that 
ensures the sustainability of bigeye, skipjack, and yellowfin tuna stocks.  
 
PRINCIPLES FOR APPLICATION OF THE MEASURE 
 
Compatibility 
 
2. Conservation and management measures established for the high seas and those 
adopted for areas under national jurisdiction shall be compatible in order to ensure 
conservation and management of bigeye, skipjack, and yellowfin tuna stocks in their entirety. 
Measures shall ensure, at a minimum, that stocks are maintained at levels capable of 
producing maximum sustainable yield, pending agreement on target reference points as part 
of the harvest strategy approach, as qualified by relevant environmental and economic 
factors including the special requirements of developing States in the Convention Area as 
expressed by Article 5 of the Convention. 

 
Area of Application 
 
3. This Measure applies to all areas of high seas and all EEZs in the Convention Area 
except where otherwise stated in the Measure. 
 
4. Coastal states are encouraged to take measures in archipelagic waters and territorial 
seas which are consistent with the objectives of this Measure and to inform the Commission 
Secretariat of the relevant measures that they will apply in these waters. 
 
Small Island Developing States 
 
5. With the exception of paragraphs 16-25, 31, 33-38, and 50-54, nothing in this Measure 
shall prejudice the rights and obligations of those small island developing State Members and 
Participating Territories in the Convention Area seeking to develop their domestic fisheries.   
 
6. For the avoidance of doubt, where the term “SIDS” is used throughout this measure, 
the term includes Participating Territories. The term “CCM” means Members, Cooperating 
Non-Members and Participating Territories. 
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7. In giving effect to this CMM, the Commission shall pay attention to: 
(a) the geographical situation of a small island developing State which is made up of non-

contiguous groups of islands having a distinct economic and cultural identity of their 
own but which are separated by areas of high seas; 

(b) the special circumstances of a State which is surrounded by the exclusive economic 
zones of other States and has a limited exclusive economic zone of its own; and 

(c) the need to avoid adverse impacts on subsistence, small-scale and artisanal fishers.  
 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
 
Charter Arrangements 
 
8. For the purposes of paragraphs 39-41 and 45-49, attribution of catch and effort shall 
be to the flag State, except that catches and effort of vessels notified as chartered under CMM 
2016-05 or its replacement shall be attributed to the chartering Member, or Participating 
Territory.  Attribution for the purpose of this Measure is without prejudice to attribution for 
the purposes of establishing rights and allocation. 
 
9. For purposes of paragraphs 39-41 and 45-49, catches and effort of United States 
flagged vessels operating under agreements with its Participating Territories shall be 
attributed to the Participating Territories.  Such agreements shall be notified to the 
Commission in the form of notification under CMM 2016-05 or its replacement.  Attribution 
for the purpose of this Measure is without prejudice to attribution for the purposes of 
establishing rights and allocation.   
 
Overlap Area 
 
10. Where flag CCMs choose to implement IATTC measures in the overlap area, any 
calculation of limits for the Convention Area (excluding the overlap area) that are done on the 
basis of historical catch or effort levels, shall exclude historical catch or effort within the 
overlap area. Notwithstanding decisions on application of catch and/or effort limits, all other 
provisions of this measure apply to all vessels fishing in the overlap area.  
 
 
HARVEST STRATEGIES AND INTERIM OBJECTIVES FOR BIGEYE, SKIPJACK, AND YELLOWFIN 
TUNA 
 
11. This measure is to create a bridge to the adoption of a harvest strategy for bigeye, 
skipjack, and yellowfin tuna stocks and/or fisheries in accordance with the work plan and 
indicative timeframes set out in the Agreed Work Plan for the Adoption of Harvest Strategies 
under CMM 2014-06, which includes the development of management objectives and target 
reference points.  Taking into account the bridging role of this measure and the uncertainty 
framework for evaluating the impact of management measures on the bigeye stock, the 
Commission shall work towards achieving and sustaining the aims in paragraphs 12 to 14. 
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Bigeye 
 
12. Pending agreement on a target reference point the spawning biomass depletion ratio 
(SB/SBF=0) is to be maintained at or above the average SB/SBF=0 for 2012-2015. 
 
Skipjack 
 
13.  The spawning biomass of skipjack tuna is to be maintained on average at a level 
consistent with the interim target reference point of 50% of the spawning biomass in the 
absence of fishing, adopted in accordance with CMM 2015-06.   
 
Yellowfin 
 
14. Pending agreement on a target reference point the spawning biomass depletion ratio 
(SB/SBF=0) is to be maintained at or above the average SB/SBF=0 for 2012-2015. 
 

15. The Commission at its 2019 annual session shall review and revise the aims set out in 

paragraphs 12 to 14 in light of advice from the Scientific Committee. 

 

PURSE SEINE FISHERY 

 
FAD Set Management  
 
16. A three (3) months (July, August and September) prohibition of deploying, servicing or 
setting on FADs shall be in place between 0001 hours UTC on 1 July and 2359 hours UTC on 
30 September each year for all purse seine vessels, tender vessels, and any other vessels 
operating in support of purse seine vessels fishing in exclusive economic zones and the high 
seas in the area between 20oN and 20oS.1 
 
17. In addition to the three month FAD closure in paragraph 16, except for those vessels 
flying the Kiribati flag when fishing in the high seas adjacent to the Kiribati exclusive economic 
zone,2 and Philippines’ vessels operating in HSP1 in accordance with Attachment 2, it shall be 
prohibited to deploy, service or set on FADs in the high seas for two additional sequential 
months of the year.  Each CCM shall decide which two sequential months (either April – May 

 
1 Members of the PNA may implement the FAD set management measures consistent with the Third 
Arrangement Implementing the Nauru Agreement of May 2008.  Members of the PNA shall provide 
notification to the Commission of the domestic vessels to which the FAD closure will not apply.  That 
notification shall be provided within 15 days of the arrangement being approved. 
2 Those vessels fishing within a 100 nautical mile buffer zone extending from the high seas adjacent 
to the Cook Islands shall inform Kiribati and the Cook Islands authorities at least 24 hours prior to 
entry into and 24 hours prior to the exit from the buffer zone with estimated coordinates for entry 
and exit. Each report shall contain the vessel name, international radio call sign and position at time 
of reporting. 
 

WCPFC17 Summary Report
Issued: 3 May 2021Page 141 of 264



 

6 

or November – December) shall be closed to setting on FADs by their fleets in the high seas 
for 2018, 2019 and 2020 and notify the Secretariat of that decision by March 1, 2018.#   
 

# The Secretariat notes that WCPFC15 didn’t sanction any specific revision to this paragraph but in 
2019 some CCMs have notified a different choice of two sequential months to that notified in 2018. 

 
18. The provisions of paragraphs 3 to 7 of CMM 2009-02 apply to the high seas FAD 
closures.  In applying the provisions of paragraphs 16 and 17, any set where small amounts of 
plastic or small garbage that do not have a tracking buoy attached are detected shall not be 
considered to be a FAD set for the purposes of the FAD closure.  This shall apply in 2019 only 
and will be reviewed to determine whether it resulted in increased catch of bigeye and small 
yellowfin tuna.   
 
Non-entangling FADs 
19. To reduce the risk of entanglement of sharks, sea turtles or any other species, as from 
1st January 2020, CCMs shall ensure that the design and construction of any FAD to be 
deployed in, or that drifts into, the WCPFC Convention Area shall comply with the following 
specifications: 

 

• The floating or raft part (flat or rolled structure) of the FAD can be covered or not. To 
the extent possible the use of mesh net should be avoided. If the FAD is covered with 
mesh net, it must have a stretched mesh size less than 7 cm (2.5 inches) and the mesh 
net must be well wrapped around the whole raft so that there is no netting hanging 
below the FAD when it is deployed. 

• The design of the underwater or hanging part (tail) of the FAD should avoid the use of 
mesh net. If mesh net is used, it must have a stretched mesh size of less than 7 cm (2.5 
inches) or tied tightly in bundles or “sausages” with enough weight at the end to keep 
the netting taut down in the water column. Alternatively, a single weighted panel (less 
than 7 cm (2.5 inches) stretched mesh size net or solid sheet such as canvas or nylon) 
can be used. 

  
20. To reduce the amount of synthetic marine debris, the use of natural or biodegradable 
materials for FADs should be promoted.  The use of non-plastic and biodegradable materials 
in the construction of FADs is encouraged. 
 
21. The Scientific Committee shall continue to review research results on the use of non-
entangling material and biodegradable material on FADs, and shall provide specific 
recommendations to the Commission as appropriate. 
 
22. The Commission at its 2020 annual session, based on specific guidelines defined by 
the FAD Management Options Intersessional Working Group and advice from SC16 and TCC16 
shall consider the adoption of measures on the implementation of non-entangling and/or 
biodegradable material on FADs. 
 
Instrumented Buoys 
23. A flag CCM shall ensure that each of its purse seine vessels shall have deployed at sea, 
at any one time, no more than 350 drifting Fish Aggregating Devices (FADs) with activated 
instrumented buoys.  An instrumented buoy is defined as a buoy with a clearly marked 

WCPFC17 Summary Report
Issued: 3 May 2021Page 142 of 264



 

7 

reference number allowing its identification and equipped with a satellite tracking system to 
monitor its position. The buoy shall be activated exclusively on board the vessel.  A flag CCM 
shall ensure that its vessels operating in the waters of a coastal State comply with the laws of 
that coastal State relating to FAD management, including FAD tracking. 
 
24. The Commission at its 2019 annual session, based on consideration in the FAD 
Management Options Intersessional Working Group, shall review whether the number of 
FADs deployed as set out in paragraph 23 is appropriate.    
 
Zone-based purse seine effort control 
 
25. Coastal CCMs within the Convention Area shall restrict purse seine effort and/or catch 
of skipjack, yellowfin and bigeye tuna within their EEZs in accordance with the effort limits 
established and notified to the Commission and set out in Table 1 of Attachment 1.  Those 
coastal CCMs that have yet to notify limits to the Commission shall do so by 31 December 
2018.    
 
High seas purse seine effort control3 
 
26. CCMs that are not Small Island Developing States shall restrict the level of purse seine 
effort on the high seas in the area 20oN to 20oS to the limits set out in Attachment 1, Table 2, 
except that the Philippines shall take measures on the high seas in accordance with 
Attachment 2.  
 
27. CCMs shall ensure that the effectiveness of these effort limits for the purse seine 
fishery are not undermined by a transfer of effort in days fished into areas within the 
Convention Area south of 200S.  In order not to undermine the effectiveness of these effort 
limits, CCMs shall not transfer fishing effort in days fished in the purse seine fishery to areas 
within the Convention Area north of 200N. 
 
28. The limits set out in Attachment 1, Table 2 do not confer the allocation of rights to any 
CCM and are without prejudice to future decisions of the Commission.  By 2020 the 
Commission shall agree on hard effort or catch limits in the high seas of the Convention Area 
and a framework for the allocation of those limits in the high seas amongst all Members and 
Participating Territories that adequately take into account Articles 8, 10 (3) and 30 of the 
Convention.  The Commission shall also consider options as to how CCMs would use their 
limits.   
 
29. {The Commission agreed at WCPFC15 that paragraph 29 in CMM 2017-01 applied only in 2018}  
 
30. Where the catch and effort limits in paragraphs 25 and 26 have been exceeded, any 
overage of the annual limits by a CCM or the collective annual limits of a group of CCMs shall 
be deducted from the limits for the following year for that CCM or group of CCMs. 
 

 
3   Throughout this measure, in the case of small purse seine fleets, of five vessels or less, the baseline level of 
effort used to determine a limit shall be the maximum effort in any period and not the average.   
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Catch retention: Purse Seine Fishery 
 
31. To create an incentive to reduce the non-intentional capture of juvenile fish, to 
discourage waste and to encourage an efficient utilization of fishery resources, CCMs shall 
require their purse seine vessels fishing in EEZs and on the high seas within the area bounded 
by 20oN and 20oS to retain on board and then land or transship at port all bigeye, skipjack, 
and yellowfin tuna.  (Paragraphs 8 to 12 of CMM 2009-02 set out the Commission’s rules for 
catch retention in the high seas.) The only exceptions to this paragraph shall be: 

a) when, in the final set of a trip, there is insufficient well space to accommodate all fish 
caught in that set, noting that excess fish taken in the last set may be transferred to 
and retained on board another purse seine vessel provided this is not prohibited 
under applicable national law; or 

b) when the fish are unfit for human consumption for reasons other than size; or 
c) when serious malfunction of equipment occurs. 

 
32. Nothing in paragraphs 16-18 and 31 shall affect the sovereign rights of coastal States 
to determine how these management measures will be applied in their waters, or to apply 
additional or more stringent measures.   
 
Monitoring and Control: Purse Seine Fishery 
 
33. Notwithstanding the VMS SSP, a purse seine vessel shall not operate under manual 
reporting during the FADs closure periods, but the vessel will not be directed to return to port 
until the Secretariat has exhausted all reasonable steps to re-establish normal automatic 
reception of VMS positions in accordance with the VMS SSPs. The flag State shall be notified 
when VMS data is not received by the Secretariat at the interval specified in CMM 2014-02 or 
its replacement, and paragraph 37.  
 
34. CCMs shall ensure that purse seine vessels entitled to fly their flags and fishing within 
the area bounded by 20°N and 20°S exclusively on the high seas, on the high seas and in 
waters under the jurisdiction of one or more coastal States, or vessels fishing in waters under 
the jurisdiction of two or more coastal States, shall carry an observer from the Commission’s 
Regional Observer Program (ROP) (CMM 2018-05).  
 
35. Each CCM shall ensure that all purse seine vessels fishing solely within its national 
jurisdiction within the area bounded by 20°N and 20°S carry an observer. These CCMs are 
encouraged to provide the data gathered by the observers for use in the various analyses 
conducted by the Commission, including stock assessments, in such a manner that protects 
the ownership and confidentiality of the data. 
 
36. ROP reports for trips taken during FADs closure period shall be given priority for data 
input and analysis by the Secretariat and the Commission’s Science Provider. 
 
37. VMS polling frequency shall be increased to every 30 minutes during the FAD closure 
period. The increased costs associated with the implementation of this paragraph will be 
borne by the Commission. 
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Research on Bigeye and Yellowfin 
 
38. CCMs and the Commission are encouraged to conduct and promote research to 
identify ways for purse seine vessels to minimize the mortality of juvenile bigeye tuna and 
yellowfin tuna, particularly in accordance with any research plans adopted by the 
Commission. 
 
LONGLINE FISHERY  
 
39. As an interim measure, CCMs listed in Attachment 1, Table 3 shall restrict the level of 
bigeye catch to the levels specified in Table 3.  Where the limits in Table 3 have been 
exceeded, any overage of the catch limit by a CCM listed in Table 3 shall be deducted from 
the catch limit for the following year for that CCM.   
 
40. The Commission shall review the bigeye catch limits specified in Table 3 in 2019 based 
on any revised stock assessments and the recommendations of the Scientific Committee.  The 
Commission may also take into account in setting any bigeye catch limits any plan submitted 
to the Secretariat by a CCM listed in Attachment 1, Table 3 to increase the level of monitoring 
and control of its longline vessels fishing in the Convention Area. 
 
41. CCMs listed in Attachment 1, Table 3 shall report monthly the amount of bigeye catch 
by their flagged vessels to the Commission Secretariat by the end of the following month.  The 
Secretariat shall notify all CCMs when 90% of the catch limits for a CCM is exceeded. 
 
42. The limits set out in Attachment 1, Table 3 do not confer the allocation of rights to any 
CCM and are without prejudice to future decisions of the Commission. 
 
43. Subject to paragraph 5, each Member that caught less than 2,000 tonnes in 2004 shall 
ensure that its bigeye catch does not exceed 2,000 tonnes annually.  
 
44. By 2020 the Commission shall agree on hard limits for bigeye and a framework to 
allocate those limits amongst all Members and Participating Territories that adequately take 
into account Articles 8, 10 (3) and 30 of the Convention.   
 
 
CAPACITY MANAGEMENT FOR PURSE SEINE AND LONGLINE VESSELS   
 
Purse Seine Vessel Limits 
 
45. CCMs, other than Small Island Developing States and Indonesia4, shall keep the 
number of purse seine vessels flying their flag larger than 24m with freezing capacity 
operating between 20oN and 20oS (hereinafter “LSPSVs”) to the applicable level under CMM 
2013-01.  
 

 
4 This paragraph shall not create a precedent with respect to application of exemptions to non-SIDS CCMs. 
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46. The concerned CCMs shall ensure that any new LSPSV constructed or purchased to 
replace a previous vessel or vessels, shall have a carrying capacity or well volume no larger 
than the vessel(s) being replaced, or shall not increase the catch or effort in the Convention 
Area from the level of the vessels being replaced. In such case, the authorization to fish in the 
Convention Area of the replaced vessel shall be immediately revoked by the flag CCM.  
Notwithstanding the first sentence in this paragraph, for those vessels for which building 
approval has already been granted and notified to the Commission before 1 March 2014, the 
construction of those vessels will be in accordance with existing regulations of the concerned 
CCMs. 
 
Limits on Longline Vessels with Freezing Capacity 
 
47. CCMs, other than Small Island Developing States and Indonesia5, shall not increase the 
number of their longline vessels with freezing capacity targeting bigeye tuna above the 
applicable level under CMM 2013-01.6 
 
Limits on ice-chilled longline vessels landing fresh fish 
 
48. CCMs, other than Small Island Developing States and Indonesia7 , shall not increase 
the number of their ice-chilled longline vessels targeting bigeye tuna and landing exclusively 
fresh fish above the applicable level under CMM 2013-01, or above the number of licenses 
under established limited entry programmes applying during the operation of CMM 2013-
01.8 
 
49. Nothing in this measure shall restrict the ability of SIDS or Participating Territories to 
construct or purchase vessels from other CCMs for their domestic fleets.     
 
OTHER COMMERCIAL FISHERIES 
 
50. To assist the Commission in the further development of provisions to manage the 
catch of bigeye, yellowfin, and skipjack tunas, the Scientific and Technical and Compliance 
Committees during their meeting in 2019 will provide advice to the Commission on which 
fisheries should be included in this effort and what information is needed to develop 
appropriate management measures for those fisheries. 
 
51. CCMs shall take necessary measures to ensure that the total catch of their respective 
other commercial tuna fisheries for bigeye, yellowfin or skipjack tuna, but excluding those 
fisheries taking less than 2,000 tonnes of bigeye, yellowfin and skipjack, shall not exceed 
either the average level for the period 2001-2004 or the level of 2004.   
 
 

 
5 This paragraph shall not create a precedent with respect to application of exemptions to non-SIDS CCMs. 
6 The provisions of this paragraph do not apply to those CCMs who apply domestic quotas, including individual 
transferable quotas, within a legislated/regulated management framework. 
7 This paragraph shall not create a precedent with respect to application of exemptions to non-SIDS CCMs. 
8 The provisions of this paragraph do not apply to those CCMs who apply domestic quotas, including individual 
transferable quotas, within a legislated/regulated management framework. 
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DATA PROVISION REQUIREMENTS 

 
52. Operational level catch and effort data in accordance with the Standards for the 
Provision of Operational Level Catch and Effort Data attached to the Rules for Scientific Data 
to be Provided to the Commission relating to all fishing in EEZs and high seas south of 20N 
subject to this CMM except for artisanal small-scale vessels shall be provided to the 
Commission not only for the purpose of stocks management but also for the purpose of 
cooperation to SIDS under Article 30 of the Convention.9 10 
 
53. The Commission shall ensure the confidentiality of those data provided as non-public 
domain data. 
 
54. CCMs whose vessel fish in EEZs and high seas north of 20N subject to this CMM shall 
ensure that aggregated data by 1 x 1 in that area be provided to the Commission, and shall 
also, upon request, cooperate in providing operational level data in case of Commission’s 
stock assessment of tropical tuna stocks under a data handling agreement to be separately 
made between each CCM and the Scientific Provider.  Those CCMs shall report such 
agreement to the Commission.  
 
 

REVIEW AND FINAL PROVISIONS 
 
55. The Commission shall review this CMM annually to ensure that the various provisions 
are having the intended effect. 
 
56. {The Commission agreed at WCPFC15 that paragraph 56 in CMM 2017-01 applied only in 2018} 
 
57. This measure replaces CMM 2017-01.  This measure shall come into effect on 13 

February 2019 and remain in effect until 10 February 2021 unless earlier replaced or amended 

by the Commission.   

 

 
9 CCMs which had domestic legal constraints under CMM 2014-01 shall provide operational level data as of the 
date on which those domestic legal constraints were lifted.   
10 This paragraph shall not apply to Indonesia, until it changes its national laws so that it can provide such data.  
This exception shall expire when such changes take effect but in any event no later than 31 December 2025.  
Indonesia will, upon request, make best effort to cooperate in providing operational level data in case of 
Commission’s stock assessment of those stocks under a data handling agreement to be separately made with 
the Scientific Provider. 

WCPFC17 Summary Report
Issued: 3 May 2021Page 147 of 264



CMM 2018-01 Attachment 1 

 

12 

Attachment 1   

 

Table 1: EEZ purse seine effort limits [paragraph 25] 
 

Coastal CCMs’ 

EEZ/Group 

Effort in Vessel 

days/Catch limit 

Comment 

PNA  44,033 days This limit will be managed cooperatively 

through the PNA Vessel Day Scheme. Tokelau 1000 days 

Cook Islands 1,250 days These CCMs are developing joint 

arrangements which may incorporate 

measures such as pooling and transferability 

of limits between EEZs. 

Fiji 300 days 

Niue 200 days 

Samoa 150 days 

Tonga 250 days 

Vanuatu 200 days 

Australia 30,000 mt SKJ 

600 mt BET 

600 mt YFT 

  

French Polynesia 0  

Indonesia *  

Japan 1500 days  

Korea *  

New Zealand 40,000 mt SKJ  

New Caledonia  20,000 mt SKJ  

Philippines *  

Chinese Taipei *  

United States ** 558 days  

Wallis and Futuna *   

  

* Limits not notified to the Commission 
** The United States notified the Secretariat of the combined US EEZ and high seas effort 
limits on 1 July 2016 (1828 fishing days on the high seas and in the U.S. EEZ (combined)).  
The US EEZ limit is understood to be this notified limit minus the high seas effort limit for 
the United States set out in Table 2 of Attachment 1 
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Table 2. High seas purse seine effort control [paragraphs 26-28] 
 

 

 
CCM   EFFORT LIMIT (DAYS) 
 
CHINA    26 
ECUADOR   ** 
EL SALVADOR   ** 
EUROPEAN UNION  403 
INDONESIA   (0) 
JAPAN    121 
NEW ZEALAND  160 
PHILIPPINES                 # 
REPUBLIC OF KOREA  207 
CHINESE TAIPEI   95 
USA               1270  
 
** subject to CNM on participatory rights  
#  The measures that the Philippines will take are in Attachment 2. 
 
 

 

Table 3. Bigeye Longline Catch Limits [paragraphs 39-42] 

Bigeye catch limits by flag 

 
CCMs     Catch Limits 
   
CHINA            8,224 
INDONESIA            5,889* 
JAPAN          18,265 
KOREA          13,942 
CHINESE TAIPEI       10,481 
USA            3,554 
 
*Provisional and maybe subject to revision following data analysis and 
verification 
 

Japan will make an annual one-off transfer of 500 metric tonnes of its bigeye tuna 
catch limit to China.   
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Attachment 2: Measure for Philippines 
 
1. This Attachment shall apply to Philippine traditional fresh/ice chilled fishing vessels 
operating as a group.  

AREA OF APPLICATION  

2. This measure shall apply only to High Seas Pocket no. 1 (HSP-1), which is the area of high 
seas bounded by the Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZs) of the Federated States of Micronesia 
to the north and east, Republic of Palau to the west, Indonesia and Papua New Guinea to the 
south. For the purposes of this measure, the exact coordinates for the area shall be those 
used by the WCPFC vessel monitoring system (VMS). A map showing the HSP-1 Special 
Management Area is attached. 

REPORTING  

3. Philippines shall require its concerned vessels to submit reports to the Commission at least 
24 hours prior to entry and no more than 6 hours prior to exiting the HSP-1 SMA. This 
information may, in turn, be transmitted to the adjacent coastal States/Territories.  

The report shall be in the following format:  

VID/Entry or Exit: Date/Time; Lat/Long  

4. Philippines shall ensure that its flagged vessels operating in the HSP-1 SMA report sightings 
of any fishing vessel to the Commission Secretariat. Such information shall include: vessel 
type, date, time, position, markings, heading and speed.  

OBSERVER  

5. The fishing vessels covered by this measure shall employ a WCPFC Regional Observer on 
board during the whole duration while they operate in HSP-1 SMA in accordance with the 
provisions of CMM 2018-05.  

6. Regional Observers from other CCMs shall be given preference/priority. For this purpose, 
the Philippines and the Commission Secretariat shall inform the CCMs and the Adjacent 
Coastal State of the deployment needs and requirements at 60 days prior expected departure. 
The Secretariat and the CCM that has available qualified regional observer shall inform the 
Philippines of the readiness and availability of the Regional Observer at least 30 days prior to 
the deployment date. If none is available, the Philippines is authorized to deploy regional 
observers from the Philippines.   

VESSEL LIST  

7. The Commission shall maintain an updated list of all fishing vessels operating in HSP1 SMA 
based on the foregoing vessel’s entry and exit reports submitted to the Commission. The list 
will be made available to Commission Members through the WCPFC website.  
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MONITORING OF PORT LANDINGS  

8. The Philippines shall ensure that all port landings of its vessels covered by this decision are 
monitored and accounted for to make certain that reliable catch data by species are collected 
for processing and analysis.  

COMPLIANCE  

9. All vessels conducting their fishing activities pursuant to this Attachment to CMM 2018-01 
shall comply with all other relevant CMMs. Vessels found to be non-complaint with this 
decision shall be dealt with in accordance with CMM 2010-06, and any other applicable 
measure adopted by the Commission.  

EFFORT LIMIT  

10. The total effort of these vessels shall not exceed 4,65914 days. The Philippines shall limit 
its fleet to 36 fishing vessels (described by the Philippines as catcher fishing vessels) in the 
HSP-1 SMA. 

  

 
14 Reference Table 2(b), WCPFC9-2012-IP09_rev3 
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- Map Showing HSP-1 SMA Where the Arrangements in Attachment 2 Apply 

 

 
This map displays indicative maritime boundaries only. It is presented without prejudice to any past, current or 

future claims by any State. It is not intended for use to support any past, current or future claims by any State or 

territory in the western and central Pacific or east Asian region. Individual States are responsible for maintaining 

the coordinates for their maritime claims. It is the responsibility of flag States to ensure their vessels are informed 

of the coordinates of maritime limits within the Convention Area. Coastal States are invited to register the 

coordinates for their negotiated and agreed maritime areas with the Commission Secretariat.  

 

--- 
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COMMISSION 

SEVENTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Electronic Meeting 

8 – 15 December 2020 

CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT MEASURE FOR 

PACIFIC BLUEFIN TUNA 

Conservation and Management Measure 2020-02 

 

 

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 nine times since then (CMM 2010- 04, CMM 2012-06, 

CMM 2013-09, CMM 2014-04, CMM 2015-04, CMM 2016-04, CMM2017-08, CMM 2018-02 and 

CMM 2019-02) 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 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: 
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⚫ 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; 

 

Recognizing that due to the pandemic caused by COVID-19, it is not possible to hold a physical meeting of 

the Northern Committee in 2020, which makes it difficult for the members of the Northern Committee to 

engage in substantive discussion to change the existing CMM on Pacific bluefin tuna;  

 

Further recognizing that under such circumstances, a simple roll-over of the 2020-specific measures for 

one year could be a realistic approach; 

 

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   

 

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 levels.2 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 2021 CCMs may use part of the catch limit for Pacific bluefin tuna 

 
1 Notwithstanding paragraph 2 and 3, a CCM may carry over up to 17% of its initial 2020 catch limits, which remain 

uncaught, to 2021. 
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. 
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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 2021. Based on that review, in 2021 the Northern 

Committee will determine whether it should be continued past 2021, 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 year.3 

 

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. 

 

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. 

 

 
3 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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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 2019-02. On the basis of stock assessment conducted by ISC in 2020, 

and other pertinent information, this CMM shall be reviewed and may be amended as appropriate in 

2021. 
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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. 

20XX 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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COMMISSION 

SEVENTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Electronic Meeting 

8 – 15 December 2020 

 

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.  

• For clarity and consistency, the term “Management Procedure” is used from 2020 onward 

in this workplan in place of the term “Harvest Control Rule (HCR)”.  A Management 

Procedure is a key part of a Harvest Strategy comprising a more formal specification of 

data collection, the associated estimation model (e.g. the estimation of stock status through 

an analytical or empirical method) together with a Harvest Control Rule. Together these 

 
1 As refined and adopted at the Seventeenth Regular Session of the Commission, held online 8-15 

December 2020. 
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clearly define what management actions are to be made in response to changes in the stock 

or fishery condition. 

 

2020 Update 

• The Science Service Provider has made substantial technical progress during 2020, notably 

on management strategy evaluation (MSE) for South Pacific albacore and skipjack 

amongst a range of other areas.  

• However, SC16 was unable to discuss and advise on much of this material in detail because 

of the limited meeting format. Similarly, WCPFC17 had limited discussion of these 

matters. 

• Further, COVID 19 has meant a delay in much of the vital capacity building to allow CCMs 

to understand and participate fully in the harvest strategy development process.   

• A single change was made to the Indicative Harvest Strategy Workplan in 2020 noting it 

was subject to a substantial review in 2019.  

o The updated workplan tasks the scientific Committee to provide, and the 

Commission to consider, an update to paper WCPFC17-2020-11 to include 

candidate skipjack TRPs of 36, 38 and 40 %SBF=0. 
 

 

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/Management Procedure 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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5 
 

 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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6 
 

 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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7 
 

 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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8 
 

 

 South Pacific Albacore Skipjack Bigeye Yellowfin 

 
2020 

 
Develop management procedures 
(e) 

and 

Management strategy evaluation 

(f) 

 
 

 

 
Develop management procedures 
(e) 

and 

Management strategy evaluation 

(f) 

 
•   

 
[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). 
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9 
 

 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. 

 

[Scientific Committee provide, and 

Commission consider, an update to 

paper WCPFC17-2020-11 to 

include additional candidate 

skipjack TRPs of 36, 38 and 40 

%SBF=0] 

 

 

 

 

[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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10 
 

 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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TCC16 recommended tasks for the Secretariat to improve the online Compliance Case File System 

(Excerpt from TCC16-2020-12Review of the WCPFC online compliance case file system, Table 1). 

ID Relates to rec in 

TCC16-2020-12  
Action Refer 

to page 

a 1 

Enhance the CCFS so that it automatically notifies CCMs when a case 

is created or updated.  This notification would be in the form of a daily 

summary email to a single email address nominated by each CCM.  

This daily summary email would identify all cases, which the CCM 

was authorised to view, that had been created or modified (by the 

Secretariat or another CCM) in the past 24 hours. 

18 

b 1 

Initially, enhance the CCFS to make it easier to use by: simplifying the 

interface (including removing elements that are unnecessary to the 

user), improving the language used, consistently formatting links and 

adding screen specific help pages. 

20 

c 1 

Subsequently, six months after these initial enhancements have been 

implemented, survey CCMs to verify that an appropriate level of ease-

of-use has now been achieved. 

20 

d 1 

Enhance the CCFS to make it easier to use by expanding the range of 

information that is shown in the six single case screens to include: 

observer trip data, vessel trip ID, infringement ID, trip number and 

provider trip number. 

20 

e 1 

Enhance the CCFS to include a screen containing a list of all six types 

of case (that the user is authorised to see) combined.  The primary 

focus of this screen should be to provide users with access to data 

columns that are common to most/all types of case. Users should be 

surveyed to determine what additional columns, that are case type 

specific, should also be displayed; and what Group By options are 

required. 

26 

f 1 

Produce an alternative format of the aggregated summary tables in 

which (i) the tables are in “Classic” pivot table format, and (ii) the 

sub-totals and expand / contract buttons are removed, and (iii) the 

columns are centred; then survey CCMs on whether this alternative 

format is better than the current format. If CCMs prefer this 

alternative, then enhance the CCFS to implement it. 

28 

g 1 
Enhance the CCFS so that the aggregated summary tables address the 

full range of questions required by the TCC / Commission. 

28 

h 1 

Enhance communication with CCMs regarding (i) which internet 

browsers work best with the CCFS and (ii) the known limitations of 

the CCFS Export to Excel function. 

35 

i 1 

Offer CCFS training to CCM users, either in the form of (i) training on 

the margins of other WCPFC meetings, or (ii) an online course, or (iii) 

a downloadable training video (or videos). 

41 

j 1 

Improve and update the CCFS user guide to cover all the features 

present in the enhanced CCFS, and additionally improve how this is 

named and stored on the WCPFC intranet. 

44 

k 2 

Implement a limited proof of concept online graph / table creation 

tool, providing CCM users with access to a small range of graphs / 

tables which interrogate the CCFS data that all CCMs are entitled to 

view.  This tool should be implemented using software that can 

subsequently be re-used to provide similar functionality for other types 

of WCPFC data. 

39 
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Agreed Minimum Standards and Guidelines of the Regional Observer Programme 
            Version 2021 

 
Most of the agreed minimum standards for the ROP were generated and discussed during the IWGROP (1) (2) (3) workshops 
2007-2009 since then IWGROP 2015 has added additional standards, and other standards have been individually discussed 
at various subsidiary meetings and are also included. The meetings where the standards were discussed recommended and 
agreed have been included in red at the end of each standard. Also included at the end of this document are suggested 
guidelines for ROP’s to use as guides; these were agreed to be guidelines rather than agreed minimum standards. Due to the 
work of the TCC Working Group on the Flow of Observer Reports and Observer Conduct a couple of the “ROP expectation 
on the authorisation process.” have had additions or changes these are indicated by footnotes.  

 
Several standards were agreed as per the IWG/SC/TCC meetings recommendations with no changes at the annual 
Commission meetings; Some IWG/SC/TCC recommendations were discussed further and changed at the Commission 
annual meeting. Therefore, the Subsidiary body meeting recommendations may vary slightly in wording from the original 
recommendation from the Annual Commission meetings. All the agreed standards are required to be maintained by the 
Commission ROP’s. expectations in these tables are guides unless indicated otherwise on how the minimum standard maybe 
achieved. 

 
The agreed minimum standards are part of the Commission Audit process of Regional Observer Programmes; questions 
related to the standards are asked during the audit process to determine if a programme is fulfilling the required standard, or 
whether the programme may need assistance to help achieve the required standards. 

 

Item 
 

Authorization Process 
 

Authorisation process is the 

standards required to obtain 

interim and full authorisation to 

be part of the ROP. 
 

The process of gaining full 

authorisation is to be carried out 

following an audit of the 

programme to ensure that 

standards are in place or are 

being developed 

 

Standard Required 

The Secretariat will authorize national observer programmes, rather than 

individual observers; this is consistent with the Convention text .CMM 2007-

01 Para 12(b) replaced by  CMM- 2018-05 Para 13(b) also states that the 

Secretariat will authorize observer providers. 

IWGROP2/TCC4/WCPFC5/WCPFC15 
 

ROP expectation on the authorisation process. 

 

Before auditing takes place the programme will have been interim authorised 

by the Secretariat according to the rules and standards as adopted by the 

Commission. 
 

This will necessitate all programmes to: 
 

•   Supply manuals and guides to the Secretariat 

•   Nominate a National ROP Observer Coordinator 

•   Supply lists of all current observers. 

•   Supply an official letter requesting ROP inclusion. 

Refer IWGROP2/TCC4/WCPFC5 
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Item 
 

Briefing and Debriefing 

Briefing of observers is a 

specially arranged session with 

the observer and provider 

endorsed briefing personnel; 

Briefing is to ensure that the 

observer clearly understand the 

roles and duties the observers are 

expected to carry out on a vessel 

before a trip. 
 

Debriefing of observers is a 

specially arranged session with 

the observer and the provider 

endorsed   debriefer   to   ensure 

that the data and information 

collected   by   an   observer   is 

checked for discrepancies and 

can be corrected before the 

Information is entered into a 

data base or used for analysis. 
 

It is also a period when the 

observer can report critical 

incidents for further attention. 

 

Standard Required 

 

The standard for “Briefing and De-briefing of observers” is that there is 

a   system   for   briefing   and   de-briefing   of   observers   in   place   and 

documentation describing briefing and de-briefing available to the 
Secretariat IWGROP2/TCC4/WCPFC5 

 

ROP Expectation on the “Briefing and Debriefing” of Observers 

 
Different stages of briefing may be carried out before an observer departs on their 

trip. 
 

1.   Observers to be briefed by the provider. 
 

2.  Observer and vessel briefed together by authorised briefers or officer. 
 

* This may be done separately or combined in the one briefing if time does 

not permit two briefings. 
 

Briefing 
 

•   Observer providers authorised by the Commission ROP are to ensure 

briefing of their observers is carried out 
 

• Briefings must   be   facilitated   by   an   experienced facilitator and 

should be conducted at the beginning of an observer trip. 
 

•    Briefings procedures should follow a consistent format. 
 

• Briefing should provide opportunities to ensure that both the captain and 

observer fully understand the role of the observer on board the vessel, 

and reinforce the responsibility of the vessel to accommodate and feed the 

observer to officer standard. 
 

• The utmost effort is made to ensure that a new observer should not be 

placed unless a proper briefing meeting can be arranged. 
 

•  Providers may wish to have a briefing form that can be read out and agreed 

by the captain and observer by signing the form that they understand the 

conditions, roles, etc. when the observer is on board the vessel; a copy 

should be given to the captain. 
 

Debriefings 

• Debriefing should be carried out at the end of each observer trip by an 

authorised provider debriefer. 

• Observer providers authorised by the Commission ROP should ensure 

rigorous debriefing of returning observers data, reports, health, and 

wellbeing is carried out. 

• Debriefings should be facilitated by an experienced facilitator and should 

be conducted at the end of an observer trip after the observer leaves the 

vessel. 

•     Debriefings procedures should follow a consistent format. 

•     Debriefing of critical incidents should be reported immediately to the 

relevant authorities as indicated in the provider procedures. 

1•    Observer providers should prioritize debriefings for trips for which the 

observer has noted a “YES” in the WCPFC Observer Trip Monitoring 

Summary or ROP minimum data elements which are included in SPC/FFA 

General Form 3. 
1 

 1 Added WCPFC17  
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Item 
 

Briefing and Debriefing 
Training 

“Briefing Training” should be 

training carried out by qualified 

personnel. 
 

“Debriefing Training” will be 

specialised training by qualified 

personnel of a group of 

participants selected by a 

rigorous selection criterion to 

become fully authorised 

observer debriefers of all gear 

types. 

 

Standard Required 

The standard for qualification of observer debriefer is that debriefers will be 

experienced in observer matters and that CCMs will use existing national and 

sub-regional programme standards for debriefers. CCMs will prepare 

qualifications for a debriefer, available for review by the Secretariat. 

IWGROP3/TCC5/WCPFC6 

ROP expectation on the briefing and debriefing training of briefers and 

debriefers. 

Briefing Training 
 

Briefers should have undergone training programmes designed to educate 

them in the techniques of interviewing and they require the knowledge of 

the roles of an observer and understand the conditions that an observer 

may experience while at sea on a vessel. 
 

Debriefer Training 
 

Debriefer trainers should have undergone training programmes designed to 

educate them in the techniques of interviewing observers, and to debrief 

observer collected information and material. 
 

Debriefer training instructors should have: 

• an intimate knowledge of observer work, data collections and 
reporting; 

•     experienced conditions at sea, preferably as an observer, 

• a good understanding of the fishery and the management of that 
fishery; 

• good communication skills that can give clear and understandable 

messages in a straight orward manner; 

•     good knowledge of the Commission CMM’s relevant to Observers; 

 
Note 

Where practical NOP/SOP Programme Coordinators/ Managers 
should also take part in the training, to develop closer 
relationships with their potential debriefers and observers. 
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Item 
Coordinating Observer 
Placements and the 

Deployment of Observers 
 

The provider of the observers 

will be responsible for the 

deployment of the observer and 

will ensure the selected observer 

is provided with all possible 

assistance to board a vessel. 

 

Standard Required 

The standard for “Coordinating Placement” is the WCPFC National Observer 

Programme Coordinator should be in place, there should be a system for 

observer placement administration and documentation describing observer 

placement should be provided to the Secretariat. IWGROP2/TCC4/WCPFC5 

The standard for deploying ROP observers is that CCMs shall use existing 

deployment procedures in place for their national and sub-regional 

programmes.  CCMs will develop these procedures, and make them available 

for review by the Secretariat. IWGROP3/TCC5/WCPFC6 

ROP expectation on Coordinating Observer Placements and the 
Deployment of Observers: 

It is the responsibility of the observer provider to administer observer 

placements, including costs, which may be recovered by various means. 

Providers should organise the final payment of the ROP observer’s salary 
and sea allowances provided all commitments are completed as soon as 
practical after the observers return to port; 

The provider is expected to carry out the following functions; 
 

1)   Communicate to flag State about intending deployments and arrange date and 

time of boarding’s. 

2)   Communicate to the ROP observer on the agreed boarding date and time 

3)   Assist with the procurement of observer visas, entry permits, waivers and any 

travel documents required to transport the observer to the departure or arrival 

port of the vessel. 

4)   Organize all travel arrangements including air, bus or ferry schedules; 

5)   Brief ROP observer on any prioritized scientific, biological, management and 
operational data that is required to be collected for each trip; 

6)   Coordinate a briefing of the ROP observer and the vessel captain or master 

before departure to advise on the CMM and other obligations regarding the 

observer and vessel. 

7)   Check the safety standards of the vessel before the observer departs; 

8)   Ensure all relevant equipment to the ROP observer for carrying out their duties, 

including the collection of data and biological sampling is supplied. 

9)   Supply forms and workbooks in whatever format is used in the national 

programme, but ensuring that it contain the ROP minimum data standards; 

10) Ensure the vessel understands that the observer must have proper 

accommodation and bedding; 

11) Arrange another vessel for boarding preferably from the same flag State fleet if 

due to unforeseen circumstances the target vessel becomes unavailable due to 

mechanical or other problems such as safety, and is not favourable to the 

placement of an ROP observer; 

12) Arrange communication schedules with observers   for the time they are on 

board the vessel; 

13) Debrief the ROP observer, using ROP authorised debriefers as soon as possible 

on their return to port; 

14) Collect from the observer all data, images, and reports after their trip; 

15) Ensure all data obligations made at WCPFC meetings on ROP data is followed. 

16) maintain regular contact with the observer after their return to provide technical 

support, personal support, and information on new developments, and to assure 

the ROP observer is in good health after the trip, and to inform the observer of 

any future boarding’s or relevant issues arising from the trip just completed; 
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Item 
 

Communications 

Communication means that the 

observer must be aware of the 

use of communications devices 

and equipment on board a 

vessel for their use when 

required. 
 

Note that from Jan 1st 
 
2017 

a two way texting device or a 

satellite phone will be 

communications independent 

of the vessel communications 

systems. 

 

Standard Required 

The standard for “Communications” is that observers have access to 
appropriate communication facilities, including emergency communication 
facilities while on board a vessel. IWGROP2/TCC4/WCPFC5 

 

ROP Expectation on Communications for Observers 
 

• Providers should have established regular communication procedure 
with their observers during a trip; 

• Providers should ensure that observers understand Safety 

Communication Codes and protocols before boarding a vessel; 
• Providers should inform the vessel that they must allow the observer 

to have access to Communications and should assist when required; 
• Work related communications may be paid for by the provider unless 

other arrangements are in place. 
• Private communications should be available but paid for by the 

observer. 

 
 

 

Item 
 

Conservation and 

Management Measures - 

CMM’s 
 

Providers should display the 

procedures and mechanism in 

which they keep observers 

informed on CMM 

requirements and should have 

the ability to carry out 

additional training on a regular 

basis of the monitoring 

requirements. 

 

Commission Requirements 

 

The providers are to ensure that all observers fully understand the *content 
of the CMM’s especially in relation to their roles and tasks in monitoring the 
CMMs (Multiple meeting & CMM references) 

 

ROP expectation on CMM’s for observers 

The observer programme will have in place the following: 
 

• A   system to   ensure   all   the    programme   and   observers   are 

continually updated on the requirements of the CMM’s. 
 

• Ability to ensure observers can be trained in the monitoring of new 

tasks and roles brought about by the monitoring provisions of the 

CMM/s. 
 

Note*   that the WCPFC Secretariat publishes a “Handbook of CMMs for 
WCPFC ROP observers” these handbooks are available in electronic 
format on the WCPF Website; The handbook is updated annually and all 
providers are to ensure the correct dated copy is given to observers before 
they depart on a trip. 
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Item 

Code of Conduct 
 

Code of Conduct should provide 

a set of guiding principles 

relating to accepted behaviour 

and standards of conduct, while 

working as an ROP Observer. 

 

Standard Required 

 

The agreed standard for “Code of Conduct” is that each CCM should have a 
Code of Conduct in place, available to each observer, available for review 
and if not in place, to be developed. IWGROP2/TCC4/WCPFC5 

ROP expectation on Code of Conduct 

•    Code of Conduct will be monitored by the observer provider that 

supplies the observer for ROP duties. 

•    Alleged breaches reported by a vessel captain, or master, of the 

Code of Conduct by an ROP observer will be investigated by the observer 

provider. 

•   The observer   provider   will investigate any allegations of the breach 

of conduct, and may pass the alleged incidents onto others for further 

investigation, and according to the results of the investigation, the 

provider will make recommendations on any action to be taken. 

•   The recommended action by the observer provider should be reported to 

the vessel flag State and to the Secretariat of the Commission who may 

include the findings in their annual report to the TCC and Commission. 

•    After considering the investigation carried out by the Observer Provider, 

the provider, if they deactivate the observer, must inform the 

Commission Secretariat 

 
 

 

Item 
 

Dispute Settlement 
 

Dispute occurs when two or 

more parties disagree over 

matters involving the roles and 

tasks of the observer, operations 

of the vessel, or any other issue 

involving the observer and a 

second party. 
 

The programme will have 

procedures to prevent the 

escalation of conflict, through 

mediation, facilitation, 

conciliation, and training. 
 

Disputes resolution may require 

the appointment of an 

appropriately-composed expert 

or technical panel. 

 

Standard Required 

 

The standard for “Dispute Settlement” is a dispute resolution mechanism in 

place, and if not in place, to be developed, and a description of the dispute 

resolution mechanism provided to the Secretariat 

IWGROP2/TCC4/WCPFC5 
 

ROP expectation on Dispute Settlements 

 

The programme will have in place the following: 

• procedures to report disputes for both the observer and the vessel; 

• consultations process allowing all parties to make statements; 

• process to determine a resolution of the problem through mediation, 

facilitation, and conciliation; 

• process to appoint an appropriately-composed expert or technical 

panels if required to resolve the dispute; 
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Item 
Data Fields 

 

Data Fields and Minimum Data 

Standards are defined as 

Minimum Data Fields approved 

by the WCPFC for collection by 

ROP observers. 

 

Standard Required 

 

The agreed standard for “Data Fields, Management, Distribution and Use” 

will be that CCMs will use existing data field formats collected by their 

national or sub regional observer programmes (SC3/IWGROP2) /TCC4/ 

WCPFC5 – IWGROP3/TCC5/WCPFC6 and that also they will ensure that 

the Commission minimum data standard fields for the ROP are included in 

their data collection formats. 
 

Flag CCMs and observer providers should cooperate to ensure timely access 

to ROP data and provision of the ROP data to the Commission. 

IWGROP4/WCPFC12 
 

ROP data should be submitted to the Secretariat or SPC where possible within 

100 days of the observer disembarking purse seine vessels and within 120 

days of the observer disembarking longline vessels. TCC9/WCPFC10 
 

ROP providers which place observers on fish carrier vessels that transship 

on the high seas should send the completed data forms, workbooks, reports 

and journals of the observer to the Commission Secretariat where possible 

within 120 days of the disembarkation of the observer from the carrier. 

TCC10/WCPFC11 

 

ROP expectation on the collection of ROP Minimum Standard Data fields 

 

ROP data includes data collected by an observer when they are on the high seas 
or in zones other than the flag of the vessel, they are aboard. 

Programmes may continue to use their own formats; however, programmes 

will need to review the data collected by their observers to include the 

minimum data fields required by the Commission. 
 

Data collected by national (NOP) or sub regional observer programmes (SOP) 

on ROP trips, (original hard copy or unaltered scanned copy) will be sent to 

the   Commission designated data provider (SPC) or to the Commission 

Secretariat as soon as practical after the return of an observer from their trip. 

(Within 100 days of the observer disembarking purse seine vessels and within 

120 days of the observer disembarking longline vessels and carrier vessels 

transhipping on the high seas.) 
 

All ROP observer data is confidential and may not be distributed or given to 

any unauthorized organisation or person without going through the 

Commission data access procedures and approval of the Executive Director 

of the WCPFC. 
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Item 
 

Equipment and Materials 

Equipment and materials is 

equipment and materials that an 

observer will require to safely 

carry out their roles and tasks on 

board a vessel. 

 

Standard Required 

 

The standard for “Equipment and Materials” is that observers are provided 

with appropriate equipment, including safety equipment to carry out their 

roles and tasks on board a vessel. IWGROP2/TCC4/WCPFC5 

 

ROP expectation on the equipment and Materials of Observers 
 

•    Equipment and Materials should be dependent of gear type. 
 

•    Equipment should be dependent on climate area the vessel is fishing. 
 

• Safety equipment includes items, lifejackets, hard hats, proper deck 
working boots or shoes, gloves and protective sunglasses. 

 

•    Observers should not board vessels until they have been fully kitted out 
 

• Equipment for work must be in a good working order and safety gear 
should have regular checks. 

 
 

 

Item 
 

Insurance and Liability 
 

Providers are to ensure that their 

observers have health, safety, 

and liability insurance available 

to them before embarking on an 

observer trip. 

 

Standard Required 

 

The standard for Insurance of Observers for ROP duties is that CCMs will 

use existing national standards for health and safety insurance. CCM 

providers of observers will make sure an observer placed on any vessel for 

ROP duties, has health and safety insurance. IWGROP3/TCC5/WCPFC6 

ROP expectation on Insurance and Liability for observers 

   The observer programme will have in place the following: 

• A national health and safety standard and insurance available for all 

observers. 

• A checking system ensuring that Observers are always insured 

during their employment should be in place. Includes insurance 

onboard a vessel, travel to and from the vessel, and other areas of 

observer employment i.e., “waiting time” etc. 

• Observers should have regular health checks to ensure they are fit to 

carry out work on a vessel that could be at sea for long periods. 
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Item 
 

Manuals & Work Books 

 
Manual is defined as a 

publication that serves to direct 

or indicate to an authorised 

observer by hard copy or 

electronic copy with 

information to assist with the 

roles and duties they are 

expected to carry out as an 

observer, 

 
Workbook is defined as a book 

pad or electronic tablet that 

contains data collection forms, 

instruction, or formats that an 

observer will be required to 

complete while carrying out 

their duties. 

 
Manuals and Workbooks may 

be a series of guides or may be 

produced as one publication. 

 

Standard Required 

 

The standard agreed by th Commission for ROP “Observer Manual/ 
Guidelines/Workbooks will be: 

 

CCMs have and use their respective Observer Manual/Guidelines and 
submit copies of these to the Secretariat. 

 

Each CCM National Observer Programme and Sub-Regional Observer 
Programmes will provide copies of their respective Observer Workbooks to 
the Secretariat. IWGROP2/TCC4/WCPFC5 & IWGROP3/TCC5/WCPFC6 

 

ROP expectation on the content of Manuals & Work books 

Observer Manuals and Workbooks may include several publications or 

formats that an observer will use for guidance when carrying out duties on 

an observer trip.  Manuals will be relevant to, and will contain current 

requirements and information for the use by the observers of the national 

programme. 
 

Manuals may be inclusive or may be produced individually and should 

include, but is not limited to; observer operations guides, species ID guides, 

gear type & electronic guides, guides on reporting and handling species of 

special interest.  Guidelines on collecting, security and handling of   data 

collected by the observer including, photo, videos, digital image and any other 

form of data collection.  General operational guides and data collection 

guidelines 
 

At least one manual/workbooks issued to an observer commencing a Regional 

Observer Programme (ROP) trip should contain annexes or sections on the 

requirements of the *Conservation Measures of the Commission (CMMs) and 

the details of the ROP. 
 

Copies   of   all   national   Manuals/Workbooks   must   be   provided   to the 

Secretariat of the WCPFC. 
 

*Note Electric versions of the Handbook of CMMs for WCPFC ROP’s is 
available to all observers on the WCPFC Website. 
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Item 
 

Measuring Performance of 

Observers 

Measuring Performance of an 

observer” is a means to report 

on the performance of the 

observers with the programme. 

 

Standard Required 

The standard for “Measuring Performance” is a means to report on the 

performance of the observer programme and a means to report on the 

performance   of   individual   observers   as   part   of   the   annual   reporting 

requirements established by the Commission.  IWGROP2/TCC4/WCPFC5 

 

ROP expectation on performance of observers 

Observers shall be: 

•  trained and certified /authorised by their programmes; 

•   trained to acceptable Commission standards; 

•  expected, to collect quality data; 

•  expected to make comprehensive and detailed written reports; 

•  expected to show well-mannered behaviour on trips or when travelling 
to or from vessels; 

•   clear of any criminal record; 

•  able to travel through or to any country; 

 

 

Item 
 

Observer Coverage 
 

Observer coverage for each gear 

type is determined by the 

Commission. 

 

Standard Required 

Purse-seine vessels fishing within the area bounded by 20
0 

N and 20
0    

S 

exclusively on the high seas, on the high seas and in waters under the 

jurisdiction of one or more coastal States, or vessels fishing in waters under 

the jurisdiction of two or more coastal States, shall carry effective1 January. 

2010, an observer from the Commission’s Regional Observer Programme 
WCPFC5 (CMM 2008-01) (2018-01) 

 

Observer   coverage   is   5%   annually   for   long   liners   determined   by 
Commission to be in place by June 2012. WCPFC4(CMM 2007-
01)/2018-05 

 

For transhipments on the high seas 100% observer coverage with the 

observer deployed on the receiving vessel WCPFC6 (*CMM 2009-06) 

 

ROP expectation on observer coverage 

Observer placements information by Commission authorised Regional 
Observer Programme ROP’s are to be conveyed to the Secretariat. 

 

Metrics for coverage for long liners includes coverage; by trip; hook numbers; 

number of observer sea days; observed fishing days; observed sets. IWG4 
 

*CMM 2009-06 paragraph 13 (a) and (b) have indications on the coverage 

for different types of vessels, however carrier vessels over 33 metres and 

transhipping from long liners at sea; 100 % coverage is required on the 

receiving vessel, 
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   Item 
 

Observer Trainers 
 

“Observer Trainers” are person 

who have been authorized by 

the NOP to train observers on 

their behalf. Trainers may be 

internal to the programme or 

may be specialists brought in 

from other programmes or 

organisations. 

 

Standard Required 

The ROP standard agreed by the Commission for “Observer for observer 
Trainers will be: 

 

“CCMs will use existing national and sub-regional training standards. 

CCMs will develop trainer qualifications, available for review by the 

Secretariat.” IWGROP3/TCC5/WCPFC6 

 

ROP expectation on the use of trainers 

The best training instructors are those who have 
 

• an intimate knowledge of observer work, data collections and 
reporting 

•   experienced conditions at sea as an observer, 

• a good understanding of the fishery and the management of that 
fishery, 

• to be able to communicate training messages in clear and straight 
forward manner. 

 

Observer Trainers should have undergone a series of training programmes 
designed to educate persons in the training of observers. NOP/SOP 
Programme Coordinators should also take part in the training, to develop 
closer relationships with their potential observers. 
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Item 
 

Observer Training 
 

ROP Training should include 
but not be limited to 
1.   Fisheries management; 
2.   Understanding MCS; 
3.   WCPFC Convention and 

related CMMs; 
4.   Importance of observer 

programmes, understanding 
authority and 
responsibilities of observers, 

5.   Safety at sea – emergencies 
at sea, survival at sea 

6.   First Aid 
7.   Species identification, 

including target, non-target, 
protected species, etc. 

8.   Fishing vessel & Gear types 
9.   Vessel identification & 

Markings 
10. Techniques of verification of 

catch logbooks. 
 11. Techniques of estimating 

catch and species composition 
12. Fish sampling, Measuring 

and Weighing techniques. 
13. Preservation of samples for 

analysis; 
14. Data collection codes and 

data collection formats 
15. Use of digital recorders, 

electronic notebooks. 

16. Knowledge of navigation 

including latitude/longitude; 

compasses; bearings; chart 

work; plotting a position; 
17. Electronic equipment & 

understanding their 
operation 

18. The use of radios & 
communications devices 

19. Verbal debriefing & Report 
Writing 

20. Health at Sea issues 

 

Standard Required 

Standard for “Observer Training” is that training programmes should be 

linked to the Commission’s decisions in place, available for review and 

training programme materials provided to the Secretariat 

IWGROP2/TCC4/WCPFC5 

 

ROP expectation on the Training of Observers: 

 

Without specially designed training, an observer programme will suffer from 

unprofessional behavior, poor data outputs, and lack of respect from the 

industry and other sections of the fisheries management authorities. Training 

must therefore be considered as a key element in the development of an 

observer programme. 
 

The qualifications and background of current or potential observers must be 
analyzed in relation to the objectives of the programme and any proposed 
programme structure. 

 

Instructors 
 

The best training instructors are those who have an intimate knowledge of 

observer work, have experienced conditions at sea, have a good 

understanding of the fishery, and can communicate training messages in 

clear and straight forward manner.  NOP/SOP Programme coordinators should 

also take part in the training, to develop closer relationships with their 

potential observers. 
 

Venues 
 

Training should be conducted in suitable training facilities with appropriate 

equipment. Marine colleges are favorable venues for observer training but 

are not essential. 
 

Education/ Entrance 
 

Qualifications for entry to observer training may vary from programme to 

programme.  Some may require a degree level applicant, others a high school 

level and others may be required to participate in an entrance exam before 

being accepted into an observer course. Regardless of the entrance criteria the 

output of the training is the important result. 
 

Certification 
 

Observers will be authorised by these training programmes and must reach a 
high level of competency. Observer will be required to be categorized as 
fully trained in one or all the gear types below: 
a)   Purse seine  
b)    Longline 
c)   Pole and Lined)   
d)   Other gear types of Troll, Trawl, Hand line, Gill net etc. 
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Item 

Prenotification Process 
 

The pre-notification process 

from observer providers to flag 

CCMs of possible alleged 

infringements by their vessels 

include data being provided to 

the coastal state when an alleged 

infringement takes place in a 

coastal state's waters. 

 

Standard Required 

 

That all ROP authorized observer programmes provide to the 
Commission Secretariat in a timely manner the ROP minimum data elements 
on the WCPFC Observer Trip Monitoring Summary, or which are included 
in SPC/FFA General Form 3 as a means of supporting a pre- notification 
process from observer providers to flag of possible alleged infringements 
by their vessels. IWG4/TCC11/WCPFC12 

 

ROP Expectation on Prenotification 
 

1.       To facilitate the pre-notification process it was recommended that 

only those data elements answered in the affirmative by observers would be 

provided to the Commission Secretariat for transmittal to the flag CCM and 

as appropriate the relevant coastal State for alleged infringements in their 

waters. 
 

2.  To support the pre-notification process, there are two additional 

fields that should be provided by observer providers to the Commission 

Secretariat to support a flag CCMs investigations of any possible 
alleged infringements. 

These are: 
a. “start date of trip and end date of trip.” 

 b. “status of the debriefing process” 
i.e, “debriefed”, “pre-debriefed” or “not debriefed. 

 

3. The requirement of providing the pre-notification data elements to the 

Commission Secretariat may not be required where there are domestic 

requirements enabling access by vessel operators to observer data. 

IWG4/TCC11/WCPFC12 

(Attachment 7 to IWGROP4 Summary Report), 
 

The following procedure is provided as a guide for a proposed pre-notification process from observer providers to 

flag CCMs of possible alleged infringements by their vessels: 

a) Observer, as part of their usual duties will complete the ROP minimum data elements on the WCPFC Observer Trip 

Monitoring Summary, or which are included in SPC/FFA General Form 3 (see example below), for each trip; 

 2 Where a “YES” response is given, the observer should provide sufficient additional explanation and information 

(such as references to other relevant parts of the observer report) to explain why the “YES” was noted, and where 

relevant, an indication of the magnitude of reporting discrepancies or the number of instances of the possible violation; 

b)       Observer keeps this report/form (and all other data) confidential and returns to home port or disembarkation point; 

c)       Observer fully disembarks the vessel; * 

d)      Observer transmits their data and reports per their standard procedures to an authorized observer provider/person for 
their national or sub-regional observer programme; 

e)  Observer arriving back from the vessel in observer’s home port, or if required, has to travel back to home country & 

awaits debriefing; 

f)       Observer is debriefed as soon as is practicable after finishing the trip/trips*; 

Pre-Notification Process 

g)       In the event that there is a “YES” noted in the WCPFC Observer Trip Monitoring Summary, or ROP minimum data 

elements which are included in SPC/FFA General Form 3 the observer provider is expected where practicable, to 

promptly submit the relevant data to the Commission Secretariat (the data may be provided through the Commission 

data service provider (SPC-OFP) or provided directly to the Secretariat). 3The data should only be provided after 

debriefing the observer and finalizing the observer report accordingly. 

h)      In considering the timeliness of the submission of the ROP minimum data elements on the WCPFC Observer Trip 

Monitoring Summary, or which are included in SPC/FFA General Form 3, the observer provider must ensure the 

observer is safely disembarked from the vessel and has returned to their home port, 4 and where possible the observer 

has been fully debriefed. 
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i)       The observer provider may decide that further investigation of a “YES” noted in the WCPFC Observer Trip Monitoring 

Summary, or ROP minimum data elements which are included in SPC/FFA General Form 3 (or equivalent) is needed 

before the relevant data is submitted to the Commission Secretariat. 
 

j)       If there is only “NO” noted in the WCPFC Observer Trip Monitoring Summary, or ROP minimum data elements which 

are included in SPC/FFA General Form 3 (or debriefing determines there to be only “NO” noted) the ROP data, 

including WCPFC Observer Trip Monitoring Summary, or ROP minimum data elements which are included in 

SPC/FFA General Form 3 would be submitted through usual processes to the Commission Secretariat. 
 

k)     The Commission Secretariat will facilitate the provision of certain data fields in the relevant WCPFC Observer Trip 

Monitoring Summary, or ROP minimum data elements which are included in SPC/FFA General Form 3  and the 

additional supporting fields specified in IWG-ROP4 report para 28*** to the responsible flag CCM.  In accordance 

with the data rules, the information that is provided to flag CCMs will exclude the name of the observer, their 

nationality and the observer trip ID, but will instead identify the observer provider programme that placed the observer. 
 

l)       The authorised Flag state official contacts can request from the observer provider** further supporting details for their 

investigations. Vessel captain/owners/point of contact will communicate with flag State official contacts regarding 

any alleged infringements. 
 

m)     The Commission Secretariat will facilitate the collation of communications related to the outcome of investigations of 

any “YES” noted in the WCPFC Observer Trip Monitoring Summary, or ROP minimum data elements which are 

included in SPC/FFA General Form 3, including from the flag CCMs. 

* If an observer carries out one or more trips consecutively on the same vessel. That vessel cannot request through their 

official contacts a copy of the WCPFC Observer Trip Monitoring Summary, or ROP minimum data elements which are 

included in SPC/FFA General Form 3 compiled by that observer until the observer has completely finished all his trips on 

the vessel and has fully disembarked the vessel. 
 

** Request could be sent via the Commission Secretariat or other sub regional organizations who would verify the persons 

making the request are genuine official contacts and could act as intermediators between the flag State and the provider if 

they so wish. 
 

*** as per the ROP Expectations para 2 above; 
 

 
 
 
 

 

Item 

Sea Safety 
 

Sea Safety involves the training 

of sea safety procedure observer 

receive before they are permitted 

to carry out duties on board a 

vessel at sea. 

Standard Required 

 

The standard for “Sea - Safety” is that all ROP observers must undergo 

training in sea safety and emergency procedures to an international standard 

and that such training procedures be made available to the Secretariat. 

IWGROP2/TCC4/WCPFC5 
 

ROP expectation on Sea Safety 
 

All observers are trained to an international standard on Safety at Sea by a 
certified person, school, college, or maritime authority. 

 

Sea safety training should include instructions in the use of life rafts, life vests, 

first aid, fire extinguishers, rescue protocols and communications and other 

essential elements of safety. 
 

Observers should be made aware that they have the right to refuse to board 
a particular vessel if they consider it to be un-safe. 

 

A vessel safety certificate or form should be filled out by the 

provider/observer or by the person placing the observer to ensure all 

equipment is in survey, and there is adequate safety equipment to cater for 

the extra observer on board. 
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Item 

 
Observer Safety at Sea 

and Emergency Action 

Plan (EAP) 

 

As part of responsibility of 

running and maintaining a 

ROP authorised national and 

sub regional observers 

programme; 

employers/providers must 

support observers in their 

ability to carry out their duties 

unimpeded and in a safe 

working environment. 

 
To ensure that independent 

communications is available 

to an Observer; a “Two Way 

Communication Device” 

must be issued to all ROP 

observers on all trips. 

 
Observer safety is an issue of 

the highest and utmost 

importance and there must be 

a process in place 

(Emergency Action Plan 

(EAP) to handle reports that 

an observer may make on 

issue of safety including 

instances of harassment, 

intimidation, or assault. 

 

Note that the full 

implementation of this 

standard was required by 

Jan 1
st 

2017 

 Commission Requirements 

To assist observers with Safety at Sea the following has been made 
mandatory from Jan 1

st 
2017. 

1.  Each ROP authorised observer programme shall ensure that observers 
from their programme will be provided before any boarding for a trip, 

• An approved independent two way communication satellite 
device*; and 

•     a waterproof personal lifesaving beacon. 

*Noting that this may consist of a single device such as “Satellite Emergency 

Notification Device” or it may be a combination of an independent satellite- 

based system such as a Sat phone plus a portable lifesaving beacon (PLB).” 

2.           Each CCM with an ROP authorised observer programme will ensure that 

they have an Emergency Action Plan” (EAP) in place to accommodate any 

reported observer emergency including interference, harassment, intimidation and 

other personal safety issues. TCC11/WCPFC12 

ROP expectation for Observer Providers 

The Commission relies heavily on the scientific and monitoring data collected by 

observers in order to meet its objectives and observers must be able to do their jobs 

unimpeded and in a safe working environment, free from interference, harassment, 

intimidation, and assault.   Each ROP authorised observer programme shall ensure 

that observers from their programme will be provided before a boarding for all trips, 

an independent two way communication satellite device and an approved personal 

lifesaving beacon; noting that both requirements may be   combined in one instrument. 

There shall also be established in each programme a 24 hr emergency contact for the 

observer. The 24hr service need not be in the “Fisheries Departments” and other 

services like police, patrol boat bases maybe utilised.  A    set of procedures for an 

Emergency Action Plan (EAP) must be explained and fully understood before an 

observer departs on their trip. The EAP must include communications protocol and 

appropriate contact information in an emergency and as a minimum will include. 

• When to report: (Generally, observers should be required to report 
any   instance   of interference, harassment, intimidation, or assault as 
outlined in ROP training.) 

•  Who   to   report   to: (Observer   programmes   must   have   a 

“Designated     Officer/s” who are responsible for maintaining a device 

capable of receiving a signal from the approved independent two-way 

satellite communication device.) 

• Follow   up   responses: (Observer   programme   must   have   an 

established procedure to initiate contact with the observer, the vessel, 

and, if necessary, the appropriate enforcement authority of Flag 

CCM’s and relevant Coastal CCM’s; this procedure must also include 

clear procedures that must be taken in the event of various 

emergencies.) 

•  Remedial action: (Observer Programme must establish 

appropriated measures for addressing violations made against 

observers.) 

• Completing the EAP protocols for observer related incident involving 

observer reporting of Interference Harassment, Intimidation must be 

resolved through a legal or nationally recognized procedure. 

TCC11/WCPFC12 
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Item 
 

Vessel Safety Check list 
 
(VSC) format 

VSC format should be designed 

to evaluate the Safety of the 

vessel before an observer makes 

a boarding. 
 

The Commission has a 

guideline format on the ROP 

section of    the    WCPFC 

Website and national formats 

should be similar or the same. 

 

Standard Required 

The minimum standard for a Vessel Safety Checklist (VSC) will be that a 

CCM should have a VSC in place, and to be used prior to an observer boarding 

a vessel; and if not in place, CCMs may use, as a *guideline, the VSC 

developed by the Commission. CCM’s should submit copies of their VSC to 

the WCPFC Secretariat. IWGROP3/TCC5/WCPFC6 

 

ROP expectation on Vessel Safety 

All programmes will have a vessel safety format that can be used to 
determine if a vessel is safe for an observer to board. 

 

If not using the Commission VSC format, observer programmes should 

submit copies of their VSC to the Secretariat. 
 

A VSC will apply before each boarding of an observer on a vessel. 
 

Observer has the right to refuse the boarding if the VSC highlights that 
the vessel does not comply with expected standards. 

 
* Copy of the guidelines is attached to the end of this document 
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Agreed Guidelines of the Regional Observer Programme 
 

The agreed “Guidelines” for the ROP were mainly generated and discussed during different workshops; Guidelines for 

some ROP areas were decided, so as programmes still developing in these areas have a guide on the suggested way 

forward. 
These are guidelines and are not binding and are only suggested guidelines for CCM’s or ROP’s to use as a guide to help 

when developing their programmes or dealing with issues in their programmes. 

 
Observer Identification Cards Guidelines 

 

The current agreed guidelines for the ROP of the Commission are below, it is agreed that all observers should 

have proper observer identification; as some programmes already have ID for their observers, and they are not the 

same; no fixed standard was determined. However, it was agreed that the following guidelines should be 

considered when producing Observer Identification for ROP observer. 

 
Noting that the Secretariat should provide   assistance   to   those   national   observer programmes authorised to 
be part of the ROP, which need assistance in developing and obtaining observer ID cards for their observers. 

 
 

Item 

 

Observer Identification 

Cards 

 

The currently agreed WCPFC 

Guidelines for Observer 

Identification Cards should 

continue as guidelines in the ROP. 

 

Standard Required 

Observer ID card should be required for participant programmes in the 

Regional Observer Programme; 

WCPFC Guidelines for Observer Identification Cards 

Suggested minimum required information on the front of each card: 

1 Name of Observer 

2 Name of Observer Provider 

3 Nationality of Observer 

4 Unique identifying number for the observer 

5 Passport Style photo of observer 

Information that could be placed on either the front or back of the card: 
6    Issue date and Expiry date    
7    WCPFC logo to indicate observer is ROP observer 
8    Logo of Programme and or Country Flag 

Optional information that could be included on the back of the card: 
 9   Signature of Observer. 

10  Status of observer Qualifications. 
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WESTERN CENTRAL PACIFIC FISHERIES COMMISSION REGIONAL 

OBSERVER PROGRAMME 

VESSEL SAFETY CHECK 

Type of Vessel PS  LL  P&L  Carrier  Other (describe) 
NAME OF VESSEL  Vessel Size Length  
FLAG STATE  < 16    metres  
VESSEL WCPFC WIN   16-25   metres  
CALL SIGN  26 -39 metres  
REGISTRATIONNUMBER  40-65   metres  
OWNER/OPERATOR  > 65     met  
MASTER /CAPTAIN  < 16    metres  

VESSEL SAFETY CHECK (VSC) 

ITEMS TO BE CHECKED YES NO N/A COMMENTS 
1. VESSEL MARKINGS TO WCPFC STANDARDS CMM 2004-03     
2. REGISTRATION DOCUMENTATION IN ORDER     
3. VESSEL SURVEY DOCUMENTATION CURRENT     
4. MARINE RADIO HF SSB OR SUBSTITUTE COMMUNICATIONS     
5. MOUNTED FIRE EXTINGUISHERS (CURRENT CHECKED)     
6. FIRE FIGHTING EQUIPMENT (IN GOOD ORDER)     
7. NAVIGATION LIGHTS / VESSEL LIGHTS (WORKING ORDER)     
8. SOUND PRODUCING DEVICES OR BELL     
9. DISTRESS SIGNALS AND FLARES     
10. CORRECT SIZE PERSONAL FLOATATION DEVICES AVAILABLE     
11. APPROVED LIFE RAFT OR LIFEBOATS UNDER CURRENT  
       SURVEY AND ADEQUATE FOR NUMBER OF CREW& OBSERVER 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

12. OTHER WORK-RELATED VESSELS ON BOARD THAT COULD BE 
       UTILISED IN CASE OF EMERGENCY 

    

    
13. EPIRBS (CURRENT SURVEY)     
14. NAUTICAL CHARTS AND NAVIGATION AIDS (GPS/RADAR)     
15. FIRST AID EQUIPMENT     
16. SANITATION     
17. PHONE     
18. EMAIL/FAX     
19. INSURANCE FOR OBSERVER WHILST ON BOARD     

VESSEL AT THE TIME OF CHECKING IS CONSIDERED TO BE UNSAFE FOR AN OBSERVER BOARDING                              

VESSEL AT THE TIME OF CHECKING MEETS THE REQUIREMENTS OF SAFETY FOR AN OBSERVER BOARDING 

NAME OF CHECKER                                                                           POSITION__________________________________ 

 
SIGNED                                                                                             DATE______________________________________   
 
NOTE The Vessel Safety check (VSC) carried out by the “Checker’ does not constitute or should be construed as a warranty or 

guarantee of the seaworthiness of the vessel, or the serviceability or adequacy of equipment on board. There is no assumption of 
liability of any kind for advice given and opinions expressed in connection to this VSC examination. 
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EXPLANATION ON VSC REQUIREMENTS 
 

1. VESSEL     MARKINGS     TO     WCPFC    CMM    2004- 

STANDARDS   WCPFC markings are the same as FAO 

standards except that the WCPFC CMM 2004-03 will 

allow all letters of the alphabet to be used in the callsign. 
 

2. REGISTRATION DOCUMENTATION IN ORDER Flag State 

Registration documentation papers must be on board 

and available to be viewed and must show registration 

number, boats name, country and port of registration. 
 

3. VESSEL SURVEY DOCUMENTATION CURRENT   Fishing 

Vessels and support vessels operating in the WCPFC 

must comply with their Flag State regulations and Code 

of Practice for Safety. Ship surveys including condition, 

safety   and   security   aspects   of   hull, machinery and 

on board safety equipment must be available to be 

viewed. 
 

4. MARINE RADIO HF SSB (WORKING ORDER) Marine SSB 

(Single Side Band) is a means of communications for 

many fishing vessels. The radio must be capable of 

transmitting and receiving frequencies used for 

emergency marine communications as agreed by the 

International Telecommunication Union (ITU) or by 

the Flag State of the vessel. 
 

5. MOUNTED   FIRE   EXTINGUISHER, Fire   extinguishers 

must be readily available and be of the correct type. 

Portable extinguishers require periodic maintenance 

therefore the last inspection date when last tested or 

refilled should be available. All must be currently 

serviceable and if possible, should be checked to ensure 

extinguishes have not been fully or partially 

discharged. 
 

6. FIRE   FIGHTING   EQUIPMENT   Fire-fighting must be 

readily   available   and   be   currently   serviceable, a 

minimum standard of firefighting equipment as 

designated by the flag state must be on all fishing 

vessels. 
 

7. NAVIGATION LIGHTS AND VESSEL LIGHTS Vessels must 

be  able  to  display  international standard  navigation 

lights between sunset and sunrise and in conditions of 

reduced visibility. Internal and external vessel lighting 

must be fully operational. In the case of power failure, 

battery operated safety lights must be appropriately 

placed to ensure a safe exit from the vessel. 
 

8. SOUND PRODUCING SIGNALS OR BELLS. Vessels must 

carry a sound producing device (whistle, horn, siren. or 

bell) capable of a prolonged blast or ringing for distress 

signaling purposes. 

 

9. DISTRESS SIGNAL AND FLARES.  Vessels should 

have on board appropriate pyrotechnics devices 

that will suitably operate in both day and night 

emergency situations. 
 

10. CORRECT   SIZE   PERSONAL   FLOATATION   DEVICE 

AVAILABLE Life Jackets must be approved types 

and in good serviceable condition, Life Jackets of 

suitable sizes must be readily accessible for the 

observer and all crew.  Life jackets will not be 

stored away or locked in cupboards or rooms. 
 

11. SOLAS   APPROVED   LIFE   RAFT    In   addition   to 

meeting the requirements of the (IMO) 

International Convention for the Safety of Life at 

Sea (Solas) life rafts must be currently in survey 

and be adequate to carry the amount of crew 

including the observer on board the vessel. 
 

12. OTHER WORK RELATED VESSELS Many vessels have 

auxiliary vessels that can be used in emergency 

situations. Note these. 
 

13.   EPIRBS International Standard 406 MHz EPIRB. 

The signal frequency (406 MHz) has been 

designated internationally for use only for distress. 

Check to see the frequency number and position of 

these EPIRBS, a few vessels may have the older 

relatively common type of 121.5/243 MHz 

emergency beacons, these will be obsolete in late 

2008. 
 

14. NAUTICAL CHARTS AND NAVIGATION AIDS Vessel 

must have a set of appropriate, up to date nautical 

charts. Check to ensure that the Radar, GPS and any 

other navigational equipment is in good order and 

functioning. 
 

15. FIRST   AID   EQUIPMENT   The vessel must have 

adequate first aid facilities with current “use by 

dates” on all apparatus, drugs, dressings and other 

first aid paraphernalia. 
 

16. SANITATION.  The vessel must have adequate clean, 

well maintained sanitation and bathing facilities. 
 

17/18. PHONE EMAIL/FAX.  If the vessel has a Phone 

Fax or Email system note the numbers for future 

reference or emergencies. 
 

19. INSURANCE.  All vessels must have insurance for 

the Observer when the observer is on board, often 

the observer is covered by adding him/her to the 

crew list, ask to see what insurance the vessel has 

and ensure adding the observer to the policy is 

permitted
 
 

The explanations in the Vessel Safety check are by no means exhaustive. Checkers should ensure that other aspects of the vessel are 
considered before an observer is placed aboard, e.g., Accommodation, Fishing strategy, Vessel Size, etc.  If vessels are unable to 
supply some items listed e.g., Fax Phone, etc, it does not mean an observer cannot be placed. The ultimate boarding is in the hands of 
the observer, however items marked with an asterisk on the form must be adequate
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Guidelines on suggested mechanisms to prevent Alcohol related misconduct of observers; 
 

Following a small number of complaints by vessels operators, observer providers and others; the following guidelines were compiled 

from different regional observer programme responses on the misconduct of observers due to alcohol consumption. The compilation of 

suggested mechanisms with possible results and possible solutions were presented at the IWGROP4 and then were agreed at WCPFC12 

to be used as a guide for programmes, there are several scenarios that were proposed in the tables and ROP’s are encouraged to consider 

some of the mechanisms that suite their programme. 
 

 
 

Item 

Preventing And 

Deterring Misconduct 

Of Observers 
 

Guidelines on Suggested 

Mechanisms to Prevent and 

Deter Alcohol-Related 

Misconduct of Observers – 

 

Standard Required 

Agreed   that   it   would   be   a   helpful   procedure   to   ensure   that   an individual vessels policy on 

alcohol consumption during a trip was clarified at the time of observer placement. 

 
Recognise there may be merit in observer programmes considering a form that provides a 

mechanism for vessels to report back to the observer programme on the behaviour of an observer 

following the end of a trip  IWGROP4/WCPFC12( para 579 & attachment 4) 

 ROP Expectation - Suggested Mechanisms to Prevent and Deter Alcohol-Related Misconduct of Observers – 
 . 

Suggested Mechanism Possible result Suggested Standards of the 
Commission to be applied 

  Training 

1 Continually and forcefully emphasize observer 
professionalism and pride early and often during 
training, clearly indicating that an observer is “on the 
clock” for the entirety of their observer contract and 
assignment. 

This sets the frame for future observer 
behavior and could help self-select for 
observers less likely to engage in 
misconduct. 

Observer Training must contain an 

effective emphasis on the Code of 

Conduct including a strong emphasis of 

penalties in relation to drunkenness and 

other code infringements. 

2 Clearly and explicitly explain the rules, regulations, 
and Code of Conduct for observers related to 
misconduct, especially the consequences for 
violations, at several stages in training. 

This should help improve the awareness 
of potential consequences and help deter 
some observers from engaging in 
misconduct. 

Observer Training must contain an 
effective emphasis on the Code of 

Conduct including a strong emphasis of 

penalties in relation to drunkenness and 

other infringements. 
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3 Clearly and explicitly explain the rules and 
procedures for documenting potential misconduct 
violations. There should be a requirement of proof of 
misconduct which should place the burden on the 
vessel or vessel agent to provide an affidavit 
documenting the specifics of the observer 
misconduct, an opportunity for the observer to 
provide a response, and a written report 
summarizing the findings as well as an 
opportunity for both parties to comment in 
writing on the report. 

This would ensure that the observer 
understands their rights and what steps 
they would take should they be accused 
of misconduct. Providing this 
information offers an additional incentive 
to behave while also informing the 
observer of their right to an unbiased 
investigation of the accusation. 

Observer Training must contain a 
section on the rights and role of an 
observer in relations to any accusations 
made against him or her. 

 

Collecting of written affidavits plus 

substantiated evidence is required 

before any further undertaking can be 

made against the accused observer, 

hearsay and verbal complaints are not 

sufficient for remedial action or 

dismissal. 

4 Clearly and explicitly explain the penalties schedule 
for violations, e.g. Arrest for alcohol related assault 
results in termination. The penalties schedule should 
include all scenarios, such as, if an observer is found 
guilty of misconduct that does not rise to the level of 
termination, the observer provider should provide a 
progressive performance evaluation that allows an 
observer to improve, with clear expectations in 
writing, including, where available, options for 
counseling and alcohol treatment and recovery 
programs. 

This gives observers a clear 
understanding of what is at stake if they 
engage in misconduct and provides an 
additional deterrent effect, while also 
indicating to the observer their options for 
seeking treatment for alcohol problems. 

An observer charged with a Code of 
Conduct infringement must be given 
every opportunity to defend him/herself 
against the claims that they have alleged 

to have committed. 
 

Drunkenness can be a problem for some 

who are normally good workers, all 

avenues of assistance should be made 

available to the observer. 

5 “3 strikes and you are out rule” - Clearly and 

explicitly explain the penalties schedule for 

violations.  If an observer is found guilty of 

misconduct that does not rise to the level of 

termination, then the observer should be informed 

and warned that they are on a “3 strike and you are 

out rule”.  This allows an observer to improve, 

knowing that if they fail to do so; they will face 

termination from their observer role. 

This gives observers a clear 
understanding of what is at stake if they 
engage in continual misconduct and 
provides an additional deterrent effect. 

Observers who have problems with 
Misconduct /drunkenness that is not 
considered a major event should be 
given a chance to redeem themselves. 

 

A standard for action for persons that 

continually offend should be put in 

place. The “3 strikes and you are out 

rule” could be applied for minor 

offences of drunkenness and other 

infringements. 
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Assignment 

6 Intervention at the point of assignment where the 
observer must read aloud the Code of Conduct 
before the observer provider and initial or otherwise 
acknowledge provisions specific to alcohol related 
misconduct. 

This will work if the observer commits 
themselves to not drink alcohol to the point 
where Code of Conduct infractions 
occur during his/her stay in the port. 

On arriving at a port or on a vessel, 
observers are given relevant sections to 
read and note on the Code of Conduct. 
This is a reminder what lays ahead of 
them if they infringe with misconduct 
and or drunkenness. 

7 Intervention at the point of disembarking where 
someone explains the rules and consequences on what 
will happen if an observer drinks too much. 

This will work if the observer commits 
themselves to not drink alcohol to the point 
where Code of Conduct infractions occur 
during his/her stay in the port. 

On arriving at a port or on a vessel, 

observers are given copy of the Code of 

Conduct and solid verbal explanations’ 

on the relevant sections on the Code of 

Conduct. With emphasis on the local 

penalties and consequences if the 

observer breaches the Code of Conduct. 

8 Prohibition on the consumption of alcohol by 
observers during the term of their trip and return to 
home country. 

Observer will not be permitted to drink any 
alcohol during their trip and return home 
subject to sanction. Dismissal as 
the penalty, regardless of how much is 
consumed will most likely deter some 
observers. This is a rigid standard but 
prone to equitable enforcement. 

All Observers are usually considered to 
be on contract from the start of their trip 
from their home base until they return to 
their home base; therefore, they should 
not be permitted to indulge in the 
consumption of alcohol for the period of 
their contract. 

9 Requirement to remain on board the assigned vessel 
when in port and only disembark that vessel when the 
first flight out of the country to the observers homeport 
after completion of first trip comes available 

Cost implications as there would be no 
second trips, unless observers were not 
permitted trip and could only leave when 
departure for home country is 
organised.to leave the vessel after the 
first 

Observers must stay on board vessels until 
the point of departure from the port to their 
home country occurs; also observers must 
stay on board in the port if they are asked 
to carry out a second trip on the vessel they 
are on board. 

10 All accommodation etc. is organised with meals No 
alcohol permitted) and paid for by provider if 
observer lands in foreign port 

Observer’s accommodation and food (no 
alcohol permitted) is paid by provider to a 
set limit, - Small allowance to cover costs 
if observer has to travel or is going back 
for 2

nd 
trip. 

Observer’s accommodation and food is 
pre-organised and paid by provider. 
When an observer lands in a foreign port. 
This includes banning the sale of alcohol 
to the observer as part of the costs. 
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GUIDELINES FOR NON-ENTANGLING AND BIODEGRADABLE FAD MATERIALS 

FAD Structure NON-ENTANGLING BIODEGRADABLE 

General:  
✓ Non-entangling biodegradable FADs are the FAD design with the least possible impact on the ecosystem. 

✓ New FAD designs should also focus on to mitigating impact when beaching or sinking. 

✓ FAD recovery activities are encouraged to reduce FAD loss and abandonment. 

Raft 
✓ To the extent of possible, the surface structure should not be covered 

with netting or meshed materials (to reduce entanglement of turtles). 
 

 

✓ To the extent of possible, construct with bamboo, balsa wood, 
other natural materials or in their absence, use of bio-based and 
biodegradable compounds complying with international 
standards that degrade without causing impact on the 
ecosystem. 

 
 

✓ Use of plastic buoys [and containers] for flotation should be 
reduced as much as possible; for instance, reduce the weight and 
volume of the FAD structure. 

 

 
 

DRAFT
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Tail 
✓ FADs constructed without netting can eliminate the entanglement of 

turtles, sharks and finfish species. This will also reduce chances of FAD 
structures becoming enmeshed in coral reefs and other sensitive 
substrates, and research on the impacts of tail depth, width and size 
on substrates may be considered in the future. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

✓ Encourage to use natural and/or biodegradable materials such as 
cotton ropes and canvas, manila hemp, sisal, coconut fiber, other 
natural materials. In the absence of such materials, encourage to 
use bio-based and biodegradable compounds complying with 
international standards.  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Based on the 2019 ISSF Guide there are three (3) categories of FADs from lowest to highest entanglement risk that are described below. Considering the 
variety of designs and materials used worldwide to construct FADs, these designs are just examples, but the important elements are the net type and its 
configuration. DRAFT
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* Non-Entangling FADs are highly encouraged 
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2020 FINAL COMPLIANCE MONITORING REPORT 

(COVERING 2019 ACTIVITIES) 

 

 

Executive Summary 

 

I. INTRODUCTION  

 

1.  WCPFC17 undertook its tenth annual review of compliance by CCMs against an updated list of 

Commission obligations agreed to at WCPFC16 for review in 2020 based on the updated Provisional 

CMR provided by TCC16.   

 

2.  WCPFC17 and TCC16 conducted its review in accordance with the Compliance Monitoring 

Scheme (CMS) adopted at WCPFC16 – CMM 2019-06.   Due to the revised version of the CMS in 

CMM 2019-06, there was no review of past years’ Flag State Investigations assessments and the draft 

aggregated tables required under paragraph 26(ii) of the CMS would not inform the review this year 

due to time constraints of integrating this new approach. 

 

3.  Consistent with recent versions of the CMS, the current CMS does not require an overall 

assessment of each CCM, but only tasks TCC to identify a provisional compliance assessment for 

each specific obligation.  

 

4.  In accordance with paragraph 7 and Annex I of CMM 2019-06, the following statuses were 

considered in making the assessments: Compliant, Non-Compliant, Priority Non-Compliant, 

Capacity Assistance Needed, and CMM Review.   

 

II. DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROVISIONAL COMPLIANCE MONITORING REPORT 

BY TCC16  

 

5.  TCC16 reviewed the draft Compliance Monitoring Report (draft CMR) for thirty-seven (37) CCMs 

and for one obligation for one (1) collective group of Members in a closed working group session.  

The European Union and United States reiterated the importance of transparency in all aspects of the 

Commission’s work and supported holding the CMR process in open session.  The draft and 

Provisional CMR is classified as non-public domain data and some CCMs noted that the requirements 

for the release of this data had not yet been met.  The decision was therefore taken to close the meeting.  

As outlined in paragraph 46(v) of CMM 2019-06, TCC16 noted the work that was underway to 

develop guidelines on the participation of Observers which, once agreed, could provide the basis for 

TCC16’s consideration of the CMS in open session in the future. 

 

6.  Notwithstanding the effort undertaken by CCMs, the Provisional CMR retained an issue where 

majority and minority positions are noted that could not be resolved at TCC16. 

 

III. COMPLIANCE REVIEW PROCESS  

 

7.  TCC16 considered the CMR Review Process in advance of conducting its review (TCC16-2020-

09_rev1).    

 

8.  TCC16 agreed that it would prioritize consideration to the 69 potential compliance issues identified 

by the Secretariat in the full draft Compliance Monitoring Report.  TCC16 discussed the suggestion 

in paragraph 8 of TCC16-2020-09_rev1 that because of necessary constraints of the meeting schedule 

for plenary during TCC16, CCMs will not be permitted to raise issues not identified by the Secretariat 
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in the draft CMR.  Ultimately, TCC16 followed the practice in previous years of considering 

compliance issues raised from the floor that had not been previously identified by the Secretariat.   

 

9.   As in previous years, TCC16 agreed that any deadline reporting issues identified by the Secretariat 

in the full draft Compliance Monitoring Report would be discussed in plenary by exception. 

 

10. Where a status of “Non-Compliant” or “Priority Non-Compliant” was assigned, TCC16 

determined in accordance with CMM 2019-06, paragraph 40, CCMs may provide additional 

information up to 21 days after TCC16, noting that additional information is restricted to that which 

only requires administrative consideration by the Secretariat to fill an information gap, and this 

allowance to provide additional information shall not apply to substantive issues (CMM 2019-06 

paragraph 40).   

 

11.  TCC16 agreed not to assign a status of “Non-Compliant” for a particular obligation/score based 

on information found in the Aggregate Summary Tables. 

 

IV.  SUMMARY OF COMPLIANCE REVIEW ASSESSMENTS 

 

12.  TCC16 received reports from CCMs on the progress of capacity development plans for 2019. 

The outcomes of the discussions are in the table and information set out below. 

 

CMM Capacity Assistance Needed 

Ongoing 

Capacity Assistance 

Needed Completed 

Scientific data provision 

(SciData 03) 

Indonesia (RY2016, RY 2017, RY 

2018) 

 

100% purse seine observer 

coverage for vessels fishing 

exclusively in areas under 

national jurisdiction (CMM 

2018-01 3 paragraph 5) 

Philippines (RY2018)  

 

a.   Indonesia: TCC noted that a report on progress was submitted by Indonesia to TCC16 that 

confirms that due to COVID-19 there were some delays in the anticipated timeframe and 

assistance delivery set out in the Capacity Development Plan.  TCC noted that for RY 2019 

Indonesia’s capacity assistance needs in their Capacity Development Plan were not yet met.  

The revised Capacity Development Plan would indicate that implementation would be 

completed at the end of 2020 or early 2021. 

b.   Philippines: TCC noted that a written report was received from the Philippines on progress 

on its Capacity Development Plan which provided a schedule for implementation to 

progressively increase observer coverage in Philippine waters over 2020 to 2023.  TCC noted 

that for RY 2019 Philippine’s capacity assistance needs in their Capacity Development Plan 

were not yet met. 

 

13.  In accordance with CMM 2019-06, paragraph 35, where there were majority/minority views on 

the correct assessment, TCC16’s provisional assessment reflects the majority view and records the 

minority view. TCC16 notes the following assessment with majority/minority views for the 

Commission for its final assessment: 

 a.   CMM 2018-01 paragraph 26 – The majority view was that the United States should be 

assessed as Priority Non-Compliant; however, there was a minority view that the United States 
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was Compliant. 

 

14.  In consideration of the compliance status for one member related to CMM 2018-01 paragraph 

26, TCC provided a Majority / Minority recommendation.  After further deliberation at WCPFC17, 

the majority of members viewed the United States as being Priority Non-Compliant with its obligation 

to limit its 2019 purse seine fishing effort on the High Seas to levels specified in CMM 2018-01 

consistent with the Commission’s decision in 2018, 2016 and 2015.  The majority of members 

concluded that the United States had breached and exceeded its High Seas purse seine fishing effort 

limit in 4 of the previous 5 years.  It was recognised by the majority of members that there had been 

no changes to the tropical tuna measure in relation to what these High Seas limits are and where they 

apply, and no CMMs provide for the transferability of fishing effort limits between high seas and 

EEZs.  Those members called on the United States to desist from its non-compliant practices.  The 

majority of members expressed very serious concern that the United States had applied unilateral 

measures through its national law that had the effect of systematically undermining CMM provisions 

negotiated and agreed in good faith, and that its actions adversely impact on the integrity of the CMS 

and its objective to ensure that CCMs implement and comply with measures as adopted by the 

Commission.  

 

15.  The minority view of one member plus the United States, was that the United States was 

Compliant as the approach of the United States to satisfy its obligations under paragraphs 25 and 26 

together with a single combined limit, and its success in controlling its purse seine fishing effort below 

the limit, were compliant with the measure and consistent with its objectives.  The minority view is 

that it is the sum of the limits that matter with respect to achieving the measure’s conservation 

objectives, not any single limit in isolation. The United States has been completely transparent about 

how it implements its obligations, which has no effect on total purse seine fishing effort.  When the 

sum of the limits has been exceeded in the past, the United States has accepted an assessment of 

priority non-compliant and deducted overages from future years’ limits in accordance with the 

measure.   

 

16.  WCPFC17 noted that while there was no consensus on the compliance status or on the underlying 

understanding of the specific obligation, WCPFC17 noted the majority and minority view for the 

United States.   

 

17.  There were two obligations that WCPFC17 and TCC16 once again assessed as CMM Review.   

 

a.   CMM 2005-03 paragraph 04: The United States noted that this measure had been in 

place for some time and had been reviewed and revised by the Commission in 2019, and the 

same provision had been included in the revised measure.  Some CCMs expressed difficulties 

in interpreting this obligation and applying it to a particular CCM, particularly where North 

Pacific albacore was caught as a by-catch and where catch information had been provided but 

information on effort or gear type was lacking.  TCC had previously raised issues with the 

ambiguity of language in some CMMs such as “directed at” or “fishing for” which continue 

to present challenges and makes it difficult for TCC to complete the assessments of some 

obligations during the CMR. 

 

b.   CMM 2018-01 paragraph 51: In applying a status of “CMM Review” to paragraph 51 

of CMM 2018-01, TCC16 recognized the difficulty of the application of this paragraph in 

terms of the scope of “other commercial fisheries” in Indonesia and the Philippines. TCC16 

noted that Indonesia and the Philippines had submitted papers to SC16 and TCC16 in response 

to the tasking from TCC15 to inform a Commission discussion on the application of paragraph 

51 of CMM 2018-01.  The virtual format of these meetings made it difficult to consider these 
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papers at SC16 and TCC16.  TCC16 recommends that WCPFC17 task SC17 and TCC17 to 

review these papers and provide advice to the Commission to facilitate a decision by 

WCPFC18 on the application of paragraph 51 of CMM 2018-01.  

 

18.  The RY2019 assessments are set out in the Appendices 1 and 2.  Consistent with the Final 

Compliance Monitoring Reports for 2012 – 2018, CCMs evaluated as “Non-Compliant” or “Priority 

Non-Compliant” for obligations are strongly encouraged to address their implementation issues. 

 

19. TCC16 also noted the difficulty for the Secretariat to provide guidance to TCC when the draft 

CMR relies upon the information in the Annual Reports and those reports can continue to be updated 

after the draft CMR is prepared.  TCC16 recommends that consideration be given to addressing this 

challenge. WCPFC17 encouraged CCMs to work closely with the Secretariat to ensure that new 

information submitted in revised Annual Report Part 1 after the reports have been provided to the 

CCMs as outlined in paragraph 25 of CMM 2019-06 is brought to the Secretariat’s attention for 

inclusion in the draft CMR, where relevant and in line with paragraph 27 of the same measure.   

 

20.  TCC16 recommends that a number of obligations would benefit from further consideration by 

the Commission to assist in assessing compliance.  These together with some other matters are 

considered in Section V.  WCPFC17 tasks TCC17 to provide WCPFC18 an update on these issues 

and notes that these concerns may also emerge through the Future Work of the CMS on Audit Points.    

 

 

V. ISSUES RELATED TO SPECIFIC CMMS OR OTHER OBLIGATIONS 

 

21.  Australia and the United States emphasized that unlike most other reporting requirements, the 

pre-transhipment notifications in CMM 2009-06 have very little value if they are not submitted on 

time.  Accordingly, it does not make sense for a CCM to receive a status of compliant for the report-

provided aspect of the obligation if the notification is submitted late.   
 

22.  TCC16 noted that TCC consistently had difficulty assessing some obligations due to differing 

interpretations of those obligations and different views on how implementation of the obligation was 

to be assessed.  TCC16 noted that with respect to CMM 2014-02, VMS SSPs paragraph 2.8, the 

Secretariat assessment of compliance was based on past practice.  TCC16 recommended that 

consideration be given to how this obligation should be assessed in future when the audit points are 

considered as part of the Future Work to enhance the CMS.   

 

23.  With respect to CMM 2009-06, paragraphs 35(a)(iii) and (iv), TCC16 urged Panama to improve 

its implementation of the WCPFC transshipment reporting requirements to remove data discrepancies. 

 

24.  TCC16, while acknowledging the challenges Indonesia encountered in implementing CMM 

2011-04, paragraph 1 relating to oceanic whitetip sharks and CMM 2013-08, paragraph 1 relating to 

silky sharks, noted that Indonesia is considering and progressing the adoption of legislation or other 

means for implementing these obligations.  TCC16 urged Indonesia to take necessary measures to 

implement these obligations.   

 

25.  With regard to CMM 2015-02 on South Pacific Albacore, TCC16 noted that concerns had been 

expressed by many CCMs over a number of years concerning the South Pacific albacore fishery and 

the desire to develop a new measure.  The breach of the quantitative limits in CMM 2015-02, 

paragraph 1, by a CCM was considered a serious issue.  Some CCMs saw the issue as complicated 

and challenging for a number of reasons.  These included whether there were gaps in data which could 

be addressed, whether vessels were determined to be fishing south of 20 degrees south, and whether 
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there were catch attribution issues.  Given the high interest in the South Pacific albacore fisheries, 

TCC16 recommended that priority be given by the Commission to this measure. 

 

26. The EU raised concerns about possible differences in the interpretation of the attribution of 

the purse seine catch of tropical tunas under CMM 2018-01, paragraph 8 (chartering agreements), and 

the risk it could introduce for allowing CCMs that are not SIDS to make use of the exemptions that 

are granted solely to SIDS and which subsequently could undermine the effectiveness of the measure.  

China and PNA members expressed the view that the vessels chartered by SIDS are part of the 

domestic fleets of SIDS.   

 

27.  TCC16 identified a continuing issue with the implementation of CMM 2018-01, paragraph 16 

relating to the 3-month FAD closure.  TCC16 expressed concern that the non-implementation of this 

requirement by some CCMs undermined the effectiveness of the measure.  Most CCMs were of the 

view that the CMM did not provide for CCMs to employ alternative methods of implementing the 

obligation and it was on this basis that the compliance assessments were made. 

 

28.  With respect to the reporting obligation in CMM 2018-01, paragraph 17, some CCMs were of the 

view that this was a one-time obligation under which the choice of the two additional month closure 

was made by the deadline of 1 March 2018.  However, some other CCMs had notified their choice in 

subsequent years.  TCC16 noted the challenges in assessing compliance with this obligation and 

recommended that this issue be addressed by the Commission in the future.  

 

29.  There was extensive discussion in TCC16 concerning the quantitative limit set out in CMM 2018-

01, paragraph 26, and including Attachment 1, Table 1 Footnote **, which resulted in a 

majority/minority (one CCM) view noted earlier.  Many CCMs expressed their concern over the 

implications of how the obligation was being implemented by one CCM.  TCC16 emphasized the 

need for clarity in the drafting of CMMs and the importance of developing audit points as part of the 

Future Work to enhance the CMS.  

 

 

VI.  REQUESTS FOR ASSISTANCE AND CAPACITY BUILDING 

 

30.  Some targeted assistance was identified to assist SIDS and other CCMs in implementing specific 

obligations.  Indonesia’s capacity assistance needed for the reporting obligation in CMM 2011-04, 

paragraph 3 and the implementation obligation in CMM 2013-08, paragraph 3 were related to its 

existing Capacity Development Plan.  The identified reporting gap for silky sharks in particular is 

linked to COVID-19 preventing delivery of capacity assistance.  This is to be incorporated into its 

CDP for RY 2019.  TCC16 expects Indonesia to be meet this obligation in 2021. 

 

CMM Obligation CMR section CCM Capacity Assistance 

Needed Score 

CMM 2011-04  CMM 2011-04 

paragraph 3 

Annual report on 

estimated 

number of 

releases and 

status upon 

release of 

oceanic whitetip 

sharks (AR Pt 1) 

 

Reporting Indonesia Capacity Assistance 

Needed (CMR RY2019) 
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CMM Obligation CMR section CCM Capacity Assistance 

Needed Score 

CMM 2013-08 CMM 2013-08 

paragraph 3 

Annual report on 

estimated 

number of 

releases of silky 

sharks caught in 

the Convention 

Area, including 

status upon 

release (AR Pt 1) 

 

Reporting Indonesia Capacity Assistance 

Needed (CMR RY 2019) 

 

31.  Some areas of capacity assistance were identified by certain CCMs in their Annual Report Part 

II covering RY 2018 and are understood to be continuing capacity assistance needs in RY 2019 that 

were outside the scope of the list of obligations to be assessed in the CMS in 2020. 

 

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 

 

 

VII. AGGREGATE SUMMARY TABLES 

 

32.  Aggregate Summary Tables of cases in the online compliance case file system which are based 

on the templates in Annex III of CMM 2019-06 are attached as Appendix 3.  Due to the constraints 

of holding a virtual meeting, TCC16 decided that TCC’s consideration of the draft CMR in TCC16 

plenary would not include the Aggregate Summary Tables. 

 

33.  TCC16 suggested that CCMs consider sharing feedback and views on the format and utility of 

the tables, as well as any suggested refinements.  TCC16 suggested that CCMs work intersessionally 

with a view to provide guidance on how TCC17 would consider the tables alongside the draft CMR, 

including to “identify implementation challenges for a CCM” and to “identify systemic failures to 

take flag state action in relation to alleged violations”.  WCPFC17 noted the delay in advancing the 

work agreed at WCPFC16 concerning the aggregate tables and tasked the TCC Chair to lead work 

intersessionally prior to TCC17, with a view to provide guidance on how TCC17 would consider the 

aggregate tables alongside the draft CMR.  This work will also benefit from the TCC16 recommended 

analytical work that the Secretariat will be undertaking related to the CCFS and approaches to present 

the data.         --- 
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CMM Para

Obligation Category AU CA CK CN EU FJ FM FR PF ID JP KI KR MH NR NC NZ NU PG PH PW WS SB TW TK TO TV US VU WF PNA EC SV LB NI PA TH VN Applicable CCMs
Compliance

(X/Y)
%

compliance
CMM 2005-03 02
QL 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 100%
CMM 2005-03 04
RP 0 6 0 6 0 6 6 0 0 0 6 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CMM 2009-06 11
RP 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 3 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 19 2 89%
DL 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 19 1 95%
CMM 2009-06 13
IM 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 18 0 100%
CMM 2009-06 29
QL 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 22 0 100%
CMM 2009-06 34
QL 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 10 0 100%
CMM 2009-06 35 a (ii)
RP 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 10 0 100%
CMM 2009-06 35 a (iii)
RP 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 8 3 63%
DL 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 8 7 13%
CMM 2009-06 35 a (iv)
RP 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 8 1 88%
DL 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 8 4 50%
CMM 2010-01 05
QL 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 100%
CMM 2010-01 08
RP 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 100%
CMM 2010-07 09
IM 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 29 0 100%
CMM 2010-07 12
DL 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 29 0 100%
CMM 2011-04 01
IM 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 29 1 97%
CMM 2011-04 03
RP 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 27 0 100%
DL 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 27 1 96%
CMM 2013-08 01
IM 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 29 1 97%
CMM 2013-08 03
RP 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 27 0 100%
DL 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 27 1 96%
CMM 2014-02 9a
IM 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 3 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 23 3 87%
CMM 2014-02 9a VMS SSPs 2.8
IM 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 2 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 23 2 91%
CMM 2014-02 9a VMS SSPs 7.2.2
RP 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 22 0 100%
DL 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 3 0 0 22 1 95%
CMM 2015-02 01
QL 1 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 1 90%
CMM 2015-02 04
RP 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 100%
CMM 2016-05 02
RP 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 100%
DL 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 7 30%
CMM 2016-05 03
RP 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 100%
DL 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 100%

Appendix 1:  2020 Final CMR Matrix covering 2019 activities
Obligation Category: Quantitative Limits (QL); Implementation (IM): Report (RP): Deadline (DL):

Cooperating Non-Members and Participating Territories
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CMM Para

Obligation Category AU CA CK CN EU FJ FM FR PF ID JP KI KR MH NR NC NZ NU PG PH PW WS SB TW TK TO TV US VU WF PNA EC SV LB NI PA TH VN Applicable CCMs
Compliance

(X/Y)
%

compliance

Cooperating Non-Members and Participating Territories

CMM 2016-05 07
RP 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 100%
CMM 2018-01 16
IM 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 3 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 3 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 21 2 90%
CMM 2018-01 17
RP 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
IM 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 17 0 100%
DL 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 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 #DIV/0!
CMM 2018-01 23
IM 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 100%
CMM 2018-01 25
QL 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 1 94%
DL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 75%
CMM 2018-01 26
QL 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 11 1 91%
CMM 2018-01 27
IM 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 100%
CMM 2018-01 31
IM 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 100%
CMM 2018-01 33
IM 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 100%
CMM 2018-01 34
IM 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 100%
CMM 2018-01 35
IM 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 1 92%
CMM 2018-01 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 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 100%
CMM 2018-01 41
RP 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 100%
DL 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 1 83%
CMM 2018-01 43
QL 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 100%
CMM 2018-01 45
QL 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 13 0 100%
CMM 2018-01 47
QL 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 100%
CMM 2018-01 48
QL 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 100%
CMM 2018-01 51
QL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
CMM 2018-01 52
RP 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 100%
CMM 2018-01 54
RP 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 100%
CMM 2018-01 Att 2 03
RP 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 0 0 0 0 1 1 0%
DL 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 0 0 0 0 1 1 0%
CMM 2018-01 Att 2 05-06
IM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 100%
CMM 2018-01 Att 2 08
IM 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 0 0 0 0 1 0 100%
CMM 2018-02 02 (1)
QL 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 100%
CMM 2018-02 02 (2)
QL 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 100%
CMM 2018-02 03
QL 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 0 100%
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CMM Para

Obligation Category AU CA CK CN EU FJ FM FR PF ID JP KI KR MH NR NC NZ NU PG PH PW WS SB TW TK TO TV US VU WF PNA EC SV LB NI PA TH VN Applicable CCMs
Compliance

(X/Y)
%

compliance

Cooperating Non-Members and Participating Territories

CMM 2018-02 04
RP 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 100%
CMM 2018-02 10
RP 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 100%
CMM 2018-05 10
IM 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 25 0 100%
CMM 2018-05 15 (g)
IM 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 25 0 100%
CMM 2018-05 Annex C 06
IM 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 100%
DL 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 100%
CMM 2018-06 02
IM 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 25 0 100%
CMM 2018-06 03
IM 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 30 0 100%
CMM 2018-06 04
IM 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 30 0 100%
CMM 2018-06 07
IM 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 30 1 97%
DL 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 30 0 100%
CMM 2018-06 09
RP 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 30 0 100%
DL 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 30 0 100%
CMM 2018-06 17
IM 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 2 1 1 0 30 1 97%
SciData 01
RP 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 27 0 100%
DL 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 27 0 100%
SciData 02
RP 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 27 0 100%
DL 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 27 0 100%
SciData 03
RP 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 27 0 100%
DL 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 27 0 100%
SciData 05
RP 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 27 0 100%
DL 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 27 0 100%

Compliance Status 1 Compliant 2 Non Compliant 3 Priority Non-Compliant 6 CMM Review 5 Capacity Assistance Needed 4 Not assessed

Members and Participating Territories Cooperating Non-Members
AU Australia MH Marshall Islands TV Tuvalu EC Ecuador
CA Canada NR Nauru US United States of America SV El Salvador
CK Cook Islands NC New Caledonia VU Vanuatu LR Liberia
CN China NZ New Zealand WF Wallis and Futuna NI Nicaragua
EU European Union NU Niue PA Panama
FJ Fiji PG Papua New Guinea Collective group: TH Thailand
FM Federated States of Micronesia PH Philippines PNA Parties to the Nauru Agreement VN Vietnam
FR France PW Palau
PF French Polynesia WS Samoa
ID Indonesia SB Solomon Islands
JP Japan TW Chinese Taipei
KI Kiribati TK Tokelau
KR Republic of Korea TO Tonga
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Appendix 2:  2020 Final Compliance and Monitoring Report (for 2019 activities) 
Obligation Category: Quantitative Limits (QL); Implementation (IM): Report (RP): Deadline (DL):  

 

 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 

 CMM 2005-03: North Pacific Albacore  
Para (2) 

QL  
CCMs take measures to 
ensure level of fishing effort 
by vessels fishing for NP 
albacore is not increased 

Canada, China, Japan, 
Korea, Philippines, Chinese 
Taipei, United States 

  

 

 

Para (4) 
RP NP albacore required 

report 
CMM Review  

 CMM 2009-06: Transshipment  
Para (11) 

RP 
Annual report on all 
transhipment activities 
covered by this Measure 
(including transhipment 
activities that occur in ports 
or EEZs) in accordance with 
the specified guidelines 
(Annex II) 

Australia, China, European 
Union, Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, New Zealand, 
Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Solomon 
Islands, Chinese Taipei, 
Tuvalu, United States, 
Liberia 

 Vanuatu 
Panama 

 Vanuatu [7] 
Panama [8] 

Para (11)  
DL 

Australia, China, European 
Union, Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, New Zealand, 

 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 

Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Solomon 
Islands, Tuvalu, Chinese 
Taipei, United States, 
Vanuatu, Liberia 

Para (13) 
IM 

CCM shall ensure that vessels 
they are responsible for 
carry observers from the 
WCPFC ROP to observe 
transhipments at sea 

China, Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Island, Nauru, New 
Zealand, Papua New 
Guinea, Philippines, 
Solomon Island, Chinese 
Taipei, United States, 
Vanuatu, Ecuador, Liberia, 
Panama 

    

Para (29) 
QL 

Limit on purse seine vessels 
transhipment outside of port 
to vessels that have received 
an exemption from the 
Commission. Where 
applicable, flag CCM 
authorisation should be 
vessel-specific and address 
any specific conditions 
identified by the Commission. 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Marshall Islands, Nauru, 
New Zealand, Papua New 
Guinea, Philippines, 
Solomon Islands, Chinese 
Taipei, Tuvalu, United 
States, Vanuatu, Ecuador, El 
Salvador 
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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 

Para (34) 
QL 

Ban on high seas 
transshipment, unless a CCM 
has determined 
impracticability in 
accordance with para 37 
guidelines, and has advised 
the Commission of such 

China, Japan, Korea, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei, 
United States, Vanuatu 
Liberia, Panama, Thailand 

    

Para (35) (a) (ii) 
RP 

Flag CCM's notification to 
the Secretariat on its flag 
vessels that are authorised to 
transship on the high seas 

China, Japan, Korea, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei, 
United States, Vanuatu  
Liberia, Panama, Thailand 

    

Para (35) (a) (iii) 
RP 

WCPFC Transshipment 
Advance Notification 
(including fields in Annex III) 

China, Japan, Korea, United 
States, Liberia 

Chinese Taipei 
Vanuatu 

Panama  Panama [4] 

Para (35) (a) (iii)  
DL 

United States Japan China, Korea, 
Chinese 
Taipei, 
Vanuatu 
Liberia, 
Panama 

 China [6],  
Korea [2]  
Chinese Taipei 
[3],  
Vanuatu [5] 
Liberia [3], 
Panama [4] 

Para (35) (a) (iv) 
RP 

WCPFC Transshipment 
Declaration (including 
information in Annex I) 

China, Japan, Korea, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu, Liberia 

 Panama  Panama [5] 
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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 

Para (35) (a) (iv)  
DL 

China, Japan, Chinese 
Taipei, United States 

 Korea, 
Vanuatu 
Liberia, 
Panama 

 Korea [1]  
Vanuatu [5] 
Liberia [3],  
Panama [3] 

 CMM 2010-01: North Pacific Striped Marlin  
Para 5 

QL 
NP striped marlin catch 
limits applicable to CCMs 
with vessels fishing in the 
Convention Area north of the 
equator: commencing 2011 

China, Indonesia, Japan, 
Korea, Philippines, Chinese 
Taipei, United States 

    

Para 8 
RP 

NP striped marlin required 
report 

China, Indonesia, Japan, 
Korea, Philippines, Chinese 
Taipei, United States 

    

 CMM 2010-07: Sharks   
Para (9)  

IM 
Take measures to prohibit 
their vessels from retaining, 
transshipping, landing or 
trading in any fins harvested 
in contravention of this CMM 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Indonesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
Palau, Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, Chinese 
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5 
 

 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 

Taipei, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
United States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Liberia, Panama 

Para (12)  
DL 

Report on implementation of 
this CMM, and any 
alternative measures that 
are applied (para 11) 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Indonesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Liberia, 
Marshall Islands, Nauru, 
New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, Palau, Papua New 
Guinea, Philippines, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, Chinese 
Taipei, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
United States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Panama 
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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 

 CMM 2011-04: Oceanic Whitetip   
Para (1) 

IM 
Prohibit vessels from 
retaining on board, 
transshipping, storing or 
landing any oceanic whitetip 
sharks, in whole or in part 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Caledonia, 
New Zealand, Palau, Papua 
New Guinea, Philippines, 
Samoa, Solomon Islands, 
Chinese Taipei, Tonga, 
Tuvalu, United States, 
Vanuatu, Ecuador, El 
Salvador, Liberia, Panama 

 Indonesia  Indonesia [2] 

Para (3) 
RP 

Annual report on estimated 
number of releases and 
status upon release of 
oceanic whitetip sharks (AR 
Pt 1) 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Caledonia, 
New Zealand, Palau, Papua 
New Guinea, Philippines, 
Samoa, Solomon Islands, 
Chinese Taipei, Tonga, 
Tuvalu, United States, 

  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 

Vanuatu, Ecuador, El 
Salvador 

Para (3)  
DL 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Caledonia, 
New Zealand, Palau, Papua 
New Guinea, Philippines, 
Samoa, Solomon Islands, 
Chinese Taipei, Tonga, 
Tuvalu, United States, 
Vanuatu, Ecuador, El 
Salvador 

Indonesia    

 CMM 2013-08: Silky Sharks   
Para (1) 

IM 
Prohibit vessels from 
retaining on board, 
transshipping, storing or 
landing any silky sharks, in 
whole or in part (applied 
after 1 July 2014) 

Australia, China, Canada, 
Cook Islands, European 
Union, Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Caledonia, 
New Zealand, Palau, Papua 
New Guinea, Philippines, 
Samoa, Solomon Islands, 
Chinese Taipei, Tonga, 

 Indonesia  Indonesia [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 

Tuvalu, United States, 
Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Liberia, Panama, 

Para (3)  
RP 

Annual report on estimated 
number of releases of silky 
sharks caught in the 
Convention Area, including 
status upon release (AR Pt 1) 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Caledonia, 
New Zealand, Palau, Papua 
New Guinea, Philippines, 
Samoa Solomon Islands, 
Tonga, Tuvalu, Chinese 
Taipei, United States, 
Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador 

  Indonesia  

Para (3)  
DL 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Caledonia, 
New Zealand, Palau, Papua 
New Guinea, Philippines, 
Samoa, Solomon Islands, 

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 

Tonga, Tuvalu, Chinese 
Taipei, United States, 
Vanuatu, Ecuador, El 
Salvador 

 CMM 2014-02: Vessel Monitoring System   
  Para (9)(a) 

IM 
Fishing vessels comply with 
the Commission standards 
for WCPFC VMS including 
being fitted with ALC/MTU 
that meet Commission 
requirements 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Zealand, Papua 
New Guinea, Solomon 
Islands, Chinese Taipei, 
Tuvalu, United States 
Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Liberia, Panama 

 Japan 
Philippines 
Vanuatu 

  Japan [3], 
Philippines[4], 
Vanuatu [3] 

Para (9)(a) – VMS 
SSPs para 2.8 

IM 
Provision of ALC/MTU 
'VTAF' data 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Zealand, Papua 
New Guinea, Solomon 
Islands, Chinese Taipei, 
Tuvalu, United States, 
Vanuatu, Ecuador, El 
Salvador, Liberia, Panama 
 

Japan,  
 

Philippines 
 

 Philippines [5] 
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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 

Para (9) (a) – 
VMS SSPs para 

7.2.2 
RP 

CCMs to conduct periodic 
audits of ALC/MTUs of its 
vessels and report results to 
the Commission (AR Pt 2) 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Zealand, Papua 
New Guinea, Philippines, 
Solomon Islands, Chinese 
Taipei, Tuvalu, United 
States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Liberia, Panama 

    

Para (9) (a) – 
VMS SSPs para 

7.2.2 DL 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Zealand, Papua 
New Guinea, Philippines, 
Solomon Islands, Chinese 
Taipei, Tuvalu, United 
States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Liberia 
 
 
 
 

 Panama  Panama [3] 
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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 

 CMM 2015-02: South Pacific Albacore  
Para (1) 

QL 
Limit on number of vessels 
actively fishing for SP 
albacore south of 20S above 
2005 or 2000-2004 levels 

Australia, European Union, 
Indonesia, Japan, Korea, 
New Zealand, Philippines, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States 

 China   

Para (4) 
RP 

SP albacore required report 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Fiji, French Polynesia, 
Japan, Korea, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
Niue, Solomon Islands, 
Chinese Taipei, Tonga, 
United States, Vanuatu 

    

 CMM 2016-05: Charter Notification  
Para (2) 

RP 
Charter notification report 

Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Island, 
Palau, Papua New Guinea, 
Samoa, Solomon Island, 
United States 

    

Para (2) 
DL 

Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, Korea 

Kiribati, Marshall 
Islands,  
Palau, Papua 
New Guinea, 
Samoa, Solomon 
Islands, 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 

Para (3) 
RP 

Charter notification report 

Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Island, 
Palau, Papua New Guinea, 
Samoa, Solomon Island, 
United States 

    

Para (3) 
DL 

Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Island, 
Palau, Papua New Guinea, 
Samoa, Solomon Island, 
United States 

    

Para (7) 
RP 

Charter notification report 

Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, Kiribati, 
Marshall Island, Palau, 
Papua New Guinea, Samoa, 
Solomon Island, United 
States 

    

 CMM 2018-01: Tropical Tunas  
Para (16) 

IM 
Purse seine 3 month FAD 
closure (1 July - 30 
September) 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Zealand, Papua 
New Guinea, Solomon 
Islands, Tuvalu, Chinese 
Taipei, Unites States, 

 Indonesia 
Philippines 

 Indonesia [2] 
Philippines [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 

Vanuatu, Ecuador, El 
Salvador 

Para (17) 
IM 

Implementation of two 
additional month high seas 
FAD closure (April-May or 
Nov-Dec) 

China, Cook Islands, El 
Salvador, European Union, 
Federates States of 
Micronesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Zealand, Papua 
New Guinea, Solomon 
Islands, Chinese Taipei, 
Tuvalu, United States, 
Vanuatu 

    

Para (17) 
RP 

Advice on choice of two 
additional month high seas 
FAD closure (April-May or 

Nov-Dec) 

China, Cook Islands, 
European Union, Federates 
States of Micronesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Zealand, Papua New 
Guinea, Solomon Islands, 
Chinese Taipei, Tuvalu, 
United States, Vanuatu 
El Salvador 

    

Para (17) DL 
 
 
 

Not Applicable 
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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 

Para (23) 
IM 

Each purse seine vessel is 
limited to no more than 350 
FADs with activated 
instrumented buoys 

China, Cook Islands, 
European Union, Federated 
States of Micronesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Zealand, Papua New 
Guinea, Philippines, 
Solomon Islands, Chinese 
Taipei, Tuvalu, United 
States, Vanuatu  
Ecuador, El Salvador 

    

Para (25) 
QL 

Purse seine EEZ limits (for 
skipjack, yellowfin and 
bigeye tuna) and advice from 
other coastal CCMs of EEZ 
limits to be applied 

Australia, Cook Islands, Fiji, 
French Polynesia, 
Indonesia, Japan, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
Niue, Philippines, Samoa, 
Tonga, Chinese Taipei, 
United States, Vanuatu, 
PNA 

 Wallis and 
Futuna 

 Wallis and 
Futuna [3] 

Para (25) DL Indonesia, Philippines, 
Chinese Taipei 
 
 
 

 Wallis and 
Futuna 

 Wallis and 
Futuna [3] 
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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 

Para (26) 
  QL 

High seas purse seine effort 
limits applying 20N to 20S 

China, European Union, 
Indonesia, Japan, New 
Zealand, Philippines, 
Chinese Taipei, Ecuador, El 
Salvador 

 Korea1 
 
 

 Not assessed 
for: United States 

Para (27) 
IM 

CCMs not to transfer fishing 
effort in days fished in the 
purse seine fishery to areas 
N20N and S20S 

China, European Union, 
Japan, Korea, New Zealand, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei, 
United States, El Salvador 

    

Para (31) 
IM 

Purse seine catch retention 
requirements (20N - 20S) 

China, Cook Islands, 
European Union, Federated 
States of Micronesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Zealand, Papua New 
Guinea, Philippines, 
Solomon Islands, Chinese 
Taipei Tuvalu, United 
States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador 
 
 
 

    

 
1 Noting updated data presented in Table 2 of TCC16-2020-2020-IP05, TCC16 does not consider this assessment to be a repeat 
year compliance issue.   
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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 

Para (33) 
IM 

Purse seine vessels are not to 
operate under manual 
reporting during FAD closure 
period 

China, Cook Islands, 
European Union, Federated 
States of Micronesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Zealand, Papua New 
Guinea, Philippines, 
Solomon Islands, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador 

    

Para (34) 
IM 

Requirement for purse seine 
vessels to carry a ROP 
observer 

China, Cook Islands, 
European Union, Federated 
States of Micronesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Zealand, Papua New 
Guinea, Philippines, , 
Solomon Islands, Chinese 
Taipei, Tuvalu, United 
States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador 

    

Para (35) 
IM 

100% purse seine coverage: 
specific rules for vessels 
fishing exclusively in areas 
under its national 
jurisdiction 

Cook Islands, Federated 
States of Micronesia, 
Kiribati, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, Papua New Guinea, 
Solomon Islands, Tuvalu, 
United States, Vanuatu 

 Indonesia Philippines[2] Indonesia [8] 
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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 

Para (39) 
QL 

Bigeye longline catch limits 
for 2019 and 2020, with 
adjustment to be made for 
any overage 

China, Indonesia, Japan, 
Korea, Chinse Taipei, 
United States 

    

Para (41) 
RP 

Bigeye longline catch 
required report 

China, Indonesia, Japan, 
Korea, Chinese Taipei, 
United States  

    

Para (41) DL China, Japan, Korea, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States  

 Indonesia  Indonesia [7] 

Para (43) 
QL 

Bigeye longline catch limits 
by flag for certain other 
members which caught less 
than 2000t in 2004 

Australia, Canada, 
European Union, New 
Zealand, Philippines 

    

Para (45) 
QL 

Limit by flag on number of 
purse seine vessels >24m 
with freezing capacity 
between 20N and 20S 

Australia, Canada, China, 
European Union, Japan, 
Korea, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Philippines, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States 
Ecuador, El Salvador 
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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 

Para (47) 
QL 

Limit by flag on number of 
longline vessels with freezing 
capacity targeting bigeye 
above the current level 
(applying domestic quotas 
are exempt) 

China, Japan, Korea, New 
Zealand, Philippines, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States  

    

Para (48) 
QL 

Limit by flag on number of 
ice-chilled longline vessels 
targeting bigeye and landing 
exclusively fresh fish above 
the current level or above the 
number of current licenses 
under established limited 
entry programmes (applying 
domestic quotas are exempt) 

China, Japan, Philippines, 
United States  

    

Para (51) 
QL 

Limit on total catch of 
certain other commercial 
tuna fisheries (that take 
>2000Mt of BET, YFT and 
SKJ) 

CMM Review 

Para (52) 
RP 

Requirement to provide 
operational level catch and 
effort data for EEZ and high 
seas S20N 
 
 

China, Japan, Korea, 
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 

Para (54)  
RP  

Requirement to provide 1 x 1 
aggregate data for vessels 
fishing in EEZs and high seas 
N 20 N, as well as to 
cooperate in providing 
operational data to SPC for 
stock assessment 

China, Japan, Korea, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei 

    

Att C (3)  
RP 

Philippines vessels 
Entry/Exit reports for HSP1-
SMA 

  Philippines  Philippines [2] 

Att C (3)  
DL 

  Philippines  Philippines [4] 
 

Att C (5-6) 
IM 

Specific requirements for 
deploying observers on 
Philippines vessels fishing in 
HSP1-SMA 

Philippines     

Att C (8) 
IM 

Philippines to monitor 
landings by vessels operating 
in HSP1-SMA and collect 
reliable catch data by species 
 
 
 
 
 

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 

 CMM 2018-02: Pacific Bluefin Tuna  
Para (2)  

(1) 
QL 

Total effort by vessels for 
Pacific bluefin limited to 
2002 - 2004 levels in Area 
north of 20N 

Australia, Canada, China, 
Japan, Korea, New Zealand, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei, 
United States  

    

Para (2)  
(2) 
QL 

Catches of Pacific bluefin 
tuna less than 30kg shall be 
reduced to 50% of 2002-04 
level. Overage or underage 
may be used in following 
year 

Australia, Canada, China, 
Japan, Korea, New Zealand, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei, 
United States 

    

Para (3) 
QL 

Every possible measure to be 
taken not to increase catches 
of Pacific bluefin >30kg from 
2002-04 levels with some 
exceptions 

Australia, Canada, China, 
Japan, Korea, New Zealand, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei, 
United States 

    

Para (4) 
RP 

Pacific bluefin required 
report 

Australia, Canada, China, 
Cook Islands, Fiji, Japan, 
Korea, New Zealand, 
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 

Para (10) 
RP 

Pacific bluefin required 
report on implementation 

Australia, Canada, China, 
Cook Islands, Fiji, Japan, 
Korea, New Zealand, 
Philippines, Chinese Taipei, 
United States, Vanuatu  

    

CMM 2018-05: Regional Observer Programme 
Para (10) 

IM 
CCMs shall explain to the 
vessel captain, observer 
duties relevant to 
appropriate measures 
adopted by the Commission 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Marshall Islands, Nauru, 
New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, Papua New 
Guinea, Philippines, 
Solomon Islands, Chinese 
Taipei, Tuvalu, United 
States, Vanuatu  
Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Liberia, Panama 

    

Para (15) (g) 
IM 

CCMs to ensure vessel 
operators comply with the 
Guidelines for the Rights and 
Responsibilities of Vessel 
Operators, Captains and 
Crew 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, Indonesia, 
Japan, Kiribati, Korea, 
Marshall Island, Nauru, 
New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, Papua New 
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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 

Guinea, Philippines, 
Solomon Islands, Chinese 
Taipei, Tuvalu, United 
States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Liberia, Panama 

Att K, Annex C, 
Para (6) 

IM 
CCMs shall achieve 5% 
coverage of the effort in each 
fishery under the jurisdiction 
of the Commission 

China, Cook Islands, 
European Union, Fiji, Japan, 
Korea, Solomon Islands, 
Chinese Taipei, Tuvalu, 
United States, Vanuatu 

     

Att K, Annex C, 
Para (6) 

DL 

China, Cook Islands, 
European Union, Fiji, Japan, 
Korea, Solomon Islands, 
Tuvalu, Chinese Taipei, 
United States, Vanuatu  

    

 CMM 2018-06: Record of Fishing Vessels  
Para (2) 

IM 
CCMs to ensure its fishing 
vessels only transship 
to/from, and provide 
bunkering for/ are bunkered 
by or otherwise supported by 
vessels on the RFV 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Solomon 
Islands, 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 

Tonga, Tuvalu, United 
States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Liberia, Panama 

Para (3) 
IM 

CCMs should only allow its 
fishing vessels to be used for 
fishing, if properly 
authorised 

Australia, Canada, China, 
Cook Islands, European 
Union, Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Indonesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Solomon 
Islands, Chinese Taipei 
Tonga, Tuvalu, United 
States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Liberia, Nicaragua, Panama, 
Thailand 

    

Para (4) 
IM 

Vessels authorization 
requirement 

Australia, Canada, China, 
Cook Islands, European 
Union, Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Indonesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
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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 

Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Solomon 
Islands, Chinese Taipei, 
Tonga, Tuvalu, United 
States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Liberia, Nicaragua, Panama, 
Thailand 

Para (7) 
IM 

Requirement to notify any 
additions, modifications and 
deletions of Vessels from the 
record, including for each 
vessel all details as set out in 
paragraph 6 of this CMM 

Australia, Canada, China, 
Cook Islands, European 
Union, Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Indonesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Solomon 
Islands, Thailand, Tonga, 
Tuvalu, Chinese Taipei, 
United States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Liberia, Panama 
 
 
 
 

Nicaragua    
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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 

Para (7) 
DL 

Australia, Canada, China, 
Cook Islands, European 
Union, Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Indonesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Solomon 
Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Liberia, Nicaragua, Panama, 
Thailand 

    

Para (9) 
RP 

Submission by Member to ED 
a list of all vessels on 
national record in previous 
year, noting "fished" or "did 
not fish" for each vessel 

Australia, Canada, China, 
Cook Islands, European 
Union, Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Indonesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Papua New 
Guinea, Philippines, 
Solomon Islands, 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 

Tuvalu, Chinese Taipei, 
United States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Liberia, Panama, Thailand 

Para 9 
DL 

Australia, Canada, China, 
Cook Islands, European 
Union, Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Indonesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Solomon 
Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Liberia, Nicaragua, Panama, 
Thailand 
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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 

Para (17) 
IM 

Flag CCM to ensure fishing 
vessels are on RFV in 
accordance with this CMM. 
Vessels not on RFV shall be 
deemed not authorized to 
fish for, retain on board, 
transship or land HMFS in 
Convention Area beyond the 
national jurisdiction of its 
flag State 

Australia, Canada, China, 
Cook Islands, European 
Union, Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Indonesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Solomon 
Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
Chinese Taipei, United 
States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Liberia, Panama, Thailand 

Nicaragua    

 Scientific Data     
Section 01 – 
Estimate of 

Annual Catches 
RP 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Indonesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
Palau, Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, 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 

Taipei, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
United States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador 

Section 01 – DL Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Indonesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
Palau, Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, Chinese 
Taipei, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
United States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador 

    

Section 02 – 
Number of Active 

Vessels 
RP 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Indonesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
Palau, Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, 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 

Taipei, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
United States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador 

Section 02  
DL 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Indonesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
Palau, Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, Chinese 
Taipei, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
United States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador 

    

Section 03  (vi)-
Operational Level 
Catch and Effort 

Data 
RP 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Japan, Kiribati, 
Korea, Marshall Islands, 
Nauru, New Caledonia, 
New Zealand, Palau, Papua 
New Guinea, Philippines, 
Samoa, Solomon Islands, 
Chinese Taipei, Tonga, 

  Indonesia[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 

Tuvalu, United States, 
Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador 

Section 03– 
Operational Level 
Catch and Effort 

Data 
DL 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Indonesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
Palau, Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, Chinese 
Taipei, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
United States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador 

    

Section 05 (vi)– 
Size Composition2 

RP 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Indonesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
Palau, Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, 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 

Taipei, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
United States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador 

Section 05 
(reporting 

deadline)– Size 
Composition 

DL 

Australia, China, Cook 
Islands, European Union, 
Federated States of 
Micronesia, Fiji, French 
Polynesia, Indonesia, Japan, 
Kiribati, Korea, Marshall 
Islands, Nauru, New 
Caledonia, New Zealand, 
Palau, Papua New Guinea, 
Philippines, Samoa, 
Solomon Islands, Chinese 
Taipei, Tonga, Tuvalu, 
United States, Vanuatu 
Ecuador, El Salvador 
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Appendix 3 - 2020 Final Compliance Monitoring Report  

Aggregated tables from the WCPFC online compliance case file system 
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.   

Information is based on ROP observer data as at 18 June 2020 and updates in the WCPFC online 

compliance case file system as at 13 September 2020.  Table 1 - 2 summarize cases based on ROP 

observer data and Table 3 - 4 summarize Article 25(2) Compliance Cases. 

Table 1:  Counts of cases in the compliance case file system based on ROP observer data 
by year showing count of cases by Investigation Status and counts of cases where ROP 
Observer Report was received (2015- 2019) 

The ROP data that was available as at 18 June 2020, may not include all ROP trips for 2019. 

 

Table 1A: Counts of FAD set, shark and observer obstruction alleged infringements  
(2015 - 2019) 

FAI: FAD Sets Alleged infringements (CMM 2014-01, CMM 2015-01, CMM 2016-01, CMM 
2017-01, CMM 2018-01: Alleged FAD set infringements)  

OAI: Observer Obstructions Alleged Infringements (CMM 2007-01 and CMM 2018-05)  
SHK: Shark Catch Alleged Infringements (CMM 2010-07: Sharks, CMM 2012-04: Whale Sharks 

and CMM 2013-08: Silky Sharks)  

 

Table 1B: Counts of Cetacean and Whale Shark purse seine fishery interactions  
(2016 - 2019) 

CWS: Cetacean and Whale Shark fishery interaction (CMM 2012-04: Whale Sharks and CMM 

2011-03: Cetaceans) 

 

Flag CCM Notified

Flag CCM Investigation 

in Progress

Flag CCM Investigation 

Completed

Total Compliance 

Case Count

Total Sum of 

ROP_Rpt_Received

_Count

FAI 82 93 936 1111 73

2015 6 12 237 255 20

2016 3 7 219 229 10

2017 51 32 459 542 26

2018 5 30 19 54 12

2019 17 12 2 31 5

OAI 15 180 165 360 191

2015 64 87 151 87

2016 35 29 64 29

2017 3 17 11 31 16

2018 3 36 31 70 45

2019 9 28 7 44 14

SHK 44 215 91 350 99

2015 134 57 191 57

2016 34 10 44 13

2017 1 14 8 23 8

2018 32 21 12 65 17

2019 11 12 4 27 4

Grand Total 141 488 1192 1821 363

Flag CCM Notified

Flag CCM Investigation 

in Progress

Flag CCM Investigation 

Completed

Total Compliance 

Case Count

Total Sum of 

ROP_Rpt_Received

_Count

CWS 298 1158 563 2019 699

2016 258 203 461 207

2017 30 267 149 446 188

2018 65 328 143 536 197

2019 203 305 68 576 107

Grand Total 298 1158 563 2019 699
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Table 2: Summary Tables of outcome of flag CCMs investigations to compliance cases 
notified in the WCPFC online Compliance Case File System that were based on ROP data 
(2015-2019) 

The ROP data that was available as at 18 June 2020, may not include all ROP trips for 2019. 

Table 2A: Summary of FAD, shark and observer obstruction alleged infringements 
notified in the WCPFC online Compliance Case File System that were based on ROP data 
(2016-2019)  

CMM 2010-07: Sharks   CMM 2011-04: Oceanic Whitetip Sharks  

CMM 2013-08: Silky Sharks  

CMM 2014-01, CMM 2015-01, CMM 2016-01, CMM 2017-01, CMM 2018-01: Alleged FAD 

set infringements  

CMM 2007-01, CMM 2018-05: Observer obstruction incidents  

 

Table 2B: Summary of purse seine Whale Shark and Cetacean fishery interactions 
notified in the WCPFC online Compliance Case File System that were based on ROP data  

(2016-2019)  
CMM 2011-03: Cetaceans   CMM 2012-04: Whale Sharks  

  

Flag CCM 

Notified

Flag CCM Investigation in 

Progress Flag CCM Investigation Completed Grand Total

Row Labels No infraction Infraction - no sanction Infraction - warning Infraction - sanction

CMM 2010-07 22 19 4 14 59

2015 14 2 14 30

2016 3 2 5

2017 1 1

2018 22 1 23

CMM 2011-04 5 13 3 2 23

2015 9 1 2 12

2016 1 1

2017 1 1

2018 4 1 1 6

2019 1 2 3

CMM 2013-08 17 183 37 1 30 268

2015 111 12 26 149

2016 30 7 1 38

2017 1 13 6 1 21

2018 6 19 8 3 36

2019 10 10 4 24

CMM 2014-01 6 12 235 2 255

2015 6 12 235 2 255

CMM 2015-01 3 7 216 3 229

2016 3 7 216 3 229

CMM 2016-01 51 32 459 542

2017 51 32 459 542

CMM 2017-01 5 30 19 54

2018 5 30 19 54

CMM 2018-01 17 12 2 31

2019 17 12 2 31

CMM 2018-05 15 180 119 14 10 22 360

2015 64 61 13 8 5 151

2016 35 18 1 10 64

2017 3 17 8 1 2 31

2018 3 36 29 2 70

2019 9 28 3 1 3 44

Grand Total 141 488 1094 14 11 73 1821

Flag CCM 

Notified

Flag CCM Investigation in 

Progress Flag CCM Investigation Completed Grand Total

Row Labels No infraction Infraction - no sanction Infraction - warning Infraction - sanction

CMM 2011-03 136 699 348 6 10 1199

2016 176 129 4 5 314

2017 17 181 99 1 3 301

2018 32 165 86 1 1 285

2019 87 177 34 1 299

CMM 2012-04 162 459 191 1 7 820

2016 82 61 4 147

2017 13 86 46 145

2018 33 163 54 1 251

2019 116 128 30 3 277

Grand Total 298 1158 539 1 6 17 2019
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Table 3:  Counts of Convention Article 25(2) requests for investigation in the 
compliance case file system by year showing count of cases by Investigation Status 
(2015 - Sept 2020) 

A25: Convention Article 25(2) 

 
 

 

Table 4: Summary Tables of outcome of flag CCM investigations of alleged infringements 
that were notified to WCPFC as Article 25(2) matters 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 
 

Table 4A: Summary of VMS and HSBI-related Article 25(2) alleged infringements  
Note in the below table the omission of a row (year), confirms the annual count of cases were zero. 

CMM 2006-08: High seas boarding and inspection scheme 
CMM 2014-02: Commission VMS 

 

  

Flag CCM Notified

Flag CCM Investigation 

Completed

Total Compliance Case 

Count

A25 16 307 323

2015 35 35

2016 54 54

2017 5 53 58

2018 3 83 86

2019 5 80 85

2020 3 2 5

Grand Total 16 307 323

Flag CCM Notified Flag CCM Investigation Completed Grand Total

Row Labels No infraction Infraction - no sanction Infraction - warning Infraction - sanction

CMM 2006-08 32 11 1 4 17 33

2016 5 1 8 14

2017 1 2 1 4

2018 3 6 9

2019 2 2 2 6

CMM 2014-02 7d VMS SSPs 2.7 4 1 5

2017 1 1

2018 2 1 3

2019 1 1

CMM 2014-02 9a 5 78 3 10 10 106

2015 5 1 1 1 8

2016 11 1 5 17

2017 2 17 2 21

2018 2 25 2 4 3 36

2019 20 2 1 23

2020 1 1

CMM 2014-02 9a VMS SSPs 2.8 1 1

2018 1 1

Grand Total 5 94 4 14 28 145
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Table 4B: Summary of bycatch-related Article 25(2) alleged infringements (2015 - Sept 
2020) 

Note in the below table the omission of a row (year), confirms the annual count of cases were zero. 

CMM 2008-03: sea turtles 

CMM 2010-07 & CMM 2014-05: sharks 

CMM 2012-07, CMM 2015-03, CMM 2017-06 & CMM 2018-03: seabirds 

CMM 2013-08: silky sharks  

 

 

 

  

Flag CCM Notified Flag CCM Investigation Completed Grand Total

Row Labels No infraction Infraction - no sanction Infraction - warning Infraction - sanction

CMM 2008-03 04 1 1 2

2016 1 1 2

CMM 2008-03 05a 1 1

2020 1 1

CMM 2008-03 06 2 8 4 6 6 26

2016 1 3 4

2017 2 1 2 1 6

2018 1 5 1 2 2 11

2019 2 2 4

2020 1 1

CMM 2008-03 07D 1 1 2

2019 1 1 2

CMM 2010-07 06 2 3 5

2016 1 1 2

2019 1 2 3

CMM 2010-07 07 2 1 4 7

2017 2 2

2018 4 4

2019 1 1

CMM 2012-07 01 1 3 4

2016 1 3 4

CMM 2012-07 02 1 1

2015 1 1

CMM 2013-08 01 1 2 3

2018 1 2 3

CMM 2014-05 01 1 5 4 10

2016 1 2 3

2017 2 2

2019 1 2 2 5

CMM 2015-03 01 2 1 3

2017 2 1 3

CMM 2017-06 01 3 1 4

2018 3 1 4

CMM 2018-03 02 3 3

2019 3 3

CMM 2018-03 06 1 2 3

2019 2 2

2020 1 1

Grand Total 6 26 4 12 26 74
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Table 4C: Summary of vessel-related Article 25(2) alleged infringements (2015 - Sept 

2020) 
Note in the below table the omission of a row (year), confirms the annual count of cases were zero. 

CMM 2004-03: vessel marking 

CMM 2013-10, 2014-03, CMM 2017-05 & CMM 2018-06: Record of Fishing Vessels 

 

  

Flag CCM Notified Flag CCM Investigation Completed Grand Total

Row Labels No infraction Infraction - no sanction Infraction - warning Infraction - sanction

CMM 2004-03 02 3 8 17 26 14 68

2015 4 3 7

2016 3 7 11 7 28

2017 1 1 3 4 9

2018 4 4 7 2 17

2019 1 1 1 2 1 6

2020 1 1

CMM 2013-10 03 3 5 8

2017 3 5 8

CMM 2013-10 04 11 2 4 17

2015 3 3

2016 2 2 2 6

2017 6 2 8

CMM 2013-10 07 2 5 7

2017 2 5 7

CMM 2013-10 17 2 2 9 13

2015 2 2

2016 4 4

2017 2 5 7

CMM 2017-05 04 7 1 8

2018 7 1 8

CMM 2017-05 07 1 1 1 3

2018 1 1 2

2019 1 1

CMM 2017-05 17 1 1 2

2018 1 1 2

CMM 2018-06 03 1 1

2019 1 1

CMM 2018-06 04 2 37 5 3 47

2019 2 37 5 3 47

CMM 2018-06 07 1 1

2019 1 1

CMM 2018-06 17 1 1

2020 1 1

Grand Total 5 73 25 34 39 176
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Table 4D: Summary of other-related Article 25(2) alleged infringements (2015 - Sept 

2020) 
Note in the below table the omission of a row (year), confirms the annual count of cases were zero. 

CMM 2009-06: transhipment 

CMM 2009-09: Vessels without nationality 

CMM 2010-02: Eastern High Seas Pocket Special Management Area 

CMM 2016-03 & CMM 2017-03: Observer Safety Incident 

CMM 2018-05: Regional Observer Programme 

Convention Article 24(1) & 24(3): Alleged unauthorised fishing 

 

Flag CCM Notified Flag CCM Investigation Completed Grand Total

Row Labels No infraction Infraction - no sanction Infraction - warning Infraction - sanction

CMM 2009-06 13 2 1 2 5

2016 1 1 2 4

2017 1 1

CMM 2009-06 25 1 3 4

2018 1 2 3

2019 1 1

CMM 2009-06 34 2 2

2015 2 2

CMM 2009-06 35 a (iii) 4 3 2 9

2015 2 2 4

2016 1 1 2 4

2019 1 1

CMM 2009-06 35 a (iv) 6 2 1 1 10

2015 2 2 4

2016 1 1

2018 2 2

2019 2 1 3

CMM 2009-06 35 A (V) 1 1

2018 1 1

CMM 2009-09 01-05 6 1 5 12

2016 1 1

2017 4 3 7

2019 2 1 1 4

CMM 2010-02 02 1 2 1 4

2015 2 1 3

2016 1 1

CMM 2016-03 03-06 2 1 3

2017 2 1 3

CMM 2017-03 03-06 1 1 2

2020 1 1 2

CMM 2018-05 15 (g) 1 1

2019 1 1

Convention Article 24 (1) 5 5 10

2015 4 4

2016 1 1

2018 4 4

2020 1 1

Convention Article 24 (3) 1 1 2

2017 1 1

2018 1 1

Grand Total 4 30 11 6 14 65
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List of Obligations to be assessed in the CMS in 2021 – AGREED BY SWG 15 Dec 2020 

CMMs CMM/para Category 

SciData SciData01 Report 
  SciData02 Report 
  SciData03 Report 
  SciData05 Report 
TT CMM 2018-01 16 Implementation 
  2018-01 17 Implementation & Report 
  2018-01 23 Implementation 
  2018-01 25 Limit 
  2018-01 26 Limit 
  2018-01 27 Implementation 
  2018-01 31 Implementation 
  2018-01 33 Implementation 
  2018-01 34 Implementation 
  2018-01 35 Implementation 
  2018-01 39 Limit 
  2018-01 41 Report 
  2018-01 43 Limit 
  2018-01 45 Limit 
  2018-01 47 Limit 
  2018-01 48 Limit 
  2018-01 51 Limit 
  2018-01 52 Report 
  2018-01 54 Report 
  2018-01 Att 2 03 Report 

  
2018-01 Att 2 05-

06 Implementation 
  2018-01 Att 2 08 Implementation 
PBT 2019-02 02 (1) Limit 
  2019-02 02 (2) Limit 
  2019-02 03 Implementation 
  2019-02 05 Report 
  2019-02 11 Report 
NP ALB 2019-03 02 Limit 
  2019-03 03 Report 
SP ALB 2015-02 01 Limit 
  2015-02 04 Report 
NP striped 

marlin 
2010-01 05 

Limit 
  2010-01 08 Report 
Sharks 2010-07 09 Implementation 
  2010-07 12 Report 
Striped marlin  2006-04 01 Limit 
 2006-04 04 Report 

Swordfish  2009-03 01 Limit 
 2009-03 02 Limit 
 2009-03 03 Limit 
 2009-03 08 Report  

Seabirds  2018-03 01 Implementation 

  2018-03 02 Implementation 

  2018-03 06 Implementation 

Commented [MK1]: Through the Intersessional 

decisions this obligation was suspended effective 8 

April 2020.   

 

The review of this obligation through the CMS 

should only relate to the period 1 Jan 2020 - 7 April 

2020. 

Commented [MK2]: Through the Intersessional 

decisions this obligation was suspended effective 8 

April 2020.   

 

The review of this obligation through the CMS 

should only relate to the period 1 Jan 2020 - 7 April 

2020. 
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CMMs CMM/para Category 

RFV 2018-06 09 Report 

ROP 2018-05 10 Implementation 

  2018-05 15 (g) Implementation 

VMS 2014-02 09a Implementation 

  
2014-02 09a VMS 

SSPs 2.8 
Implementation 

  
2014-02 09a VMS 

SSPs 7.2.2 
Report 

Transhipment 2009-06 11 Report 

  2009-06 13 Implementation 

  2009-06 29 Limit 

  2009-06 34 Limit 

  2009-06 35 (a) (ii) Report 

  2009-06 35 (a) (iii) Report 

  2009-06 35 (a) (iv) Report 

EHSP  2016-02 06 Limit 

Marine Pollution 2017-04 02 Implementation 

Charter 

notifications 
2019-08 02 

Report 

  2019-08 03 Report 

  2019-08 07 Report 

Whale sharks  2012-04 01 Implementation 

 Sea Turtles 2018-04 05a Implementation 

 2018-04 06 Implementation 

 2018-04 07a Implementation 

 

Commented [MK3]: Through the Intersessional 

decisions this obligation was suspended effective 28 

May 2020.   

 

The review of this obligation through the CMS 

should only relate to the period 1 Jan 2020 - 27 May 

2020. 
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WCPFC IUU VESSEL LIST FOR 2021 

(Effective from 13 February 2021: WCPFC17 agreed to maintain the WCPFC IUU list for 2020 as the WCPFC IUU list for 2021) 

Note: Information provided in this list is in accordance with CMM 2019-07 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 Mr Jang Faa 

Sheng 

(Chinese 

Taipei) 

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.  

On 29 April 2020, WCPFC received further information from Chinese Taipei identifying the master of the Yu Fong 168 at the time of the IUU fishing activity who had been sanctioned. WCPFC17 Summary Report
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COMMISSION SEVENTEENTH REGULAR SESSION 

Electronic Meeting 

9 - 15 December 2020 
 

 
 

SUMMARY REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE FOURTEENTH SESSION OF THE 

FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE (FAC14) 

 

WCPFC17-2020-FAC14 

15 December 2020 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

 

1. The Fourteenth Finance and Administration Committee (FAC14) was convened virtually by the FAC Co-

Chairs Mr. Michael Brakke (USA) and Ms. Camille Movick-Inatio (FSM) on Monday, 7th December 2020. 

Subsequent session of FAC was held on 15 December 2020. Representatives of Australia, Canada, China, Cook 

Islands, European Union, French Polynesia, Federated States of Micronesia, Fiji, Indonesia, Japan, Kiribati, 

Republic of Korea, Republic of the Marshall Islands, New Caledonia, New Zealand, Niue, Palau, Philippines, 

Samoa, Solomon Islands, Chinese Taipei, Tonga, Tuvalu, Tokelau, United States of America, Vanuatu, Ecuador, 

El Salvador, Panama, ANCORS, IPNLF, FFA, PEW, PIFS, PNA, The Ocean Foundation, SPC, SFP, and WWF 

were in attendance.  Meeting support was provided by the Secretariat. The Committee agreed by consensus to 

present to the Commission the decisions and recommendations set out below. 
 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM 1.        OPENING OF MEETING 

 

2. Mr. Michael Brakke (USA) and Ms. Camille Movick-Inatio (FSM) were the Co-Chairs for the 14th Session 

of the Finance and Administration Committee (FAC14). The meeting was called to order at 10:00AM. 

 

3. Executive Director (ED), Feleti Teo, gave a brief remarks and noted the challenges and limitations of this 

virtual meeting.  He highlighted that the Committee’s focus is to discuss the 2021 budget including the budgetary 

implications if the COVID-19 pandemic persists in the coming year. He also mentioned on the outcomes of the 

audit report and that the financial status were classified as unqualified or the finances were managed according the 

rules and procedures of the Commission.  

 

1.1 Adoption of agenda  

 

4. The FAC Co-Chair went through the agenda items set out in WCPFC16-2019-FAC13-01 and was 

adopted without revision.  
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1.2 Meeting arrangements 

 

5. The Secretariat detailed the FAC meeting arrangements and logistics. The Co-Chair hoped that the meeting 

will be run efficiently as possible and that all meeting papers will be taken as read. The Co-Chair asked for views 

on what sort of report the Committee wanted for the meeting (e.g. reflecting all interventions or only substantial 

issues). The Co-Chair encourage CCMs to inform the Co-Chairs, if they wanted their interventions reflected in the 

report. 
 

AGENDA ITEM 2.               AUDIT 

 

2.1      Auditor   Report   for   2019   and   General   Account   Financial Statements for 2019 

 

6. The Finance and Administration Manager (FAM) Aaron Nighswander summarized the information in 

WCPFC17-2020-FAC14-04 noting the 2019 audit was completed and circulated to CCMs on 9th September 2020. 

The Audit report was delayed this year as the auditor was based off island and needs to coordinate with their 

local counterpart here in Pohnpei. Based on the auditor’s report, 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 of 

USD 363,411 related primarily to delayed contributions.  

 

7. FAC14   recommended that   the   Commission accepts   the   audited financial statements for 2019 

as set out in paper WCPFC17-2020-FAC14-04. 

 

2.2      Appointment of An Auditor 

 

8. The FAM briefly discussed paper WCPFC17-2020-FAC14-05. The current two-year appointment of the 

external auditor, Deloitte and Touche LLP, ended after the audit of the 2019 accounts which was completed this 

year. Noted that the Commission’s Financial Regulation 12, sets out the requirements for the appointment of an 

external auditor for a period of two years. A tender for auditing services was circulated to Members on 15 

September 2020 that was posted on the Commission’s website.  The Secretariat received one proposal, from 

Deloitte and Touche LLP with a proposed cost of USD 7,000 per year to undertake this work. 

 

9. FAC14 recommended to the Commission that the auditor that submitted a bid be appointed for the 

next 2 years, to undertake the audits for 2020 and 2021 financial statements and accounts. 
 
 
AGENDA ITEM 3.        STATUS OF THE COMMISSION’S FUNDS 

 

3.1 Report on General Account Fund for 2020 –   Contributions and Other Incomes 

 

10. The FAM introduced paper WCPFC17-2020-FAC14-06.  The assessed contributions for 2020 was 

$7,566,549 and the outstanding 2020 unpaid contributions stand at $1,740,423 as of 1 November 2020.  

 

11. The paper WCPFC17-2020-FAC14-06 will be revised to update the recent payments received from PNG, 

FSM and Kiribati. 

 

12. FAC14 noted the report in WCPFC17-2020-FAC14-06. 

 

3.2 Report on the Status of Other Funds for 2020 
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13. The FAM discussed paper WCPFC17-2020-FAC14-07 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 Voluntary Contributions Fund; vi) the West Pacific East Asia Project Fund; and vii) the Working 

Capital Fund. 

 

14. The FAM emphasized that due to the COVID-19 pandemic, these funds were not fully utilized and many 

projects have been delayed in 2020. 

 

 

15. FAC14 noted the report in WCPFC17-2020-FAC14-07. 

 

AGENDA ITEM 4. HEADQUARTERS ISSUES 
 

4.1 Headquarters Matters 

 

16. The ED presented paper WCPFC17-2020-FAC14-08 highlighting the issues at headquarters arising in 

2020. The ED highlighted updates on the following topics: electricity, security, travel, environmental 

responsibility, IT audit and Information Security Policy (ISP). The office established a backup satellite connection 

with Kacific which launched internet services in FSM in 2020. The Headquarters power is now primarily generated 

by solar energy with roughly 80-90% of the power consumed from solar power which generates savings of around 

USD 60,000-70,000 per year due this solar technology. Currently, Pohnpei is COVID-19 free but Secretariat has 

been preparing staff, if FSM boarder will be open to repatriate FSM citizens and residents. There was one security 

incident last year were laptops were stolen. This incident happened last year after the Commission meeting. This 

was reported to the police and investigation is on progress.  It was also noted that shortage of medical personnel 

and facilities in Pohnpei is serious concern especially during this challenging times. 

 

17. FAC14 noted the report in WCPFC17-2020-FAC14-08. 

 

4.2. Professional Staff Salary 

 

18. The ED discussed paper WCPFC17-2020-FAC14-03. The ED emphasized that this was a re-submission of 

the previous paper submitted in FAC13 on the Triannual Salary Market Data Review for professional staff salaries that 

needs further consideration of the FAC. Based on the Commission’s Staff Regulation 19, there is a need to review 

professional staff salaries every three years. The support staff salaries were benchmark at the local market, professional 

staff salaries were benchmark at CROP agencies and Executive Director salary was benchmark at UN D-1.  In the 

2021 budget the local staff, per the Staff Regulations, were given a 2% increase based on inflation and the ED was 

given a 1.38% annual increase in the UN D1 scale due to inflation.  

 

19. Cook Islands updated the FAC that the small working group (SWG) was not established due to their need 

to repriortise resources due to COVID19 related impacts, but determined to establish the SWG before the year 

ends. The outcomes of the SWG will be reported in FAC15.  

 

20. Many CCMs expressed support for an annual increase, between 1.38% and 2%, in the professional staff 

salary related to inflation was warranted this year. 

 

21.  FAC14 agreed to recommend to the Commission that it approves a 1.7% increase in professional 

staff salary in 2021 excluding the Executive Director. 
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AGENDA ITEM 5.               WORK PROGRAMME AND BUDGET FOR 2021 AND INDICATIVE  

WORK PROGRAMME AND BUDGET FOR 2022 AND 2023  

 

22. The FAM presented paper WCPFC17-2020-FAC14-09, detailing the proposed 2021 budget based on 

recommendations from SC, TCC, Intersessional Working Groups and the WCPFC Secretariat. There were items 

that have not yet included in this budget pending Commission’s decisions. The FAM noted that the current 

proposed budget represents a 2.3% increase from the indicative 2021 budget and a 1.8% increase from the 2020 

budget. The FAM noted that there were significant savings in the 2020 expenditures due to travel restrictions and 

the inability to undertake certain activities brought by COVID-19 pandemic. The net amount of the proposed 

member contributions is USD6,857,027, once the estimated USD3,400 for bank interest, the USD50,000 from the 

CNM Contributions Fund, and the USD1,350,000 drawdown from the Working Capital Fund were accounted for 

in the contribution formula.  The proposed contributions represent generally a 11% decrease for 2021.  

 

23. The FAM reminded the Committee that FAC13 future work of the Commission in Annex 3 can be drawn 

down from USD220,000 line item budget and this may not result to any increase in CCMs contributions. 

 

24. FFA members suggested that the budget for Regional Capacity Building Workshops of USD130,000 in 

2020 be added in 2021 (Annex 3, Sub-item 2.3). This will be very important as this will be used for regional and 

national trainings related to COVID-19 protocols and observers in preparation for observers redeployment, when 

it is safe to do so. 

 

25. Several CCMs requested clarification on the following in Annex 3, Section 2: 

i) EUs contribution on Non-Entangling Biodegradable  FADs and SP Blue Shark Assessment 

ii) P60 – Improving purse seine species composition 

iii) P98 – Radiocarbon aging WS 

iv) P100 – Close-kin mark-recapture WS and P100b – Feasibility of CKMR assessment for SPALB 

v) P105 – Bomb radiocarbon age validation for BE / YF 

vi) P107 – SP blue shark assessment 

vii) Scientific Services (SPC) 

viii) ROP Trainings (Cross endorsement trainings, VMS trainings, Audit)  

ix) ROP Data Management 

 

26. The following were the responses of the Secretariat and SPC (Annex 3, Section 2): 

i) The paper will be revised to reflect EU’s contributions but currently it was not reflected as it does 

not impact Commissions budget; 

ii) On P60 - Improving purse seine species composition, there were other items that needs 

consideration for the budget not just the observer deployment, such as the actual statistical work. 

It was suggested to maintain that budget item in 2021 and maybe revisited in the coming year, 

taking into consideration the impacts of COVID-19 pandemic to this project; 

iii) The budget for P98 - Radiocarbon aging WS (USD35,000) was reallocated to P105; 

iv) The budget for P100 - Close-kin mark-recapture (CKMR) workshop which was USD7,500 was 

unspent. The continuation of this project is P100b – Feasibility of CKMR assessment for SPALB, 

the project budget will be an in-kind contribution from SPC and CSIRO. SPC informed that they 

have finalized funding for P100b from external sources; 

v) P105 - Bomb radiocarbon age validation for BE / YF, as noted some of the budget will come from 

P98 and this project was considered as High Priority 2 by the SC, SPC was investigating alternative 

funding, but this has not been finalized;  

vi) The budget for P107 - SP blue shark assessment of USD20,000 was a matching fund for EUs 

contribution; 
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vii) SPC’s expenditure was as originally budgeted in 2020, even though the SPC did not travel due to 

COVID. This reflected delivery of the additional work requested of SPC by WCPFC16; savings 

due to the lack of travel in 2020 were used so that, the additional USD75,000 budget line agreed 

by WCPFC16 to cover that additional work was not accessed by SPC in 2020. The 2021 budget 

will remain the same as requested noting that for budgeting purposes travel is expected to start by 

mid of 2021, SPC travel to SC and other Commission meetings needs to be funded for them to 

participate in the meetings; SPC also noted that considerable additional work had already been 

requested of them by WCPFC17, and a similar situation to that in 2020 is anticipated; 

viii) The budget for ROP training was suggested to be included despite of the impacts of COVID-19 

pandemic, as Secretariat was preparing this budget as if meetings and travels will happen in mid-

2021; 

ix) The ROP Data Management was mainly for staff salary. SPC continues to enter observer data as 

there were still observer data coming-in and there were some data backlogs in the previous years, 

this was a good opportunity to resolve those data entry backlogs. An additional annex will be 

added to the budget paper to cover ROP Data costs. 
 

27. Several CCMs prefer to reduce the budget for ROP data management and/or need more information on 

this line budget item. The EU sought for clarification in relation to possible duplication of task under the ROP data 

management budget and some activities listed under Annex 12 (FAC14-2020-09). In response SPC referred CCMs 

to the detailed information relating to the ROP budget in Annex 15. It was emphasized by SPC that this line budget 

item has been there for almost 5 years and no inflation adjustment has been made.   Some CCMs emphasized the 

importance of retaining SPCs core budget to ensure it can deliver on the Commissions requests. Some CCMs 

emphasized that it would be useful to have a more detailed presentation of SPCs budget for future FAC discussions. 

The Secretariat drew the FAC attention to the budget papers where part of that information could be found. 

 

 

28. FAC agreed to recommend that any additional resourcing needed to support Commission’s 

intersessional work can be drawn from the working capital fund. 

 

29. FAC14 agreed to recommend a 2021 budget of $ USD 8,190,633 (Annexes 1-3) pending any 
subsequent decision reached by WCPFC17 that will have an impact on the budget.   
 

 

AGENDA ITEM 6.               ELECTION OF CO-CHAIRS  

 

30.  Michael Brakke (USA) and Ms. Camille Movick-Inatio (FSM) will continue to serve as FAC Co-

Chairs. 

 

AGENDA 7.                          OTHER MATTERS 

 

31. No other items discussed 

 

AGENDA ITEM 8.               ADOPTION OF REPORT 

 

32. FAC14 adopted this summary report which was tabled as WCPFC17-2020-FAC14. 

 

33. FAC14   invites   WCPFC17   to   consider   this   report   and   to   endorse   its recommendations. 

 

AGENDA ITEM 9.               CLOSE OF MEETING 
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34. FAC Co-chairs, Ms. Camille Movick-Inatio and Mr. Michael Brakke, closed the final session of FAC14 

at 11:00 on 15 December 2020. 
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ANNEX 1

Approved 
budget 
2020

Estimated 
expenditure 

2020

Indicative 
budget 
2021

Proposed 
budget 
2021

Indicative 
budget 
2022

Indicative 
budget 
2023

Part 1 - Administrative Expenses of the Secretariat
Sub-Item 1.1 Staff Costs
Professional Staff Salary 925,363 864,773 934,064 943,750 954,982 960,750
Professional Staff Benefits and Allowances 822,986 817,794 858,220 865,791 850,061 853,464
Professional Staff Insurance 131,040 148,987 132,927 142,020 143,115 145,061
Recruitment/Repatriation 25,565 10,215 25,565 35,330 25,565 51,130
Support Staff 469,025 421,806 478,035 457,838 468,102 477,806
Total, sub-item 1.1 2,373,980 2,263,575 2,428,810 2,444,728 2,441,825 2,488,211
Sub-Item 1.2 Other Personnel Costs
Temporary Assistance/Overtime 16,500 5,350 16,500 16,500 16,500 16,500
Chairs Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 0
Consultants see note 1 138,000 127,144 138,000 138,000 138,000 138,000
Total, sub-item 1.2 154,500 132,494 154,500 154,500 154,500 154,500
Sub-item 1.3 Official Travel 210,000 35,667 210,000 122,500 210,000 210,000
Sub-item 1.4 General Operating Expenses
Electricity, Water, Sanitation 50,000 39,403 50,000 42,000 42,000 42,000
Communications/Courier 76,000 86,102 76,000 78,000 78,000 78,000
Office Supplies & Fuel 41,000 43,472 41,000 41,000 41,000 41,000
Audit 7,000 7,000 7,500 7,000 7,000 7,500
Bank Charges 9,500 9,842 9,500 10,000 10,000 10,000
Official Hospitality 10,000 10,000 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 3,868 6,400 6,400 6,400 6,400
Security 96,500 100,500 96,500 100,500 100,500 100,500
Training 10,000 7,853 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
Total, sub-item 1.4 314,400 316,040 314,900 312,900 312,900 313,400
Sub-item 1.5 Capital Expenditure
Vehicles 0 0 22,000 0 22,000 0
Information Technology 56,753 49,655 56,753 49,373 49,373 49,373
Website New Projects/Enhancements 8,000 13,705 8,000 13,320 13,320 13,320
Furniture and Equipment 32,000 21,759 32,000 32,000 32,000 32,000
Total, sub-item 1.5 96,753 85,119 118,753 94,693 116,693 94,693
Sub-item 1.6 Maintenance
Vehicles 6,000 5,328 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000
Information and Communication Technology 129,714 145,680 129,714 152,077 152,077 152,077
Buildings & Grounds 56,500 54,850 56,500 56,500 56,500 56,500
Gardeners and Cleaners 82,500 81,109 82,500 82,500 82,500 82,500
Insurance 26,500 27,485 26,500 27,500 27,500 27,500
Total, sub-item 1.6 301,214 314,452 301,214 324,577 324,577 324,577
Sub-item 1.7 Meeting Services
Annual Session see note 2 165,000 10,114 165,000 165,000 165,000 165,000
Scientific Committee 212,000 1,072 192,000 212,000 192,000 192,000
Northern Committee see note 3 18,000 450 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000
Technical and Compliance Committee 159,800 1,560 159,800 159,800 159,800 159,800
Total, sub-item 1.7 554,800 13,196 534,800 554,800 534,800 534,800
Sub-item 1.8 Furture Work - Commission  note 4 184,010 0 220,000 0 220,000 220,000
TOTAL, Section 1/Item 1 4,189,658 3,160,543 4,282,978 4,008,698 4,315,295 4,340,181

 and indicative figures for 2022 and 2023      (USD)
Summary of estimated General Fund budgetary requirements for 2021
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ANNEX 1 (continued)

Approved 
budget 
2020

Estimated 
expenditure 

2020

Indicative 
budget 
2021

Proposed 
budget 
2021

Indicative 
budget 
2022

Indicative 
budget 
2023

Part 2  - Science &Technical & Compliance Programme
Section 2 ( Item 2)
Sub-item 2.1 Scientific Services (SPC) 924,524 924,524 943,015 943,015 961,875 981,112
Sub-item 2.2 Scientific Research note 7

Additional Resourcing SPC 241,480 166,480 168,145 169,810 173,206 176,670
P35b Maintenance of WCPFC Tissue Bank 99,195 99,195 101,180 101,180 103,204 105,268
P42 Pacific Tuna Tagging Project 645,000 645,000 730,000 730,000 730,000 730,000
P60 Improving purse seine species composition 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 0 0
P65 Peer review of Stock Modelling 0 0 0 0 50,000 0
P68 Estimation of Seabird Mortality 0 0 0 0 75,000 0
P88 Acoustic FAD analyses 30,000 30,000 15,000 15,000 0 0
P90 Fish weights/lengths for scientific analyses 30,000 30,000 20,000 20,000 75,000 0
P97 - SRP 2021-2025 46,000 46,000 0 0 0 0
P98 - Radiocarbon aging WS 35,000 0 0 0 0 0
P99 - SWP MLS population biology 33,000 33,000 0 0 0 0
P100 - Close-kin mark-recapture 7,500 0 0 0 0 0
P103 - LRPs for WCPO elasmobranchs 25,000 25,000 0 0 0 0
P104 - LRPs for SW Pacific marlin / billfish 0 0 0 31,000 0 0
P105 - Bomb radiocarbon age validation for BE / YF 0 0 0 97,980 0 0
P107 - SP blue shark assessment 0 0 0 20,000 0 0
P108 - WCPO silky shark assessment 0 0 0 0 100,000 0
P109 - Training observers for elasmobranch sampling 0 0 0 25,000 0 0
Total, sub-item 2.2 1,232,175 1,114,675 1,074,325 1,249,970 1,306,409 1,011,938
Sub-item 2.3 Technical & Compliance  Programme

15,000 0 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 0 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 1,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
Vessel Monitoring System 235,000 266,977 235,000 270,000 270,000 270,000
Vessel Monitoring System - Airtime 204,600 197,382 206,646 206,646 208,712 210,800
Vessel Monitoring System - Security Audit 8,400 0 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 93,407 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Workshops/IATTC Cross Endor. Train. 10,000 4,983 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
AR Part 2/CMS Online Host. and Pub. 18,000 30,182 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000
Targeted Capacity Building 40,000 0 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
E-Monitoring and E-Reporting Activities 30,000 2,158 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
CMS Future Work  see note 5 0 0 0 50,000 10,000 0
Regional Capacity Building Workshops see note 6 130,000 0 130,000 260,000 130,000 130,000
Total, item 2.3 1,771,904 1,519,992 1,773,950 1,988,950 1,821,016 1,813,104
TOTAL, Section 2/Item 2 3,928,603 3,559,191 3,791,290 4,181,935 4,089,300 3,806,154
Total, Parts 1 & 2 8,118,261 6,719,734 8,074,268 8,190,633 8,404,595 8,146,335

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 WCPFC18

Note 3:  Northern Committee
As per WCPFC9, an additional $25,000 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:  Sub-item 1.8 Furture Work - Commission
Budget line added in 2020 to account for unidentified furture work that may be required by the Commission.

Note 5: CMS Future Work
In 2021 for CCFS Improvements $40,000 and CCFS Messaging tool feasibility/design $10,000

Note 6: Regional Capacity Building Workshops
FFA/SPC to advise on the use of these funds

Note 7: Scientific Research
P98 - Radiocarbon aging WS - $35,000 has been carried forward from the 2020 SC budget and SPC is seeking
additional outside funding for this work.
P100b - Feasibility of Close-Kin Mark-Recapture assessment for South Pacific albacore in the WCPO 
project to be funded externally through SPC
P107 - SP blue shark assessment funding in the budget is co-financing for the poject.  The EU is
providing $39,701 for this project
P110 - Non-entangling and biodegradable FADs to be funded thorugh voluntary contributions from the 
EU ($435,371), US ($85,000) and ISSF ($17,000). 
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ANNEX 2

Proposed budget expenditure total 8,190,633
less
Estimated interest (3,400)

Transfer from Working Capital Fund (1,350,000)

CNM Contributions Fund (50,000)

Total assessed contributions 6,787,233

Proposed budget expenditure total 8,404,595
less
Estimated interest and other income (3,400)

Transfer from Working Capital Fund (700,000)

CNM Contributions Fund (50,000)

Total assessed contributions 7,651,195

Proposed budget expenditure total 8,146,335
less
Estimated interest and other income (3,400)

Transfer from Working Capital Fund (350,000)

CNM Contributions Fund (50,000)

Total assessed contributions 7,742,935

Proposed General Fund financing table for 2021

Proposed General Fund financing table for 2022

Proposed General Fund financing table for 2023
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Annex 3

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 26,105 87,785 10,628 0 124,518 1.86% 0 124,518
Canada 26,105 79,463 48 0 105,616 1.58% 0 105,616
China 26,105 151,127 175,133 0 352,364 5.26% 0 352,364
Cook Islands 26,105 895 7,903 0 34,903 0.52% 21,659 56,562
European Union 26,105 224,840 31,616 0 282,561 4.22% 0 282,561
Federated States of Micronesia 26,105 4,907 282,864 0 313,877 4.69% 0 313,877
Fiji 26,105 7,794 24,606 0 58,504 0.87% 0 58,504
France 26,105 84,562 10,949 0 121,616 1.82% 0 121,616
Indonesia 26,105 15,902 95,836 0 137,842 2.06% 0 137,842
Japan 26,105 109,713 825,696 0 961,514 14.36% 0 961,514
Kiribati 26,105 4,304 315,094 0 345,503 5.16% 0 345,503
Korea 26,105 59,584 799,020 0 884,708 13.21% 0 884,708
Marshall Islands 26,105 2,940 200,016 0 229,060 3.42% 3,743 232,803
Nauru 26,105 629 28,681 0 55,415 0.83% 15,929 71,343
New Zealand 26,105 58,874 28,335 0 113,313 1.69% 0 113,313
Niue 26,105 81 0 0 26,185 0.39% 21,464 47,649
Palau 26,105 901 3,423 0 30,428 0.45% 20,775 51,203
Papua New Guinea 26,105 3,810 411,368 0 441,283 6.59% 0 441,283
Philippines 26,105 9,448 130,448 0 166,000 2.48% 0 166,000
Samoa 26,105 5,793 3,819 0 35,717 0.53% 0 35,717
Solomon Islands 26,105 2,783 75,420 0 104,308 1.56% 0 104,308
Chinese Taipei 26,105 41,700 690,388 0 758,192 11.32% 0 758,192
Tonga 26,105 5,225 426 0 31,755 0.47% 630 32,385
Tuvalu 26,105 583 18,290 0 44,977 0.67% 6,850 51,827
United States of America 26,105 298,545 500,573 0 825,223 12.32% 0 825,223
Vanuatu 26,105 4,212 80,484 0 110,801 1.65% 0 110,801
Totals 678,723 1,266,397 4,751,063 0 6,696,184 100% 91,050 6,787,233
* To be offset by the CNM Contributions Fund.

2021 Contribution Table
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Annex 3 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 17,900 895 22,554 21,659
Federated States of Micronesia 113,810 5,691 4,907 0
Fiji 889,950 44,498 7,794 0
Kiribati 117,610 5,881 4,304 0
Marshall Islands 58,790 2,940 6,683 3,743
Nauru 12,580 629 16,558 15,929
Niue 1,615 81 21,544 21,464
Palau 18,010 901 21,676 20,775
Papua New Guinea 8,776,110 438,806 3,810 0
Samoa 197,100 9,855 5,793 0
Solomon Islands 669,820 33,491 2,783 0
Tonga 104,490 5,225 5,854 630
Tuvalu 11,650 583 7,432 6,850
Vanuatu 299,880 14,994 4,212 0
Total 91,050

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 1.56% 3.4% 0
China 5.19% 11.5% 0
Japan 2.03% 4.5% 0
Korea 13.03% 28.9% 0
Chinese Taipei 11.17% 24.7% 0
United States of America 12.16% 26.9% 0
Total 45.14% 100.00% 0
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Annex 3 Cont.

Schedule of contributions based on proposed 2021 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 26,105 87,785 10,628 124,518 1.83% 140,368 1.83% 142,051 1.83%
Canada 26,105 79,463 48 105,616 1.56% 119,060 1.56% 120,488 1.56%
China 26,105 151,127 175,133 352,364 5.19% 397,217 5.19% 401,980 5.19%
Cook Islands 26,105 22,554 7,903 56,562 0.83% 63,762 0.83% 64,527 0.83%
European Union 26,105 224,840 31,616 282,561 4.16% 318,528 4.16% 322,348 4.16%
Federated States of Micronesia 26,105 4,907 282,864 313,877 4.62% 353,831 4.62% 358,073 4.62%
Fiji 26,105 7,794 24,606 58,504 0.86% 65,951 0.86% 66,742 0.86%
France 26,105 84,562 10,949 121,616 1.79% 137,097 1.79% 138,741 1.79%
Indonesia 26,105 15,902 95,836 137,842 2.03% 155,388 2.03% 157,252 2.03%
Japan 26,105 109,713 825,696 961,514 14.17% 1,083,907 14.17% 1,096,904 14.17%
Kiribati 26,105 4,304 315,094 345,503 5.09% 389,483 5.09% 394,153 5.09%
Korea 26,105 59,584 799,020 884,708 13.03% 997,325 13.03% 1,009,283 13.03%
Marshall Islands 26,105 6,683 200,016 232,803 3.43% 262,437 3.43% 265,584 3.43%
Nauru 26,105 16,558 28,681 71,343 1.05% 80,425 1.05% 81,389 1.05%
New Zealand 26,105 58,874 28,335 113,313 1.67% 127,737 1.67% 129,269 1.67%
Niue 26,105 21,544 0 47,649 0.70% 53,715 0.70% 54,359 0.70%
Palau 26,105 21,676 3,423 51,203 0.75% 57,721 0.75% 58,413 0.75%
Papua New Guinea 26,105 3,810 411,368 441,283 6.50% 497,455 6.50% 503,419 6.50%
Philippines 26,105 9,448 130,448 166,000 2.45% 187,131 2.45% 189,375 2.45%
Samoa 26,105 5,793 3,819 35,717 0.53% 40,263 0.53% 40,746 0.53%
Solomon Islands 26,105 2,783 75,420 104,308 1.54% 117,585 1.54% 118,995 1.54%
Chinese Taipei 26,105 41,700 690,388 758,192 11.17% 854,704 11.17% 864,952 11.17%
Tonga 26,105 5,854 426 32,385 0.48% 36,507 0.48% 36,945 0.48%
Tuvalu 26,105 7,432 18,290 51,827 0.76% 58,424 0.76% 59,124 0.76%
United States of America 26,105 298,545 500,573 825,223 12.16% 930,267 12.16% 941,422 12.16%

Vanuatu 26,105 4,212 80,484 110,801 1.63% 124,905 1.63% 126,403 1.63%
Totals 678,723 1,357,447 4,751,063 6,787,233 100.00% 7,651,195 100.00% 7,742,935 100.00%

2021 2022 Indicative 2023 Indicative
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ANNEX 1

Approved 
budget 
2020

Estimated 
expenditure 

2020

Indicative 
budget 
2021

Approved 
budget 
2021

Indicative 
budget 
2022

Indicative 
budget 
2023

Part 1 - Administrative Expenses of the Secretariat
Sub-Item 1.1 Staff Costs
Professional Staff Salary 925,363 864,773 934,064 943,750 954,982 960,750
Professional Staff Benefits and Allowances 822,986 817,794 858,220 865,791 850,061 853,464
Professional Staff Insurance 131,040 148,987 132,927 142,020 143,115 145,061
Recruitment/Repatriation 25,565 10,215 25,565 35,330 25,565 51,130
Support Staff 469,025 421,806 478,035 457,838 468,102 477,806
Total, sub-item 1.1 2,373,980 2,263,575 2,428,810 2,444,728 2,441,825 2,488,211
Sub-Item 1.2 Other Personnel Costs
Temporary Assistance/Overtime 16,500 5,350 16,500 16,500 16,500 16,500
Chairs Expenses 0 0 0 0 0 0
Consultants see note 1 138,000 127,144 138,000 138,000 138,000 138,000
Total, sub-item 1.2 154,500 132,494 154,500 154,500 154,500 154,500
Sub-item 1.3 Official Travel 210,000 35,667 210,000 122,500 210,000 210,000
Sub-item 1.4 General Operating Expenses
Electricity, Water, Sanitation 50,000 39,403 50,000 42,000 42,000 42,000
Communications/Courier 76,000 86,102 76,000 78,000 78,000 78,000
Office Supplies & Fuel 41,000 43,472 41,000 41,000 41,000 41,000
Audit 7,000 7,000 7,500 7,000 7,000 7,500
Bank Charges 9,500 9,842 9,500 10,000 10,000 10,000
Official Hospitality 10,000 10,000 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 3,868 6,400 6,400 6,400 6,400
Security 96,500 100,500 96,500 100,500 100,500 100,500
Training 10,000 7,853 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
Total, sub-item 1.4 314,400 316,040 314,900 312,900 312,900 313,400
Sub-item 1.5 Capital Expenditure
Vehicles 0 0 22,000 0 22,000 0
Information Technology 56,753 49,655 56,753 49,373 49,373 49,373
Website New Projects/Enhancements 8,000 13,705 8,000 13,320 13,320 13,320
Furniture and Equipment 32,000 21,759 32,000 32,000 32,000 32,000
Total, sub-item 1.5 96,753 85,119 118,753 94,693 116,693 94,693
Sub-item 1.6 Maintenance
Vehicles 6,000 5,328 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000
Information and Communication Technology 129,714 145,680 129,714 152,077 152,077 152,077
Buildings & Grounds 56,500 54,850 56,500 56,500 56,500 56,500
Gardeners and Cleaners 82,500 81,109 82,500 82,500 82,500 82,500
Insurance 26,500 27,485 26,500 27,500 27,500 27,500
Total, sub-item 1.6 301,214 314,452 301,214 324,577 324,577 324,577
Sub-item 1.7 Meeting Services
Annual Session see note 2 165,000 10,114 165,000 165,000 165,000 165,000
Scientific Committee 212,000 1,072 192,000 212,000 192,000 192,000
Northern Committee see note 3 18,000 450 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000
Technical and Compliance Committee 159,800 1,560 159,800 159,800 159,800 159,800
Total, sub-item 1.7 554,800 13,196 534,800 554,800 534,800 534,800
Sub-item 1.8 Furture Work - Commission  note 4 184,010 0 220,000 0 220,000 220,000
TOTAL, Section 1/Item 1 4,189,658 3,160,543 4,282,978 4,008,698 4,315,295 4,340,181

 and indicative figures for 2022 and 2023      (USD)
Summary of estimated General Fund budgetary requirements for 2021
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ANNEX 1 (continued)

Approved 
budget 
2020

Estimated 
expenditure 

2020

Indicative 
budget 
2021

Approved 
budget 
2021

Indicative 
budget 
2022

Indicative 
budget 
2023

Part 2  - Science &Technical & Compliance Programme
Section 2 ( Item 2)
Sub-item 2.1 Scientific Services (SPC) 924,524 924,524 943,015 943,015 961,875 981,112
Sub-item 2.2 Scientific Research note 7

Additional Resourcing SPC 241,480 166,480 168,145 169,810 173,206 176,670
P35b Maintenance of WCPFC Tissue Bank 99,195 99,195 101,180 101,180 103,204 105,268
P42 Pacific Tuna Tagging Project 645,000 645,000 730,000 730,000 730,000 730,000
P60 Improving purse seine species composition 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 0 0
P65 Peer review of Stock Modelling 0 0 0 0 50,000 0
P68 Estimation of Seabird Mortality 0 0 0 0 75,000 0
P88 Acoustic FAD analyses 30,000 30,000 15,000 15,000 0 0
P90 Fish weights/lengths for scientific analyses 30,000 30,000 20,000 20,000 75,000 0
P97 - SRP 2021-2025 46,000 46,000 0 0 0 0
P98 - Radiocarbon aging WS 35,000 0 0 0 0 0
P99 - SWP MLS population biology 33,000 33,000 0 0 0 0
P100 - Close-kin mark-recapture 7,500 0 0 0 0 0
P103 - LRPs for WCPO elasmobranchs 25,000 25,000 0 0 0 0
P104 - LRPs for SW Pacific marlin / billfish 0 0 0 31,000 0 0
P105 - Bomb radiocarbon age validation for BE / YF 0 0 0 97,980 0 0
P107 - SP blue shark assessment 0 0 0 20,000 0 0
P108 - WCPO silky shark assessment 0 0 0 0 100,000 0
P109 - Training observers for elasmobranch sampling 0 0 0 25,000 0 0
Total, sub-item 2.2 1,232,175 1,114,675 1,074,325 1,249,970 1,306,409 1,011,938
Sub-item 2.3 Technical & Compliance  Programme

15,000 0 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 0 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 1,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
Vessel Monitoring System 235,000 266,977 235,000 270,000 270,000 270,000
Vessel Monitoring System - Airtime 204,600 197,382 206,646 206,646 208,712 210,800
Vessel Monitoring System - Security Audit 8,400 0 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 93,407 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
Workshops/IATTC Cross Endor. Train. 10,000 4,983 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
AR Part 2/CMS Online Host. and Pub. 18,000 30,182 18,000 18,000 18,000 18,000
Targeted Capacity Building 40,000 0 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
E-Monitoring and E-Reporting Activities 30,000 2,158 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
CMS Future Work  see note 5 0 0 0 50,000 10,000 0
Regional Capacity Building Workshops see note 6 130,000 0 130,000 260,000 130,000 130,000
Total, item 2.3 1,771,904 1,519,992 1,773,950 1,988,950 1,821,016 1,813,104
TOTAL, Section 2/Item 2 3,928,603 3,559,191 3,791,290 4,181,935 4,089,300 3,806,154
Total, Parts 1 & 2 8,118,261 6,719,734 8,074,268 8,190,633 8,404,595 8,146,335

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 WCPFC18

Note 3:  Northern Committee
As per WCPFC9, an additional $25,000 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:  Sub-item 1.8 Furture Work - Commission
Budget line added in 2020 to account for unidentified furture work that may be required by the Commission.

Note 5: CMS Future Work
In 2021 for CCFS Improvements $40,000 and CCFS Messaging tool feasibility/design $10,000

Note 6: Regional Capacity Building Workshops
FFA/SPC to advise on the use of these funds

Note 7: Scientific Research
P98 - Radiocarbon aging WS - $35,000 has been carried forward from the 2020 SC budget and SPC is seeking
additional outside funding for this work.
P100b - Feasibility of Close-Kin Mark-Recapture assessment for South Pacific albacore in the WCPO 
project to be funded externally through SPC
P107 - SP blue shark assessment funding in the budget is co-financing for the poject.  The EU is
providing $39,701 for this project
P110 - Non-entangling and biodegradable FADs to be funded thorugh voluntary contributions from the 
EU ($435,371), US ($85,000) and ISSF ($17,000). 
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Attachment Q 
 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

 

 

ALC 

ANCORS 

– 

– 

Automatic Location Communicator 

Australian National Centre for Ocean Resources and Security 

APIL – Advocates for Public Interest Law 

CCM – Members, Cooperating Non-members and participating Territories 

CCFS – Compliance Case File System 

CDS – catch documentation scheme 

CMM – Conservation and Management Measure 

CMR – Compliance Monitoring Report 

CMS – Compliance Monitoring Scheme 

CNM 

CNMI 

– 

– 

Cooperating Non-Member 

Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands 

the Convention – 
The Convention for the Conservation and Management of Highly 

Migratory Fish Stocks in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean 

COVID-19 – coronavirus disease 

CPUE – catch per unit effort 

DPRK – Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 

EEZ – exclusive economic zone 

EM – electronic monitoring 

ER – electronic reporting 

ERandEM – electronic reporting and electronic monitoring  

ERA – ecological risk assessment 

EHSP-SMA – Eastern High Seas Pocket-Special Management Area 

EU – European Union 

F 

FAC 

– 

– 

fishing mortality rate 

Finance and Administration Committee 

FAD – fish aggregation device 

FAO – Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 

FFA – Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency 

FMSY – fishing mortality that will support the maximum sustainable yield 

FMA 

FNA 

– 

– 

fishery management area 

fins naturally attached 

FSI – Flag State Investigation 

FSM – Federated States of Micronesia  
HCR – harvest control rule 

HRS – Human Rights at Sea  

HSBI – high seas boarding and inspection 

IATTC – Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission 

ICCAT 

IELP 

IGOs 

ILO 

IMO 

– 

– 

– 

– 

– 

International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas 

International Environmental Law Project 

intergovernmental organizations 

International Labour Organization 

International Maritime Organization  
IMS – information management system 

IOTC 

IPNLF 

– 

– 

Indian Ocean Tuna Commission 

International Pole and Line Foundation 
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ISC – 
International Scientific Committee for Tuna and Tuna-like Species 

in the North Pacific Ocean 

ISSF – International Seafood Sustainability Foundation 

IT – information technology 

IUU – illegal, unreported and unregulated 

IWG – intersessional working group 

JTF – Japan Trust Fund 

JWG – joint tuna RFMO Working Group on FADS 

KFEM – Korea Federation for Environmental Movements 

LRP – limit reference point 

M – mortality 

MCS 

MIMRA 

– 

– 

Monitoring, control and surveillance 

Marshall Islands Marine Resources Authority 

MOC – management options consultation 

MOU 

MP 

MSC 

– 

– 

– 

memorandum of understanding 

management procedure 

Marine Stewardship Council 

MSE – management strategy evaluation 

MSY – maximum sustainable yield 

mt – metric ton 

MTU – mobile transceiver unit 

NC 

NEAFC 

NGO 

NP 

ODF 

OFCF 

OM 

PBFWG 

pCMR 

– 

– 

– 

– 

– 

– 

– 

– 

Northern Committee 

North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission  

non-governmental Organization 

North Pacific 

Online Discussion Forum 

Overseas Fishery Cooperation Foundation (Japan) 

operating model 

Pacific bluefin tuna working group (ISC) 

provisional Compliance Monitoring Report 

PEW 

PI 

PITIA 

– 

– 

– 

The Pew Charitable Trusts 

performance indicator 

Pacific Islands Tuna Industry Association 

PNA – Parties to the Nauru Agreement 

PNG 

PRM 

PSMA 

RFV 

– 

– 

– 

– 

Papua New Guinea 

post-release mortality 

Port state Measures Agreement  

Record of Fishing Vessels 

ROP – Regional Observer Programme 

RFMO – regional fisheries management organization 

RMI – Republic of the Marshall Islands 

SB – spawning biomass 

SC – Scientific Committee of the WCPFC 

SIDS 

SIP 

– 

– 

small island developing states 

strategic investment plan 

SPC – Secretariat of the Pacific Community 

SPC-OFP – The Pacific Community Oceanic Fisheries Programme 

SPR  Spawning potential ratio, or spawning potential per recruit  

SRA – spatial risk assessment 

SRF – Special Requirements Fund 

SRR – stock-recruitment relationship 
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SSI – species of special interest 

SSP 

SST 

SWG 

– 

– 

– 

standards, specifications and procedures 

sea surface temperature 

small working group 

T 

TCC 

TNC 

– 

– 

– 

metric ton 

Technical and Compliance Committee 

The Nature Conservancy 

TOR 

t-RFMO 

TRP 

UN 

UNCLOS 

UNFSA 

– 

– 

– 

– 

– 

– 

terms of reference 

tuna RFMO 

target reference point 

United Nations 

United Nations Convention on the Law of the Seas 

United Nations Fish Stocks Agreement  
USA – United States of America 

USD 

VDS 

VID 

VMS 

– 

– 

– 

– 

US dollars 

vessel day scheme 

vessel identification (number) 

vessel monitoring system 

WCPFC 
– 

 
Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission  

WCPFC 

Convention 

Area 

– 

Area of competence of the Commission for the Conservation and 

Management of Highly Migratory Fish Stocks in the Western and 

Central Pacific Ocean, as defined in Article 3 of the Convention 

WCPFC 

Statistical Area 
– 

The WCPFC Statistical Area is defined in para. 8 of “Scientific 

data to be provided to the Commission” (as adopted at WCPFC13) 

WCNPO – Western and Central North Pacific Ocean 

WCPO – western and central Pacific Ocean 

WG 

WPEA 

WPO 

WPFMC 

– 

– 

– 

– 

working group 

West Pacific and East Asian Seas 

Western Pacific Ocean 

Western Pacific Regional Fishery Management Council 

WTPO – World Tuna Purse Seine Organisation 

WWF  – World Wide Fund for Nature 
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