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

Basic Instrument

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

Implementing Legislation

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

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

Commission Headgquarters

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

6th Floor

28002, Madrid

Spain

Executive Secretary: Mr. Driss Meski
Telephone (from U.S.): (011) 34-91-416-5600
Fax: (011)34-91-415-2612

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

General e-mail requests: info@jiccat.int

Budget

The Commission's Standing Committee on Finance and Administration (STACFAD) approves a biennial budget during each
regular meeting of the Commission. ICCAT’s financial situation has been strong in recent years. At its 2011 Annual
Meeting, the Commission adopted a budget of 2,966,356 Euros for 2012 and 3,025,683 Euros for 2013. The U.S.
contribution is 171,574 Euros for 2012 and 174,973 Euros for 2013. The United States and other ICCAT members have also
periodically provided extra-budgetary funds to ICCAT to support various initiatives, including ICCAT’s data fund for the
improvement of ICCAT statistics. In addition, in 2011, a meeting participation fund was established to support the attendance
of developing State members to various scientific and non-scientific ICCAT meetings. Support for this fund has been
provided from voluntary contributions and from ICCAT’s Working Capital Fund. At the 2012 Annual Meeting it was agreed
that €150,000 from the Working Capital fund should be transferred to the Meeting Participation Fund.

U.S. Representation

A. Appointment Process:

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

B. U.S. Commissioners:

Government

Mr. Russell F. Smith

Deputy Assistant Secretary for
International Fisheries, NOAA
HCHB, 14" & Constitution Ave NW
Washington, D.C. 20230-0001

Recreational
Ms. Ellen Peel
The Billfish Foundation

Commercial
Ms. Randi Parks Thomas (Alternate)
RPT Advisors

C. Advisory Structure:

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

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

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

The Chairman of the Advisory Committee is Dr. John Graves, The College of William and Mary, Virginia Institute of Marine
Science, School of Marine Science, Gloucester Point, VA 23062. The Committee’s Executive Secretary is Rachel
O’Malley, Office of International Affairs, National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA, 1315 East-West Highway, Silver
Spring, MD 20910. The Committee meets at least twice a year, usually in Silver Spring, Maryland. The Committee’s
Statement of Operating Practices and Procedures is available from its Executive Secretary.

Description

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

B. Organizational Structure:

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

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

Panels are established by the Commission and are responsible for review of the species under their purview; collection of
scientific and other information; proposing conservation recommendations for joint actions; and recommending studies by
the Contracting Parties. Currently, Panel 1 covers tropical tunas (bigeye, yellowfin, and skipjack). Panel 2 covers North
Atlantic temperate tunas (northern bluefin and albacore). Panel 3 covers South Atlantic temperate tunas (southern bluefin
and albacore). Finally, Panel 4 covers other species, including swordfish, billfishes, sharks, and other species.

ICCAT has established four standing committees as follows: (1) the Standing Committee on Research and Statistics (SCRS),
(2) the Standing Committee on Finance and Administration (STACFAD), (3) the Conservation and Management Measures
Compliance Committee (COC), and (4) the Permanent Working Group for the Improvement of ICCAT Statistics and
Conservation Measures (PWG). At the 2011 Annual Meeting, the Commission amended the terms of reference for the COC
and the PWG, redefining their respective mandates. Previously, much of the focus of the PWG was directed toward gaining
the cooperation of ICCAT non-members with the conservation and management measures of the Commission. The PWG
now focuses primarily on developing or improving technical monitoring, control, and surveillance measures. The COC
focuses primarily on reviewing implementation of and adherence to ICCAT conservation and management measures for both
members and non-members of the Commission.

C. Programs:

The Commission concerns itself with (1) joint planning of research, coordination of research carried on by agencies of the
Parties in accordance with its plans, and joint evaluation of the results of such research; (2) the collection and analysis of
statistical information relating to the condition of fishery resources in the Convention area; and (3) joint formulation of
regulatory recommendations for submission to the Parties.

Recommendations adopted by the Commission are submitted to contracting governments for acceptance. These
recommendations become effective for all Parties to the Convention six months after their formal submission to all Parties
(unless otherwise stated) provided objections are not made during that period by concerned contracting governments. Each
Contracting Party has the responsibility for implementing and enforcing the Commission's recommended conservation and
management measures.

Additional information:
The proceedings of ICCAT’s annual meetings and a complete accounting of all ICCAT conservation and management

measures, including those relating to compliance issues, can be found on the ICCAT website (www.ICCAT.int).

Panel 1 - Bigeye, Yellowfin and Skipjack Tunas
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The latest assessment of bigeye tuna (2010) estimated that relative biomass and the relative fishing mortality rate are very
close to the levels associated with maximum sustainable yield (MSY), although there is considerable uncertainty in the
assessment of stock status and productivity for bigeye. Yellowfin tuna was assessed in 2011, and the SCRS estimated that
the stock was overfished but overfishing was not occurring. Skipjack tuna was last assessed in 2008. While the results were
uncertain, the SCRS found that skipjack stocks in both the East Atlantic and West Atlantic are most likely not overfished and
not subject to overfishing. Bigeye, yellowfin and skipjack are tropical tunas most often found as mixed stocks in their
juvenile phase. Mature fish are known to migrate across the Atlantic where they are important components of the fisheries of
various countries, including the United States. The high proportion of juvenile bigeye and yellowfin catches by some surface
fleets and the consequent impacts on yields has remained a serious concern for many years.

In 2011, ICCAT adopted Recommendation 11-01, which maintains the annual total allowable catch (TAC) for bigeye tuna at
85,000 mt, consistent with scientific advice, and provides additional protection for juvenile bigeye and yellowfin tunas by
substantially increasing the size and duration of the Gulf of Guinea time and area closure with respect to fishing vessels using
fish aggregating devices (FADs). Further, the recommendation strengthened monitoring and control measures for the Gulf of
Guinea fishery, including by establishing an ICCAT-run regional observer program. The measure also maintained catch and
capacity limits for major harvesters and established new reporting obligations, including submission of FAD management
plans and lists of authorized and active vessels. In 2013, ICCAT is expected to consider improvements to the management
and monitoring requirements for FADs. ICCAT has also adopted an annual TAC for yellowfin tuna of 110,000 mt beginning
in 2012. This limit is to be revisited if total catches exceed the TAC. Given concerns about the quality of data in some Gulf
of Guinea fisheries, efforts are underway to improve this situation through enhanced port sampling and other means. In
addition, SCRS is beginning to implement a large-scale tagging program for tropical tunas to improve knowledge about
tropical tuna species, including with regard to basic biological parameters.

Panel 2 - North Atlantic Bluefin Tuna and Albacore:

Western Atlantic Bluefin Tuna: At its 1998 meeting, ICCAT adopted a rebuilding program for Western Atlantic bluefin tuna
with the goal of reaching MSY in 20 years. This was the first time that ICCAT articulated a rebuilding goal to guide its
management actions and adopted a plan for achieving that goal. The initial annual TAC established under the program was
2,500 mt, inclusive of dead discards. The rebuilding program provided flexibility to alter the TAC, the MSY target, and/or
the rebuilding period based upon subsequent scientific advice. The TAC, shared by the United States, Japan, Canada, the
United Kingdom (in respect of Bermuda), France (in respect of St. Pierre et Miquelon), and Mexico has been adjusted
periodically since 1998 and other elements of the rebuilding program have also been altered, such as the tolerance for
recreational catches of bluefin tuna weighing less than 30 kg (the current minimum size in the west).

Since 2008 the TAC for western bluefin tuna has been reduced, in keeping with scientific advice. In 2010, based on
scientific advice, ICCAT adopted a measure that reduced the TAC from 1,800 mt to 1,750 mt for 2011 and 2012,
incorporated the three minor harvesters (UK-Bermuda, France-St. Pierre and Miquelon, and Mexico) into the allocation table
at their current quota levels, added some reporting obligations (in particular a requirement to provide provisional monthly
catch reports to the Secretariat), and continued a bilateral quota transfer arrangement from Mexico to Canada (i.e., 86.5 mt in
both 2011 and 2012) first agreed upon in 2008. In 2012, ICCAT adopted a one-year measure that maintained aspects of the
previous recommendation, including the TAC (1,750 mt) and the allocation key. Recommendation 12-02 also includes the
establishment of an absolute minimum size consistent with current U.S. regulations and a requirement that transfer of quota
underharvest be used to support cooperative research under the Atlantic-Wide Bluefin Tuna Research Program. An
intersessional workshop will convene in June 2013 to enhance the manager-scientist dialogue for western Atlantic bluefin
tuna.

Eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean Bluefin Tuna: ICCAT began adopting measures to limit harvests of eastern Atlantic and
Mediterranean bluefin tuna, including TACs and country specific quotas, in the mid to late 1990s due to concerns about the
status of the stock. The United States has long urged the adoption of strong conservation measures in the east in particular
due to the growing evidence of stock mixing. For many years, eastern harvesters failed to follow scientific advice on TAC
levels and other actions and largely failed to effectively implement measures that were agreed. This situation began to
change in the late 2000s.

In 2008, ICCAT adopted a substantially strengthened recommendation for the eastern fishery that included a reduction in
TAC, extension of the Mediterranean time and area closure, freezing and reductions of fleet capacity, and freezing of farming
capacity. New monitoring and control measures were also introduced, including a regional observer program for large-scale
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purse seine vessels, a ban on at-sea transshipment, a revised boarding and inspection regime, and enhanced control and
reporting measures for caging transfer activities. Significantly, the measure also required all parties to establish individual
vessel quotas for their fleets. In 2009, ICCAT agreed on a further reduction in the TAC to 13,500 mt, which was below the
15,000 mt TAC recommended by the SCRS. Further, the recommendation required the Commission to establish a three-year
recovery plan at the 2010 annual meeting with the goal of rebuilding the stock by the end of 2022 with at least a 60%
probability. The measure extended the length of the purse seine time and area closure in the Mediterranean, required further
reductions in fishing capacity by 2013, and limited the level of joint fishing operations. At the 2010 annual meeting, the
TAC for the eastern stock was reduced 600 mt to12,900 mt. This reduction was in addition to existing quota paybacks for
previous overharvests by the EU and Tunisia. Recommendation 10-04 also established a new allocation arrangement and
tightened monitoring and control measures for the eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean fishery, including requiring the
placement of observers on towing vessels that deliver bluefin tuna to farms.

Available information indicates that compliance with ICCAT rules has improved substantially over the last few years and
total catches in this fishery have remained below the TAC. In 2012, ICCAT adopted a TAC for eastern Atlantic and
Mediterranean stocks of 13,400 mt. Algeria was granted an extra, temporary allocation of 100 mt for 2013 and 2014 to
address the reduction of its historical quota, bringing the effective TAC to 13,500 mt, within the scientific advice.
Recommendation 12-03 also shifted the purse seine fishing season later by one week and included improvements to MCS
provisions, including mandatory use of stereoscopic cameras in transfers during caging and farming operations and
improvements to the high seas boarding and inspection scheme. The SCRS will update the assessment for eastern
Atlantic/Mediterranean bluefin tuna in 2014, while a full assessment of both eastern and western stocks using new data will
occur in 2015.

Research: In 2008, the Commission, recognizing the usefulness of biological samples in the understanding of bluefin tuna
movement patterns and resolving issues associated with stock origin, spawning site fidelity, and mixing, adopted a resolution
encouraging parties to consider making a portion of BFT quota available, consistent with domestic obligations, conservation
considerations, and a bona fide research plan, to collect otoliths for microconstituent analyses and samples for genetic
studies. In further support of bluefin tuna research, ICCAT adopted a recommendation in 2011 that establishes a research
quota of 20 mt to be utilized in support of ICCAT’s Atlantic-Wide Bluefin Tuna Research Program multi-year program of
research on bluefin tuna stock structure, abundance, and other important scientific questions.

Northern Albacore: At its 1998 meeting, ICCAT adopted a measure to limit fishing capacity in the northern albacore fishery.
This action was intended to prevent further increases in fishing mortality given scientific advice at the time, which considered
that the stock was close to full exploitation. A TAC and other management measures were first adopted for the stock in 2000.
Based on the 2009 stock assessment that indicated the stock was overfished with overfishing occurring, the Commission
adopted a rebuilding program aimed at recovering the stock by 2020. The TAC was set at 28,000 mt for the 2010 fishing
season. The measure also maintained the previously agreed 25% limit on carry forward of quota underharvests as well as
capacity limits. The TAC level agreed for 2010 represented a reduction from the 2009 level, and the bulk of the TAC
reduction was shouldered by the major harvesters (EU and Taiwan). In 2011, ICCAT continued the rebuilding program for
this stock, extending the TAC and sharing arrangement for another two-year period. The next stock assessment will be
conducted in 2013, and SCRS was tasked with developing a limit reference point for the stock. In addition, the 2011 measure
specified that future management measures should include a provision that would trigger implementation of a rebuilding plan
if biomass approaches the limit reference point.

Panel 3 - South Atlantic Bluefin Tuna and Albacore:

Southern Bluefin Tuna: No management measures have been established by ICCAT for southern bluefin tuna. This stock is
distributed among the Indian, Pacific, and Atlantic Oceans. Stocks are assessed and managed by the Commission for the
Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tunas (CCSBT). Given the overlap of distribution of this species between the Convention
areas of both ICCAT and CCSBT, ICCAT will, as appropriate, collaborate in scientific work of CCSBT regarding this
species and monitor its management.

Southern Albacore: Due to concerns about the status of the resource, ICCAT adopted management measures for southern
albacore for the first time at its 1994 meeting. Southern albacore was managed under a multi-year management measure
from 2005-11 that included a TAC but no country specific quota allocations for the major (i.e., active) fishing parties.
Instead, near-real time reporting requirements were instituted for the active fishing parties so the fishery could be closed if
the TAC was reached. In 2007, when scientific advice called for a reduction in the TAC, the majority of the reduction was
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absorbed by the “active” fishing parties. In 2011, a new management measure was adopted for southern albacore that reduced
the TAC to 24,000 mt, in line with scientific advice, and, for the first time, established a sharing arrangement amongst the
major harvesters. The southern albacore stock will be reassessed in 2013.

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

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

The 2006 stock assessment for North Atlantic swordfish indicated that the stock was almost rebuilt only seven years into the
10-year rebuilding program. In 2006, ICCAT adopted revisions to the rebuilding program setting a TAC of 14,000 mt per
year for 2007 and 2008. Given the improved status of the stock, several ICCAT members received increased access to the
resource—in large measure due to U.S. flexibility. In 2008, the Commission agreed to roll over the North Atlantic swordfish
management measures through 2009 pending completion of a new stock assessment.

The 2009 stock assessment indicated that the stock was rebuilt but recommended a modest reduction in the TAC. At the
2009 Commission meeting, ICCAT adopted a proposal to extend the North Atlantic swordfish management measures in
effect for 2009 through 2010 but with a reduced TAC of 13,700 mt, in line with scientific advice. At its 2010 meeting,
ICCAT agreed to extend the measure again (through the 2011 fishing season). This agreement provided several developing
states with an allocation from the TAC (rather than fishery access based on allocations from available underharvest) and also
included a requirement that all parties submit annual fishery management/development plans. These plans include
information on the history of their fishery, monitoring and control measures, and how they take into account ecosystem
considerations. Information from the plans helped inform North Atlantic swordfish management discussions in 2011. At its
2011 meeting, ICCAT adopted a two-year management measure that extended the 13,700 mt TAC and preserved the current
catch limit for U.S. fishermen. It also included, among other things, a strengthened provision to ensure the TAC would not
be exceeded and allowed implementation of an alternative approach for calculating the minimum size (cleithrum-keel, rather
than lower jaw-fork length), which better reflects how the U.S. fishery operates and is expected to result in fewer discards. In
addition, several temporary quota transfers were agreed, including a transfer from the United States to Morocco that is linked
to joint research to mitigate bycatch.

The next stock assessment is scheduled for 2013. SCRS has been charged with developing a limit reference point for the
North Atlantic swordfish stock, which would be used to trigger a rebuilding plan in the future should biomass decrease to a
level approaching the limit reference point.

South Atlantic Swordfish: The Commission established management measures for South Atlantic swordfish for the first time
in 1994. Measures adopted over the years limited countries to catch levels consistent with certain reference years and in later
years an annual TAC and country specific allocations were established. The recommendation adopted in 2006 set the TAC at
the scientifically recommended 17,000 mt, but authorized removals of 17,475 mt in 2007 and 2008 and 17,440 mt in 2009.
To help ensure that the TAC would not be exceeded, a provision required the Commission to adjust catch limits as necessary
and appropriate if the annual TAC of 17,000 mt were exceeded in any given year so that the overall catch for the 2007-09
period would not exceed the total allowable catch for the period (i.e., 51,000 mt). However, some parties were not catching
their full quotas, so actual catches in 2007-09 did not exceed the TAC level. In 2009, a scientifically based TAC of 15,000
mt was established for 2010-2013 with a cap of 45,000 mt over the three-year plan. The United States retained its 100 mt
quota as well as its ability to carry forward up to 100 mt of underharvest, but agreed, together with other parties, to transfer
some underharvest to developing ICCAT members. In 2012, ICCAT adopted a one-year rollover of the 2009
recommendation so that any new conservation and management measures can take into account the results of the 2013 stock
assessment.

Mediterranean Swordfish: Following a stock assessment in 2003, the Commission adopted a recommendation that required
Contracting Parties to take the necessary measures to reduce the mortality of juvenile swordfish in the Mediterranean. The
recommendation also prohibited the use of driftnets in fisheries for large pelagics in the Mediterranean. In 2007, SCRS
found that the stock was still overfished with overfishing occurring and high juvenile mortality. An EU proposal for a
seasonal closure from October 15 — November 15 was adopted by the Commission in 2007 and extended by 1 month
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(October 1 — November 30) in 2008. In 2009 ICCAT adopted additional reporting and monitoring requirements, including a
fishing vessel register for the Mediterranean swordfish fleet, and requested that SCRS evaluate the effectiveness of the
time/area closure. A new stock assessment was conducted in 2010. Although SCRS determined that the stock was still
overfished and that overfishing was occurring, no new measures were adopted. In 2011, ICCAT adopted an additional 1-
month time/area closure, a minimum size for retained fish, and gear limitations, but the measure still falls short of the
scientific advice.

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

Blue and White Marlins: At its 1997 meeting, the Commission adopted the first mandatory conservation measures for
Atlantic blue marlin and white marlins in the form of a landings cap. This measure was in place until 2000. At its 2000
meeting, the Commission determined that additional action was necessary and adopted a two-phase plan to rebuild depleted
populations of Atlantic blue marlin and white marlin. This plan was amended several times over the years, including
improving information on and control of artisanal fisheries. In 2011, additional reductions in allowable catch were adopted
for both blue and white marlins taken by longline and purse seine vessels. Spearfish were explicitly included as part of the
white marlin species complex per SCRS advice, and the SCRS was tasked with evaluating possible time/area closures. The
SCRS and the Secretariat were also directed to review existing data and information collection programs for artisanal billfish
fisheries, including those of other regional and sub-regional fisheries management organizations, and to develop a plan to
improve data collection in these fisheries, to be presented in 2013. In 2012, ICCAT adopted a recommendation that
established an overall landings limit for each stock with country-specific quotas, which are expected to result in mortality
reductions consistent with scientific advice. The measure also set an Atlantic-wide recreational minimum size for marlins and
banned the sale of recreationally caught marlins.

Sailfish: In 2009, SCRS conducted a sailfish assessment and expressed concern over incomplete reporting of catches. SCRS
recommended that catches of the eastern stock be reduced and that current catches of the western stock not be exceeded.
ICCAT considered conservation and management measures for sailfish in 2009, 2010, and 2012, but no consensus could be
reached.

Sharks: At the 2004 ICCAT meeting, U.S. leadership resulted in adoption of a binding management measure for sharks
caught in association with fisheries managed by ICCAT. The decision was taken by consensus and was the first time I[CCAT
ever asserted management authority over sharks. To address the issue of shark finning, a major component of the measure is
to require full utilization of shark catches. Fishermen must retain all parts of the shark except the head, guts, and skins to the
point of first landing. Countries are required to ensure that their vessels retain onboard fins that total no more than 5% by
weight of sharks onboard up to the first point of landing. The 2004 agreement also (1) establishes requirements for data
collection on catches of sharks, (2) calls for research on shark nursery areas, and (3) encourages the release of live sharks,
especially juveniles.

In 2007, ICCAT adopted another measure that requires data collection on bycatch of and targeted fisheries for sharks,
measures to reduce fishing mortality on porbeagle and shortfin mako sharks until assessments determine sustainable harvest
levels, research on pelagic sharks and consideration of time-area closures, and an assessment of porbeagle sharks. Additional
management measures have been considered by ICCAT regarding porbeagle sharks in 2009, 2010, 2011, and 2012, but
consensus could not be reached. In 2008, the Commission adopted a measure requiring bigeye thresher caught alive in
ICCAT fisheries to be released. At the 2009 meeting, ICCAT adopted a proposal that prohibits the retention of bigeye
thresher sharks in all fisheries, with an exception for Mexico’s small-scale coastal catch of less than 110 fish. At the 2010
meeting, Mexico noted it would not avail itself of this exception.

ICCAT considered a joint Belize/U.S./Brazil proposal to require sharks to be landed with their fins naturally attached in
2009, 2010, 2011, and 2012. Consensus on this measure could not be reached and it is expected to be reconsidered in 2013.
ICCAT adopted a measure in 2010 that prohibits retention of oceanic whitetip sharks caught in association with ICCAT
fisheries and requires parties to collect and report the number of discards and releases of this species. Similarly, I[CCAT
adopted a recommendation that prohibits retention of all species of hammerhead sharks (with the exception of bonnethead
sharks) that are caught in association with ICCAT fisheries with limited exceptions for developing countries that retain
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hammerhead sharks for local consumption. Parties taking advantage of this exception must ensure that these sharks and their
parts do not enter international trade.

In 2011, the Commission adopted a measure on shortfin mako that reinforced the existing requirements to reduce mortality
on the North Atlantic stock of this species and requires reporting on actions taken in this regard for review by the Compliance
Committee. The adopted measure also underscores obligations to report data on shortfin mako stocks to SCRS and further
prohibits parties that do not report catch and effort data from being allowed to retain this species. Citing the uncertainties
associated with the 2012 assessment for shortfin mako, as well as the high level of vulnerability of this species as reflected in
the Ecological Risk Assessment conducted in 2012, the EU proposed a measure to establish country-specific landings limits,
but consensus could not be reached.

Also in 2011, the SCRS recognized silky sharks as the most vulnerable shark to ICCAT fisheries. A measure was adopted
that requires the release of silky sharks caught in association with ICCAT fisheries and the prohibition of retention on board,
transshipment, and landing of the species. There are limited exceptions for developing coastal states that retain silky sharks
for food as well as for parties that prohibit silky shark fisheries, whose domestic law requires all dead fish be landed, and
whose law prohibits fishermen from realizing any commercial profit from such fish. Parties not reporting species-specific
data for sharks are required to submit a data collection improvement plan.

To facilitate species identification, the SCRS completed a shark identification guide in 2011 as requested by the Commission
and it has been made widely available. The Commission adopted a recommendation in 2012 that requires reporting on
implementation of and compliance with existing shark conservation and management measures to assist the Compliance
Committee in its review.

Bycatch and Discards:

Sea Turtles: In 2003, the Commission adopted a non-binding resolution that encouraged all parties to provide information on
interactions with sea turtles in the ICCAT Convention area—in particular, the bycatch of sea turtles in ICCAT fisheries. At
the 2010 meeting, ICCAT adopted a binding measure that requires the following: (1) purse seine vessels avoid encircling sea
turtles to the extent practicable and release turtles that are encircled or entangled, including on FADs; (2) that pelagic
longline vessels carry on board safe handling, disentangling and release equipment capable of releasing sea turtles in a
manner that maximizes the probability of survival; and (3) that fishermen on pelagic longline vessels use the equipment and
be trained in its proper use. In addition, SCRS is to advise the Commission on approaches for mitigating sea turtle bycatch in
ICCAT fisheries for appropriate action by the Commission based on data and information to be compiled by the ICCAT
Secretariat, including that provided by ICCAT members, no later than 2012. Further, the SCRS plans to complete a fishery
impact assessment for sea turtles and present its findings to ICCAT in 2013.

Seabirds: At the 2002 Commission meeting, ICCAT adopted a resolution that, among other things, urged parties to inform
SCRS and the Commission of the status of their National Plans of Action for Reducing Incidental Catches of Seabirds in
Longline Fisheries (NPOA-Seabirds) and to implement such plans, where appropriate. In 2007, ICCAT adopted a binding
measure regarding seabird bycatch mitigation measures. The measure required use of tori lines on vessels fishing south of 20
degrees South or line weighting, and specified that the Commission shall consider adoption of additional measures to
mitigate seabird bycatch based on the 2008 SCRS assessment of the impact of ICCAT fisheries on seabirds. In 2009 an
effort was made to adopt a revised seabird proposal but consensus could not be reached. In 2011, however, ICCAT did adopt
a revised seabird recommendation calling for new protections for seabirds in waters south of 25°S. The measure requires use
of at least two mitigation measures (night setting, bird scaring lines, or line weighting). The previous ICCAT rules that
mandated the use of bird scaring lines (tori poles) or night setting with swivel weights to ensure optimal sink rates still apply
between 20 and 25°S.

Sargasso Sea: In 2012, ICCAT adopted a resolution jointly proposed by the EU, South Africa, UK (Overseas Territories),
and the United States that calls on SCRS to consider the importance of the Sargasso Sea to tuna and tuna-like species and
ecologically associated species, and present its findings to the Commission in 2015.

Other: In 2011, ICCAT adopted a measure intended to harmonize requirements for parties to collect data on bycatch and
discards and report this information to ICCAT, including a provision to allow developing coastal States with artisanal

fisheries to develop alternative methods for such data collection.

Permanent Working Group (PWG):
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Terms of reference for the PWG were revised in 2011. The PWG focuses on reviewing the implementation of technical
measures, particularly monitoring, control, and surveillance measures, with a view to improving their effectiveness through
revision or other means and, where needed, on developing new measures.

Trade Measures. Each year the Commission undertakes a review of fishery related activities in the Convention Area. This
annual review has resulted in the identification of a number of countries and, in some cases, the implementation of sanctions,
including trade restrictive measures. When the problem has been rectified, ICCAT has lifted these sanctions. ICCAT was
the first regional fishery management organization to adopt such instruments and to use trade measures to support
conservation goals.

Through 2003, much of the work of the PWG was guided by the Bluefin Tuna and Swordfish Action Plan Resolutions
(Action Plans) and the Unregulated and Unreported Catches Resolution (UU Catches Resolution), which were adopted to
promote cooperation with ICCAT conservation measures. The Resolutions established mechanisms by which multilateral
trade measures could be imposed against parties deemed to be diminishing the effectiveness of the ICCAT conservation
measures for [CCAT species under certain circumstances.

In 2003, ICCAT took a decisive step and broadened its regime of trade restrictive measures by adopting a comprehensive
trade resolution—thereby replacing the Action Plans and the UU Catches Resolution. This resolution applied to all fisheries
and all parties (both ICCAT members and non-members), established a more transparent process for the application of trade
restrictive measures, and used comparable standards for evaluating fishery related activities. In addition, the resolution
allowed for swift re-imposition of trade sanctions in cases where parties recently released from sanctions acted in bad faith
and again engaged in problem fishing activities. This comprehensive approach was intended to bolster ICCAT’s already
significant efforts to eliminate [UU fishing in the ICCAT Convention Area. In 2006, ICCAT adopted a revised trade
instrument. Most significantly, the new measure converted the instrument from a non-binding resolution to a binding
recommendation. It was also expanded to explicitly cover farming activities.

Catch and Trade Document Programs

Bluefin Tuna Trade/Catch Tracking: In 1992, the Commission adopted the Bluefin Tuna Statistical Document (BSD)
program, which required the use of an ICCAT-accepted reporting system to monitor trade in fresh and frozen bluefin tuna. In
2007, ICCAT moved from a statistical document program to a catch documentation scheme (CDS) for bluefin tuna. This
program allows tracking of bluefin tuna product from the point of capture through to its final market with the aim of
improving control and compliance in the eastern bluefin fishery. This was a major change designed to improve the
monitoring of harvests from and data reporting for the eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean bluefin tuna fishery. The United
States participates in the program but, along with other countries that have programs whereby each individual fish is tagged
and equivalent data is collected, is exempt from some of its provisions—in particular, government validation requirements.
Revisions to the BCD program have been agreed numerous times over the years to clarify ambiguities, improve its
functionality, and ease implementation for certain ICCAT members. Particular efforts have been made to assist parties in
identifying the source and destination of bluefin tuna, especially those that farm or import live tuna, including prohibiting the
co-mingling of catches made by vessels of different flags and to allow caged product to be covered by a grouped BCD in
certain instances.

Notably, in 2011, ICCAT parties agreed on next steps to implement an electronic BCD, which is expected to improve the
efficiency and effectiveness of the program and further assist in the fight against [UU fishing. In 2012, a recommendation
specified that the electronic BCD program will be technically operational by May 2013, but provided that paper BCDs would
be accepted until the end of February 2014. A working group will create an electronic BCD Program Manual for adoption in
2013.

Swordfish and Bigeye Tuna Trade Tracking. ICCAT first adopted statistical document programs for swordfish (fresh and
frozen) and bigeye tuna (frozen only) in 2001. A primary purpose of the programs has been to improve the reliability of
statistical information on catches of these species, particularly in regards to non-Contracting Parties, since some of these
nations do not provide catch data to ICCAT. ICCAT’s statistical document programs track trade and provide information on
the flag state and name of the harvesting vessel, the location of harvest, the point of export, a description of the fish in the
shipment, etc. These statistical document programs have contributed to ICCAT’s review of fishery activities under the trade
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recommendation. In recognition of the changing needs of the Commission, ICCAT agreed to begin a process in 2013 to
consider the development of catch certification programs for other ICCAT species.

Monitoring and Control: ICCAT has a number of measures in effect relating to monitoring and control. Moreover, ICCAT
has held several meetings of its Working Group on Integrated Monitoring and Control Measures (IMM), a group established
to review ICCAT’s monitoring and control measures with a view to strengthen them and fill gaps where necessary. Three
recommendations developed by the working group were adopted at the 2003 annual meeting on the following topics: flag
state duties, vessel monitoring systems (VMS), and basic data collection for fishing vessels authorized to fish for species
managed by ICCAT. In 2005 ICCAT adopted a measure establishing a centralized at sea transshipment observer program,
which was revised in 2012. This program requires that at sea transshipment only take place if an ICCAT observer is onboard
the carrier vessel. For the eastern bluefin tuna fishery, ICCAT has adopted a centralized VMS program with financing by
participating nations. At the 2008 Commission meeting, ICCAT included a centralized regional observer program in the
adopted revisions to the eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean bluefin tuna rebuilding plan. The observer program includes
elements of compliance as well as scientific data collection. A similar program was adopted for the bigeye and yellowfin
fishery in 2012, although implementation has been delayed until 2014.

At the 2010 annual meeting, ICCAT adopted a U.S. proposal establishing minimum standards for national observer
programs, which will help to ensure that important scientific information is collected in ICCAT fisheries. In particular,
parties must ensure at least 5% coverage on their purse seine, pelagic longline, and baitboat fleets using an effort
measurement rather than by number of vessels. In 2012, ICCAT adopted new minimum standards for inspections in port to
be more consistent with the 2009 FAO Port State Measures Agreement.

ICCAT’s IMM working group will meet intersessionally in July 2013 to develop and review a range of MCS measures to be
considered at the 2013 ICCAT meeting. Specifically, the group is expected to consider revisions to ICCAT’s VMS
recommendation, further development of a comprehensive high seas boarding and inspection scheme, application of unique
vessel identifiers to fishing vessels, enhancing chartering rules, improved FAD management plans, evaluation of the need for
additional catch certification programs, and further development of the electronic BCD program.

Vessel Lists. ICCAT adopted a recommendation to establish a record of authorized vessels in 2002, which was later amended
to reduce the minimum size of vessels on the record from those over 24 meters to those 20 meters and above, to include new
data reporting requirements and to clarify deadlines for the submission of information. Also in 2002, ICCAT adopted a
recommendation to establish a list of vessels presumed to have engaged in illegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing
activities. The measure requires ICCAT members and cooperating parties to take all necessary measures to not support the
fishing activities of vessels on the list, including prohibiting imports, landings or transshipments of ICCAT species. Since its
adoption, the IUU vessel list measure has been amended to include provisions for the intersessional removal of vessels,
expand the list to ICCAT members, provide for the incorporation of IUU lists of other tuna RFMOs into the ICCAT list, and
to reduce the minimum length of vessels that can be listed to 12 meters. The Commission also strengthened provisions on
port inspection of [UU vessels. The current authorized and IUU vessels lists can be viewed on the ICCAT website.

Compliance Committee

The terms of reference for the Compliance Committee were revised in 2011. The Compliance Committee is focused on
reviewing compliance and cooperation with ICCAT measures by members and non-members, including implementing the
trade measures recommendation as appropriate. It also implements a number of recommendations designed to encourage
compliance, including requirements for quota overharvests to be repaid in full within a specified timeframe and for additional
quota or other penalties to be assessed for repeated quota overharvests.

For the past several years, ICCAT has focused intensively on improving the operations of the Compliance Committee. The
Compliance Committee conducts an annual review of incidents of non-compliance with ICCAT statistical data requirements
and management measures. The Committee also reviews allegations of non-compliance available from third party sources.
Each Contracting Party is reviewed for compliance with opportunities for Parties to ask questions, provide information and
clarification of the record, and submit missing information or reports. Compilation of a report card supports substantial
discussion of compliance failures and promises of improvements in the future.

At its 2011 meeting, ICCAT adopted a revised recommendation developed by the Compliance Committee Chair to clarify the
application of quota carry forward and payback rules. The usual systematic review was supported by the establishment of an
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ad hoc review group to assist the Compliance Committee Chair in compiling and assessing relevant information and by the
pilot use of a schedule of compliance actions. This same system of review was applied in 2012. ICCAT identified seven
parties for significant instances of non-compliance and sent “letters of concern” to 25 members noting specific issues that
need to be corrected. Responses to ICCAT’s letters are due one month before the Commission meeting. In 2012, ICCAT
adopted revised guidelines for Annual Reports to the Commission, which should standardize and improve reporting by
parties on how they have implemented ICCAT requirements and further facilitate the compliance review process at the
ICCAT annual meeting.

Cooperating Parties: ICCAT continues to encourage non-members interested in ICCAT species and fisheries to become
cooperating parties. Granting such status helps ICCAT expand and improve its control over the fisheries under its purview.
Non-members with this status agree to abide voluntarily by ICCAT’s rules and in return receive certain benefits, such as
qualifying for quota allocations and placing their vessels on the “positive” vessel list. In 2003, ICCAT adopted a
recommendation on criteria for attaining the status of cooperating party. This measure also outlines the type of information
countries need to submit for consideration and allows for the yearly review of those in cooperating status. In 2008, the
Commission expanded the ability of cooperating parties to participate in the work of the Commission, particularly with
regard to enhanced speaking opportunities and more advantageous seating arrangements. In 2011, it was further agreed that
cooperating non-members of ICCAT would be able to play a more active part in the work of the Commission, in particular
through presenting or co-sponsoring proposals. Beginning in 2011, the Compliance Committee considered cooperating
parties compliance and status, rather than PWG.

Currently, ICCAT has five cooperating non-members: Chinese Taipei (first granted in 1998), Colombia (first granted in
2009), Curagao (formerly Netherlands Antilles and first granted in 2004, revoked in 2006, and reinstated in 2007), El
Salvador (first granted in 2012), and Suriname (first granted in 2011). The cooperating status of Guayana (granted in 2003)
was revoked in 2012 due to total lack of reporting. At the 2011 and 2012 ICCAT meetings, Colombia was identified under
ICCAT’s trade measures recommendation for not providing required data and other information, but retained its cooperating
status

Performance Review and Future of ICCAT: In a significant action, the Commission agreed to conduct a performance
review of the organization in 2008 using as a minimum guide the criteria endorsed through the UNGA. Dr. Glenn Hurry, the
Coordinator of the ICCAT Independent Performance Review Committee, presented the report prepared by the Committee
and highlighted the following issues: modernization of the Convention, adoption of a penalty regime, strengthened ties
between science and management, and the provision of more complete and accurate data. Notwithstanding, he also indicated
that ICCAT has developed reasonably sound conservation and fisheries management practices, that the SCRS Panel structure
is sound and that the Commission’s subsidiary bodies provide timely advice to ICCAT. The performance of the Secretariat
was also considered sound and well regarded as both efficient and effective by CPCs. The Independent Performance Review
Committee also considered that the SCRS carried out good work, but recognized the difficulties they faced in relation to data
availability and quality.

The Chair of ICCAT suggested that the recommendations of the report be considered by relevant Panels and Committees
during the meeting when adopting new management measures. The Future of ICCAT Working Group was held in 2009 and
considered the results of the ICCAT performance review report. The Working Group referred the species-specific
recommendations to the Panels and considered both short- and longer term solutions to various issues confronting ICCAT,
including the issue of the scope of the Convention. A second working group meeting was held in 2011. While attendance
was improved, many issues remained unresolved—in particular, whether or not ICCAT was to engage in a process to amend
its Convention. The third meeting of the Future of ICCAT Working Group was held in 2012. At the 2012 meeting, ICCAT
agreed to launch a process to develop targeted amendments to its Convention. Key areas of focus include Convention scope,
decision making processes and procedures, and non-party participation, among others. A working group will meet in July
2013 to begin this effort, which is expected to be completed by 2015.

Enhancing Support for Scientific Work and Processes:

In 2011, several measures were adopted that strengthen ICCAT’s scientific work and processes, including the link between
scientific advice and management. These include:
e Decision Making Principles: Taking into account 2011 intersessional work by the Future of ICCAT Working Group
as well as discussions from Kobe III, ICCAT adopted a recommendation that provides guidance on conservation and
management actions to be taken based on the status of the stock as reflected in the Kobe plot.
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e Best Available Science: ICCAT adopted a resolution aimed at enhancing ICCAT’s scientific process, including
greater incorporation of peer review.

e Standardization of SCRS scientific information: ICCAT adopted a resolution that, among other things, directs the
SCRS to include the Kobe matrices in its annual report for all species.

Other Issues:

No data-no fish: ICCAT adopted a measure in 2011 requiring parties to submit information on how they are meeting data
reporting obligations. In cases where Task I (catch and effort) data are not reported or are not reported completely, CPCs will
be prohibited from retaining the species in question until the data are sent to ICCAT. Guidelines on the application of this
recommendation were added to the 2012 meeting report and are expected to be applied on a provisional basis at the 2013
ICCAT meeting.

Fishing Capacity: Overcapacity is a problem in many ICCAT managed fisheries as it contributes to poor stock productivity,
unsatisfactory economic performance, and excessively contentious management discussions. Overcapacity may be directly
responsible for overharvest in some fisheries. At the 2004 ICCAT meeting, problems associated with fish laundering and
overcapacity of the Chinese Taipei fleet was of particular concern. In 2006, ICCAT adopted a proposal to establish a
working group to consider the capacity issue. It met in 2007 but progress was slow. The working group met again in 2008
and forwarded a recommendation to the Commission to freeze the number and gross registered tonnage of vessels that fished
for, transshipped, transported, or landed bluefin tuna in the eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean between January 1, 2007 and
July 1, 2008. Tt also called for the rapid implementation of a capacity reduction program for the eastern Atlantic and
Mediterranean bluefin tuna fleet and a limit on the number of bluefin traps to the number authorized by each CPC as of July
1,2008. Aspects of these recommendations were adopted in a revised rebuilding plan for eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean
bluefin tuna at the 2008 Commission meeting. In 2009 and 2010, progress was reviewed and further capacity reduction
requirements were adopted.

Data Confidentiality: In 2010 ICCAT adopted the SCRS proposed guidelines on data confidentiality. Adoption of these
guidelines was particularly important to improve access to cannery and other data by the SCRS. The guidelines specify that
parties will provide data to the extent consistent with their national confidentiality requirements, and it was noted that they
may need to be revised once ICCAT has gained some experience in their application.

Elections: In 2011, ICCAT elected a new slate of Commission officers. Masa Miyahara (Japan) was elected as Commission
Chair; Mario Aguilar (Mexico) was elected First Vice-Chair; and M. Tackey (Ghana) was elected Second Vice-Chair.
Taoufik El Ktiri (Morocco) chairs PWG; Chris Rogers (USA) chairs the Compliance Committee; and Sylvie LaPointe
(Canada) chairs STACFAD. Regarding the Panels, Cote d’Ivoire chairs Panel 1, EU chairs Panel 2, South Africa chairs
Panel 3, and Brazil chairs Panel 4. New elections will be held at the 2013 Annual Meeting.

2013 Annual Meeting:

The 23™ Regular Meeting of the Commission will be held November 18-25, 2013, in Cape Town, South Africa.

Staff Contacts

NOAA Fisheries: Department of State:

Kimberly Blankenbeker Deirdre Warner-Kramer

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

1315 East-West Highway 2201 C Street, NW

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

Telephone: (301) 427-8357 Telephone: (202) 647-2883

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

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

Basic Instrument

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

Implementing Legislation

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

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

(Note: Iceland left the organization effective December 31, 2009, due to financial considerations but may re-accede in the
future.)

Commission Headquarters

North Atlantic Salmon Conservation Organization
11 Rutland Square

Edinburgh, EH1 2AS Scotland

United Kingdom

Secretary: Dr. Peter Huchinson (Interim appointment through December 2013)
Tel: 44 131 228 2551

Fax: 44 131 228 4384

E-mail: hq@nasco.int

Web address: www.nasco.int

Budget

The Convention provides that 30 percent of the Organization's budget will be borne equally by the Parties; 70 percent will be
based on recent catches of salmon in intercepting fisheries. NASCO’s 2013 budget totaled 675,320 British Pounds Sterling--
of which the U.S. contribution was 30,816 Pounds. The 2013 budget represents almost a 200,000 Pound decrease over the
2012 budget, which included various new budget outlays, including to cover the cost of the organization’s external
performance review and the costs associated with the retirement of the Secretary. To meet budget needs for 2012 without
accepting a significant increase in contributions, NASCO decided to borrow against its Working Capital, Contractual
Obligation, and International Atlantic Salmon Research Board funds with a view to reimbursing those funds as quickly as
possible, and no later than 2016. NASCO has adopted forecast budgets through 2016 which project relatively modest budget
increases to ensure reimbursement of those funds. In 2013, NASCO will select a new Secretary for the organization. The
actual impact on the budget will depend on the individual selected.

U.S. Representation

A. Appointment Process:

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

U.S. Commissioners:

Federal Government Commissioner:

Daniel Morris (Alternate)

Deputy Regional Administrator

Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA
Gloucester, MA 01930

Non-Federal Commissioners:

Patrick Keliher (Alternate)
Commissioner
Department of Marine Resources

Maine

Stephen Gephard (Alternate)
Department of Environmental Protection
Inland Fisheries Division

Connecticut

B.

Advisory Structure:

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

Ex officio members include:

(M
)

A3)
“4)
)

the Chair (or designee) of the New England Fishery Management Council;

a representative of the fishery agency of each of the States of Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts,
Rhode Island, and Connecticut;

the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans and Space or her representative;
a representative of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Department of Commerce; and

a representative of the Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior.

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

Description

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

B. Organizational Structure:

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

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

Canada and the United States are members of the NAC. Canada, the EU, the United States, and Denmark (in respect of
Greenland), are members of the WGC. Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands), the EU, Norway, and the Russian
Federation are members of the NEAC. In the case of the NAC, the EU may submit and vote on proposals for regulatory
measures concerning salmon stocks originating in the territories of its Member States. Canada and the United States each
have similar rights in the case of the NEAC.

C. Programs:

Scientific Advice: ICES provides scientific advice to NASCO. To facilitate the process of requesting scientific information,
the NASCO Council established a Standing Scientific Committee (SSC) in 1992, composed of a scientist and a management
representative from each of NASCO's three geographic commissions, to formulate requests for future scientific advice from
ICES. The SSC is designed to ensure that questions to the scientific working groups are formed to reflect accurately the
information desired by managers. Initial consideration of NASCO scientific questions and compilation of catch statistics and
other information are undertaken by the Working Group on North Atlantic Salmon. The results of this work are reviewed
and considered by the ICES Advisory Committee (ACOM) and formal scientific advice is issued in the ACOM report to
NASCO in advance of each annual meeting.

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

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

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

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

While it is agreed that the precise size of unreported catch in the jurisdictions of respective Parties is difficult to ascertain,
trends in the level of unreported catch and related violations across jurisdictions suggest a decline in the amount of
unreported catch. In some jurisdictions declines appear to correspond with increases in successful prosecutions and the
severity of penalties imposed. Also, there are instances where sources of unreported catch in some aboriginal fisheries are
now included in reported catch due to recent negotiated agreements. In recent years, regulatory measures such as area
closures, onboard or at site observers, tagging and documentation of catch, sale, transfer or disposal by fishery proprietors or
operators, and logbooks for recreational angling have been implemented. Public outreach, education, and notices likely have
also proved to be useful in reducing unreported catch. The Council agreed to revisit the matter of unreported catch in the
near future, has encouraged the Parties to maintain and continue efforts to reduce and eliminate unreported catch, and has
recommended that Parties include actions related to unreported catch in their Implementation Plans and focus area reports as
part of the “Next Steps” process. In that regard, the Council has requested that statistics on reported and unreported catch
estimates be provided at the lowest possible level (in river, estuarine, coastal) to assist in assessing progress in fisheries
management. In addition, the Standing Scientific Committee has included a question to ICES seeking clarification of the
levels of unreported catch in the West Greenland subsistence fishery since 2002.

Research Fishing: At its 1995 Annual Meeting, NASCO first considered conditions under which research fishing by
Contracting Parties might be undertaken. While all agreed that harvesting salmon for scientific research purposes could
provide valuable management information, some were concerned that such research fishing could be contrary to Article 2 of
the NASCO Convention. Following the 1995 Annual Meeting, the Parties considered a resolution to establish such a
procedure, but for various reasons, NASCO was not able to adopt the resolution as presented. At the 1996 Annual Meeting,
the Parties considered revised resolutions on the topic and adopted a resolution setting forth a procedure to allow research
fishing. The measure does not distinguish where such fishing occurs (i.e., within areas of national jurisdiction or on the high
seas) and allows research fishing provided certain safeguards are observed. Since the adoption of the resolution, NASCO
has approved research-fishing proposals from several of its members.
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International Atlantic Salmon Research Board (IASRB): Due to concerns about marine survival of Atlantic salmon, the
Council agreed at its 2000 meeting to set up a working group to develop ideas for a 5-year international cooperative research
program to identify and explain the causes of increased marine mortality of Atlantic salmon and to consider ways to
counteract this problem. The resultant IASRB was established in 2001 and has been meeting regularly to identify and
coordinate needed research and consider funding sources. The United States provided US$150,000 as start up funding. The
IASRB receives advice from its Scientific Advisory Group (SAG) and maintains an inventory of research relating to salmon
at sea. The inventory has been made available to ICES and others to assist in the identification of data deficiencies,
monitoring needs and research requirements.

In 2005, the IASRB adopted the SALSEA (Salmon at Sea) Program to advance the coordination of needed Atlantic salmon
research. It comprised three main areas of work: developing technologies, early migration and distribution, and migration at
sea (the marine survey component). The 2008 IASRB research inventory included three significant new projects: SALSEA-
Merge, SALSEA-North America, and SALSEA-West Greenland. SALSEA-Merge was launched in April 2008. This three-
year public-private partnership included multi-year marine surveys conducted by Irish, Faroese, and Norwegian vessels.
Under SALSEA-North America, a Canadian research vessel conducted sampling in the Labrador Sea. U.S. scientists
participated in the Canadian survey and facilitated processing of samples obtained during the cruise. Related to SALSEA
West Greenland, enhanced sampling programs in the West Greenland fishery from 2009 through 2011 have been undertaken.
Much of the work related to this ambitious project was completed in 2011 and preliminary findings, including implications
for management, were presented at an international salmon summit held in La Rochelle, France, in October 2011. Additional
information can be found at www.salmonatsea.com.

Now that the survey work of SALSEA has been completed, the Parties are considering whether or not the IASRB is still
needed. At the 2012 NASCO meeting, the Board agreed that it continued to have a role to play at least until it was
reimbursed by the Council for the loan made in 2011. The Board also stated that it could have a more informed discussion on
its future relevance after receiving the report from the SAG subgroup discussed above.

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

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

The Task Force met in Boston in March 2009 and reviewed national and international initiatives on best practice guidance
and measures. It was the view of the Task Force that the Williamsburg Resolution remains valid but it needs to be
strengthened in its interpretation and application, particularly in terms of defined goals and assessment of outcomes. The
Task Force developed ‘Guidance on Best Management Practices to address impacts of sea lice and escaped farmed salmon on
wild salmon stocks.” The Guidance includes an international goal for both sea lice and escaped salmon, best management
practices to help achieve those goals, reporting to track progress towards that goal, and identification of factors facilitating
implementation. The Task Force recommended that NASCO include reference to the Best Management Practice matrix in
the Terms of Reference (TOR) for the upcoming review group and ask that Parties report on progress toward achievement of
the international goal. Given the proposed timeline for the preparation and review of the focus area reports (FARs) on
Aquaculture, Introductions and Transfers and Transgenics, the Task Force agreed that it would be useful if its
recommendations on best practice could be finalized in the autumn so that they could be taken into account by the
jurisdictions in developing their FARs and be available to the Review that will review the FARs. The Task Force agreed that
it would be useful to develop an explanation of some of the terminology used in the Guidance document and that it might
also be helpful to develop a Decision tree to assist jurisdictions in applying the guidance. Finally, the Task Force urged
NASCO and its jurisdictions to explore, in collaboration with industry, opportunities for cooperative scientific work in
support of the goals.

The Liaison Group met immediately after the Task Force meeting and ISFA accepted the interim report of the Task Force.

At its 2009 annual meeting, the Council supported the continued work of the Task Force and also its recommendation that the
TORs for the upcoming FAR incorporate the Guidelines on Best Management Practice developed by the Task Force. The
Liaison Group met again in Boston in March 2011 to reviewed the final report from the Aquaculture FAR group, consider
reporting arrangements on the BMP guidance, and discuss potential future courses of action for the Liaison Group. There is
an ongoing debate concerning the extent of NASCO’s role with respect to aquaculture, introductions and transfers, and
transgenics issues. Further, ISFA expressed interest in finding a way to participate in the work of NASCO during its annual
meeting each year. Currently, this is only possible when ISFA held the Chair of the Liaison Group.

In considering the issues raised during the Liaison Group meeting, the Council agreed that the Liaison Group would not need
to meet before the 2012 NASCO Annual Meeting and also agreed that the Constitution of the Liaison Group should be
changed to allow for election of both a Chairman and a Vice Chairman as this would allow ISFA to engage NASCO through
its role as either Chair or Vice Chair of the Liaison Group. The Council also decided that the question concerning the
NASCO’s involvement in aquaculture and related activities should be reviewed in light of the results of the Next Steps
review process and the findings of the expert panel conducting NASCO’s independent performance review.

During the intersessional meeting of the Parties, held in London in February 2013, the role of NASCO with regard to
aquaculture and the future of the Liaison Group were discussed. The Parties concluded that aquaculture would remain a
focus area for NASCO in terms of concerns over impacts on wild Atlantic salmon and progress toward the containment and
sea lice goals would be tracked as implementation plans and annual reports are submitted. The Parties recognized that, in
general, NASCO has established international goals and some guidance on measures that may reduce or avoid adverse
impacts to wild stocks from aquaculture activities, but it is the responsibility of the Parties to identify and implement
appropriate measures to meet the performance standards. This determination was not inconsistent with the recommendations
of the external performance review panel although it did not go as far as that recommendation (i.e., the Parties did not agree
to seek revision of its Convention to allow binding decisions to be taken in the area of aquaculture and related activities).
With regard to the Liaison Group, the Parties concluded that, while there was not a need for a permanent body, there
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remained the option to convene a joint Ad Hoc group if the need arose. The Parties also agreed that an item should be
retained on the Council agenda to allow for an exchange of information between ISFA and NASCO on issues concerning
impacts of aquaculture on wild salmon.

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

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

Accountability/Implementation Plans: During its 2005 annual meeting, NASCO agreed that one way to improve
implementation, commitment, and accountability was to have each Party produce an Implementation Plan (IP) and report
annually on progress in achieving the objectives contained therein. The Next Steps Task Force met intersessionally before
the 2006 Annual meeting developed guidelines to assist the Parties in preparing the IPs and to provide a proposed process
and schedule for review and finalization of IPs, as well as for focus area reports under the IPs. The Council refined this work
at the 2006 annual meeting. At the 2007 NASCO meeting, the Council held an open “Special Session” on the Report of the
Ad Hoc Review Group appointed in 2006 to evaluate the IPs. At this stage, the review focused on the structure of the plans
and how well they conformed with the guidelines for development of the plans not the adequacy of their substantive content.
The plans were submitted or resubmitted for final review by November 1, 2007.

The second phase of review of the Next Steps Process was to develop “focus area reports” or FARs for review and
assessment in key Atlantic salmon management areas. The first focus area report was on the fisheries management aspect of
the IP. An Ad Hoc Review Group reviewed the focus area reports and questions based on the review were developed for
each Party. Its interim report was presented at the 2008 Annual Meeting of NASCO. The Council agreed that in addition to
its remaining task of identifying the additional actions required to achieve NASCQO’s objectives, the Group should be asked
to identify common challenges in managing salmon fisheries and approaches to addressing them and to compile information
on best practice. The final report of the Fisheries Management Focus Area Review Group was presented during the special
session. The Group recommended that the Council formally adopt the draft guidance on best practice as a way of providing
clarification for the guidelines, agreements and definitions relating to fishery management or revisit these agreements and
guidelines.

There was significant discussion during the special session in terms of characterization of the best practice document. Some
raised a specific concern that a best practice document could contain provisions for allowing fishing on stocks below their
conservation limit. The continued threat of mixed stock fisheries was also raised, including those occurring in home waters.
In light of the significant concerns raised by the Parties on the proposed Fisheries Best Management Practices, the document
was revised and characterized as guidelines (NASCO Guidelines for the management of salmon fisheries). Despite the name
change, the substance of the document remains similar to the original document and most felt it still achieved the goal of
providing guidance for how Parties should be managing their fisheries. Others, however, felt that guidelines are less rigorous
than a document of best management practice.
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The second FAR, which was publicly considered in a 2009 special session, was on habitat protection and restoration. The
Habitat Focus Area Review Group presented their draft report at the special session and summarized the process and results
of their review. Similar to the previous review of implementation plans, Parties did not necessarily score high marks if they
had pristine salmon habitat, but rather on the extent to which their Habitat FARs were consistent with the NASCO Habitat
Plan of Action. The Habitat Review Group concluded their presentation by identifying next steps for their review including:
compilation of best practice; development of an overview of challenges and approaches to address restoration, protection, and
enhancement of salmon habitat; and completion of a final report by the end of the year. The final work of the review group
was presented at the 2010 NASCO meeting. Guidelines for the Protection, Restoration, and Enhancement of Atlantic Salmon
Habitat were adopted and are intended to assist Parties in the effective implementation of NASCO agreements and to aid
future reviews of FARSs in this subject area.

At the 2009 NASCO meeting, the parties finalized the terms of reference for the third FAR on aquaculture, introductions and
transfers, and transgenics. The Council also agreed to establish a Task Force to develop best practice with regard to
minimizing impacts of aquaculture on wild stocks. During the period between the 2009 and 2010 NASCO meeting,
completed aquaculture FARs were evaluated by a review group. The report of that group was considered by the Liaison
Group and then presented and discussed at a special session held during the 2010 annual meeting. During the 2010-11
intersessional period, the review group finalized its consideration of the FARs taking into consideration input from the
special session, from industry and NGOs, and from the Parties. The findings were reported to NASCO at its 2011 meeting,
having been previously considered by the Task Force and the Liaison Group. Although significant information was
provided, no jurisdiction had meet the goals of the BMP guidance of: (1) 100% of farms having effective sea lice
management such that there is no increase in sea lice loads or lice-induced mortality for wild salmonids attributable to the
farms; and (2) 100% of farmed fish are retained in all production facilities.

Public Relations Group: As part of the Next Steps process, the Council agreed in 2006 to establish a Public Relations Group
to advise on implementation of public relations/outreach issues. Terms of reference were adopted. The Public Relations
Group met in London in December 2006. The Group developed recommendations for a strategy to enhance NASCO’s profile
and increase publicity for its work, including development of an annual ‘State of Salmon’ report, undertake a major
enhancement of the Organization’s website, and potentially employ an Information Officer with good public relation skills.
In order to carry out some of the tasks identified by the PR group, the Council decided to allocate 25,000 Pounds Sterling
(approximately USD$50,000) to upgrade and improve the website of NASCO and the IASRB, and produce possible formats
for a “State of the Salmon” report. The State of the Salmon report was identified as an aspect of the communications strategy
that is a critical element of enhancing public understanding. Such a report would be posted on the website and updated as
necessary to provide accessible information to the public on the current health of salmon stocks in the North Atlantic. The
Group recommended that in addition to the State of the Salmon report, other fact sheets should be accessible via the website
to encourage greater transparency and information accessibility.

Moreover, there was general agreement that the organization should be developing a communications rather than a public
relations strategy. In 2009, the Council received a report from a Public Relations Group, which met during the Annual
Meeting. The Public Relations Group stressed the importance that Parties consider their commitment to improving public
relations and communication given the significant effort that would be required to truly invest in the process. Related to this
point, the Public Relations Group requested that if the Parties were committed to this process, a communications
representative from each of the Parties would be necessary and the use of new communications media such as facebook,
twitter, and flickr was suggested. During 2009 Council meeting, most of the recommendations of the Public Relations Work
Group were agreed although no final decision was taken concerning the use of new communications media.

To date, good progress has been made in revamping the websites. A primary focus over the last year was to include
information from NASCO’s rivers database on the website, including maps. In support of that effort, members have
provided relevant updates to the information in the database such that information on about 2500 rivers will be included. In
addition, NASCO has updated and developed new pages containing relevant socio-economic information associated with
wild Atlantic salmon.

Socio-Economic Working Group: For a number of years, NASCO has been considering the issue of how to effectively
incorporate social and economic factors into salmon management—including what role NASCO should play in this regard—
most recently as part of the Next Steps process. Part of the difficulty in advancing the issue has been in developing a shared
understanding of the concept. Early efforts included the potential development of a bio-economic model, which has since
been put on hold, and also to gather basic types of socio-economic data and information from NASCO Parties, such as the
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number of salmon fishing licenses issued by jurisdiction, for inclusion on the NASCO website. A sub-group on socio-
economics was formed to help progress the issue, including continuing development of the “State of the Salmon” report. In
addition, NASCO adopted guidelines a few years ago to assist Parties in incorporating social and economic factors into
salmon management. Implementation of these guidelines and reporting on how Parties consider and include social and
economic factors into salmon management has been limited—no doubt in part because of a lack of a common understanding
of the issue.

To facilitate greater understanding, the Sub-Group on socio-economics proposed that a Special Session be held to provide for
a more detailed exchange of information on how jurisdictions are incorporating socio-economic factors into decisions
relating to fisheries management, habitat protection, and aquaculture and related activities. The idea is to have a limited
number of case studies presented that illustrate different concepts of how socio-economics are used in salmon management
with a view to facilitating discussion. A valuable outcome would be a more common understanding of how socio-economics
should be used in salmon management, including a better understanding of the purpose of the NASCO guidelines and a
discussion of their usefulness. A discussion of the future role of NASCO with respect to the matter is also anticipated.
NASCO agreed to convene a Special Session on the topic in 2014. The Sub-Group was asked to further develop the program
for the session, including determining the presentations to be made.

Review of the “Next Steps” process: At the 2010 annual NASCO Meeting, the Council agreed to hold an intersessional
meeting prior the 2011 annual meeting in order to review the status of implementation of the “Next Steps” process. The
review group met in Boston in March 2011 and reviewed the status of implementation for each of the identified seven
challenges. It was acknowledged that progress has been made in some challenge areas, other areas have only begun initial
steps, and still others have not yet been addressed. Further, the group recognized that the progress made to-date has largely
focused on process. Overall, however, the Group recognized that the process represented a significant step forward for
NASCO in improving implementation of its goals and objectives and is intended to be an iterative process that would be
refined on the basis of experience and information gained over time. In that regard, the Group considered the need to update
the Strategic Plan and recommended that, to this end, additional feedback be sought during a Special Session of the 2011
Annual Meeting. The Group also suggested streamlining the next Implementation Plans so that details on activities and
actions to be taken by each jurisdiction over a five-year period can be included. In addition, the Group stated that there
should be a greater emphasis on monitoring and evaluation of activities and should clearly describe identifiable, measureable
outcomes, and timescales. The Group also recommended that future FARs be structured around specific themes and that
progress on Implementation Plans be addressed through the Annual Reports. Finally, the Group proposed convening a
Working Group to develop a framework for future reporting and evaluation and that would report to the 2012 Annual
Meeting. At the 2011 NASCO meeting, the Council endorsed these recommendations. The proposed working group met
during the 2011-12 intersessional period to conduct its work. Its recommendations for a more improved reporting process
that focused on outcomes were considered and adopted during the 2012 NASCO annual meeting. At the February 2013
intersessional meeting of the Parties, the Next Steps process was further considered and its original goals and objectives
continued to be endorsed. The recommendations from the review of the Next Steps process were further discussed and
included as part of an overall action plan for strengthening the organization. (See below for more information on the
intersessional meeting of the Parties.)

Performance Review of the Work of NASCO: The EU made a proposal to the Council a few years ago that NASCO
conduct an independent performance review similar to those being conducted by other Regional Fisheries Management
Organizations (RFMOs). Given that the proposal was made before the Next Steps process had completed a full
implementation cycle, the Council agreed that the external performance review would be initiated in 2011 as that year would
mark the end of the first full Next Steps cycle. It was also acknowledged that the internal process to critically review the
Next Steps process would be underway and the results of that work could inform the expert panel.

As agreed, three independent experts were empanelled in 2011 to conduct an external performance review of the organization
taking into account the results of the Next Steps process, the provisions of the Convention, and advancements in international
fisheries management, including recent international instruments. The performance review report was completed in the
spring 2012. At its June 2012 annual meeting, NASCO agreed to convene an intersessional meeting of the Parties to consider
the panel’s recommendations in detail. The meeting also considered the results of the Next Steps review discussed above and
any additional input from members and stakeholders. The overall purpose of the meeting was to discuss a future vision for
the organization and consider ways to strengthen it.
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At the meeting, the Parties reaffirmed that priority areas of focus to support the recovery of wild Atlantic salmon continue to
be fisheries management, habitat, and aquaculture and related activities. Recommendations by the external performance
review panel and some NGOs that NASCO amend its Convention, in particular to expand and enhance the organization's
ability to take binding decisions, were discussed. Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) expressed support
for broadening the scope of NASCO's binding authority with its primary interest relating to the management of home water
fisheries. The majority of parties, however, felt that there were effective and less time consuming ways to address these
matters. Concern was also expressed about the difficult and time-consuming nature of amending the Convention. As a
result, a draft action plan was developed for consideration at the NASCO annual meeting in June that (1) identified progress
made to date in priority and other areas of NASCO's work that need to be monitored and evaluated, (2) recommended new
actions to be undertaken to improve the ability of the organization to meet its objectives, and (3) highlighted that fisheries
management was a particular priority that required additional commitment by the parties, including exploring new ways to
ensure fairness and balance between conservation actions taken by distant water fisheries and those taken in home water
fisheries. The outcome of this meeting will be considered by the Council at its 2013 annual meeting in June.

Actions Taken by NASCQO’s Three Regional Commissions:

NAC Discussions/Actions: In 2011, four of the six geographic areas (U.S.A., Scotia-Fundy, Quebec, and Labrador) were
below their CL and were therefore suffering reduced reproductive capacity. Two of the six geographic areas (Newfoundland
and Gulf of St. Lawrence) were above their CL and were therefore at full reproductive capacity. Management advice in the
form of catch options is only provided for the non-maturing 1SW and maturing 2SW components, as the maturing 1SW
component is not fished outside of home waters. As there is less than 75% probability that the numbers of 2SW salmon
returning to the six regions of North America will be above the management objectives (conservation limits for the four
northern areas, rebuilding objectives for the two southern areas) simultaneously, there are no mixed-stock fisheries catch
options on 1SW non-maturing and 2SW salmon in North America in 2012 to 2015. Where spawning requirements are being
achieved, however, there are no biological reasons to restrict the harvest.

ICES noted that wild salmon populations are now critically low in extensive portions of North America and remnant
populations require alternative conservation actions in addition to very restrictive fisheries regulation to maintain their
genetic integrity and persistence and where necessary habitat restoration. Given that many stocks in the NAC area,
particularly those originating in U.S. rivers, are in a critical state, little fishing is undertaken. The U.S. has not had a
commercial fishery since 1948 and in more recent years, recreational fisheries have been eliminated. Canada has reduced its
fisheries substantially over the years, including having eliminated its commercial fisheries several years ago. Currently, three
groups in Canada exploited salmon: aboriginal peoples; residents fishing for food in Labrador, and recreational fishers.

Labrador Sampling: Sampling by Canada provided an update in the Labrador fishery has continued through 2011 and
information on this activity was reported to ICES. Sampling activities were expected to continue in 2012-13.

Salmonid Introductions and Transfers: The United States and Canada have been working bilaterally to improve cooperation
on the management of aquaculture operations—in particular with respect to containment of farmed fish and notification when
escapes occur. In light of the significant domestic changes both countries have been undergoing with regard to the
management of introductions and transfers, in 2008 it was determined that it would be timely and appropriate to revisit the
status of the NAC protocols, the SWG, and the inventory databases. Ultimately, the NAC agreed sharing information is
important, however, the level of detail included in the current NAC databases is unnecessary although both parties have an
obligation to notify the other if any introduction or transfer is inconsistent with the NAC Protocols. While recognizing that
there is no longer a need to populate and maintain an international database on introductions and transfers, the need to
exchange information annually and more immediately on fish health and breaches of containment was identified. Regarding
introductions and transfers, it was determined that information should be provided on any transfers made into the
Commission area (including from the west to the east coast and from Europe to North America) on an annual basis. These
needs are in addition to the commitment already contained in the MOU between the United States and Canada. It was agreed
that the changes to reporting should be reflected in the Williamsburg Resolution and that the U.S. and Canada would liaise as
needed to address any remaining issues. Each year, both countries are to present relevant information in writing to the NAC.

The St Pierre and Miquelon Salmon Fishery: In recent years, the North American Commission and the Council have been
concerned about catches of salmon at St. Pierre and Miquelon (SPM) which have been increasing at a time when there are
serious worries about the abundance of North American stocks and when strict harvest restrictions have been introduced
throughout the North Atlantic. The cooperation shown by France (in respect of SPM) to NASCO over the years has been
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inconsistent, and the organization has tried a wide variety of means to enhance this cooperation. In 2007, the Council agreed
to try a new approach in this regard; namely, to invite France (in respect of SPM) to become a Party to the NASCO
Convention. The NASCO President wrote to the Director for Fishing and Agriculture on 18 January 2008 and again on 9
April 2008. France (in respect of the SPM) was also invited to attend the 25th Annual Meeting as an observer. France (in
respect of the SPM) attended the meeting and provided a report on the management of the fishery, the catches, and
information from the sampling program. The representative from France (in respect of the SPM) stated that discussions were
ongoing regarding the invitation to join NASCO. In 2009, France (in respect of SPM) again attended NASCO as an observer
and reported that France has decided against joining the organization. NASCO decided to send a strong letter to France
expressing disappointment that France (in respect of SPM) does not intend to accede to the NASCO Convention and stressing
the reasons why it is important for France (in respect of SPM) to be at the NASCO table; highlighting concern about
increased catch levels in 2008; welcoming biometric sampling by that country; underscoring the urgent need for additional
sampling, including genetics work, particularly in light of the ongoing SALSEA research program; and requesting that
information related to the fishery at SPM be provided to ICES in time for incorporation into the ICES ACOM report. The
Commission also welcomed any help NGO’s could offer in encouraging France (in respect of SPM) to improve cooperation
with NASCO. The NGO Representative underscored their interest in assisting in this matter. France has continued to attend
the NASCO annual meeting in recent years and to provide some fishery data. Still, reported harvests in recent years have
been generally between 3 and 4 t with 2011 being just below 4 t. Sampling of the catch in SPM to conduct genetic studies
has occurred only once, and there are concerns about the methods being used. Efforts are underway to improve cooperation
in this area.

WGC Discussions/Actions: NASCO has adopted the following objectives for management advice for the West Greenland
fishery, which require at least a 75% probability of success:

o Meeting the CLs simultaneous in the four northern regions of North America: Labrador, Newfoundland, Quebec and
Gulf of St. Lawrence;

e Achieve an increase (>10% or >25%) in returns relative to previous years for the two southern regions of North
America: Scotia-Fundy and US;

e  Meeting the CL for the Southern NEAC MSW complex.

If these objectives are not met, no fishery should be allowed. (Note that the management objectives for the U.S. and Scotia-
Fundy regions are to be reviewed by the NAC and WGC in 2013.) As in previous years, ICES indicated in its 2012 report
that it considered the West Greenland stock complex to be below conservation limits (CLs) and, thus, suffering reduced
reproductive capacity. In European and North American areas, the overall status of stocks contributing to the West
Greenland fishery is among the lowest recorded; the abundance of salmon within the West Greenland area is thought to be
extremely low compared with historical levels. In North America, 2SW spawner estimates for the six geographic areas
indicated that four areas were below their CL in 2011 and are suffering reduced reproductive capacity. Three of the four
Northeast Atlantic stock complexes prior to the commencement of distant water fisheries were considered to be at full
reproductive capacity. However, at a country level, stock status from several jurisdictions is below CL and further, within
the countries there are many river stocks which are not meeting CLs. ICES advised that there are no mixed-stock fisheries
catch options at West Greenland in 2012, 2013, and 2014. In the absence of fishing mortality there is only a 6% to 8% chance
of simultaneously meeting or exceeding the management objectives of the seven management units in 2012 to 2014.

ICES developed a Framework of Indicators (FWI) for the West Greenland fishery in 2007, which was accepted by NASCO
that same year. The FWI includes 32 indicator variables that can be used to determine if there has been a significant change
in the previously provided multi-annual catch advice. The FWI would be used in January of a given year. ICES would only
conduct a full assessment of the mixed stock off West Greenland if the FWI indicated that a significant change had occurred.
In the absence of a significant change in the intervening years, a full assessment would be conducted every three years. The
FWI was first developed to support multi-year regulatory measures adopted for the period 2006-2008. The FWI and
associated process have been working well within the WGC.

In 2012, the Commission adopted a multi-annual regulatory measure for the period 2012-2014 that was based on previous
measures. The measure again provides for an internal use fishery at West Greenland. The fishery is estimated to be about 20
t, but there is concern about significant levels of unreported catch. The addition of new language in the measure concerning
the need for improved monitoring and reporting could not be agreed. Continued application of the FWI was agreed, and it
will be applied with respect to the current agreement in 2013. In addition, a collaborative “sampling agreement” was adopted
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for the fishery similar to those of previous years to continue to monitor the stocks, including the percentage of U.S.,
Canadian, and EU stocks contributing to the fishery at West Greenland.

NEAC Discussions/Actions: The NEAC stock complex is made up of four individual components. ICES considers the
Northern European 1SW and MSW and the Southern European MSW stock complexes to be at full reproductive capacity
prior to the commencement of distant water fisheries with respect to their spawner escapement reserves. The Southern
European 1SW is at risk of suffering reduced reproductive capacity prior to the commencement of distant water fisheries with
respect to its spawner escapement reserve. In the absence of any fisheries in 2012 to 2015, there is less than 95% probability
of meeting the CL (full reproductive capacity) in the two age groups of the southern NEAC stock complex. Therefore, in the
absence of specific management objectives, ICES advises that there are no mixed-stock fisheries options on the NEAC
complexes at Faroes in 2012 to 2015. In all years, there is 71% to 73% probability of meeting the CLs for the NEAC
complexes simultaneously, in the absence of any mixed-stock fisheries. ICES advised that fishing should only take place on
salmon from rivers where stocks have been shown to be at full reproductive capacity. Furthermore, because of the different
status of individual stocks within stock complexes, mixed-stock fisheries present particular threats. The management of a
fishery should ideally be based upon the individual status of all stocks exploited in the fishery.

In 2012, ICES also presented the finalized Framework of Indicators (FWI), which was intended to be used to support
adoption of multi-annual regulatory measure by the NEAC. The FWI is to be used by NASCO to identify if any significant
change may have occurred in the status of the stock which would call into question the previously provided multi-annual
management advice. The FWI is similar to the framework used for the West Greenland fishery. The FWI will be applied at
the beginning of 2013 for the first time.

There has been no commercial fishery at the Faroe Islands since 2000. A compensation payment was made during the years
1991-1999 and 2001-2008. In 2012, the Commission adopted, for the first time, a multi-year decision for the Faroe Islands
fishery. This was made possible by the acceptance of the FWI provided by ICES. Similar to regulatory measures adopted in
previous years (i.e., since 2001), the measure states that the Commission will not set a quota but that the Faroe Islands will
manage any fishery on the basis of ICES advice. In adopting the measure, Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands)
emphasized that no agreement had been reached on a sharing arrangement for allocating any available surplus between the
Faroe Islands and the homewater countries. Such an arrangement would be needed to support the development of a
regulatory measure when there is a harvestable surplus. In its most recent advice, ICES used the allocations proposed in
2011.

The NEAC has also been discussing the management of the Finnmark fishery. In particular, the EU and Russia have
expressed serious concerns about a Norwegian fishery in the Finnmark region of Norway that intercepts salmon originating
in Finland and Russia. The NEAC agreed to have an agenda item at the 2013 annual meeting to allow for a focus on the
management of all mixed-stock fisheries.

Other Matters:

Additional information on the work of NASCO can be found on its website (www.nasco.int). The Council agreed to hold its
30th Annual Meeting in Droheda, Ireland, from June 4-7, 2013.

Staff Contacts

NOAA Fisheries: Department of State:

Kim Blankenbeker Nicole Ricci

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

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA 2201 C Street, NW

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

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

Telephone: (301) 427-8350 Fax: (202) 736-7350

Fax: (301) 713-2313
E-mail: Kimberly.Blankenbeker@noaa.gov
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Mary Colligan (F/NER)

Assistant Regional Administrator for Protected
Resources

Northeast Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA

55 Great Republic Drive

Gloucester, MA 01930

Telephone: (978) 281-9116

Fax: (978) 281-9394

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

Basic Instrument

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

Implementing Legislation

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

Member Nations

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

Commission Headquarters

Executive Secretary: Dr. Vladimir Shibanov (new Executive Secretary appointment in progress)

Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization
P.O. Box 638

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

Fax: (902) 468-5538

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

Budget

NAFO adopted a 2013 budget of $1,890,000 CDN (approximately US$1,858,553). The preliminary US assessment for 2013
will be $245,994 CND (approximately US$245,994).

U.S. Representation

A. The Appointment Process:

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

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

B. U.S. Representatives:

U.S. Commissioners (expiration date in parentheses):
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Dr. Dean Swanson (3/2014)

Chief, International Fisheries Affairs Division
Office of International Affairs

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA
1315 East-West Highway

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Ms. Maggie Raymond (2/2016)
PO Box 287
South Berwick, ME 03908

Mr. David Preble (08/2016)
64 Courtland Drive
Narragansett, RT 02882

Representative to the Scientific Council:

Ms. Katherine Sosebee (04/2014)

Resource Evaluation and Assessment Division
Northeast Fisheries Science Center

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA
166 Water Street

Woods Hole, MA 02543

C. Advisory Structure:

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

Organizational Description

A. Mission/Purpose:

NAFO is the successor organization to the International Commission for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries (ICNAF). Its
mission is: (1) to provide for continued multilateral consultation and cooperation with respect to the study, appraisal, and
exchange of scientific information and views relating to fisheries of the Convention Area and (2) to conserve and manage
fishery resources of the NAFO Regulatory Area (NRA), i.e., that part of the Convention Area that lies beyond the areas in
which coastal states exercise fisheries jurisdiction. The Convention Area is located within the waters of the Northwest
Atlantic Ocean roughly north of 35° north latitude and west of 42° west latitude.

(Note: The Convention applies to all fishery resources of the Convention Area with the exception of: salmon; tunas,
swordfish, and marlins; cetacean stocks managed by the International Whaling Commission or any successor organization;
and sedentary species of the Continental Shelf.)

B. Structure:

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

On 28 September 2007, after a two-year process, NAFO adopted a number of significant amendments to the Convention on
Future Multilateral Cooperation in the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries. These amendments included key changes that addressed
broad membership concerns, such as the objection procedure and dispute settlement, as well as key U.S. concerns relating to
the dues assessment procedure. The United States also obtained improved wording for authorizing trade measures in the case
of IUU fishing and for entry into force of amendments to Convention annexes. Although U.S. efforts to broaden
considerations relevant to allocations beyond fishing history were not successful, recent reopening of species previously
under moratoria will likely keep the allocation issue in the spotlight. These adopted amendments constitute the first formal
step towards a reformed NAFO Convention. The adopted amended text now must be ratified by at least three-fourths of
NAFO Contracting Parties to become legally binding. Note that under the amended Convention, the functions of the General
Council and Fisheries Commission are combined. Thus, the Organization shall consist of: a) the Commission; b) the
Scientific Council; and c) the Secretariat. The functions of the current standing committees shall be re-organized to reflect
this new structure and new rules of procedure will be adopted to ensure its effective implementation. More information on
these activities can found on the NAFO website.

C. General Programs:

Species managed: The principal species managed by NAFO are cod, flounders, redfish, American plaice, Greenland halibut
(turbot), capelin, hake, skates and shrimp. Occasionally, a significant squid fishery occurs in the Regulatory Area as well.
Following decades of unregulated fishing by non-members; over-harvesting, under-reporting and fishing under formal
objection by members, NAFO-imposed moratoria continue for 9 of the 20 NAFO-managed stocks in 2011. Details on
current U.S. allocations from NAFO as well as fishing opportunities for yellowtail flounder resulting from a harvesting
arrangement with Canada are detailed in the allocation section below.

Conservation and Management Measures: NAFO has established and maintained conservation and management measures in
the NRA since 1979. In addition to adoption of annual total allowable catches (TACs), member nation quotas by species,
and one fishing effort allocation, NAFO also maintains and establishes: 1) general and fishery-specific conservation and
management measures (e.g., bycatch, minimum size and gear requirements); 2) measures to prevent significant adverse
impacts of bottom fishing activities on vulnerable marine ecosystems; 3) control measures (e.g., fishing authorizations, vessel
registry, and chartering requirements); 4) monitoring requirements (data recording and reporting, vessel monitoring system
(VMS) and observer requirements). In addition, NAFO maintains: a scheme of joint international inspection and surveillance
in the NRA; port State measures; and a scheme to promote compliance by non-Contracting Parties (including a listing
mechanism for tracking and sharing information on IUU fishing vessels). The full text of the current NAFO Conservation
and Enforcement Measures (NAFO/FC Doc. 13/1) can be found on the NAFO website at: http://www.nafo.int.

D. Current Issues of Interest:

2012 Annual Meeting: The 34th Annual Meeting of the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO) was held in St.
Petersburg, Russia, during 17-21 September 2012. The United States was generally satisfied with the outcomes of this
meeting and was pleased by the high level of coordination and collaboration that took place with other delegations. Key
NAFO accomplishments at the meeting included: adoption of new/improved conservation and enforcement measures to
guide 2013 fishing season harvests (including allocations to the United States); adoption of an action plan to guide future
implementation of the 2011 recommendations of the NAFO Performance Review Panel; consideration of the results of a
2012 peer review of catch estimation methodology by the NAFO Scientific Council; adoption of measures to increase the
protection of vulnerable marine ecosystems (VMEs) in the NAFO Regulatory Area; and agreement on a budget for
recruitment of a new NAFO Executive Secretary and development of a recruitment process during the 2013 intersessional
period.

U.S. priorities for 2013 in NAFO currently include: 1) supporting work to be undertaken by the NAFO Scientific Council and
Standing Committee on International Control as directed by the action plan to implement the 2011 recommendations of the
NAFO Performance Review Panel; 2) continuing to improve the protection of vulnerable marine ecosystems (VMESs) in the
NAFO Regulatory Area through active participation in the April 2013 VME Working Group meeting and efforts to address
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Contracting Party concerns regarding this process in NAFO; 3) continued support for work that will enhance the quality of
science/data produced by the Scientific Council for use in NAFO fisheries conservation and enforcement (e.g., through
continuation and expansion of the peer review of catch estimation methodology and related activities); and 4) participation in
the NAFO process underway to recruit a replacement Executive Secretary, to be installed at the 2013 annual meeting.

U.S. Allocations for 2013: At the 2012 NAFO Annual Meeting, the United States received fish quota allocations for three
NAFO stocks to be fished during 2013, including: Division 3M redfish (69 mt); Subareas 3 & 4 lllex squid (453 mt); and
Division 3L shrimp (96 mt). U.S. fishermen are also entitled to harvest, on a first-come-first-served basis, any allocation for
which an “Others” category has been designated, provided there is not a country-specific allocation to the United States for
that fishery. For 2013, “Others” category allocations available to U.S. fishermen include: Division 3NO white hake (59 mt);
Division 3LNO skates (258 mt); Division 3M cod (57 mt), 3LN redfish (39 mt) and Division 30 redfish (100 mt). Fishing is
halted by NAFO when the “Others” allocation for a particular stock has been fully harvested.

Yellowtail Flounder: In 2008, the United States and Canada entered into a 10-year arrangement through which Canada will
transfer (upon request) 1000 mt of NAFO Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder for use by U.S. vessels. In addition, the United
States may optionally transfer its annual NAFO allocation of Div. 3L shrimp in exchange for an additional transfer from
Canada of up to 500 mt of Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder (for a total of up to 1500 mt). At the request of both countries, this
transfer is memorialized annually through a footnote in the NAFO Quota Table. Following the 2008 negotiations of the
agreement, an exchange of letters took place to record the intent of the two parties to work cooperatively to obtain a
permanent U.S. allocation of NAFO Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder.

U.S. Fishing Activities: Since 2009, the United States has annually solicited expressions of interest from U.S. vessels to fish
Div. 3LNO yellowtail flounder under the arrangement with Canada. Between 2009 and 2011, the United States received a
number of expressions of interest in this fishing opportunity, but changes in the yellowtail flounder market, fuel prices, and
other economic considerations made fishing operations on the Grand Banks impossible for U.S. vessels. However, a U.S.
vessel was able to successfully harvest yellowtail flounder under the arrangement during the 2012 fishing season. This marks
the first U.S. fishing activity for NAFO species in the NAFO Regulatory Area since the United States joined the Organization
in 1995. It also represents a positive step toward establishing the case for a permanent U.S. allocation for this species from
NAFO. In 2013, the United States once again received expressions of interest relative to yellowtail flounder and other
NAFO species. Thus, it is likely that U.S. fishing activity in NAFO will continue.

Future Meetings

The 35" NAFO Annual Meeting will be held September 23-27, 2013, in Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada.
Staff Contacts

NOAA Fisheries

Patrick E. Moran Douglas Christel

Office of International Affairs (F/IA) NMFS Northeast Regional Office
1315 East-West Highway, Room 10645 One Blackburn Drive

Silver Spring, MD 20910 Gloucester, MA 01930

Telephone: (301) 427-8370 Telephone: (978)281-9141

Fax: (301) 713-2313 Fax: (978) 281-9394

E-mail: Pat. Moran@noaa.gov E-mail: Douglas.Christel@noaa.gov
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Convention on the Conservation and Management of Fishery Resources
in the Southeast Atlantic Ocean (SEAFO)

The Southeast Atlantic Fisheries Organization (SEAFO) manages fishery resources on the high seas of the Southeast Atlantic
Ocean, but not those under national jurisdiction, nor highly migratory species. The objective of the Convention on the
Conservation and Management of Fisheries Resources in the South East Atlantic Ocean is to ensure the long-term
conservation and sustainable use of the fishery resources in the Convention Area through the effective implementation of the

Convention.

The initiative to establish a regional fisheries management organization in the region came from Namibia in 1995 and was
shared with and gained support from coastal states of Angola, South Africa and United Kingdom (on behalf of St. Helena and
its dependencies of Tristan da Cunha and Ascension Islands). Various meetings of coastal states took place between 1995-
1997 where the initial ideas to form a basis for negotiations were ironed-out and eventually presented to the first meeting that
included other participants with real interest in the fishery. The negotiations for the Convention took place between 1997-
2001 with several meetings held within the region and beyond.

The Convention was signed in April 2001 in Windhoek by Angola, the European Community, Iceland, Namibia, Norway,
Republic of Korea, South Africa, United Kingdom (on behalf of St. Helena and its dependencies of Tristan da Cunha and
Ascension Islands) and the United States of America. It entered into force on April 2003 after the deposit of instruments of
ratification by Namibia and Norway and approval by the European Community as required under Article 27 of the
Convention. States that have participated in the negotiations but have not signed the Convention are Japan, Russian
Federation and Ukraine. The United States has not ratified the Convention because there are no U.S. fishing interests in the
Convention Area at present.

From the date of signatures in 2001, the Ministry of Fisheries and Marine Resources in Namibia acted as an Interim
Secretariat. In March 2005 and with the appointment of the staff, the permanent secretariat was opened in Walvis Bay,
Namibia.

SEAFO is comprised of the Commission, the Scientific Committee and the Compliance Committee as subsidiary bodies, and
the Secretariat. The Compliance Committee was established in 2007. The Commission may establish other subsidiary bodies

from time to time to assist in meeting the objective of the Convention. The Commission has an oversight responsibility of the
Organization. The Scientific Committee provides scientific advice on the resources status and on harvesting levels taking into
consideration, among others, ecosystem and precautionary approaches. The institutions are designed to function according to

the principles of cost-effectiveness and to expand only at the same pace as its workload.

The Convention Area covers a sizeable part of the high seas of the South East Atlantic Ocean. It covers all waters beyond
areas of national jurisdiction in the region bounded by a line joining the following points along parallel of latitude and
meridians of longitude: beginning at the outer limit of waters under national jurisdiction at a point 6° South, thence due west
along the 6° South parallel to the meridian 10° West, thence due north along the 10° West meridian to the equator, thence due
west along the equator to the meridian 20° West, thence due south along the 20° West meridian to a parallel 50° South,
thence due east along the 50° South parallel to the meridian 30° East, thence due north along the 30° East meridian to the
coast of the African continent.

Economically important covered species include sedentary, discrete, and straddling stocks such as alfonsino, orange roughy,
oreo, dories, armorhead, sharks, deepwater hake, and red crab.
Web address: http://www.fao.org/fi/body/rfb/SEAFO/seafo_home.htm

The Commission, taking account of the scientific advice provided by the Scientific Committee and pursuant to Article 6 of
the Convention, has adopted the following measures for 2013:

1. Total allowable catches

a) Patagonian Toothfish: 230 tonnes

b) Orange Roughy: 50 tonnes in Sub-Division B1 and 50 tonnes in the remainder of the Convention Area
¢) Alfonsinos: 200 tonnes
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d) Deep-Sea Red Crab: 200 tonnes in Sub-Division B1 and 200 tonnes in the remainder of the Convention Area
e) Southern boarfish: TBD

Secretariat:

South East Atlantic Fisheries Organisation (SEAFO)
133 Nangolo Mbumba Drive

Savvas Building

P.O. Box 4296

Walvis Bay, NAMIBIA

Tel: +264-64-220387

Fax: +264-64-220389

Email: info@seafo.org

Website: www.seafo.org

Staff Contact:
NOAA Fisheries:

Dean Swanson

Chief, International Fisheries Affairs Division (F/IA1)
Office of International Affairs

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA

1315 East-West Highway

Silver Spring, Maryland 20910

Telephone: 301-427-8380

Dean.Swanson@noaa.gov
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Western Central Atlantic Fishery Commission (WECAFC)

Basic Instrument

Article VI-1 of the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) Constitution. Resolution 4/610f the
FAO Council at its Sixty-first Session in November 1973. Statutes amended by FAO Council in December 1978.

Implementing Legislation

None

Member Nations

Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominica, France,
European Community, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Japan, Korea (Rep. of),
Mexico, Netherlands, Nicaragua, Panama, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines,

Spain, Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago, United Kingdom, United States, and Venezuela.

Commission Headquarters

FAO Sub-Regional Office for the Caribbean Secretary: Raymon van Anrooy
6" Floor, Tom Adams Financial Centre Telephone: 246 426 7110
P.O. Box 631C Fax: 246 426 7111

Bridgetown, Barbados
Web address: http://www.fao.org/fi/body/rfb/ WECAFC/wecafc_home.htm

U.S. Representation

NOAA Fisheries Service leads delegations to WECAFC. The delegation usually consists of representatives of the
office of the Office of International Affairs, Southeast Region, the Caribbean Fishery Management Council and the
Department of State.

Description

A. Mission/Purpose:

WECAF’s purpose is to facilitate the coordination of research; to encourage education and training; to assist
Member Governments in establishing rational policies; and to promote the rational management of resources of
interest to two or more countries. The Commission has an advisory management function but no regulatory powers.
B. Organizational Structure:

The Commission, composed of all Members, is the central policy forum. The Commission has four Subsidiary
Committees: (1) Working Party on Assessment of Marine Fishery Resources; (2) Working Party on Fishery
Economics and Planning; (3) Committee for the Development and Management of Fisheries in the Lesser Antilles;

and (4) the Ad hoc working groups.

Recent Developments

The thirteenth session of the Western Central Atlantic Fishery Commission (WECAFC) and the ninth session of the
Committee for the Development and Management of Fisheries in the Lesser Antilles were convened in Cartagena,
Colombia, 21 to 24 October 2008. The meeting was preceded by a one and a half day regional workshop on the
Nassau grouper conservation and management. An effort by the United States during 2004-2006 to strengthen
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WECAFC as a regional fishery management organization in accordance with FAO Charter guidelines resulted in the
retention of the status of the organization’s advisory status. However, the effort did produce more clear rules of
procedure which were adopted at the 13th meeting.

The Fourteenth Session of the Western Central Atlantic Fishery Commission was held in Panama City, Panama,
from 6 to 9 February 2012. The Commission agreed to continue all Working Groups (Spiny Lobster, Flying Fish,
Fish Aggregating Devices, Queen Conch (with the Caribbean Fishery Management Council), Nassau
Grouper/Spawning Aggregations as joint working groups of WECAFC with partner organizations. A working
group on Recreational Fisheries was established and held its first workshop in March 2013. A working group on
management of deep sea fisheries was also established with the mandate of collecting information on the deep-sea
fisheries in the WECAFC area making recommendations to ensure the long-term sustainability of these stocks.
Although there was considerable discussion about how WECAFC could play a more significant part to promote
sustainable fisheries in the region, no recommendations, including a proposal to revise WECAFC’s Rules of
Procedure, were adopted because there was not a quorum of member governments at the meeting.

Staff Contacts

NOAA Fisheries: WECAFC Contact:

Nancy K. Daves Raymon VonAnrooy

National Marine Fisheries Service FAO Subregional Office for the Caribbean
Office of International Affairs P.O. Box 631C

1315 East-West Highway Barbados

Silver Spring, MD 20910 Telephone: +246 426 7110

Telephone: (301) 427-8360 Fax: +246 426 7111

E-mail: nancy.daves@noaa.gov
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PACIFIC OCEAN
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Agreement on the International Dolphin Conservation Program (AIDCP)

Basic Instruments

The Agreement on the International Dolphin Conservation Program, a legally-binding multilateral agreement which
entered into force in February 1999, established this program and strengthens and replaces the 1992 Agreement on
the Conservation of Dolphins (the La Jolla Agreement.)

Implementing Legislation

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

Member Nations

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

States Which Are Applying the Agreement Provisionally

Bolivia

Secretariat Headquarters

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

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

Fax: (858) 546-7133

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

Budget

The expenses of the International Dolphin Conservation Program are shared by the Parties. Article XV of the
AIDCP provides that the Parties “shall contribute to the expenses necessary to achieve the objectives of this
Agreement through the establishment and collection of vessel fees, the level of which shall be determined by the
Parties, without prejudice to other voluntary financial contributions.” A significant feature of the fishery is that
since 1995 one hundred percent of trips by large purse seine vessels (i.e., vessels in excess of 400 short tons, 363
metric tons, carrying capacity) are covered by observers. However, 100% observer coverage comes at a substantial
expense. In order to cover the cost of the AIDCP’s On-Board Observer Program, all purse-seine vessels in excess of
363 metric tons of carrying capacity that are authorized to fish for tuna in the eastern tropical Pacific Ocean (ETP)
pay assessment fees at a rate of US$ 14.95 per cubic meter of well volume. The agreed AIDCP budget for FY 2012
was $1,968,887; The United States currently has six vessels (size classes 2 and 3) in the tuna purse seine fleet in
2013, and the U.S. contribution from vessel assessments was $924.

While vessel assessments cover the majority of AIDCP costs, a portion of the AIDCP budget is derived from the
Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC). The expenses of the IATTC are also shared by the IATTC
Members, according to the proportion of the total catch by each Member from the fisheries covered by the IATTC
Convention and the portion of the catch utilized by each Member. The Member proportions are calculated from
statistics compiled by IATTC staff for calendar years previous (approximately 3 years) to the Fiscal Year (FY)
budget in question. Historically, the United States paid 80-90 percent of the IATTC’s budget. Since the U.S. tuna
market became “dolphin-safe” in mid-1994, U.S. utilization of the catch has greatly diminished, causing a decrease
in the U.S. contribution to IATTC. Further, the Department of State has indicated that future U.S. contribution may
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be further reduced. The provisionally approved IATTC budget for FY 2013 is $ 6,335,009, of which the United
States assessed contribution is $1,746,553.

Description

A. Mission/Purpose:

The goals of the AIDCP are:

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

B. Organizational Structure:

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

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

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

The Working Group to promote and publicize the AIDCP Dolphin Safe Tuna Certification System was established
in 2002. This working group seeks to identify means of effectively promoting the scientific and technical aspects of
the International Dolphin Conservation Program (IDCP), as well as its conservation successes. Additionally, those
Members that utilize the AIDCP Dolphin Safe Tuna Certification System also look for means of promoting and
increasing consumer understanding of the AIDCP Dolphin Safe Label so that commercial benefits can be realized
from the program. The United States participates in the work that seeks to raise awareness of the IDCP and its
successes, but does not implement the AIDCP Dolphin Safe Tuna Certification System.

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

Dolphin Conservation

In the 1950’s, fishermen discovered that yellowfin tuna in the ETP aggregated beneath schools of dolphin stocks.
Since that discovery, the predominant tuna fishing method in the ETP has been to encircle schools of dolphins with
a fishing net to capture the tuna concentrated below. Hundreds of thousands of dolphins died in the early years of
this fishery. U.S. participation in the ETP tuna fishery has greatly decreased since the inception of the fishery,
coming to a virtual standstill by the early 1980's. However, foreign participation in the ETP fishery has continued to
increase. Annual dolphin mortality is down from over 133,000 in 1986 to less than 2,150 dolphins per year since
1998. The incidental dolphin mortality in the fishery for 2011 was estimated to be 986 dolphins, representing a
15.7% decrease from the observed mortality of 1,179 animals in 2010. The observed mortalities in 2010 and 2011
both represent a total reduction in dolphin mortality of greater than 99% compared to 1986 levels.

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

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

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

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

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

It is important to note that the dolphin-safe standard established by the AIDCP differs from that currently
implemented in the United States. Under the AIDCP, dolphin-safe means “tuna captured in sets in which there is no
mortality or serious injury of dolphins.” The current dolphin-safe standard in the U.S. is that “no tuna were caught
on the trip in which such tuna were harvested using a purse seine net intentionally deployed on or to encircle
dolphins, and no dolphins were killed or seriously injured during the sets in which the tuna were caught.”
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Other Conservation and Administration Issues: The Parties have taken a proactive position in fishery management
and dolphin conservation in recent years. There are or have been two work groups dealing with specific
management issues: (1) fishing by non-parties to the AIDCP and (2) vessel assessments and financing the AIDCP.

The Working Group on Vessel Assessments and Financing was established and met for the first time in 2002. The
Working Group was created with the objective of addressing the long-term budget issues faced by the AIDCP. In
2006, the Parties adopted a new approach to collect vessel fees, or assessments. The previous approach, established
in 2003, connected calculation of vessel assessments with the IATTC Capacity Resolution of 2002, requiring that
owners of all vessels listed on the register of vessels authorized to purse seine for tuna in the ETP, whether the
vessel is active or inactive, pay annual assessments. The approach established in 2006 mirrors the approach used
prior to 2003, where only Class 6 purse seine vessels required to carry observers (i.e., in excess of 400 shorts tons,
362.8 metric tons, carrying capacity) pay assessments. The AIDCP expenditures for FY 2011 were $1,975,774,
while the AIDCP revenues for FY 2011 were $1,926,834, leaving a deficit of $48,940.

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

Staff Contacts
NOAA Fisheries: Department of State:
Rod MclInnis David Hogan
Administrator, Southwest Region (F/SWR) Deputy Director
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA Office of Marine Conservation (OES/OMC)
501 W. Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200 U.S. Department of State
Long Beach, CA 90802-4213 2201 C. Street, NW
Telephone: (562) 980-4001 Washington, D.C. 20520-7818
Fax: (562) 980-4018 Telephone: (202) 647-2335
Fax: (202) 736-7350
Sarah Wilkin
Protected Resources Division, Southwest Regional
Office

National Marine Fisheries Service NOAA
501 W. Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200
Long Beach, CA 90802-4213

Telephone: (562) 980-3230

Fax: (562) 980-4027

Erika Carlsen

Office of International Affairs
National Marine Fisheries Service
1315 East West Highway, SSMC3
Silver Spring, MD 20910
Telephone: (301) 427-8358

Fax: (301) 713-2313
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Convention for the Establishment of an Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission
(IATTC) and Convention for the Strengthening of the Inter-American Tropical Tuna
Commission Established by the 1949 Convention between the United States of America and
the Republic of Costa Rica

Basic Instrument and the Transition to the Antigua Convention

The Convention between the United States of America and the Republic of Costa Rica for the establishment of an
Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission, 1949; and Convention for the Strengthening of the Inter-American
Tropical Tuna Commission Established by the 1949 Convention between the United States of America and Costa
Rica (Antigua Convention) (TTAS 2044).

The Antigua Convention entered into force on August 27, 2010. The Antigua Convention was drafted to update,
and eventually replace, the original 1949 Convention. The Antigua Convention contains modern principles and
reflects the duties and responsibilities of nations to cooperate to ensure the sustainable management of shared
fisheries resources, to minimize impacts to bycatch species, and to conserve the marine ecosystems on which
sustainable fisheries depend. The Antigua Convention also provides updated monitoring, control, and surveillance
provisions, which, inter alia, help to strengthen IATTC’s mandate to combat illegal, unreported, and unregulated
(IUU) fishing and illegal imports of tuna product.

The United States, and some other parties to the 1949 Convention, has signed the Antigua Convention, but has not
deposited an instrument of ratification. As such, the IATTC will continue to function under a dual-convention
scenario until the entry into force of the Antigua Convention for all Parties to the 1949 Convention, at which time
the 1949 Convention will be terminated. The United States signed the Antigua Convention on November 14, 2003,
and the Senate subsequently provided advice and consent for the United States to ratify the Convention. However,
ratification by the United States has been delayed pending enactment of implementing legislation for the Antigua
Convention by Congress.

Implementing Legislation

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

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

The fourteen entities that have ratified/acceded to Antigua include Belize, Canada, China, Costa Rica, El Salvador,
the European Union, France (on behalf of its overseas territories), Guatemala, Japan, Kiribati, Korea, Mexico,
Nicaragua, and Panama. Additionally, Taiwan is a Member of IATTC pursuant to Article XXVIII of the Antigua
Convention, which allows fishing entities to agree to be bound by the terms of the Convention and the measures
adopted by the Commission.

The United States, along with Colombia, Ecuador, Peru, Vanuatu and Venezuela, are Members of the IATTC under
the 1949 Convention, but have not yet ratified the Antigua Convention.

Cooperating Non Parties and Cooperating Fishing Entities

Bolivia and Cook Islands were granted cooperating non-Member status in June 2012.

Commission Headquarters

Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission
c/o Scripps Institute of Oceanography
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8901 La Jolla Shores Drive
La Jolla, California 92037

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

Fax: (858) 546-7133

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

Budget

As with most other decisions under the Antigua Convention, the budget of the Commission is adopted by a
consensus decision of the Members of the Commission present at a given meeting. In formulating and approving a
budget, the Antigua Convention directs the Commission to give due consideration to the principle of cost
effectiveness. The Commission maintains separate accounts for the activities carried out by IATTC and the AIDCP
(see page 36 of this book). The Antigua Convention provides that the amount of the contribution of each Member of
the Commission to the budget shall be determined in accordance with a scheme which the Commission shall adopt,
and amend, as required. The scheme must be transparent and equitable for all Members and must be set out in the
financial regulations of the Commission.

At the first meetings of the IATTC following the entry into force of the Antigua Convention in 2010, the IATTC
Working Group on Finance began discussions on the development of a contribution formula for use under the new
Convention. In 2012, the Working Group was again unable to reach agreement on a long-term or permanent
contribution formula, but did recommend an interim formula that will continue to be used until 2017 and beyond,
until such time as a Member indicates that they can no longer accept its use for the basis of calculating contributions
to the IATTC budget.

The provisionally approved IATTC budget for FY2012 is $6,335,009. The United States assessed contribution is
$1,746,553 for FY2013.

U.S. Representation

A. Appointment Process:

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

B. U.S. Commissioners:

Rodney (Rod) R. Mclnnis William (Bill) W. Fox, Jr., Ph.D.

Regional Administrator Vice President and Managing

Southwest Region Director for Fisheries

NOAA Fisheries Service World Wildlife Fund

501 W. Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200 P.O. Box 60633

Long Beach, CA 90802 San Diego, CA 92166

(562) 980-4003 (619) 222-2489

Malcolm (Ed) Stockwell Donald (Don) Keith Hansen

14 Fescue Ct. Director of San Clemente Sportfishing, Inc., and
Florence, KY 41042 Vice President of the Sportfishing Association of California
(859) 630-5273 79 Marbella

San Clemente, CA 92672
(949) 496-5794
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C. Advisory Structure:

The Tuna Conventions Act provides that the Department of State charter a General Advisory Committee
(Committee) and a Scientific Advisory Subcommittee (Subcommittee) to advise the U.S. Section regarding policy
and science issues and U.S. positions associated with IATTC conservation and management measures. The
Committee first met in September 2003. All interested sectors - commercial and recreational fishing and
environmental organizations - are represented on the Committee. The Scientific Subcommittee was comprised for
the first time in 2010, as this was the first time that applications from the required minimum of five eligible persons
were received. The terms of the advisory committees are fixed at three years by the charters. Each member may
reapply and there are no term limits. The Committee members are invited to attend all non-executive meetings of
the U.S. Section and are given the opportunity to examine and be heard on all proposed programs, reports,
recommendations, and regulations of the Commission.

Description

A. Mission/Purpose:

Under the 1949 Convention, the IATTC was established to "1) study the biology of the tunas and related species of
the EPO with a view to determining the effects that fishing and natural factors have on their abundance, and 2) to
recommend appropriate conservation measures so that the stocks of fish can be maintained at levels which will
afford maximum sustainable catches." The objective of the IATTC under the Antigua Convention is to ensure the
long-term conservation and sustainable use of tuna and other fish stocks covered by the Convention, in accordance
with the relevant rules of international law.

B. Organizational Structure:

The IATTC consists of States and regional economic integration organizations that are Parties to the 1949
Convention and/or the Antigua Convention, and any fishing entity that has expressed its formal commitment to
abide by the terms of the Antigua Convention, and a Secretariat headed by a Director of Investigations. The
principal duties and functions of the Commission, as reflected in the 1949 Convention and Antigua Convention
include, but are not limited to:

1) to promote, carry out and coordinate scientific research concerning the abundance, biology and biometry
in the Convention Area of covered fish stocks and, as necessary, of associated or dependent species, and
the effects of natural factors and human activities on the populations of these stocks and species;

2) to adopt measures that are based on the best scientific evidence available to ensure the long-term
conservation and sustainable use of covered fish stocks and to maintain or restore the populations of
harvested species at levels of abundance which can produce the maximum sustainable yield;

3) to adopt, as necessary, conservation and management measures and recommendations for species
belonging to the same ecosystem and that are affected by fishing for, or dependent on or associated with
covered fish stocks with a view to maintaining or restoring populations of such species above levels at
which their reproduction may become seriously threatened; and

4) to apply the precautionary approach for covered fish stocks.

Approval of decisions, resolutions, recommendations and publications is only by consensus of all Members.
National sections may consist of from one to four members appointed by the governments or the respective
Contracting Parties. Each national section may establish an advisory committee which is invited to attend non-
executive sessions of the Commission meetings. The Director of Investigations is appointed by the Commission and
is responsible for drafting programs of investigations, budget formulation, accounting and administrative support,
directing technical staff, coordinating Commission work with other organizations and preparing administrative,
scientific, and other reports of the Commission.

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

Fisheries Conservation and IATTC Management

In recent years, IATTC efforts to conserve and manage tuna stocks in the convention area have been composed of a
number of different strategies, including limits on both inputs and outputs. In 2002, the IATTC adopted an overall
purse seine fleet capacity agreement which froze the fishing capacity available to Parties to then current levels and
established a requirement that purse seine vessels authorized to fish in the Convention Area be included on an
IATTC vessel register. This effectively established upper limits on capacity in this sector. This is the first known
instance of a regional fishery management organization establishing a fleet capacity limit. The IATTC also has a
long-term capacity management plan intended to ultimately reduce purse seine capacity to about 158,000 cubic
meters carrying capacity, which is thought to be consistent with the long-term maximum yield of tuna stocks. No
significant progress has been made on this capacity reduction plan to date.

Additional tuna conservation and management measures are also typically adopted on an annual or multi-annual
basis, which since 2002 have commonly included such elements as total closure periods for the purse-seine fishery,
time-area closures for the purse-seine fishery, effort or catch limits for harvest of bigeye tuna by the longline fishery,
and a requirement to retain all bigeye, skipjack, and yellowfin tuna caught, except fish considered unfit for human
consumption for reasons other than size.

The IATTC has also adopted conservation and management measures to address the bycatch and incidental capture
of other living marine resources such as seabirds, sea turtles, and sharks. Other measures adopted include initiatives
that regulate transshipment, proscribe a vessel monitoring system, and identify a list of vessels presumed to have
carried out IUU fishing in the eastern Pacific Ocean.

A list of active IATTC resolutions and recommendations can be found on the Commission’s website
(http://iattc.org/ResolutionsActiveENG.htm).

Minutes from the meetings of the Commission, as well as minutes from the various working groups, can also be
found on the Commission’s website (http://www.iattc.org/Minutes/IATTC-AIDCP-Minutes-ReportsENG.htm).

Staff Contacts
NOAA Fisheries - Southwest Region: Department of State:
Rodney R. Mclnnis David Hogan
Administrator, Southwest Region (F/SWR) Deputy Director, Office of Marine Conservation
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA (OES/OMC)
501 W. Ocean Boulevard, Suite 4200 U.S. Department of State
Long Beach, CA 90802-4213 2201 C. Street, NW
Telephone: (562) 980-4003 Washington, D.C. 20520-7818
Fax: (562) 980-4018 Telephone: (202) 647-2335

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

Basic Instrument

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

Implementing Legislation

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

Commission Headquarters

International Pacific Halibut Commission Director: Dr. Bruce Leaman

2320 W. Commodore Way Suite 300 Telephone: (206) 634-1838
Seattle, WA 98199-1287 Fax: (206) 632-2983

USA Web address: http://www.iphc.int

U.S. Representation

A. Appointment Process:

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

B. U.S. Commissioners:

James Balsiger, Ph.D. Ralph Hoard
Administrator, Alaska Regional Office 1444 Madrona Drive
National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA Seattle, WA 98122

1315 East-West Highway
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Phillip Lestenkof

President

Central Bering Sea Fishermen's Association
P.O. Box 288

St. Paul Island, Alaska 99660

C. Advisory Structure:
There are no formal provisions for a U.S. Advisory Committee to IPHC, although informal groups made up of U.S.

and Canadian industry representatives, known as the IPHC Conference Board and the Processor Advisory Group, do
attend and provide recommendations to annual Commission meetings.
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Description

A. Mission/Purpose:

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

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

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

B. Organizational Structure:

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

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

C. Programs:

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

D. Conservation and Management Measures:

The International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC, or Commission) completed its 89th Annual Meeting in
Victoria, BC on January 25, with Mr. Michael Pearson of Ottawa, ON presiding as Chair. More than 250 halibut
industry stakeholders attended the meeting, with over 60 more participating via the web. All of the Commission’s
public and administrative sessions during this year’s meeting were open to the public and broadcast on the web.

The Commission is recommending to the governments of Canada and the United States catch limits for 2013

totaling 31,028,000 pounds, a 7.5% decrease from the 2012 catch limit of 33,540,000 pounds. These catch limits are
higher than recommended by the Processor Advisory Group but consistent with Conference Board
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recommendations. They achieve a lower coastwide harvest rate than in 2012 and move the coastwide harvest rate
toward the harvest policy, while recognizing that the harvest policy is under review. In addition to setting catch
limits for 2013, the Commission addressed a wide range of regulatory issues and took important actions regarding
the IPHC performance review, management strategy evaluation, the structure of its advisory bodies, and bycatch
management.

A news release issued January 28 announced the catch limits and fishing seasons for 2013. That information is
repeated in this news release. Documents and presentations used at the Annual Meeting can be found on the Annual
Meeting page of the IPHC website: http://www.iphc.int/meetings-and-events/annual-meeting.html.

Stock Assessment and Harvest Rates

During 2012, the assessment staff at the IPHC conducted a full review of the data, specific model equations, and the
general approach used to assess the stock in recent years. The retrospective bias seen in recent assessments was
found to occur because the model did not correctly account for variation in the availability of different sizes of fish
in different areas. A peer review team, including the U.S. and Canadian Science Advisors, agreed that the staff’s
more flexible model structure could be adopted to address this problem and correct the retrospective bias. The
assessment model results are now more consistent with observed fishery and survey results. As a result of changes to
the assessment model, estimates of recent recruitment are much lower than previously thought.

The Pacific halibut biomass has been declining over much of the last decade as a result of decreasing size at age as
well as below-average recruitment. Including 2012 data, the stock assessment estimates that the population decline
has now slowed and the stock trajectory is relatively flat, with spawning biomass about 5% higher than a level
which would require a reduction in harvest rate. The report of the 2012 stock assessment is available on the IPHC
website at: http://www.iphc.int/publications/rara/2012/rara2012093 _assessment.pdf.

As described in Information Bulletin 70 (http://iphc.int/library/bulletins/300-ib0070.html) and the IPHC Interim
Meeting news release (http://www.iphc.int/news-releases/306-nr20121218.html), the IPHC staff harvest advice was
reformatted this year into a decision table which provides the probabilities of risks and benefits associated with
specific harvest choices. This decision table allowed a comparison of alternative stock biomass and fishery
outcomes at different increments of total removals, providing more information for consideration by the
Commissioners as they set the annual catch limits.

Catch Limits and Seasons
Catch Limits

The Commission received harvest advice for 2013 from the scientific staff, Canadian and United States harvesters
and processors, and other fishery agencies, and recommends to the two governments the following catch limits for
2013:

Catch

Limit
Regulatory Area (pounds)
Area 2A (California, Oregon, and Washington)
Non-treaty directed commercial (south of Pt. Chehalis) 173,390
Non-treaty incidental catch in salmon troll fishery 30,600
Non-treaty incidental catch in sablefish fishery (north of Pt. Chehalis) 21,410
Treaty Indian commercial 314,300
Treaty Indian ceremonial and subsistence (year-round) 32,200
Sport — North of Columbia River 214,110
Sport — South of Columbia River 203,990
Area 2A total 990,000
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Area 2B (British Columbia) (includes sport catch allocation) 7,038,000
Area 2C (southeastern Alaska) 2,970,000
Area 3A (central Gulf of Alaska) 11,030,000
Area 3B (western Gulf of Alaska) 4,290,000
Area 4A (eastern Aleutians) 1,330,000
Area 4B (western Aleutians) 1,450,000
Area 4C (Pribilof Islands) 859,000
Area 4D (northwestern Bering Sea) 859,000
Area 4F (Bering Sea flats) 212,000
Area 4 total 4,710,000
Total 31,028,000

Notes Regarding the Catch Limits for Specific Regulatory Areas
Area 2A

The catch sharing plan implemented by the Pacific Fishery Management Council (PFMC) for Area 2A was adopted
by the Commission and is reflected in the catch limits adopted for the Area 2A fisheries. The overall catch limit for
Area 2A in 2013 is sufficient to permit non-treaty incidental harvest of halibut during the limited entry sablefish
longline fishery, under the provisions of the PFMC catch sharing plan.

Area 2B

The Department of Fisheries and Oceans, Canada (DFO) will allocate the Area 2B catch limit between commercial
and sport fisheries.

Area 4CDE

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

Fishing Season Dates

After reviewing staff information and proposals from the harvesting and processing sectors, the Commission
approved a season of March 23 — November 7, 2013 for the U.S. and Canadian Individual Quota fisheries. Seasons
will commence at noon local time on March 23 and terminate at noon local time on November 7, 2013 for the
following fisheries and areas: the Canadian Individual Vessel Quota (IVQ) fishery in Area 2B, and the United States
IFQ and CDQ fisheries in Areas 2C, 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E. All Area 2A commercial fishing, including
the treaty Indian commercial fishery, will take place between March 23 and November 7, 2013. The Saturday
opening date was chosen to facilitate marketing. In order to provide more time for its staff to conduct the stock
assessment prior to its Interim Meeting, the Commission selected the same closing date as in 2012.

In Area 2A, seven 10-hour fishing periods for the non-treaty directed commercial fishery, south of Point Chehalis,
WA, are recommended: June 26, July 10, July 24, August 7, August 21, September 4, and September 18, 2013. All
fishing periods will begin at 8 a.m. and end at 6 p.m. local time, and will be further restricted by fishing period limits
announced at a later date.

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

Regulatory Changes and Issues
Control of Charter Harvest in Area 2C

The Commission received a request from the NPFMC to continue from last year the Commission’s existing one-fish
bag limit with a reverse-slot limit length restriction (< 45 in or > 68 in, head on). This proposal is intended to keep
the removals by the charter fishery within the Council’s Guideline Harvest Level for Area 2C. In addition, the entire
carcass must be retained on board the vessel until all fillets are offloaded. To accommodate the Council request, the
Commission left in place the existing reverse slot limit regulation for charter halibut fishing in Area 2C for 2013.

Sport Fishery Management

The Commission forwarded proposals for developing an Alaska sport harvest ticket and an Oregon charter tag to the
respective state agencies for their consideration, since these proposals should be appropriately considered by these
agencies.

Other Proposals

The Commission reviewed other proposals concerning hook requirements, preserved fish aboard vessels, careful
release of fish, direct assessment of U32 fish, hook and release mortality, Area 2A biomass, and halibut in Prince
William Sound, but took no regulatory action concerning these proposals. The Commission directed staff to work
with proponents of several of these proposals to accommodate the intents of the proposals to the extent practicable.

Other Actions
Performance Review

The Commission reviewed the recommendations of the 2012 Performance Review, as well as stakeholder response
and advice. The Commission has already taken action on several recommendations concerning increased openness
and transparency in Commission meetings and operations. Action on other recommendations will be incorporated
into ongoing work to improve the Commission’s procedures and processes, including the development of scientific
advice, planning and review of research, and operation of the advisory bodies. The Performance Review final report
can be found on the Commission’s website at:

(http://www.iphc.int/documents/review/FINAL,_IPHC Performance Review-April30.pdf).

Management Strategy Advisory Board and Scientific Review Board

The Commission approved the formation of a Management Strategy Advisory Board (MSAB) to advise on the
development and evaluation of candidate objectives and strategies for managing the halibut resource. The MSAB
will be a cross-disciplinary group, with representatives from industry, science, fisheries management, and
Commission staff. The Commission is accepting nominations for the MSAB until February 28, 2013, and the
membership should be finalized by the end of March. The Commission expects the MSAB to meet for the first time
in late spring of this year. Travel expenses for MSAB members will be paid by the Commission.

The Commission is also adding a new Scientific Review Board (SRB) to fulfill the need for ongoing scientific peer
review of the stock assessment, harvest advice, and research. The SRB will be a small technical body of members
invited by the Commission, and is expected to begin work during this year.
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The two new advisory bodies are dedicated to particular organizational needs and are complementary to the existing
advisory structure. They do not supplant or replace the functions of the Conference Board, Processor Advisory
Group, or Research Advisory Board, but will work with them in advising the Commission.

Halibut Bycatch

The Commission expressed its continued concern about the yield and spawning biomass losses to the halibut stock
from mortality of halibut in non-directed fisheries. Significant progress in reducing this bycatch mortality has been
achieved in Areas 2A and 2B, using individual bycatch quotas for vessels in some fisheries. Reductions have also
occurred in Alaska, and new measures aimed at improving bycatch estimation, scheduled to begin in 2013, should
help to refine these estimates.

The Commission received a motion from the Conference Board concerning bycatch, which it is incorporating into
the ongoing work of its Bycatch Project team and the Commission staff.

The Commission received a report from its Bycatch Project Team, which outlined its progress on its four project
objectives: quantifying bycatch, documenting impacts to the fishery and resource, exploring options to mitigate
impacts, and identifying options to reduce bycatch. The Project Team identified its next steps, to include refinement
of the immediate term options, subsequent discussion on longer-term options, completion of a report by summer
2013, and an implementation plan for agreed-upon strategies.

IPHC Merit Scholarship
The Commission honoured Mr. Jamie Nightingale of Delta, BC as the 11th recipient of the IPHC Merit Scholarship.
Upcoming Meetings

The next Interim Meeting of the Commission will be held December 4-5, 2013 at the IPHC offices in Seattle. The
next Annual Meeting of the Commission is planned for January 13-17, 2014 in the Seattle area (dates to be
confirmed).

Commission Membership

United States Government Commissioner, Dr. James W. Balsiger of Juneau, AK, was elected Chair for the coming
year. Canadian Government Commissioner Michael Pearson of Ottawa, ON, was elected Vice-Chair. The other
Canadian Commissioners are David Boyes (Courtenay, BC) and Paul Ryall (Vancouver, BC). The other United
States Commissioners are Ralph Hoard (Seattle, WA) and Phillip Lestenkof (St. Paul, AK).

Staff Contacts

NOAA Fisheries: Department of State:

Patrick Moran Craig Starger

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

1315 East-West Highway, Room 10645 2201 C Street, NW, Room 2758

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

Telephone: (301) 427-8370 Telephone: (202) 647-5808

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

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

Basic Instrument

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

Implementing Legislation

The North Pacific Anadromous Stocks Act of 1992 (Title VIII of Public Law 102-567).
Member Nations
Canada, Japan, the Republic of Korea, the Russian Federation, and the United States.

Commission Headquarters

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

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

Fax: (604) 775-5577

E-mail: secretariat@npafc.org

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

Budget

The approved NPAFC budget for Fiscal Year (FY) 2012/2013 (July 1, 2012-June 30, 2013) is CAD$882,000, with
each Party contributing CAD$180,000. The budget estimate for FY 2013/2014 is CAD$815,300 with each Party
contributing CAD$180,000. The budget estimate for FY 2014/2015 is CAD$878,000 with each Party contributing
CAD$180,000.

U.S. Representation

A. Appointment Process:

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

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

Alternate U.S. Commissioners to the NPAFC. The number of Alternate Commissioners that may be designated to a
Commission meeting is limited to the number of authorized U.S. Commissioners that will not be present.
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B. U.S. Commissioners (the Alaska position is currently vacant)

James Balsiger Gary T. Smith
Administrator, Alaska Region (F/AK) Partner

National Marine Fisheries Service Smith and Stark, LLC
P.O. Box 21668 3219 Point Place SW
Juneau, AK 99802-1668 Seattle, WA 98116

C. Advisory Structure:

The North Pacific Anadromous Stocks Act of 1992 established an Advisory Panel to the United States Section of the
NPAFC. The Advisory Panel shall be composed of: (1) the Commissioner of the Alaska Department of Fish and
Game; (2) the Director of the Washington Department of Fisheries and Wildlife; (3) one representative of the Pacific
States Marine Fisheries Commission; and (4) 11 members (6 residents of the State of Alaska and 5 residents of the
State of Washington) appointed by the Secretary of State, in consultation with the Secretary of Commerce, from
among a slate of 12 persons nominated by the Governor of Alaska and a slate of 10 persons nominated by the
Governor of Washington. There must be at least one representative of commercial salmon fishing interests and one
representative of environmental interests on each of the Governors' slates. As is the case with NPAFC
Commissioners, Advisors must be knowledgeable of North Pacific anadromous stocks and ecologically related
species. Advisors serve for a term not to exceed 4 years, and may not serve more than two consecutive terms. The
terms of the most recent Advisory Panel members have expired. The Secretary of State is in the process of
appointing a new roster of Advisors.

Description

A. Mission/Purpose:

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

B. Organizational Structure:

The NPAFC has three standing committees: the Committee on Enforcement (ENFO), the Committee on Finance

and Administration (F&A), and the Committee on Scientific Research and Statistics (CSRS). The committees are
responsible for providing accurate and timely advice to the Commission in the areas relating to the finances of the
Secretariat and the scope of the enforcement activities and scientific research conducted under the auspices of the

Commission.

C. Programs:

The 20™ Annual Meeting of the NPAFC was held in St. Petersburg, Russia, on October 7-12, 2012. All of the
Parties (Canada, Japan, Korea, Russia, and the United States) were represented. Mr. Doug Mecum, NMFS Deputy
Alaska Regional Administrator, led the U.S. delegation. The plenary meeting was chaired by Dr. Vladimir Belyaev
(Russia), President of the Commission.

At NPAFC Annual Meetings, the majority of the work of the Commission takes place in its three standing
committees--ENFO, F&A, and CSRS. The recommendations of each Committee on its agenda items are presented
in the form of a report to the Commission for its consideration. These reports are then formally adopted by the
Commission at its final plenary session.
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ENFO: In 2012, the Parties continued their successful enforcement collaboration on the high seas to deter and
eliminate illegal salmon fishing. Patrol efforts included a combined 153 ship patrol days, over 370 aerial patrol
hours, and the use of radar satellite surveillance. This year, collaborative enforcement led to the apprehension of a
stateless vessel with a Chinese crew engaged in illegal driftnet fishing in the Convention Area. The vessel was
caught with over 30 metric tons (t) of illegal product onboard, and was transferred to the custody of China for
follow-up action. Overall sightings of illegal fishing activity in the North Pacific have decreased in recent years,
demonstrating the effectiveness of the Commission’s model enforcement cooperation

ENFO’s 2013 Enforcement Evaluation and Coordination Meeting will be held in Vancouver, B.C., Canada, on
March 26-27.

CSRS: The total commercial catch by the Parties in 2011 was over 1 million t. Sixty-two percent of the total 2011
salmon catch was from countries in Asia (Russia, Japan, and Korea) and 38 percent was caught by countries in
North America (United States and Canada). Pink and chum salmon made up the majority (83 percent) of the total
catch.

The total number of hatchery fish released from NPAFC member countries in 2011 was 4.5 billion fish, while the
number of annual releases has been relatively stable at around 5 billion fish since 1993. Decline in numbers of
salmon released in 2011 is due to incomplete estimates for Japan, a consequence of the March 2011 Tohoku
Earthquake and resulting tsunami.

Although the northern North Pacific Ocean continues to produce large quantities of Pacific salmon, abundance
patterns vary among species, often from year-to-year. Currently, pink and chum salmon are very abundant. Coho
and Chinook salmon are less abundant than they were previously, while sockeye salmon abundance is highly
variable among regions from year-to-year.

During the Commission’s meeting, leading salmon researchers from member countries brought forward research
and discussed factors that may be contributing to variability in abundance patterns among species and potential
changes in abundance that may occur in the next several years. These factors include potential impacts of ocean
conditions on stocks, particularly migration and survival of juvenile salmon in ocean ecosystems.

F&A Committee: Historically, the NPAFC has held its annual meetings in the fall. As F&A has considered ways to
operate more efficiently, it has looked at whether any Commission or committee meetings could be conducted
“virtually” and whether any meetings now held separately could be combined to save money. As a result of a three-
year discussion, the F&A will implement a new system, in which all of the meeting activities of the Commission
will take place in the spring of the year. The enforcement meetings will be held independently of the others in late
winter/early spring because that is the timeframe necessary to coordinate the year’s enforcement plan. The two
scientific meetings will be combined and held in conjunction with the new time of the Annual Meeting in spring.
There will be a gradual transition to this system that will come fully into being in 2014.

New Executive Director: The Commission selected Dr. Vladimir Radchenko of Russia as the new Executive
Director of the NPAFC. His term of office will start on July 1, 2013.

Enforcement Video: In an effort to increase access to information on the effectiveness of its at-sea monitoring and
surveillance of suspected IUU vessels, the NPAFC has created a 5-minute video highlighting NPAFC enforcement
activities. The video is available in English, Korean, Japanese, and Russian and is accessible on the NPAFC
website.

The 2012 NPAFC Award. Established in 2011, the NPAFC Award is presented to groups or individuals whose
sustained, significant contributions have helped improve the conservation of anadromous salmon and steelhead
stocks in the North Pacific Ocean. These contributions can be from dedicated efforts in the fields of scientific
research, enforcement, international cooperation, or management.

At the Annual Meeting, the Commission announced the recipients of the 2012 NPAFC Award:
Dr. Richard J. Beamish, Emeritus Scientist, Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Nanaimo, Canada, and
Professor Vyacheslav P. Shuntov, Principal Research Scientist, Pacific Research Fisheries Center (TINRO-Center),
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Vladivostok, Russia, for their sustained commitment to understanding the mechanisms controlling abundance and
factors affecting the biology of anadromous stocks in marine ecosystems. The Commission is pleased to recognize
the leadership and sustained dedication of these renowned scientists for their contribution to the knowledge and
conservation of anadromous stocks in the North Pacific.

Symposium: In recognition of the importance of understanding juvenile salmonid production in ocean
environments, the NPAFC will host the 3rd International Workshop titled, “Migration and Survival Mechanisms of
Juvenile Salmon and Steelhead in Ocean Ecosystems,” on April 25-26, 2013, in Honolulu, Hawaii, USA. This
workshop will be open to the public (with registration fee) and will give researchers the opportunity to share and
review current information on juvenile salmon and steelhead in marine environments.

Future Meetings: The next NPAFC Annual Meeting will be hosted by the United States and is scheduled to be held
in Portland, Oregon, on May 12-16, 2014.

Staff Contacts

NOAA Fisheries: Department of State:

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

Office of International Fisheries 2201 C Street, NW, Room 2758

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA Washington, D.C. 20520-7818

1315 East-West Highway, Room 10659 Telephone: (202) 647-2335

Silver Spring, MD 20910 Fax: (202) 736-7350

Telephone: (301) 427-8371
Fax: (301) 713-2313
E-mail: paul.niemeier@noaa.gov
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Treaty Between the Government of the United States of America and the Government of Canada
Concerning Pacific Salmon (Basic Instrument for the Pacific Salmon Commission — PSC)

Basic Instrument

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

Implementing Legislation

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

Pacific Salmon Commission (PSC) Headquarters

Pacific Salmon Commission Executive Secretary: Mr. John Field
1155 Robson Street, Suite 600 Telephone: (604) 684-8081
Vancouver, British Columbia Fax: (604) 666-8707

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

General email requests: info@psc.org
Budget

Each Party will contribute CAD $1,879,636 to the approved Commission budget of CAD $3,909,586 for Fiscal Year 2012-
2013 (April 1, 2013 - March 31, 2014).

U.S. Representation

A. Appointment Process:

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

B. Commissioners:

Mr. Phil Anderson (Washington Commissioner) David Bedford (Alaska Commissioner)
Director Deputy Commissioner

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Alaska Department of Fish and Game
600 Capital Way N. P.O. Box 25526

Olympia, WA 98501 Juneau, AK 99802-5526
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W. Ron Allen (Tribal Commissioner) Larry Rutter (Federal Commissioner)
Tribal Chairman National Marine Fisheries Service
Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe 510 Desmond Drive, S.E. Suite 103
1033 Old Blyn Highway Lacey, WA 98503

Sequim, WA 98382

C. Alternate Commissioners:

Craig Charger (Acting Federal Alt. Com.) Roy Elicker (WA/OR Alt. Com.)
United States Department of State Director

2201 C Street NW Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Washington, DC 20520 3406 Cherry Avenue, N.E.

Salem, OR 97303
William Auger (Alaska Alt. Com.)

PO Box 9335 McCoy Oatman (Tribal Alt. Com)
Ketchikan, AK 99901 Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee
PO Box 305

Lapwai, ID 83540

Description

A. Mission/Purpose:

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

B. Organizational Structure:

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

The Panels are responsible for providing advice to the Commission on the fishing regimes for the intercepting salmon
fisheries in their respective regions, i.e., those in which one or both countries intercept salmon spawned in the other country.
The fishing regimes in the Treaty are contained in Annex IV and must be renegotiated from time to time. This is done by
reviewing technical data on annual fishing plans, regulations, and the salmon enhancement programs of each country. Based
in part on the advice provided by the Panels, the PSC develops catch limits and related provisions to present to the two
governments. These recommendations, which become effective upon approval by both governments, are then implemented
by each country’s domestic management authorities.

C. Programs:
During May 2008, the Pacific Salmon Commission successfully concluded two years of negotiations to update the fishing
regimes contained in Chapters 1, 2, 3, 5, and 6 of Annex IV of the Pacific Salmon Treaty and recommended their adoption to

the Governments of the United States and Canada. The Governments adopted the updated regimes through an exchange of
diplomatic notes on December 23, 2008. These new Chapters will be in place from 2010 — 2018 and are intended to protect,
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rebuild and provide for fair sharing of salmon stocks subject to the Pacific Salmon Treaty. The Fraser River sockeye and pink
fishing regime, contained in Chapter 4 of Annex IV, is on a different expiration schedule than the other Chapters and was
scheduled to expire at the end of 2010, but has now been extended through 2012.

The 2008 agreement maintains abundance-based fishing regimes, based on run strength, for the major salmon intercepting
fisheries in the United States and Canada. Larger catches will be allowed when abundance is higher and catches will be
constrained in years when abundance is down. These regimes are designed to implement the conservation and harvest
sharing principles of the Pacific Salmon Treaty.

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

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

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

Northern British Columbia and Southeast Alaska (Chapter 2): This Chapter addresses the management of sockeye, pink and
chum salmon fisheries in southeast Alaska and northern British Columbia. It specifies how the fisheries will be managed to
achieve conservation and fair sharing of salmon stocks that intermingle in the border area. The fixed catch ceilings contained
in the expired agreements were replaced with abundance-based fishing regimes in 1999. These regimes allow harvests to
vary from year to year depending on the abundance of salmon. Of particular note, because they resolve long-contentious
issues, are agreements governing the harvest of sockeye in Alaska’s purse seine fisheries near Noyes Island (District 104) and
the gillnet fishery at Tree Point (District 101), and Canada’s various marine net fisheries for pink salmon and its troll fishery
for pink salmon in specific Canadian fishing areas.

Chinook Salmon (Chapter 3): Because they pass through fisheries regulated by many jurisdictions in both Canada and the
United States, chinook salmon have been the focus of increasing concern and controversy in recent years. Although some
chinook populations are relatively healthy, others remain listed by the U.S. Federal Government under the Endangered
Species Act (ESA). The new chinook regime encompasses marine and certain freshwater fisheries in Alaska, Canada,
Washington and Oregon. All chinook fisheries will be managed based on abundance. Two types of fisheries have been
designated: (1) those that will be managed based on the aggregate abundance of Chinook salmon present in the fishery, and
(2) those that will be managed based on the status of individual stocks or stock groups in the fishery. The 2008 agreement
reduces the Chinook harvest in Alaska and off Canada’s west coast of Vancouver Island by 15% and 30%, respectively,
compared to the 1999 agreement that it replaced.

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

Fraser River Sockeye and Pink Salmon (Chapter 4): The PSC concluded negotiations in February 2013 for a new fishing
regime for Fraser River sockeye and pink salmon (Chapter 4, Annex IV of the Pacific Salmon Treaty). After domestic
(Canadian) consultations are concluded in the spring of 2013, the new agreement will be forwarded by the Commission to the
governments of Canada and the United States for approval and, upon approval, will be in place from 2014-2019.
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Coho Salmon (Chapter 5): The coho agreement essentially provides a blueprint and specifications (biological criteria) for a
conservation-based regime for border area fisheries in southern British Columbia and Washington State. The specifics of the
regime were bilaterally developed and were agreed to in February 2002 and remain in effect under the May 2008 agreement.
The fishing regime includes rules that establish harvest limits in specified border area fisheries. The rules are designed to
limit exploitation rates on natural coho stocks to sustainable levels, taking into account all fisheries affecting the stocks,
thereby improving the long term prospects of sustainable, healthy fisheries in both countries.

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

The 2008 agreement can be found at the PSC website at http://www.psc.org.

2013 Update: The PSC held its Annual Meeting on February 11-15, 2013, in Portland, OR. At this meeting the PSC
focused on issues relating to the implementation of the 2008 agreement.

Future Meetings: The next Commission Session of the PSC will be held October 22-24, 2013, in Ketchikan, AK. The PSC
Post Season Meeting will be held January 13-17, 2014, in Portland, OR and the 29th Annual Meeting will be held February
10-14, 2014, in Vancouver, BC.

Staff Contacts

NOAA Fisheries: Department of State:

Cheryl Ryder, U.S. Section PSC Coordinator David Hogan, Deputy Director

National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA Office of Marine Conservation (OES/OMC)
7600 Sand Point Way U.S. Department of State

Seattle, WA 98115-0070 2201 C Street, NW, Room 2758

Telephone: (206) 526-4338 Washington, D.C. 20520-7818

Fax: (206) 526-6534 Telephone: (202) 647-2337

E-mail: cheryl.ryder@noaa.gov Fax: (202) 736-7350

E-mail: HoganDF@state.gov
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Convention on the Conservation and Management of Pollock Resources in the Central Bering Sea

Implementing Legislation

There is no implementing legislation for the Convention.
Parties

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

Description

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

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

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

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

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

B. Organizational Structure:

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

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

C. Advisory Body:

No formal U.S. advisory body has been legislated for the Convention. However, the U.S. Department of State has invited the
12-member "North Pacific and Bering Sea Fisheries Advisory Body," appointed to advise the U.S. Representative to the
U.S.-Russia Intergovernmental Consultative Committee (ICC), to serve informally as the advisory body. This group consists

of the following individuals:

-- The Director of the Department of Fisheries and Wildlife of the State of Washington;
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-- The Commissioner of the Department of Fish and Game of the State of Alaska;

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

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

D. Background:

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

The central Bering Sea pollock fishery was conducted by trawl vessels from China, Japan, Korea, Poland, and the former
Soviet Union. Catch data submitted by these countries indicated that annual harvests in the area rose to approximately 1.5
million metric tons (t) in the years leading up to 1989. Largely due to drastic declines in catch and catch-per-unit-effort,
leading to a total catch of under 300,000 t in 1991 and only 10,000 t in 1992, the governments involved agreed to a voluntary
suspension of fishing in the area for 1993-94. During the 2-year suspension of fishing, an agreed scientific monitoring
program was carried out that showed no evidence of the recovery of the resource.

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

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

Current Status

At the 14™ Annual Conference of the Parties held on August 31-September 1, 2009, in Stevenson, Washington, the Parties
adopted revised Rules of Procedure (Annex III of the Report of the First Annual Conference) for holding "virtual meetings"
via teleconferences or other electronic forms of communication. To test the effectiveness of such meetings, the United States
agreed to host the 15™ Annual Conference and the S& T Committee Meeting virtually, with the understanding that the S&T
Committee Meeting would be held well in advance of the Annual Conference. The Parties recommended that the Party
hosting the Annual Conference distribute available scientific information at least 45 days in advance of the Annual
Conference, if possible. Pending the success of the trial virtual meeting, the Parties would resume the normal rotation for
hosting future virtual meetings beginning in 2011. The description of the “virtual” Annual Conference process can be found
at:

http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/REFM//CBS/15th_annual conference.htm
The United States conducted the S&T Committee Meeting from 1-25 August 2010, and the 15™ Annual Conference from 22
September-6 October 2010. It was the first Annual Conference to be conducted via electronic mail (e-mail).

2012 AHL and INQs: Korea conducted the 17" S&T Committee Meeting from 17 September to 19 October 2012 and the
17" Annual Conference from 12 November-21 December 2012.

The United States presented the preliminary results of its pollock research cruise in the Bogoslof Island area in 2012. The
survey revealed an estimated pollock spawning stock biomass of 67,000 t or 48.6 million fish in the Specific Area of the
Convention--the lowest level on record. The pollock biomass for the Convention area was estimated at 111,667 t, based on
the premise that the Bogoslof Island pollock spawning stock biomass is equal to 60 percent of the biomass in the Convention
Area. The United States plans to conduct the next Bogoslof Island pollock survey in 2014.
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The Parties agreed that there was insufficient scientific and technical information to determine the pollock biomass of the
whole Aleutian Basin and that the estimated biomass for the Convention Area is nowhere near the biomass target (1.67
million t) stated in the Convention necessary to trigger a commercial fishery. Japan reiterated its position that the Parties
should set an AHL, even if it is small. However, there was no consensus among the Parties on how to set AHL and therefore
they followed the process established in the Annex to the Convention.

Consequently, the 2013 AHL and INQ were set at zero during the Conference and the moratorium on pollock fishing in the
Central Bering Sea was continued. 2013 will mark the 20™ year of a moratorium on commercial pollock fishing in the central
Bering Sea.

Trial Fishing: There was no trial fishing conducted in the region in 2012. The Parties agreed to roll over the terms and
conditions for trial fishing adopted in 2012 for 2013. No Parties presented any plans to conduct trial fishing in 2013 at the
meeting.

Work Plan for the S&T Committee: There were no recommendations for a Plan of Work for the S&T Committee for
2013. The United States plans to conduct the next Bogoslof Island pollock spawning stock survey in 2014 and invited
scientists from the other Parties to participate in the survey.

Enforcement: No violations of the Convention were reported.

Transparency: The Parties agreed to the same interim observer rules for 2013 that have been employed since 1998. These
rules do not address attendance by non-governmental observers--only observers from regional and intergovernmental
organizations.

Future Meetings: Poland agreed to host the 18" Annual Conference and the S& T Committee Meeting in the virtual meeting
format in 2013. The United States will continue to support the Annual Conference on the Alaska Fisheries Science Center's
web site and to provide rapporteur services for the S&T Committee Meetings and Plenary Meetings of the Annual
Conference, as needed.

The NMFS Alaska Fisheries Science Center will make the 2012 reports of the Annual Conference and the S&T Committee
available on the internet at http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/refm/cbs/. http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/refm/cbs/.

Staff Contacts

NOAA Fisheries: Region: Department of State:

Paul E. Niemeier Dr. James W. Balsiger, Administrator Nicole Ricci

International Fisheries Affairs Division  Alaska Region (F/AK) Office of Marine Conservation
(F/1IAT) National Marine Fisheries Service, (OES/OMC)

Office of International Affairs NOAA U.S. Department of State
National Marine Fisheries Service, 709 W 9th Street 2201 C Street, NW

NOAA Juneau, AK 99802-1668 Washington, D.C. 20520-7818
1315 East-West Highway, Room 10659  Telephone: (907) 586-7221 Telephone: (202) 647-2335
Silver Spring, MD 20910 Fax: (907) 586-7249 Fax: (202) 736-7350
Telephone: (301) 427-8371 E-mail: jim.balsiger@noaa.gov E-mail: RicciNM@state.gov

Fax: (301) 713-2313
E-mail: paul.niemeier@noaa.gov
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Treaty Between the Government of the United States of America and the Government of Canada
on Pacific Coast Albacore Tuna Vessels and Port Privileges

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

Parties
The United States and Canada

Description
The Treaty entered into force in 1982. In 2001, at the request of the U.S. albacore fishing industry, the United States

requested consultations with Canada for the purpose of discussing limitations on the catch or effort by fishing vessels of one
Party operating in the jurisdiction of the other Party. Following initial consultations, three subsequent negotiating sessions
culminated in agreement in April 2002 to amend the Treaty. The U.S. Senate gave its advice and consent to the Treaty
amendments, and Congress enacted H.R. 2584 (Public Law 108-219) on March 29, 2004, to authorize the Secretary of
Commerce to issue regulations to implement the amended Treaty. The President signed H.R. 2584 into law on April 13,
2004. Proposed regulations to allow the United States to implement the amendments to the Treaty were published in April
2004 and final regulations followed in June 2004.

The United States and Canada agreed to allow fishing vessels of the other Party to fish for albacore tuna in waters under its
fisheries jurisdiction beyond 12 nautical miles during a fishing season that occurs from June through October. The Treaty
requires that the United States and Canada annually exchange lists of fishing vessels which may fish for albacore tuna in each
other’s waters. The vessels agree to abide by the provisions of the Treaty, which include: vessel marking; recordkeeping; and
reporting. The Treaty also allows the fishing vessels of each Party to enter designated fishing ports of the other Party to:

1. land their catches of albacore without payment of duties, and

2. transship catches in bond under the supervision of U.S. Customs and Border Protection to any port of the flag
state, or

3. sell them for export in bond, or

4. sell them locally on payment of the applicable customs duty and

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

When the Treaty was amended in 2002, it had a default provision that if no agreement was reached to extend the arrangement
or negotiate a new limit regime after three years, specific fishing limits would be triggered (i.e., 94 Canadian vessels allowed
in U.S. waters for four months or 376 vessel months). The provision was first used for the 2007 fishing season and repeated
again in 2008. The Parties renegotiated the reciprocal fishing regime in 2008 and agreed on a three-year regime for 2009-
2011, which subsequently expired at the end of the 2011 fish season. When established, this regime left in place previous
provisions regarding the exchange of scientific data and fishery information as well as the practice of annual Treaty
consultations. However, the regime agreed to in 2008 did contain a number of significant changes, which included:

1. The Parties were to exchange a list of vessels for the upcoming fishing season; Canada submits a fixed list
of vessels to the United States by June 1 and the United States provided their provisional list to Canada by July 1.
Information on vessel lengths was also required.

2. The fishing season extended from June 15 through October 31.

3. The number of Canadian vessels fishing in U.S. waters was limited to 110 and the number of U.S. vessels
fishing in Canada was to be reflective of “historical levels.” The use of vessel months to limit access was no longer
in use.

4. Canadian vessels fishing in U. S. waters could only use troll gear while U.S. vessels were allowed to use
both troll and pole-and-bait methods.

5. The implementation of management resolutions at the international level or management requirements at
the domestic level were to be considered as sufficient triggers for terminating the Treaty.

6. If national allocations by the appropriate regional fishery management organization had been established

during the tenure of the regime, allocations received by Canada and the United States attributable to catch taken in
the waters of the host country will be reassigned to the host country.
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2012 Fishing Season: Upon the expiration of the 2009-2011 regime the United States and Canada entered into discussion for
renewing a reciprocal fishing access regime but could not come to agreement in advance of the 2012 season. Because the
Parties did not agree to terms for a reciprocal fishing and port access in 2012, there was no reciprocal fishing.

Current Status
The Parties met in February and April 2013 and reached agreement on a renewed reciprocal fishing access agreement for
2013 (one year). The regime agreed contained a number of significant changes from the 2009-2011 regime, including:

1. The fishing season extended from June 15 through October 31 for U.S. vessels fishing in Canada and June 15
through September 15 for Canadian vessels fishing in the United States.

2. The number of Canadian vessels fishing in U.S. waters was limited to 45 and the number of U.S. vessels fishing
in Canada continued to be reflective of “historical levels.”

3. The implementation of management resolutions at the international level or management requirements at the
domestic level were to be considered as sufficient triggers for terminating the Treaty.

4. If national allocations by the appropriate regional fishery management organization are established at any point,
allocations received by Canada and the United States attributable to catch taken under the Treaty in the waters of the
other Party will be reassigned to that Party.

Albacore Status Determination: The International Scientific Committee (ISC), which conducts stock assessments on North
Pacific albacore, completed a full assessment in 2011. Given there was no new information for 2012, the Albacore Working
Group (ALBWG) to the ISC recommended no changes to its 2011 stock status determination, that is, the stock is considered
healthy and neither overfished nor experiencing overfishing. Consequently, the ALBWG offered no new recommendations
on conservation above beyond that which it provided the previous year.

Fishing Pressure on North Pacific Albacore: During the past five years (2007-2011), fisheries based in Japan accounted for
70% of the total albacore harvest, followed by fisheries in the United States (18%), Canada (8%), and Chinese Taipei (4%).

Domestic and International Management: The U.S. North Pacific albacore fishery is managed under the West Coast Highly
Migratory Species (HMS) Fishery Management Plan and remains one of the Pacific Fishery Management Council’s few
remaining open access fisheries. In June 2011, the Council tasked the Highly Migratory Species (HMS) Management Team
(HMSMT) and HMS Advisory Subpanel (HMSAS) to begin developing a proactive management framework for North
Pacific albacore which could be proposed at the international level through U.S. delegations. Very little progress was
accomplished on this task during 2012.

At their September 2012 meeting, the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission’s Northern Committee (NC)
progressed with their workplan to establish better reporting of North Pacific albacore catch and effort in order to track
compliance with CMM 2005/03 and to develop a framework for albacore management including developing reference points
and decision rules for management should reference points be breached. The intent of this work effort was to develop a
management framework for North Pacific albacore in advance of the 2014 stock assessment. The work plan has three
elements applicable to international management: 1) improve estimates of North Pacific albacore catch and related fishing
effort reported annually by member nations; 2) develop reference points consistent with the management framework; and 3)
develop decision rules that specify actions to be taken in the event a particular reference point is breached..

Staff Contacts

NOAA Fisheries Southwest Region:  NOAA Fisheries Headquarters: Department of State:

Mark Helvey Erika Carlsen David Hogan

Assistant Regional Administrator for ~ Office of International Affairs Deputy Director, Office of Marine
Sustainable Fisheries National Marine Fisheries Service Conservation (OES/OMC)

501 West Ocean Boulevard 1315 East-West Highway U.S. Department of State

Suite 4200 Silver Spring, MD 20910 2201 C. Street, NW, Rm. 2758
Long Beach, CA 90802-4213 Telephone: (301) 427-8358 Washington, D.C. 20520-7818
Telephone: (562) 980-4040 Fax: (301) 713-2313 Telephone: (202) 647-2335

Fax: (562) 980-4047 E-mail: erika.carlsen@noaa.gov Fax: (202) 736-7350

E-mail: mark.helvey@noaa.gov
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Agreement between the Government of the United States of America and the Government of
Canada on Pacific Hake/Whiting

Implementing Legislation

Implementing legislation was signed on January 12, 2007, as Title VI of Public Law 109-479.
Parties

The United States and Canada.

Description

The Treaty was signed on November 21, 2003. The U.S. Senate gave its advice and consent to the Treaty, and Congress
approved H.R. 5946 (Public Law 109-479) on December 7, 2006. The President signed H.R. 5946 into law on January 12,
2007, and signed the instrument of ratification for the Agreement on May 3, 2007. The Agreement implementing legislation
tasks the Secretary of Commerce with carrying out the agreement and authorizes him to issue regulations to implement the
Treaty.

The Agreement establishes, for the first time, agreed percentage shares of the transboundary stock of Pacific hake, also
known as Pacific whiting. It also creates a process through which U.S. and Canadian scientists and fisheries managers will
recommend the total catch of Pacific hake each year, to be divided by a set percentage formula. Stakeholders from both
countries will have significant input into this process. The Agreement not only allows the Parties to prevent overfishing, but
also provides long-term stability for U.S. fishers and processors and a structure for future scientific collaboration.

Current Issues

Unfortunately, several errors were discovered in the U.S. implementing legislation that required new legislation to correct.
Consequently, the United States was not able to fully implement the Agreement until early 2011. The corrections to the
implementing legislation were included in Public Law 111-348, the International Fisheries Agreement Clarification Act,
signed into law by the President on January 4, 2011. Both countries made good progress in 2011 and the beginning of 2012
in naming all of their respective members to the Agreement's four panels and committees—the Joint Technical Committee,
Scientific Review Group, the Advisory Panel, and the Joint Management Committee.

The United States and Canada held the second meeting of all four advisory bodies on March 18-19, 2013, in Lynnwood,
Washington, to review and comment on the 2013 Pacific hake stock assessment. Based on the Joint Technical Committee’s
stock assessment, the review by the Scientific Review Group, and advice from the Advisory Panel, the Joint Management
Committee recommended to the Parties a total allowable catch of 365,112 metric tons. Each Party will now review and make
a decision on the Joint Management Committee recommendation via its own internal process. A final decision is expected
from both parties in late April or early May 2013.

Staff Contacts

NOAA Fisheries:

Northwest Region Headquarters

Frank D Lockhart Paul Niemeier

Assistant Regional Administrator for Sustainable International Fisheries Affairs Division (F/IA1)
Fisheries Office of International Affairs

National Marine Fisheries Service — Northwest Region National Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA
7600 Sand Point Way NE 1315 East-West Highway, Room 10659
Seattle, WA 98115 Silver Spring, MD 20910

Telephone: (206) 526-6150 Telephone: (301) 427-8371

Email: frank.lockhart@noaa.gov E-mail: paul.niemeier@noaa.gov
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Treaty on Fisheries Between the Governments of Certain Pacific Island States and the
Government of the United States of America (South Pacific Tuna Treaty -- SPTT)

Implementing Legislation

South Pacific Tuna Act of 1988 as amended (U.S.C. 973 et seq.)
Parties

The United States, Australia, Cook Islands, Federates States of Micronesia , Fiji, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, New
Zealand, Niue, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, Vanuatu, and Samoa

Description

The SPTT entered into force in 1988. After an initial 5-year agreement, the SPTT was extended in 1993 and again in March
2002, when the Parties agreed to amend and extend the Treaty and to extend the related Economic Assistance Agreement
between the United States and the Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA) beyond the June 2003 expiration date, for a term of 10
years. The 2002 extension provides licenses for up to 40 U.S. purse seiners, with an option for 5 additional licenses reserved
for joint venture arrangements, to fish for tuna in the EEZ’s of the Pacific Island Parties. It also contains a number of
amendments to the Treaty and its annexes, such as updating the methods available for reporting; a revised procedure for
amending the annexes; a revised observer program fee formula; provisions on the use of a vessel monitoring system (VMS);
and general provisions on fishing capacity, revenue sharing, and linkages between the Treaty and the Western and Central
Pacific Tuna Convention (WCPTC), among others. The SPTT’s current economic assistance agreement expires on June 14,
2013.

The Treaty is said to be working efficiently and to the benefit of all involved. It has been viewed as a model of international
and fishery cooperation. Issues that arise typically are addressed in formal annual consultations between U.S. Government
and Pacific Island States representatives, or during informal discussions which also have taken place on an annual basis. The
Department of State has specific authority to act for the United States.

Budget

Under the current agreement, of the total cost for access under the SPTT, the U.S. tuna industry, as coordinated by the
American Tunaboat Owners Association , provides up to $3 million each year to the Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA) located
in Honiara, Solomon Islands. The FFA Director and staff act as the SPTT Administrators for the Pacific Island Countries
party to the agreement. The FFA deducts a small amount (approx. $500,000) for treaty administration, after which 15
percent of the revenue is divided equally among FFA members, with the remaining balance (85 percent) distributed on a pro
rata basis depending on the weight of tuna landed in each respective EEZ. The Director of the FFA is currently Mr. James
Movick (telephone: 677-21124; fax: 677-23995).

Also associated with the SPTT is an Economic Assistance Agreement between the U.S. Government (U.S. Agency for
International Development) and the FFA. The U.S. Government pays $18 million annually, subject to the availability of
appropriated funds for this purpose, into an economic development fund administered by the FFA. The FFA ensures that the
fund is used to support economic development programs in the region. Payments to the Pacific Island Countries under the
Economic Assistance Agreement are now the only significant source of U.S. economic support for the stability and security
of the region outside the assistance provided to the Freely Associated States. Under the terms of the SPTT, both the U.S.
tuna industry and the U.S. Government annual payments must be made before any fishing licenses will be issued (renewed
annually on June 15th). In addition to paying access fees, the U.S. tuna industry also pays the FFA costs associated with
observer coverage (including training), vessel monitoring system deployment and associated recurring costs, and a regional
registration fee. Under the agreement, the overall costs of the industry supported observer fund will be based on 40 vessels
making an average of seven trips and an average observer placement cost of approximately $4,500 per trip. Also included
are agreed costs for observer program management ($30,000) and training ($20,000) resulting in an estimated total cost to the
U.S. industry of approximately $1,250,000 annually. For the last licensing period of the current agreement (running from
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June 15 2012 to June 14, 2013) the U.S. Industry agreed to pay the Pacific Islands nations an additional 27 million for a total
of $45 million.

U.S. Administration

U.S. operational, administrative, and enforcement commitments under the SPTT are carried out by the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS). These responsibilities are implemented by the NMFS Pacific Islands Regional Office located in
Honolulu, Hawaii.

Regulatory Actions

In 2010 regulations were developed clarifying how the 45 SPTT licenses are allocated in the event there are more
applications than licenses are available.

Future Meetings

The Pacific Island Countries and the U.S. Government and industry have been meeting to modify the economic assistance
agreement and extend the Treaty—the meetings are expected to continue through May 2013.

Staff Contact
NOAA Fisheries:

Michael Tosatto, Regional Administrator
Pacific Islands Region

National Marine Fisher