Marine Mammal Protection Act Import Provisions
Comparability Finding Application Final Report

hls?ﬁmEs Denmark

Summary

Based on Denmark’s initial application, its responses to the clarification questions, and the information
described below, NMFS has determined that all of Denmark’s exempt and export fisheries are
comparable in effectiveness to the U.S. regulatory program.

Denmark prohibits the intentional killing of cetaceans but in the past has permitted the intentional
killing (culling) of “nuisance” seals that interact with and damage fishing gear and fish farms. Denmark
noted that there are no current active licenses for nuisance seal culling. Denmark also provided
additional information on regulations for the protection of harbor seals and gray seals to support the
current prohibition on the intentional killing of seals currently in place in Danish fisheries and attests
that no seafood product exported to the United States was caught in fisheries where marine mammals
are intentionally killed. Denmark authorizes and licenses commercial fishing operations (per domestic
and/or EU regulations) and requires recording and reporting on marine mammal interactions by vessels
in a comment field on reporting forms. Denmark has reporting in place for its fisheries and some
monitoring through limited observer coverage for its fisheries provided by Danish universities but has
increased its electronic monitoring to expand to 75% of its fishing fleet by the end of 2025.

Denmark has no export fisheries that use large-scale pelagic driftnets or gear prohibited by a U.S. take
reduction team. Denmark states that there is “No Documented Interaction” between marine mammals
and its fisheries. Evidence to support this is from electronic monitoring and reporting on EU catch forms;
however, the catch forms do not contain a designated entry space for marine mammal interaction but
any interactions between fisheries and marine mammals are recorded nevertheless in the comments
field on the forms. The EU and/or domestic regulation requires additional measures to mitigate
interaction of gillnet fisheries with the Baltic harbor porpoise and Denmark is implementing these
required measures.

Comparability Finding Analysis

1. Does the nation have a prohibition on the intentional killing or serious injury of marine
mammals in the course of commercial fishing operations? OR Does the nation have
procedures to reliably certify that fish and fish products were not caught in association
with the intentional killing or serious injury of marine mammals in the course of
commercial fishing operations?
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Response: No, Denmark does not have a prohibition on intentional killing for all marine mammals in the
course of commercial fishing operations. However, Denmark attested that no seals are intentionally
killed in fisheries exporting to the United States at this time.

The EU Habitats Directive covers all cetacean species and prohibits intentional killing of strictly
protected species, of which all of Cetacea is included. The EU Habitats Directive allows for management
of Appendix Ill species, including seals, to maintain favorable conservation status. Denmark provided
evidence indicating that it maintains a prohibition on intentional killing of marine mammals and cited its
2005 Seal Management Plan which prohibits the intentional killing of seals as agreed under the HELCOM
recommendation. However, following seal stock recovery, a proposal to HELCOM was adopted which
allowed for management of seals in line with the 2008 EU Habitats Directive, and re-authorized seal
culling activities, particularly nuisance seals that damage fishing and aquaculture gear. Denmark
amended its 2005 Seal Management Plan to allow for culling of nuisance seals in fisheries.

Relevant texts and regulations are included below:

European Commission COUNCIL DIRECTIVE 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992

On the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora

ANNEX IV

ANIMAL AND PLANT SPECIES OF COMMUNITY INTEREST IN NEED OF STRICT PROTECTION

Cetacea: all species

REGULATION (EU) 2019/1241 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL

of 20 June 2019 on the conservation of fisheries resources and the protection of marine ecosystems
through technical measures, amending Council Regulations (EC) No 1967/2006, (EC) No 1224/2009 and
Regulations (EU) No 1380/2013, (EU) 2016/1139, (EU) 2018/973, (EU) 2019/472 and (EU) 2019/1022 of
the European Parliament and of the Council, and repealing Council Regulations (EC) No 894/97, (EC) No
850/98, (EC) No 2549/2000, (EC) No 254/2002, (EC) No 812/2004 and (EC) No 2187/2005

Article 11
Catches of marine mammals, seabirds and marine reptiles

1. The catching, retention on board, transhipment or landing of marine mammals or marine
reptiles referred to in Annexes Il and IV to Directive 92/43/EEC and of species of seabirds
covered by Directive 2009/147/EC shall be prohibited.

2. When caught, species referred to in paragraph 1 shall not be harmed and specimens shall be
promptly released.

3. Notwithstanding paragraphs 1 and 2, the retention on board, transhipment or landing of
specimens of marine species referred to in paragraph 1 which have been caught accidentally,
shall be permitted as far as this activity is necessary to secure assistance for the recovery of the
individual animals and to allow for scientific research on incidentally killed specimens, provided
that the competent national authorities concerned have been fully informed in advance as soon
as possible after the catch and in accordance with applicable Union law.

4. On the basis of the best available scientific advice a Member State may, for vessels flying its flag,
put in place mitigation measures or restrictions on the use of certain gear. Such measures shall
minimise, and where possible eliminate, the catches of the species referred to in paragraph 1 of
this Article and shall be compatible with the objectives set out in Article 2 of Regulation (EU) No
1380/2013 and be at least as stringent as technical measures applicable under Union law.
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5. Measures adopted pursuant to paragraph 4 of this Article shall aim at achieving the target set
out in point (b) of Article 4(1). The Member States shall, for control purposes, inform the other
Member States concerned of provisions adopted under paragraph 4 of this Article. They shall
also make publicly available appropriate information concerning such measures.

Denmark’s harbor and gray seal management plan (Protection of grey seals and harbor seals in
Denmark.pdf) mentions that Denmark acceded to the HELCOM recommendation 9/1 from 1988,
“according to which seal hunting is prohibited in the Baltic area, which in this context includes the Baltic
Sea, the Belt Sea and the Kattegat.”

HELCOM RECOMMENDATION 9/1

RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING PROTECTION OF SEALS IN THE BALTIC SEA AREA

THE COMMISSION,

RECOMMENDS that the Governments of the Contracting Parties to the Helsinki Convention:

a) through their national instruments ban all hunting of grey seals, ringed seals and harbour seals
in the Baltic area. In order to safeguard the survival of these species, the ban shall be
maintained until a natural health condition and a normal reproductive rate can scientifically be
shown;

b) make efforts to establish seal sanctuaries and, when appropriate, organize seal breeding in
order to save the genetic individuality of the declining Baltic seal stocks,

INVITES the International Council for the Exploration of the Sea continuously to assess the condition of
the seal populations of the Baltic Sea, on the basis of new evidence presented by the Contracting parties
and other relevant information.

An updated proposal to HELCOM allowed for the reintroduction of seal management practices in line
with the requirements under the Habitats Directive. The Danish government in 2005 adopted a
management plan for harbor seal and grey seal. The plan addresses measures aimed to protect the seal
populations and at the same time reduce potential conflicts with the fishing industry. In 2014 an
amendment to the plan provided the possibility for culling grey seals under strict conditions.

Per a recommendation adopted in 2006, "HELCOM'’s new recommendation permits the sustainable use
of seals, within the framework of the Habitats Directive requirements to achieve and maintain a
favourable conservation status."

Danish national legislation:

2018 Order on Game:

Harbor seal
S 23. The Danish Nature Agency may grant permission for regulation of harbor seals by fixed,
functioning fishing gear on the fishing territory in the period 1 August - 31 May.
PCS. 2. The Danish Nature Agency may also, in the period 1 August - 31 May, grant permission for
regulation of harbor seals in watercourses to protect pressured fish stocks and to avoid damage to
fisheries.
PCS. Permits pursuant to para. 2, may in addition to the owner or user be given to associations that
organize recreational, leisure or commercial fishermen, cf., however, 5 2, para. 3

The Danish Environmental Protection Agency states that ”"Grey seals (Halichoerus grypus) and harbor

seals (Phoca vitulina) are protected under the Habitats Directive (HD) annex Il and V and as such,
regulation is inconsistent with HD, cf. Article 14. Derogation shooting is permitted cf. Article 16,
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“provided that there is no satisfactory alternative and the derogation is not detrimental to the
maintenance of the populations of the species concerned at a favourable conservation status in their
natural range. Member States may derogate from the provisions of Articles 12, 13, 14 and 15 (a) and (b)

(b) to prevent serious damage, in particular to crops, livestock, forests, fisheries and water and other
types of property

Gray seal:

Since 1. January 2022 it is no longer permitted to regulate grey seals. The previous ability to regulate up
to 80 individuals in total in the waters around the island of Bornholm was based on documented
commercial economic significance. However, due to very low TACs in the Baltic Sea, Denmark ceased the
authorization of seal regulation.

More details: https://mst.dk/service/nyheder/nyhedsarkiv/2021/dec/regulering-af-graasaeler-ved-
bornholm-paa-pause-fra-nytaar/

The order suspends gray seal culling “until further notice” but with the caveat that if seal damage to
gear is high, culling could resume as early as autumn 2022.

Grey seals around Bornholm mainly target the fishery of cod (Gadus morhua) and salmon (Salmo salar),
thus derogation shooting is permitted cf. Article 16 litra (b). The termination of the derogation shooting
permission around Bornholm was effectuated upon the European Council Regulation 2022/109 of 27
January 2022. The regulation reduced fishing opportunities of e.g. cod and salmon in ICES area 24 and
25 and resulted in a quota exclusively for by-catches. No directed fisheries are permitted under this
guota. As a result, the conditions for granting exemptions (serious damage to fisheries) are no longer
present. A scientific study conducted by the Danish Technical University Aqua (DTU Aqua), initiated by
the Danish EPA, is studying the scale of grey seal gillnet predation in the remaining commercial flatfish
fishery around Bornholm. The results were pending for 2022. If the results of the study concludes a
severe reduction in flatfish catches due to grey seal gillnet predation, the permission of derogation
shooting of grey seals could be expected to resume.

The definition of regulating seals: Derogation shooting permits fishermen to shoot seals in accordance
with the Habitats Directive Article 16. The permission is granted to the fishermen, but can be forwarded
to a licensed hunter, who then can carry out the shooting.

How permits are obtained for regulating nuisance seals:

The applicants apply online at:
https://virk.dk/myndigheder/stat/NST/selvbetjening/Ansoegning_om_regulering_af skadevoldende_vil
dt. The applicant is obliged to answer a set of questions regarding the legal basis of the application and
based on the answers (e.g. if the applicant applies for a permit to shoot a grey seal in a Natura 2000
area, the application will get denied, and the ground for refusal is that no derogation shooting is allowed
for grey seals in those areas). Personnel from the Danish Nature Agency handle each application and
notify the applicant permission or refusal. Each permit is limited in space and time as well as in the
number of seals that may be shot.

In 2025, Denmark provided the following additional information on regulations for the protection of

harbor seals and gray seals to support the current status of no authorized intentional killing of seals
currently in place in Danish fisheries:
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Administrative Order on the Protection of Certain Animal and Plant Species and the Care of Injured
Wildlife

e According to § 25 (2) and § 26 (1) it is prohibited to catch in the wild animals covered by the
Administrative Orders mentioned in the provision, including Harbor seals and Gray seals.

The Hunting and Wildlife Management Act

e According to § 2 the act applies to all mammals that are naturally occurring in the Danish
nature.

e Pursuant to § 3 (1) hunting is only allowed for species for which a hunting season has been set in
the Administrative Order on Hunting Seasons for Certain Mammals and Birds. Administrative
Order on Hunting Seasons for Certain Mammals and Birds

The Administrative Order defines the hunting seasons for all species for which hunting is permitted in
Denmark. As no hunting season has been set for harbor seals and gray seals, hunting on these species is
prohibited. Further, the Hunting and Wildlife Management Act requires that a hunting season be put in
place before any capture or killing of gray and harbor seals is authorized. This Act has no provisions for
hunting times/seasons for seal species and therefore hunting of these species is currently prohibited.

On this basis, Denmark attests that no fisheries exporting seafood product to the United States are
engaging in intentional killing of marine mammals.

2. Does the nation have a Marine Mammal Bycatch Reduction Program? A bycatch reduction
program, for purposes of compliance with the import provisions, is defined as having the
following components:

a. The ability to control/monitor its fishing operations that may take marine mammals
(e.g., authorizations, permits, licenses, and/or registrations for vessels)

Response: Yes, Denmark authorizes fishing activities domestically and in line with the EU regulations
under the Common Fisheries Policy.

Article 24 - Fishing fleet registers
Member States shall record the information on ownership, on vessel and gear characteristics and on
the activity of Union fishing vessels flying their flag that is necessary for the management of
measures established under this Regulation.

b. A program to monitor its fisheries for incidences of marine mammal mortality and
serious injury in the course of commercial fishing operations

Response: Denmark does not have a national registration scheme for monitoring bycatch of marine
mammals by fishermen at fleet level, however, bycatch data are primarily collected via observer trips by
scientists (sourced from the Danish Technical University — Section for Aquatic Resources). Two fisheries
are recorded on Denmark’s LOFF as having monitoring in place: Fishery ID 900: on-board observer
program, and Fishery ID 993: electronic monitoring. Fishery ID 993 is a gillnet fishery with high reported
bycatch. Denmark has implemented electronic monitoring on large portions of its fleet as described
below.

Denmark has, since 2010, had CCTV on 8-12 gillnetters evenly distributed in Danish waters. Since the
summer 2020, Denmark has had CCTV on 12 trawlers in the Kattegat — and up to 100 vessels will be
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equipped with CCTV by the end of 2025 (corresponding to more than 90% of the trawling fleet in the
Kattegat). Further, from the beginning of 2023 CCTVs were installed on the majority of the Danish
pelagic fleet (which accounts for approximately 75% of the Danish industrial landings) — (see press
release: The Danish pelagic fishing fleet in DPPO's membership introduces 100% documented fisheries -
DPPO). Denmark is very interested in obtaining better data and knowledge about bycatch and is also
actively involved in the work regarding threshold values for bycatch of both seals and porpoises under
both OSPAR and HELCOM.

Collected data and population surveys/trend analyses contribute to assessing the need for further
fishing regulatory restrictions as agreed among Member States. Article 8 of the MSFD requires Member
States to deliver assessments of bycatch for reporting, most recently in 2024.

Denmark has implemented monitoring for 75% of its pelagic fleet, which covers most of its export
fisheries. Denmark has onboard observers for its main pelagic trawl fleet and CCTV coverage on its
remaining fleet (trawl, longlines, purse seine, and gillnet fisheries).

c. Arequirement to report all marine mammal mortality and serious injury in the course
of commercial fishing operations
Response: Yes, Denmark requires the keeping of a fishery logbook for all fishing operations. As noted
above, while Denmark’s catch forms do not contain a designated entry space for marine mammal
interactions, fishermen are still able to document any interactions between fisheries and marine
mammals in the comments field on the forms. This is also in line with the EU regulations for waters
managed under the Common Fisheries Policy.

More details on control obligations at EU level can be found in the EU’s control regulation EU 1224/2009
and implementing regulation EU 404/2011.

Denmark uploaded two logbook examples which characterize landings but do not indicate a specific
location for reporting marine mammal incidental mortality or injury. The EU and its Member States have
provided examples of where and how such information is reported on EU reporting forms.

Under the EU Habitats Directive:
Reporting

Certain articles of the Habitats Directive (Art. 6, 12, 16 and 17) require Member States to report on
the conservation status of habitats and species, on compensation measures taken for projects
having a negative impact on Natura 2000 sites or on derogations they may have applied to the strict
protection measures. (Access the Member States reporting)

Denmark stated that reporting of marine mammal interactions is required.

d. Prioritization of fisheries for mitigation of unsustainable marine mammal bycatch as
described in 16 U.S.C. § 1387(f)(3) (in particular those over the bycatch limit, of small
population size, or declining rapidly, based on available financial resources) in
response to reported bycatch occurring in fishing operations. Prioritization of fisheries
should be similar to U.S. take reduction teams and development of take reduction
plans and including an evaluation of whether the nation has provided a bycatch limit
and whether that bycatch limit is exceeded for any 16 U.S.C. § 1387(f)(3) stock(s), and
whether any mitigation is effective or reconsidered if not effective.
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Response: The EU prioritizes mitigation of Baltic Sea harbor porpoise, which would be considered a 16
U.S.C. § 1387(f)(3) stock, and Denmark is implementing EU measures to mitigate the interaction of Baltic
harbor porpoise in its gillnet fisheries in this area. The bycatch limit is neither being met nor exceeded
for any of the marine mammal species listed as interacting with Denmark’s fisheries. Given the limited
monitoring in place at the time of Denmark’s application, it is difficult to confirm these assertions. There
are no U.S. TRPs on trawl gear. The United States has a non-regulatory Atlantic Trawl Gear Take
Reduction Strategy containing voluntary measures but these measures do not apply to any species
similar to those that may interact with Danish fisheries.

Mitigation for Baltic harbor porpoise includes closed areas to protect Baltic harbor porpoise habitat and
mandatory use of pingers in gillnets fishing in this area. Pinger use is as mandated under EU regulations
for harbor porpoise bycatch in gillnets, and Denmark indicates that its pinger specifications meet NMFS
guidelines for deterring marine mammals.

3. Does the nation ban the use of large-scale high seas drift gillnet gear or other gear
prohibited for use by U.S. fishermen?

Response: Yes, the EU Habitat Directive prohibits the use of large-scale driftnets® in line with the U.S.

prohibition. There are no TRP requirements for U.S. fishermen for trawl gear and trawl gear is

authorized in U.S. fisheries. The Baltic Sea gillnet fisheries require the use of pingers under EU

regulation, which is comparable in effectiveness to the U.S. Atlantic harbor porpoise Take Reduction

Plan. See 50 CFR 229.33. This is the only gillnet fishery for Denmark on the LOFF.

4. Does the nation implement marine mammal bycatch reduction measures in fisheries
regulated under a regional fishery management organization (RFMO), which are required
for U.S. fishermen by that RFMO?

Response: Not applicable. Denmark’s fisheries are not operating under RFMOs with marine mammal

conservation measures (NEAFC).

5. Bln cases where a U.S. Take Reduction Team has implemented marine mammal bycatch
reduction measures for transboundary stocks shared with the United States, are the
nation’s measures similar or comparable in effectiveness? (Include in the response if the
nation has provided a bycatch limit and if the bycatch limit is exceeded for any 16 U.S.C. §
1387(f)(3) stocks, either in one fishery or cumulatively over a number of fisheries)

Response: Not applicable. There are no transboundary stocks listed as shared with Denmark. Denmark’s

trawl fisheries do not have equivalent U.S. Take Reduction Plans. Denmark’s trawl fishery likely has a low

risk of interacting with marine mammals, there are no U.S. Take Reduction Plan requirements on trawl
fisheries, and trawl gear is difficult to mitigate for marine mammal bycatch. The United States has a non-

1 Specifically, per Regulation (EU) 2019/1241 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 20 June 2019 on the
conservation of fisheries resources and the protection of marine ecosystems through technical measures,
amending Council Regulations (EC) No 1967/2006, (EC) No 1224/2009 and Regulations (EU) No 1380/2013, (EU)
2016/1139, (EU) 2018/973, (EU) 2019/472 and (EU) 2019/1022 of the European Parliament and of the Council, and
repealing Council Regulations (EC) No 894/97, (EC) No 850/98, (EC) No 2549/2000, (EC) No 254/2002, (EC) No
812/2004 and (EC) No 2187/2005/ CHAPTER IlI/ SECTION 2/ ARTICLE 9 (General restrictions on the use of static nets
and driftnets).
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regulatory Atlantic Trawl Gear Take Reduction Strategy containing voluntary measures but these
measures do not apply to any species similar to those that may interact with Danish fisheries. Denmark’s
gillnet fisheries, on the other hand, utilize pingers to mitigate harbor porpoise bycatch, which is
comparable in effectiveness to the U.S. Atlantic harbor porpoise Take Reduction Plan. See 50 CFR
229.33.

6. For marine mammal stocks that are not transboundary but are considered at high risk of
extinction, does the nation implement mitigation/risk reduction measures comparable to
what is or would be required in the United States? (Include in the response if the nation
has provided a bycatch limit and if the bycatch limit is exceeded for any 16 U.S.C. §
1387(f)(3) stocks, either in one fishery or cumulatively over a number of fisheries)

Response: The EU prioritizes mitigation of Baltic Sea harbor porpoise and Denmark is implementing EU

measures to mitigate the interaction of Baltic harbor porpoise with its gillnet fisheries operating in this

area.

Mitigation for Baltic harbor porpoise:

o Closed areas to protect Baltic harbor porpoise habitat
e Mandatory use of pingers in gillnets fishing in this area.

Pinger use by Denmark is as mandated under EU regulations for harbor porpoise bycatch in its gillnet
fishery, and Denmark indicates its pinger specifications meet NMFS guidelines for deterring marine
mammals. NMFS concludes that the pinger specifications are comparable in effectiveness to the U.S.
Atlantic harbor porpoise Take Reduction Plan.

Additional Considerations

In reviewing a nation’s fisheries and marine mammals stocks, how do they compare to:

1. U.S.implementation of its regulatory program for similar marine mammal stocks and
similar fisheries (e.g., considering gear or target species), including transboundary stocks
governed by regulations implementing a take reduction plan (50 CFR § 229.2), and any
other relevant information received during consultations

Response: Denmark has increased its electronic monitoring over the past several years. Limited

observer monitoring could make it difficult for Denmark to identify fisheries of concern where additional

mitigation measures may be required. The reporting coverage relies on fishermen recording marine
mammal interactions in a comment field rather than a dedicated location within the reporting form. The
increased electronic monitoring could provide greater amounts of information, including precision of
data, to this effort going forward.

2. The extent to which the harvesting nation has successfully implemented measures in the
export fishery to reduce the incidental mortality and serious injury of marine mammals
caused by the harvesting nation's export fisheries to levels below the bycatch limit

Response: Where there are required measures, such as the EU directive requiring the use of pingers to

mitigate harbor porpoise bycatch in fisheries, Denmark has implemented those measures. Denmark
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does not appear to have initiated any efforts to implement additional mitigation in its fisheries separate
or beyond the EU requirement (i.e., use of pingers).

3. Whether the measures adopted by the harvesting nation for its export fishery have
reduced or will likely reduce the cumulative incidental mortality and serious injury of each
marine mammal stock below the bycatch limit, and the progress of the regulatory
program toward achieving its objectives

Response: In the case of harbor porpoise, the use of pingers for gillnet fisheries has been proven

effective. Denmark has not indicated they have mitigation measures in place for any of its other

fisheries.

4. Other relevant facts and circumstances, which may include the history and nature of
interactions with marine mammals in this export fishery, whether the level of incidental
mortality and serious injury resulting from the fishery or fisheries exceeds the bycatch
limit for a marine mammal stock, the population size and trend of the marine mammal
stock, and the population level impacts of the incidental mortality or serious injury of
marine mammals in a harvesting nation's export fisheries and the conservation status of
those marine mammal stocks where available

Response: Not applicable.

5. The record of consultations under 50 CFR § 216.24(h)(5) of this section with the harvesting
nation, results of these consultations, and actions taken by the harvesting nation and
under any applicable intergovernmental agreement or regional fishery management
organization to reduce the incidental mortality and serious injury of marine mammals in
its export fisheries

Response: Consultations with Denmark focused on updating its fisheries information in the LOFF and

updating the list of marine mammals interacting with those fisheries. Denmark had a comprehensive

revision of its fisheries for its 2021 application. Given the status of the fisheries prior to its application, it
was difficult to assess at that time which fisheries had marine mammal interaction and make any
recommendations to Denmark in this regard.

6. Information gathered during onsite inspection by U.S. government officials of a fishery's
operations

Response: Not applicable.

7. For export fisheries operating on the high seas under an applicable intergovernmental
agreement or regional fishery management organization to which the United States is a
party, the harvesting nation's record of implementation of, or compliance with, measures
adopted by that regional fishery management organization or intergovernmental
agreement for data collection, incidental mortality and serious injury mitigation or the
conservation and management of marine mammals; whether the harvesting nation is a
party or cooperating non-party to such intergovernmental agreement or regional fishery
management organization; the record of United States implementation of such measures;
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and whether the United States has imposed additional measures on its fleet not required
by an intergovernmental agreement or regional fishery management organization

Response: Not applicable.

8. For export fisheries operating on the high seas under an applicable intergovernmental
agreement or regional fisheries management organization to which the United States is
not a party, the harvesting nation's implementation of and compliance with measures,
adopted by that regional fisheries management organization or intergovernmental
agreement, and any additional measures implemented by the harvesting nation for data
collection, incidental mortality and serious injury mitigation or the conservation and
management of marine mammals and the extent to which such measures are comparable
in effectiveness to the U.S. regulatory program for similar fisheries

Response: Not applicable.

Overall Summary for Additional Considerations

Difficult to assess. Denmark is implementing EU regulations with respect to bycatch reduction of Baltic
harbor porpoise, but has not implemented any other bycatch mitigation measures or reduction
programs for other marine mammal species that may interact with other domestic fisheries.

Engagement History

NMFS engaged in a virtual technical consultation with Denmark during the Comparability Finding
application period in November 2021. NMFS and Denmark had regular engagement including email
exchanges of information to seek additional information and clarification on Denmark’s application.
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