Marine Mammal Protection Act Import Provisions
Comparability Finding Application Final Report

ES%RIES Latvia

Summary

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

Latvia prohibits the intentional killing of cetaceans underthe EUHabitat Directive, but this regulation
doesnotextendtothe seal speciesfoundin Latvia’s waters. Latvia’s permitting exception for seals meet
U.S. requirements forsafeguarding human lifeand promotion of recovery of endangered species. Latvia
authorizes and licenses commercial fishing operations (per EU regulations), requires recording and
reportingon marine mammal interactions by vessels through reportingforms, and has observer
coverage forits fisheries.

The EU prohibits the use of large scale driftnets. There are no Latvian export fisheries similartoa U.S.
fishery subjectto aTake Reduction Plan (TRP). None of Latvia’s export fisheries overlap with a
transboundary stock shared with the United States. None of Latvia’s export fisheries overlap with
marine mammals at high risk of extinction. Latvia’s export fisheries predominantly operate using bottom
or midwatertrawl. 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 similarto those that may
interact with Latvia’s fisheries. Latviaindicated that, based on monitoring programs and reporting,
marine mammals do not occur in the area of operation of its exportfisheries or that there has been no
documented bycatch of marine mammals thatdo overlap withiits fisheries, limitingthe need fora
comprehensive bycatch reduction program.

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?

Response: Yes, the EU Habitats Directive (EU Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the

conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora) covers all cetacean species and prohibits
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intentionalkilling of strictly protected species, of which all of Cetaceaisincluded. The EUHabitats
Directive allows for management of Appendix lll species, including seals, to maintain favorable
conservation status, meaning the intentional prohibition does not apply to most species of seals.

The gray seal Halichoerus grypus and harbor seal Phoca vitulina are listedin Annex Il of this directive
(species of community importance forthe protection of which special protected natural areas must be
designated)andin AnnexV (species of animal and plantimportance in the community for which
management measures may be applied forthe collection and use of specimensinthe wild). The ringed
seal Pusa hispidaisincludedin AnnexV of the Habitats Directive.

The requirements and conditions of the Habitats Directive are implemented in Latvia through the legal
norms contained inthe Species and Habitats Protection Law and respective Regulations of the Cabinet
of Ministers.

Latvia provided additionalinformation in the form of its Law on the Conservation of Species and
Biotopes. Section 8refersto protection of species and Section 14 refers to permitting actions authorized
for protected species. Thisis comparable to the U.S. domesticrequirements regarding protection of
human health and safety and promotingrecovery of endangered species.

Latvia noted planned permitting activities to cull gray seals congregating around fishing gear but clarified
that thisisdirectly related to the recovery of protected species (the Baltic cod stock) and therefore has
comparability to our domesticexemption for Pacific salmon recovery efforts. The Baltic cod stocks have
collapsedtothe point that commercial fisheries for this species have been halted. Efforts are underway
to recoverthe stock. This explanation provided by Latviais comparable to U.S. authorization to kill
stellarsealionand Californiasealion forPacificsalmonrecovery pursuantto section 120 of the MMPA.
Further, Balticcod is not being exported to the United States since fisheries for this species have been
closedfora number of years. Additional informationis provided below.

In addition, Regulation (EU) 2019/1241 of the European Parliamentand 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
Parliamentand of the Council, and repealing Council Regulations (EC) No 894/97, (EC) No 850/98, (EC)
No 2549/2000, (EC) No254/2002, (EC) No 812/2004 and (EC) N0 2187/2005 —sets technical measures
and limitsto help achieve the objectives of the EU Common Fisheries Policy, such as fishing at maximum
sustainable yield, reducing unwanted catches, preventing bycatch (both birds and marine mammals),
achieving good environmental status, promoting the protection of juveniles and spawning schools of
marine species, and using selective fishing gearand measures.

These regulatory acts do not cover all mammal species found in the BalticSea, but the BalticSeahas a
low salinity, and thus Latvia’s waters lack the necessary food base and habitats to have the potential for
the occurrence of all species. In summary, two species of seals live in Latvia’s waters and other marine
mammal species are only periodically or rarely found inthese waters.

Permitting exceptions:

Latvia’s CITES-competent authority, DAP (Dabas Aizsardzibas Parvalde - Nature conservation agency),
appliesthe requirements stated in the Habitats Directive via the species and habitats protection
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regulation, and has not, to date, issued any permits forintentional killing of marine mammal species,
otherthan the gray seal. Permits forgathering of gray seal were issued in 2021 and mightbe issued for
future years as well. The rules regulating such permits are laid outinthe article 14 of the Species and
Habitats law. It should be noted thatthe “year one” 2021 permit wasissued to the scientificresearch
institute BIOR for harvesting gray seals that had accidentally died during fishing for research purposes.
Fewerthan 20 seal carcasses were recovered. For following years, Institute BIOR (with the permit from
DAP) intendedto begin apilot project, which would include limited harvesting of gray seals actively
gathering nearthe fishinggearto determine if such method of gray seal population control is practical in
Latviaand helpstoavoidinteractions with coastal fisheries and threatening the Baltic cod population
recovery activities.

The pilot projectinitiated by the Latvian Environmental Protection Fundis taking place underthe Seal
Management Plan elaborated for protection of the rare and specially protected species. Harvesting of
gray seal specimens (nototherseal species) is planned as part of the project: "Condition and health
status of Balticcod (Gadus morhua) inthe changing ecosystem of the Eastern Baltic" where the seals
have beenidentified as aone of the factors of depletion of this fish stock through predation and transfer
of parasites.

Each request forharvestingistreated by DAP on a case-by-case basisand apermitisonlyissuedif the
animals are harvested under strictly controlled circumstances, selectively, and if the specific population
ishealthy andthere are noalternatives.

Latvia additionally provided the following explanation when prompted for further details:
Intentional killingis notallowed in Latvia- there are no exceptions.
There are nowhalesinthe BalticSea and, as result, they are not harmed in fishing activities.

Regarding seals—occasionally an animal might die when caughtin coastal fishing gears, however, itis
not an intentional killing but, rather, result of an animal entangled in fishing gear (nets) while attempting
to eat the fish caughtin the fishing gear. In principle, fishermen are doing everything possible to avoid
interactions with seals. To minimize such cases, workis constantly ongoing to modify existing gearand
develop deterrents to scare the seals away from the fishing gearand prevent accidental deaths, whichis
especiallyimportant, since the population of seals has been steadily increasingin the BalticSea.

Further, Balticcod is not being exported to the United States since fisheries for this species have been
closedfora number of years.

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, Latviaauthorizes, licenses, and permits all participating vesselsinits fisheries.
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Pursuantto the Latvia’s Fisheries Law (Latvian Herald, volume 66, adopted 12/4/1995) Latvia permits,
authorizes, and licenseall participating vesselsinits fisheries. Specifically, under Chapter |
(Management of fish resources and fisheries), Article 7 (Transfer of fishing rights); Chapter Il (Fishing):
Article 11 (Industrial Fishing), paragraphs 1, 2, and 3; Article 12 (Fishing for specific purposesandfor
scientificresearch purposes), paragraph 4; Article 13 (Rulesforfishing, leasing of fishing rights and use
of fishing rights and caught fish traffic control regulations), paragraph 1; Chapter IV (Catch accounting,
fishing regulations, and restrictions), paragraph 2; Chapter IX (Administrative violationsin the field of
protection and use of fish resources and competence in the process of administrative violations), under
“Transitional Provisions” paragraph 8 (By December 31, 2004, the Cabinet of Ministers shall issue the
regulations referred to in the second part of Section 7 of this Law on procedures forissuing special
permits (licenses) forcommercial activities in fishing), and 30 (State Environmental Service examines and
issues fishing permits (licenses) in the internal waters of the Republic of Latvia and in the coastal waters
of the Baltic Sea and the Gulf of Riga, if the application is received by the Administrative Responsibility
Law effective date).

In addition, provisions of the EU's “COUNCIL REGULATION (EC) No 1224/2009 of 20 November 2009,”
apply to Latvia’s fisheries. Specifically, under TITLE 11l (GENERAL CONDITIONS FOR ACCESSTO WATERS
AND RESOURCES) of the Regulation, Article 6 specifies requirements for “Fishing licence,” and Article 7
specifies “Fishing authorization” requirements.

Also, provisions of the EU's Common Fisheries Policy (1380/2013 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENTAND
OF THE COUNCILof 11 December 2013) apply to Latvia’s fisheries. Specifically, Article 24 (Fishing fleet
registers) paragraph (1) states, “Member States shall record the information on ownership, on vessel
and gear characteristics and on the activity of Union fishing vessels flying their flag thatis 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: Yes, Latvia’s five export fisheries have monitoring programsin place. One export fishery uses
100% vessel logbooks (Fishery ID 1776), while the otherfourexportfisheries use 100% vessel log books
and an onboard observer program. Observer coverage percentages range primarily between 10-25%,
although one fishery has 75-99% coverage (Fishery ID 1777). Latvia did not provide any copies of its
vessellogbook orobserverreportingforms, soitisunknownif there are fields to document marine
mammal interactions and condition of animals. However, as noted in the response to 2c, below, Latvia
requires mandated reporting of marine mammal interactions with its fisheries.

c. Arequirement to report all marine mammal mortality and serious injury in the course
of commercial fishing operations

Response: Pursuantto Latvian and EU regulations, Latviarequires vessel operatorstoreportall
incidental injuries and mortalities of marine mammals that have occurred as a result of fishing
operations. Specifically, vessel operators use paperlogbooks and/orelectroniclogbooks to report
incidental mortality orinjury of marine mammals that have occurred during the course of commercial
fishing operations.
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Chapterll (Responsibilities of fishermen), Section 8 (Obligations of Latvian fishermen), of Latvia’s
“Regulations onindustrialfishingin territorial waters and waters of the economiczone (Regulations of
the Cabinet of Ministers No. 296; entered intoforce June 5, 2007)” specify the followingin paragraphs:

e 8.3. recordfishingdatainthe coastal fishinglog, subject to the following conditions:

o 834°“... the fishing dataspecifiedin Annex 1 of these Regulations shallbe registered
inthe coastal fishinglog of the state information system of the Ministry of Agriculture
"Latvian Fisheries Integrated Controland Information System" (hereinafter referred to
as the information system), subject to the following conditions:

» 8.3.4.2. if, due to technical reasons, the fishing data cannot be entered into the
information system, the captain of the fishing vessel or the fisherman shall
notify the State Environmental Serviceand until the operation of the
information systemisrestored, the fishing datashall be recorded in the coastal
fishinglogbook (in paper form) ( Appendix 1);

e 8.10 report to the State ScientificInstitute of Food Safety, Animal Health and Environment
"BIOR" (hereinafterreferred to as the Institute) about the catch of marked or rare species of fish
and birds, as well as marine mammals (e.g. porpoises, seals) and make relevant entriesin the
fishinglog;

The Annex/Appendix 1referred toin Section 8 of the Regulations above, is a copy/template of the
logbook (termed “Coastal FishingJournal”) that all vessels must fill outand report. The logbook has a
specificfield formarine mammals incidentally killed by fishing gear.

In question 2b (above), Latviastates thatin addition to vessel logbooks, most of its export fisheries also
have an observer program as a form of monitoring. Latviadid not provide any information onthe type
of information observers are required to report (e.g., noregulations were provided, no observer
reporting forms were includedinits application).

In addition, Latviafollows reporting requirements pursuant to EU regulations for waters managed under
the Common Fisheries Policy; the EU’s control regulation 1224/2009 and implementing regulation EU
404/2011; as well asreporting requirements specified underthe EU’s Habitat Directive (92/ 43 / EEC of
21 May 1992), specifically Articles 12, 16, and 17.

Latviaclarified that fishermen should indicate any incidental by-catch (sea birds, seamammals)ina
special section of the catch documentation programme LFICIS (Latvian Fisheries Integrated Controland
Information System) (Electroniclogbooks). As part of the data collection program, the Institute BIOR
observers collect databoth in ports and on ships. All informationis collected on the vessels, including
bycatch, whichis laterentered into the FishFrame database.

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
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and whether that bycatch limit is exceeded for any 16 U.S.C. § 1387(f)(3) stock(s), and
whether any mitigation s effective or reconsidered if not effective.

Response: The harbor porpoise stock listed by Latviais the BalticSea stock, whichisa 16 U.S.C. §
1387(f)(3) stock. Latvia stated that this stock does not overlap withiits fishing areas. Itis also known that
setgear, specifically gillnets, are the main threat to the Balticharbor porpoise, and Latvia has no set net
fisheries onits LOFF exportingto the United States. Latvia provides a bycatch limit of “0.0” for this stock
whichis more conservative than the bycatch limit published for Balticharbor porpoise.

Latviastated that none of its exportfisheries overlap with marine mammals. Latvia has provided marine
mammal bycatch limits of 0.0 for all marine mammal species on its Manage Marine Mammals page.

There are no mitigation measures provided forany of Latvia’s exportfisheries. Under EUregulations, set
netfisheriesare required to use pingers to deterand mitigate Balticharbor porpoise bycatch but Latvia
has no setnetfisheries onits LOFF. Latvia’s fisheries include trawl and pot/trap fisheries, neither of
which pose significant threat to Balticharbor porpoise so mitigation measures on this gearislikely not
necessary.

Latviaemploys sinking groundline inits snowcrab pot/trap fishery (Fishery ID 1776), whichisa
requirementfor U.S. fishermen fishing with pot/trap gear underthe Atlantic Large Whale Take
Reduction Plan. See 50 CFR 229.32. It is unknown what the breaking strength of the line used in Latvia’s
pot/trapfisheryis. Thisfishery, however, does not overlap with distribution of the North Atlanticright
whale. Latviaindicated that this fisheryis notexportingto the United States as it has not been active
since 2016.

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 use of large scale (greaterthan 2.5 km) drift gilinetsis prohibited in EUwaters and by
EU Member State fishermen under EU regulations. ! Latvia predominantly uses trawl gearto conduct its
exportfisheries. Thereare no Take Reduction Plan requirements (TRP) for U.S. fishermen for Atlantic
trawl gear and these gears are authorizedforusein U.S. fisheries. The United States hasanon-
regulatory Atlantic Trawl Gear Take Reduction Strategy containing voluntary measures but these
measures do notapplyto any speciessimilartothose that may interact with Latvia’s fisheries.

Although one of Latvia’s fisheries uses pot/trap gear (Fishery ID 1776 - snow crab), the United States
does not prohibitthe use of this gear type; the TRPs associated with trap/pot fisheries only implement
gear modifications and/ortime areaclosures. This fishery, when it was active, implemented sinking

1 Specifically, per Regulation (EU) 2019/1241 of the European Parliamentand 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 Parliamentand 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 11/SECTION 2/ ARTICLE 9 (General restrictions on the use of static nets
anddriftnets), paragraph 1 states, “It shall be prohibited to have on board or deploy one or more driftnets the
individual or total length of which is more than 2.5 km.”
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groundline. Latvia has notimplemented other mitigation measures forthisfishery asithas not been
operational since 2016.

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: Notapplicable. Latviais not operating any fisheries underan RFMO.

5. Incases 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: Notapplicable. There are no marine mammalsin Latvian waters orinteracting with Latvian

fisheries that are transboundary with the United States or for which the United States hasimplemented
Take Reduction Plans.

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: Notapplicable. Latviaindicates that there are no marine mammal stocks at high risk of

extinction that overlap with any of Latvia’s exportfisheries. The only species or stock that could be

considered at high risk of extinction and possibly overlapping with Latvia’s fisheries is the Baltic Sea
stock of harbor porpoise. Thisspeciesis strictly protected under EU law. Latvia stated that this stock
doesnotoverlap withitsfishingareas. Itis also known that set gear, specifically gillnets, are the main
threat to the Balticharborporpoise, and Latvia has no set netfisheries onits LOFF.

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:Inreviewing Latvia’s export fisheries, Latvia states that no marine mammal species overlap

withits exportfisheries. Latvia’s export fisheries are predominantly prosecuted with trawl gear; only

one fisheryincludes pot/trap gear, although this fishery consists of only five licenses and has not been
operational since 2016. Latvia uses sinking groundline in this fishery. Latvia has notimplemented, and
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doesnot plan to implement other mitigation measures to reduce marine mammal bycatch in any of its
fisheries. This may be due to Latvia stating that marine mammals do not overlap with any of its export
fisheries.

In the United States, the MMPA’s List of Fisheries categorizes trawl (bottom or mid-water) fisheries as
Category I fisheries; no take reduction plans have beenimplemented to reduce significantinjury or
mortality (SI/M) of marine mammalsin any trawl fishery in the United States. Although the United
States has no regulatory programsin place to mitigate bycatch of marine mammalsinits trawl fisheries,
NMFS has implemented a non-regulatory Atlantic Trawl| Gear Take Reduction Strategy (Strategy). The
Strategy provides voluntary mitigation measures for trawl fishermen intended to reduce fishery
interactions with marine mammals (e.g., reducing the number of turns made by the fishing vessel,
reducingtow timesiif fishing at night). The U.S. Atlantic Large Whale Take Reduction Planimplements
measures toreduce injuries and deaths of large whales due to incidental entanglementin trap/pot gear
(e.g., time/areaclosures, sinking groundlines, weak rope (17001b breaking strength)). With the
exception of using sinking groundlines, Latviadoes not have or plan to implement any mitigation
measuresinits trap/potfisheries. Should this fishery become operational in the future and seek to
export product from this fishery tothe United States, IATCwould like to see Latviaimplement measures
to mitigate large whale interactions such as weak rope or links, and requirements on trawling up their
trap strings.

Latviarequires monitoring and reporting of interactions with marine mammalsin all of its export
fisheries.

Latvia (per EU regulations), like the United States, permits, authorizes, and licenses all participating
vesselsinits fisheries.

Givenabove, Latvia’s regulatory programis comparable to the United States. Should Latvia’s snow crab
trap/potfishery become operationalin the future and seek to export product from this fishery tothe
United States, NMFS would look for measures to mitigate large whale interactions such as weak rope or
links, and requirements on trawling up theirtrap stringsin Latvia’s regulatory programs.

2. The extent to which the harvesting nation has successfully implemented measuresin 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: Notapplicable.

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 achievingits objectives

Response: Based on the information provided to date, Latvia has no regulatory program aimed to meet

this objective. Latvia has notimplemented, and does not plan toimplement, mitigation measures to

reduce incidental mortality and serious injury of marine mammalsinits exportfisheries. This may be
due to Latviastating that marine mammals do not overlap with its export fisheries, and given the gear
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typesinuse, the required marine mammal reportingand monitoringin place, and the responses
received from Latvia, thisislikely not necessary.

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 orfisheries 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: Notapplicable.

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 nationand
under any applicable intergovernmental agreement or regional fishery management
organization to reduce the incidental mortality and serious injury of marine mammalsin
its export fisheries

Response: Consultations with Latviafocused on updatingits LOFF and marine mammal page. None of
NMFS’ recommendations appearto have beenincorporatedintoits accountin IACIRS.

6.

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

Response: Notapplicable.

7.

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

Response: Notapplicable.

8.
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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: Notapplicable.

Overall Summary for Additional Considerations

The additional considerations were not pertinent to determining whetherthe nation’s marinemammal
bycatch reduction programis comparable in effectiveness tothe U.S. regulatory program.

EngagementHistory

NMEFS engaged in a virtual technical consultation with Latvia during the Comparability Finding
application periodin April2021. NMFS and Latvia had regularengagementincluding email exchanges of
informationin Septemberand December 2022 to seek additional information and clarification on
Latvia’s application.
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