
 

1 
 

Commission for the Conservation of 

Southern Bluefin Tuna 
 
 

 
CCSBT-CC/1810/21 (Rev.1) 

 

Review of the CCSBT ERS Recommendation 

CCSBT ERS 勧告のレビュー 

 

Purpose 

目的 

To provide a desktop review of the implementation of the CCSBT’s ERS Recommendation1 

for consideration by the Compliance Committee and Extended Commission. 

遵守委員会及び拡大委員会による検討に付するため、CCSBT の ERS 勧告 1の実施状

況にかかる机上レビューの結果を提供する。 

 

 

Summary 

概要 

Overall, with relatively few exceptions, Members’ responses to a questionnaire on the 

implementation of CCSBT’s ERS Recommendation, indicate that Members have complied 

well with implementing the ERS Recommendation. In other words, Members have largely 

implemented the relevant international plans of actions for seabirds and sharks and FAO’s 

sea turtle guidelines and have implemented domestic requirements to follow the measures of 

IOTC2, WCPFC3 and ICCAT4 relating to Ecologically Related Species (ERS).  Most 

Members have also complied well with CCSBT’s ERS data reporting requirements and have 

reported annually to the Compliance Committee on the action they have taken pursuant to 

paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of the ERS Recommendation. 

CCSBT の ERS 勧告の実施状況に関する質問書に対するメンバーからの回答は、ご

く一部の例外を除き、全体としてメンバーが ERS 勧告の実施についてよく遵守して

いることを示唆した。換言すれば、メンバーは関連する海鳥類及びサメ類に関する

国際行動計画及び FAOの海亀ガイドラインの大部分を実施しており、また生態学的

関連種（ERS）に関する IOTC、WCPFC 及び ICCATの措置に従うための国内要件を

実施している。またほとんどのメンバーは、CCSBT の ERS データ報告要件をよく

遵守しており、ERS 勧告のパラグラフ 1、2及び 3 に従ってメンバーがとった行動に

ついて遵守委員会に毎年報告している。 

 

Despite the high level of reported compliance by Members in implementing domestic 

requirements to follow the ERS measures of the other tuna RFMO’s, it must be noted that 

this review provides no information on the degree to which Members’ fishing fleets are 

actually complying with these requirements.  This is a major limitation of this review.  

                                                 
1 Recommendation to Mitigate the Impact on Ecologically Related Species of Fishing for Southern Bluefin Tuna 

(Attachment A). みなみまぐろを対象とする漁業の生態学的関連種への影響を緩和するための決議（別紙 A） 
2 Indian Ocean Tuna Commission. インド洋まぐろ類委員会 
3 Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission. 中西部太平洋まぐろ類委員会 
4 International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas. 大西洋まぐろ類保存国際委員会 
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他のまぐろ類 RFMO の ERS 措置に従うための国内要件の実施に関してメンバーから

報告された遵守状況は高いレベルにあるが、本レビューではメンバーの船団がこれ

らの要件を実際に遵守している度合いに関する情報は何ら提示していないことに留

意する必要があり、この点が本レビューにおける主要な制約となっている。 

 

The ERS Recommendation authorises the Secretariat to collect and exchange relevant ERS 

data with the Secretariats of the IOTC, WCPFC and ICCAT. However, no sharing has 

occurred to date. This is largely due to CCSBT’s confidentiality rules that has effectively 

prevented the sharing of these data. However, these rules were revised in October 2017 and 

the Secretariat intends to make some of the CCSBT’s ERS data public in late 2018. 

ERS 勧告は、事務局に対して、関連する ERS データを収集し、及び IOTC、WCPFC

及び ICCATの事務局とこれを交換する権限を与えている。しかしながら、今日まで

実際の情報共有は行われていない。このことは主に、事実上これらのデータの共有

を禁止している CCSBT の機密保持規則に起因するものである。しかしながら、こ

れらの規則は 2017年 10 月に改正されており、事務局は 2018年後期において

CCSBT の ERS データの一部を公開する考えである。 

 

The ERS Recommendation tasked the Extended Commission with reviewing the operation of 

the Recommendation with a view to enhancing the protection of ecologically related species 

from the impacts of fishing for southern bluefin tuna. While the present paper is the first full 

review of the operation of the ERS Recommendation by the CCSBT, the Extended 

Commission has held numerous discussions on ERS matters with a view to enhancing the 

protection of ERS. Progress has been made in several areas, including: Expanding the 

geographical scope of the ERS Recommendation; Improving the collection and provision of 

ERS data; Providing some direction to the ERS Working Group; and Implementing 

Minimum Performance Requirements for measures relating to ERS. However, there has been 

no consensus within the CCSBT to introduce additional protection for ERS outside those 

imposed by the area-based tuna RFMOs referred to in the ERS Recommendation. 

ERS 勧告は、拡大委員会に対し、みなみまぐろを対象とする漁業の影響からの生態

学的関連種の保護の強化という見地から勧告の運用をレビューする任務を課してい

る。本文書は CCSBT としては最初の ERS 勧告の運用状況の全面的なレビューとな

るが、拡大委員会は、これまでも ERS の保護の強化という観点から ERS 問題につい

て多大なる議論を行ってきたところである。ERS 勧告の地理的なスコープの拡大、

ERS データの収集及び提出の改善、ERSWGに対するある程度の指示、ERS 関連措

置の最低履行要件の実施など、いくつかの分野では進捗が図られてきた。しかしな

がら、ERS 勧告が規定する海域ベースの RFMOによって実施されている措置に加え

て ERS に対する追加的な保護措置を導入することについては、CCSBT 内にコンセ

ンサスはない。 

 

Finally, the ERS Recommendation tasks the CCSBT with undertaking an assessment of the 

risks to ecologically related species posed by fishing for southern bluefin tuna and requires 

the Extended Commission to consider how these risks are mitigated by the adoption of 

measures by IOTC, WCPFC and ICCAT, and to consider whether any additional measures to 

mitigate risk are required. The CCSBT’s Ecologically Related Species Working Group 

(ERSWG) has conducted a seabird ecological risk assessment and has provided mitigation 

advice to the Extended Commission. However, the Extended Commission has not acted on 

the ERSWG’s main recommendations with respect to seabird mitigation measures. 
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最後に、ERS 勧告は、CCSBT に対してみなみまぐろを対象とする漁業がもたらす生

態学的関連種に対するリスクの評価を実施するよう求めるとともに、拡大委員会に

対して IOTC、WCPFC及び ICCATの措置の採択によってこれらのリスクがいかに

軽減されたかについて検討するとともにリスクを軽減する追加的な措置が必要か否

かについて検討するよう求めている。CCSBT の生態学的関連種作業部会

（ERSWG）は、海鳥に関する生態学的リスク評価を実施し、拡大委員会に対して混

獲緩和に関する助言を行ってきた。しかしながら、拡大委員会は、海鳥混獲緩和措

置に関する ERSWGからの主な勧告について行動を起こしていない。 

 

 

Background 

背景 

At CCSBT 24, the Extended Commission (EC) agreed that the Secretariat would conduct a 

desktop review of the implementation of the CCSBT’s Recommendation to Mitigate the 

Impact on Ecologically Related Species of Fishing for Southern Bluefin Tuna (ERS 

Recommendation), which could also involve sending questionnaires to Members to complete. 

CCSBT 24 also requested the Secretariat to compile the results of the questionnaire for 

presentation to the EC through the CC. A copy of the ERS Recommendation is provided at 

Attachment A. 

CCSBT 24 において、拡大委員会（EC）は、事務局が CCSBT のみなみまぐろを対象
とする漁業の生態学的関連種への影響を緩和するための勧告（ERS 勧告）の実施状

況に関する机上レビューを実施すること（メンバーが回答すべき質問書を送付する

ことも含む）に合意した。また CCSBT 24 は、事務局に対し、CC を通じて EC に提

示するべく質問書への回答結果をとりまとめるよう要請することに合意した。ERS

勧告は別紙 A のとおりである。 

 

The Secretariat presented a draft questionnaire to the March 2018 meeting of the CCSBT’s 

Strategy and Fisheries Management Working Group (SFMWG). The questionnaire focused 

on paragraphs 1, 2 and part of paragraph 3 of the ERS Recommendation. It had two sections. 

The first section related to implementation of International Plans of Actions for seabirds and 

sharks, and the FAO Guidelines to reduce sea turtle mortality.  The second section sought to 

determine the extent to which Members have implemented each relevant requirement of each 

relevant ecologically related species (ERS) measure of IOTC, ICCAT and WCPFC.  

事務局は、2018年 3月に開催された CCSBT 戦略・漁業管理作業部会（SFMWG）会

合に対して質問書案を提出した。質問書では、ERS 勧告のパラグラフ 1、2 及び 3の

一部に焦点を当てている。質問書は 2つのセクションで構成されており、第 1セク

ションは海鳥類及びサメ類に関する国際行動計画及びウミガメ類の死亡を削減する

ための FAOガイドラインの実施状況に関するものである。第 2セクションでは、

IOTC、ICCAT及び WCPFC のそれぞれにおける生態学的関連種（ERS）に関する措

置の関連要件に対するメンバーの実施の程度を確認するよう求めている。 

 

The SFMWG agreed that the following changes should be made to the questionnaire before it 

was sent to Members for completion: 

SFMWGは、質問書がメンバーによる回答を求めて配布される前に、質問書に以下

の修正を施すことに合意した。 

• Tuna RFMO requirements of a non-binding nature (e.g. requirements worded with 

“should” or “shall, where practical” etc.) would be presented in grey and provision of 
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responses for these non-binding requirements would be voluntary; 

法的拘束力のないまぐろ類 RFMOの要件（例えば「すべきである」、又は

「可能な場合は・・・するものとする」といった文言の要件）については灰

色表記とし、これら法的拘束力のない要件に関する回答の提出については任

意とする。 

• The date of implementation of requirements in section 2 of the questionnaire would 

be removed; and 

質問書第 2セクションの「要件の実施日」は削除する。 

• The questionnaire would no longer include a request for information concerning 

Member’s domestic instruments for implementing requirements; 

要件の実施に関するメンバーの国内文書に関する情報の提供は、本質問書で

は要請しない。 

• Some strong views were expressed regarding the need to consider compliance with 

requirements. However, there was no consensus to retain the questions in the 

questionnaire in relation to the estimated percentage compliance with requirements, 

the level of confidence in the compliance estimate, or the outcome of compliance 

evaluation by the relevant RFMO. Consequently, the SFMWG noted that these 

questions would not be included in the questionnaire. 

要件の遵守状況を検討する必要性に関して、いくつかの強い見解が表明され

た。しかしながら、要件の遵守状況に関する推定パーセンテージ、遵守状況

の推定値に関する自信の度合い、又は関連する RFMOによる遵守状況の評価

結果に関する第 2 セクションの質問を保持することについてはコンセンサス

がなかった。このため、SFMWGは、本質問書からこれらの質問を除外する

ことに留意した。 

 

The SFMWG also agreed that the questionnaire should not be conducted on an annual basis 

and that it should be either a once off or an infrequent survey. 

また SFMWGは、質問書は毎年ベースで実施されるべきものではないこと、また本

件は一度限り、又は不定期の調査のいずれかとされるべきであることに合意した。 

 

The modified questionnaire was sent to Members on 20 March 2018 (CCSBT Circular 

#2018/011) with a requested response date of 31 May 2018. Responses were received from 

all Members by 10 July 2018. 

修正された質問書は、2018 年 3月 20日にメンバーに送付（CCSBT 回章#2018/011）

され、提出期限は 2018年 5月 31日とされた。全メンバーからの回答が完了したの

は 2018年 7月 10日であった。 

 

 

Review of the ERS Recommendation 

ERS 勧告のレビュー 

This review of the operation of the ERS Recommendation involved a lengthy questionnaire, 

which all CCSBT Members have responded to, together with examination of material held by 

the CCSBT including data and annual reports submitted by Members, and reports of CCSBT 

meetings.  The lengthy and somewhat complex questionnaire gives rise to the possibility of 

mistakes by Members when completing the questionnaire and in the Secretariat’s analysis of 

the completed questionnaires. If mistakes are noticed in either the Member responses or the 

Secretariat’s analysis, the Secretariat is happy to accept updated survey responses and correct 
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any of its or Member’s mistakes in an update of this review. 

今回の ERS 勧告の運用状況のレビューでは、全 CCSBT メンバーが回答した長大な

質問書に加え、CCSBT が保持している材料（メンバーから提出されたデータ及び年

次報告書、CCSBT 会合の報告書を含む）も合わせて精査した。質問書が長大かつ若

干複雑であるため、メンバーによる質問書への誤答や、質問書への回答にかかる事

務局の分析に誤りがある可能性がある。メンバーの回答や事務局の分析のいずれか

に誤りが認められた場合は、事務局は最新の調査への回答を受け入れ、事務局又は

メンバーによる誤りを正して本レビューをアップデートすることにやぶさかでな

い。 

 

The CCSBT’s ERS Recommendation contains 7 paragraphs. This review considers the ERS 

Recommendation on a paragraph by paragraph basis 

CCSBT の ERS 勧告は 7つのパラグラフで構成されている。本レビューでは、パラグ

ラフごとに ERS 勧告を検討していくこととする。 

 

(1) PARAGRAPH 1 OF THE ERS RECOMMENDATION 

   ERS 勧告第 1パラグラフ 

This paragraph states that: 

本パラグラフでは以下のとおり規定している。 

“Members and Cooperating Non-Members will, to the extent possible, implement the 

International Plan of Action for Reducing Incidental Catches of Seabirds in Longline 

Fisheries (IPOA-Seabirds), the International Plan of Action for the Conservation and 

Management of Sharks (IPOA-Sharks), and the FAO Guidelines to reduce sea turtle 

mortality in fishing operations (FAO-Sea turtles), if they have not already done so.” 

「メンバー及び協力的非加盟国は、はえ縄漁業によって偶発的に混獲され 

る海鳥の削減に関する国際行動計画(IPOA-Seabirds)、サメ類保存管理の国際 

行動計画 (IPOA-Sharks) 及び漁業操業における海亀死亡の削減のための FAO 

ガイドライン(FAO-Sea turtles)を実行していないのであれば、可能な限り実行
する。」 

 

Tables 1-3 of Attachment B provides tabulated results from the questionnaire in relation to 

the IPOA-Seabirds, IPOA-Sharks, and the FAO-Sea turtles respectively. 

別紙 B の表 1－3において、海鳥類 IPOA、サメ類 IPOA及び FAO海亀類ガイドライ

ンに関する質問書への回答結果を表形式によりそれぞれ提示した。 

 

Overall, the reported performance of Members in relation to paragraph 1 of the ERS 

Recommendation was good. In particular: 

総じて、ERS 勧告パラグラフ 1についてメンバーが報告したパフォーマンスは良好

であった。特に、 
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• Seven of the eight Members have adopted a NPOA-Seabirds. The other Member is 

currently developing a NPOA-Seabirds. In addition, all Members that have adopted a 

NPOA-Seabirds, consider that their NPOA-Seabirds meets requirements of CCSBT’s 

ERS Recommendation5. 

8メンバー中 7メンバーが海鳥類 NPOAを採択済みである。その他のメンバ

ーは、現在、海鳥類 NPOAの策定作業中である。さらに、海鳥類 NPOAを採

択済みのメンバーは全て、それぞれの海鳥類 NPOAが CCSBT の ERS 勧告の

要件に合致している 5ものと考えている。 

• All Members have adopted a NPOA-Sharks. In addition, seven of the eight Members 

that have adopted a NPOA-Sharks, consider that their NPOA-Sharks meets 

requirements of CCSBT’s ERS Recommendation5. The only exception is due to one 

Member translating the management requirements of RFMOs into domestic 

regulations instead of updating its NPOA-Sharks. 

全メンバーがサメ類 NPOAを採択済みである。さらに、サメ類 NPOAを採択

済みの 8メンバーのうち 7メンバーは、それぞれのサメ類 NPOAが CCSBT

の ERS 勧告に合致している 5ものと考えている。唯一の例外は、一つのメン

バーは RFMOの要件を、同国のサメ類 NPOAを更新する代わりに国内規制の

中で読んでいることによるものである。 

• All Members consider that they have implemented FAO-Sea turtles in an appropriate 

manner. All Members have implemented FAO Best practices for sea turtle handling 

and release, and they are encouraging or requiring use of modified fishing gear 

designs and fishing methods. Furthermore, seven of the eight Members have reported 

that their SBT fleets rarely interact with sea turtles (as opposed to common, infrequent 

or unknown interactions), with the other Member reporting infrequent interactions. 

全メンバーは、FAO海亀類ガイドラインを適切な形で実施しているものと考

えている。全メンバーは、海亀の取扱い及び放流に関する FAOベストプラク

ティスを実施済みであり、これのために改造した漁具設計及び漁法の使用を

奨励又は義務化している。さらに、8メンバーのうち 7つのメンバーは、自

国船団の海亀類との相互作用は稀である（一般的でない、滅多にない、又は

相互作用は不明のいずれにも当たらない）として報告しており、1つのメン

バーは「滅多にない」として報告した。 

 

Less positive outcomes are that: 

マイナスの結果は以下のとおりである。 

• Five Members have exceeded or are very close to the review timeframe (every 4 

years) for their NPOA-Seabirds. Only 2 of these 5 Members have indicated that they 

have a review in-progress. 

5メンバーは、それぞれの海鳥類 NPOAのレビューのスケジュール（4年ご

と）を超過しているか、それに近くなっている。レビューが進行中であるこ

とを示唆したのは 5メンバーのうち 2メンバーのみである。 

• Four Members are overdue with respect to the review timeframe (every 4 years) for 

their NPOA-Sharks and two others are due for a review next year. None of these 

Members have indicated that they have a review in-progress or planned. 

4メンバーは、それぞれのサメ類 NPOAのレビューのスケジュール（4年ご

                                                 
5 Which in turn means the mitigation requirements of IOTC, ICCAT and WCPFC when fishing in those Convention Areas. 

これはすなわち、IOTC、ICCAT及び WCPFCの各条約水域で操業を行う際には、該当する委員会の混獲緩和に

関する要件が適用されることを意味する。 
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と）を超過しており、他の 2メンバーは来年がレビュー年となる。これらの

メンバーの中で、レビューが進行中又は計画されているとしたメンバーはな

い。 

• Only three Members have reported progress of the assessment, development and 

implementation of their NPOA-Seabirds and NPOA-Sharks in the most recent 

biennial reporting to FAO on the Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries. 

FAO責任ある漁業の行動規範に基づく FAO への直近の隔年報告において、

それぞれの海鳥類 NPOA及びサメ類 NPOA に関する評価、策定及び実施の進

捗状況を報告したのは 3メンバーのみであった。 

• Only three Members have reported progress of the implementation of FAO technical 

guidelines in the most recent biennial reporting to FAO on the Code of Conduct for 

Responsible Fisheries and/or other relevant bodies such as regional sea turtle 

conservation and management organisers. However, one of these Members 

commented that the 2017 FAO reporting template did not seek this information. 

FAO責任ある漁業の行動機関に基づく FAO への直近の隔年報告、及び／又

はその他の関連機関（地域的な海亀保存管理機関等）に対して、FAO技術ガ

イドラインの実施の進捗状況を報告したのは 3メンバーのみであった。しか

しながら、これらメンバーのうち 1つは、2017年の FAOの報告テンプレート

では当該情報が求められていなかったとコメントした。 

 

 

It is noted that no Members are using sea turtle bycatch hotspot avoidance measures (e.g. 

time-area closures). However, as all but one Members have reported that their SBT fleets 

rarely interact with sea turtles (and the one Member has infrequent interactions), hotspot 

avoidance measures may not be appropriate. 

海亀混獲ホットスポット回避措置（例えば時間的・海域的な閉鎖等）を用いている

メンバーはない。しかしながら、1つを除く全メンバーはそれぞれの SBT 船団と海

亀類との相互作用は稀であると報告（及び 1つのメンバーは海亀との相互作用は滅

多にないと報告）したので、ホットスポット回避措置は適当でない可能性がある。 

 

It is also noted that, with one exception, Members’ NPOA-Seabirds and NPOA-Sharks do not 

contain additional measures to those that are considered in CCSBT’s ERS Recommendation. 

また、一つの例外を除き、メンバーの海鳥類 NPOA及びサメ類 NPOAは CCSBT の

ERS 勧告において検討されている追加的な措置を含んでいない。 

 

 

(2) PARAGRAPH 2 OF THE ERS RECOMMENDATION 

   ERS 勧告第 2パラグラフ 

This paragraph states that: 

本パラグラフでは以下のとおり規定している。 

“Members and Cooperating Non-Members will comply with all current binding and 

recommendatory measures aimed at the protection of ecologically related species, 

including seabirds, sea turtles and sharks, from fishing, which are adopted from time 

to time: 

「メンバー及び協力的非加盟国は、海鳥、海亀及びサメ類を含む生態学的 

関連種の漁業からの保護を目的として、時々に採択される最新の義務的又は 

推奨されるすべての措置に従う。 
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a) by the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, when fishing in its Convention area, 

インド洋まぐろ類委員会の条約水域で漁業を行う場合には、インド洋
まぐろ類委員会に従う。 

b) by the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, when fishing in its 

Convention area, and 

中西部太平洋まぐろ類委員会の条約水域で漁業を行う場合には、中西
部太平洋まぐろ類委員会に従う。 

c) by the International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas, 

大西洋まぐろ類保存国際委員会の条約水域で漁業を行う場合には、 

大西洋まぐろ類保存国際委員会に従う 

when fishing in its Convention area 

irrespective of whether the Member or Cooperating Non-Member concerned is a 

member of the relevant Commission or otherwise cooperates with it.” 

該当するメンバー又は協力的非加盟国が、関係のある委員会のメンバーであ
るか又は協力的非加盟国であるかを問わない。」 

 

It should be noted that half of CCSBT’s Members are not Members of all of the above tuna 

RFMOs. Furthermore, the ERS questionnaire indicates that some CCSBT Members are not 

catching SBT in one of the tuna RFMO Convention Areas that they are a Member of (i.e. 

Indonesia, Korea and Taiwan have reported that they are not fishing for SBT in the WCPFC 

Convention Area).  The Convention Areas that the ERS questionnaire indicates that each 

Member is fishing for SBT are as follows: 

CCSBT メンバーの半数は上記全ての RFMOのメンバーとなっているわけではない

ことに留意する必要がある。さらに、ERS 質問書において、一部の CCSBT メンバ

ーは、当該メンバーが加盟している他のまぐろ類 RFMOの条約水域の一つでは SBT

を漁獲していないことを示唆している（すなわちインドネシア、韓国及び台湾は、

WCPFC 条約水域では SBT を漁獲していないと報告している）。ERS 質問書におい

て各メンバーが SBT を漁獲していることを示唆した条約水域は以下のとおりであ

る。 

• IOTC: Australia, European Union6, Indonesia, Japan, Korea, Taiwan, South Africa. 

IOTC：オーストラリア、欧州連合 6、インドネシア、日本、韓国、台湾、南

アフリカ 

• ICCAT: European Union6, Japan, Korea, Taiwan, South Africa. 

ICCAT：欧州連合、日本、韓国、台湾、南アフリカ 

• WCPFC: Australia, European Union6, Japan, New Zealand. 

WCPFC：オーストラリア、欧州連合 6、日本、ニュージーランド 

References to “Members”, “all Members”, “most Members” and similar expressions below 

are references to the Members for which the requirements are relevant, which for example, is 

four Members in the case of the WCPFC Convention Area. 

以降の「メンバー」、「全メンバー」、「ほとんどのメンバー」といった表現は、

                                                 
6 European Union vessels are forbidden from targeting SBT, but some EU Longliners fishing in the Southern Ocean 

(ICCAT, IOTC and WCPFC areas) that are in the CCSBT Record of Authorised could have a minor SBT bycatch. The EU’s 

responses to the questionnaire refers to these longliners. 欧州連合の船団は SBTを漁獲対象とすることは禁止されてい

るが、南大洋（ICCAT、IOTC 及び WCPFC海域）で操業する EUはえ縄漁船の一部であって CCSBT許可船舶リ

ストに掲載されている漁船は、少量の SBTを混獲する可能性がある。EUは、質問書への回答においてこれらの

はえ縄漁船について言及している。 
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要件が関連しているメンバー、例えば WCPFC 条約水域であれば 4メンバーのこと

を示す。 

 

Tables 4-31 of Attachment B provides tabulated results from the questionnaire with respect 

to paragraph 2 of the ERS Recommendation.  These results are separately summarised below 

for seabirds, sharks, turtles, cetaceans and driftnets. Please see section 2.1 of Attachment B 

for a key to the content of the tables. 

別紙 B の表 4－31では、ERS 勧告パラグラフ 2に関する質問書への回答結果を表形

式で示した。これらの結果は、海鳥類、サメ類、海亀類、海棲哺乳類及び流し網ご

とに区別してとりまとめた。表の凡例については別紙 B のセクション 2.1を参照さ

れたい。 

 

In accordance with the SFMWG 5 agreement in relation to the questionnaire, Members were 

not required to respond to voluntary ERS requirements and so the level of response in the 

questionnaire to these requirements was variable both between and within Members, making 

it difficult to draw overall conclusions. Consequently, this review does not comment on 

results related to voluntary requirements. Nevertheless, these responses are available in 

Attachment B.  

質問書に関する SFMWG 5 の合意に基づき、メンバーは自主的な ERS 要件への回答

は要請されなかったので、これらの要件に対する質問書への回答レベルはメンバー

間及びメンバーからの回答内の両方において様々であったことから、全体的な結論

を得ることは困難である。このため、本レビューでは自主的要件に関しては触れて

いないが、メンバーからの回答結果は別紙 B から確認可能である。 

 

For the purpose of this review, requirements of Resolutions/Recommendations/CMMs7 are 

considered to be either a requirement for the Member itself, or a requirement for the 

Member’s fleet.  These are referred to as “Member Requirements” and “Fleet Requirements” 

respectively. 

本レビューを行うにあたり、決議／勧告／CMM7の要件は、メンバー自体に課され

た要件であるか、又はメンバーの船団に対して課された要件のいずれかであると見

なした。これらについては、それぞれ「メンバー要件」及び「船団要件」と呼称す

る。 

 

Seabirds 

海鳥類 

Responses to the seabird components of the questionnaire are provided at Tables 4-7 of 

Attachment B.  

質問書における海鳥関係の回答は、別紙 B の表 4－7のとおりである。 

 

All Members have reported that they have implemented the mandatory Fleet Requirements 

of the relevant RFMOs as mandatory requirements for their own fleets8. 

全てのメンバーは、関連する RFMOの義務的な船団要件について、それぞれの船

団に対する義務的要件として実施していると報告した 8。 

                                                 
7 Conservation and Management Measures. 保存管理措置 
8 Requirements that Members have implemented as mandatory requirements for their fleets are shown as red highlighted 

cells within the tables. 表中、メンバーがそれぞれの船団に対する義務的要件として実施している船団要件につい

ては、欄を赤色で示している。 
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With two exceptions, all Members have also reported that they have implemented all 

mandatory Member Requirements9 of the relevant RFMOs.  The two exceptions were: 

以下 2つの例外を除き、全てのメンバーは関連 RFMOにおける全ての義務的メン

バー要件 9を実施していると報告した。 

• One Member has only partially implemented paragraph 1 of IOTC Resolution 12/06 

(Table 4) in relation to recording data on seabird incidental bycatch by species 

because its domestic observer programme is in its initiation phase. 

1つのメンバーは、海鳥の偶発的混獲に関する種ごとのデータの記録に関す

る IOTC 決議 12/06 パラグラフ 1（表 4）について、国内のオブザーバー計画

が初期段階にあることからこれを部分的にのみ実施している。 

• One Member did not respond as to whether it has implemented paragraph 3 of the 

same Resolution, which is providing to the IOTC Commission as part of their annual 

reports, information on how they are implementing this measure. 

1つのメンバーは、メンバーがこの措置をどのように実施しているのかに関

する情報を年次報告書の一部として IOTC 委員会に報告することを規定して

いる同決議パラグラフ 3を実施しているのかどうかについて回答しなかっ

た。 

 

Sharks 

サメ類 

Responses to the general (non-specific) shark components of the questionnaire are 

provided at Tables 8-12 of Attachment B.  

質問書におけるサメ類全般関連の回答は別紙 B の表 8－12のとおりである。 

 

With two exceptions, Members have responded that they have implemented all the 

mandatory Member Requirements of the general shark measures. The two exceptions 

relate to shark research requirements in the IOTC Convention Area. One Member has 

reported that it is not conducting the specified research. The other Member did not respond 

with a “Y” or “N” to this requirement but noted that its “research institutes conduct 

currently several research studies to protect sharks.” 

2つの例外を除き、メンバーはサメ類全般の措置にかかる義務的なメンバー要件

を全て実施していると回答した。2つの例外とは、IOTC 条約水域におけるサメ類

に関する調査要件に関するものであった。1メンバーは、具体的な調査は実施し

ていないと報告した。他の 1メンバーは、この要件に「Y」又は「N」では回答せ

ず、「現在、調査機関がサメ類保護のための複数の調査研究を実施している」と

述べた。 

With five exceptions, Members have reported that they have implemented the mandatory 

Fleet Requirements of the relevant RFMOs as mandatory requirements for their own 

fleets10.  The exceptions are: 

5つの例外を除き、メンバーは、関連 RFMOの義務的な船団要件について、それ

                                                 
9 Member requirements are shown as black highlighted cells within the tables. 表中、メンバー要件については欄を黒

色で示している。 
10 Two Members have noted that some shark fin measures are not applicable because their vessels apply a “fins naturally 

attached policy” or require all sharks to be landed with fins attached to the carcase. 2つのメンバーは、自国船舶に対して

「ヒレは自然の状態としておくポリシー」を適用しているか、又は全てのサメ類はヒレが胴体に付属された状態

で水揚げすることを義務付けているため、一部のサメのヒレに関する措置は該当しないとした。 
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ぞれの船団に対する義務的要件としてこれを実施していると報告した 10。例外と

は以下のとおり。 

• One Member does not have a mandatory requirement that fishers are aware of and use 

identification guides and handling practises in the IOTC area. Nevertheless, this 

Member has noted that “Some identification cards were distributed through scientific 

observers, and expected more in the future.”  

1つのメンバーは、漁業者は IOTC 海域における種同定及びハンドリングのプ

ラクティスを認識及び利用するとの義務的要件を有していない。そうではあ

るものの、当該メンバーは、「科学オブザーバーを通じていくらかの種同定
カードが配布されており、将来的にはこれの増加が期待される」とした。 

• Two Members have reported that they have not implemented the requirement at 

paragraph 5 of IOTC Resolution 17/05 that “… shark fins may be partially sliced 

through and folded against the shark carcass, but shall not be removed from the 

carcass until the first point of landing” and one Member has indicated that this 

requirement is not applicable.  However, this requirement is specified as being 

“Without prejudice to paragraph 3” of the same Resolution, consequently as these 

Members have implemented paragraph 3, there is not a requirement for them to 

implement paragraph 5. 

2つのメンバーは、「サメのヒレは、一部に切れ目を入れ、サメの魚体に沿
って折り曲げることができるが、最初の陸揚げまでに魚体から切除してはな
らない」とする IOTC 決議 17/05 パラグラフ 5の要件を実施していないと報告

し、1つのメンバーはこの要件は該当しないことを示唆した。しかしなが

ら、この要件は同決議の「パラグラフ 3を侵害することなく」と規定されて

おり、従ってパラグラフ 3を実施しているこれらのメンバーも対しては、パ

ラグラフ 5の実施は要件とならない。 

• One Member has reported that the IOTC requirement “CPCs shall prohibit the 

purchase, offer for sale and sale of shark fins which have been removed on-board, 

retained on-board, transhipped or landed, in contravention to this Resolution.” is not 

applicable without indicating why it is not applicable. 

1つのメンバーは、「CPC は、本決議に反して船上で切除され、船上に保持
され、転載又は陸揚げされたサメのヒレを購入し、販売を申し出、及び販売
することを禁止するものとする。」との IOTC 要件は該当しないと報告した

が、該当しないとする理由については提示しなかった。 

 

Responses to measures for oceanic whitetip (IOTC, ICCAT, WCPFC), thresher sharks 

(IOTC, ICCAT), silky sharks (ICCAT, WCPFC), Whale sharks (IOTC), Atlantic shortfin 

mako (ICCAT), hammerheads (ICCAT), porbeagle (ICCAT) and Atlantic blue shark 

(ICCAT) are shown at tables 13-15, 16-17, 18-19, 20, 21-22, 23, 24 and 25 respectively. 

For these species, with five exceptions, all Members have reported that they have 

implemented the mandatory Fleet Requirements of the relevant RFMOs as mandatory 

requirements for their own fleets and that they have also implemented the mandatory 

Member Requirements11. The five exceptions are: 

                                                 
11 In some cases, a Member has responded that a requirement has not been implemented or was not applicable together with 

a comment. In situations where the comment indicated that the Member did not use the relevant gear or does not catch the 

relevant species etc., the requirement has been considered as being fulfilled. 一部のケースにおいて、メンバーはコメ

ントを付しつつ要件は未実施又は該当なしと回答している。当該コメントが、メンバーは関連する漁具を使用し

なかった、又は関連種を漁獲しなかったということを示唆するものである場合、要件は履行されたものと見なし

た。 
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ヨゴレ（IOTC、ICCAT、WCPFC）、オナガザメ類（IOTC、ICCAT）、クロトガ

リザメ類（ICCAT、WCPFC）、ジンベエザメ類（IOTC）、大西洋ヨシキリザメ

（ICCAT）に関する措置についての回答は、それぞれ表 13－15、表 16－17、表

18－19、表 20、表 21－22、表 23、表 24及び表 25のとおりである。これらの種

に関しては、5つの例外を除き、全てのメンバーが関連 RFMOの義務的船団要件

をそれぞれの船団に対する義務的要件として実施しており、及び義務的メンバー

要件についても実施していると報告した 11。2つの例外は以下のとおり。 

• For thresher sharks in the IOTC Convention Area (Table 16), two Members indicated 

that they have not implemented the requirements in relation to recreational and sport 

fishing and one Member has indicated that it has only partially implemented this 

requirement noting that interactions with thresher sharks are extremely rare and that 

most recreational activity is limited to capture/tag and release; 

IOTC 水域におけるアオザメ類（表 16）に関して、2メンバーは遊漁及びスポ

ーツフィッシングに関する要件は実施していないことを示唆した。また 1メ

ンバーは、オナガザメ類との相互作用は極めて稀であり、ほとんどの遊漁活

動は捕獲／標識装着及び放流に限定されていることを述べつつ、当該要件を

部分的にのみ実施していることを示唆した。 

• For whale sharks in the IOTC Convention Area (Table 20), one Member has adopted 

the FAD designs required in item 5 of that measure, but not on a mandatory basis. 

However, FADs are not used for SBT fishing, so this measure is not applicable. 

IOTC 条約水域におけるジンベエザメ（表 20）について、1つのメンバーは当

該措置の事項 5に規定されている FADの設計を採用しているものの、義務的

措置とはしていない。しかしながら、FAD は SBT漁業では使用されないの

で、この要件は該当しない。 

• For Atlantic blue sharks in the ICCAT Convention Area (Table 25), one Member 

responded that this is not applicable noting that “This measures only applies to the 

North Atlantic Blue Shark and therefore is not relevant here.”  However, the 

Secretariat’s understanding is that this measure applies to both the North and South 

Atlantic blue shark stocks. 

ICCAT条約水域の大西洋ヨシキリザメ（表 25）について、1つのメンバー

は、「この措置は北大西洋ヨシキリザメのみ適用される措置であるため、こ

こでは関連しない」として「該当なし」と回答した。しなしながら、事務局

の理解では、当該措置は北大西洋と南大西洋の両方のヨシキリザメに適用さ

れる。 

 

 

Sea Turtles 

海亀類 

Responses to the sea turtle measures in the questionnaire are provided at Tables 26-28 of 

Attachment B. 

質問書における海亀関連の回答は別紙 B の表 26－28のとおりである。 

 

With eight exceptions, all Members have reported that they have implemented the 

mandatory Fleet Requirements of the relevant RFMOs as mandatory requirements for their 

own fleets and that they have also implemented the mandatory Member Requirements. 

The eight exceptions are: 

8つの例外を除き、全メンバーは関連 RFMOの義務的な船団要件をそれぞれの船
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団に対する義務的要件として実施しており、また義務的なメンバー要件について

も実施していると回答した。8つの例外は以下のとおり。 

• One Member: 

1つのメンバーは、 

o Indicated that it did not report to the IOTC Scientific Committee regarding 

information on successful mitigation measures and other impacts on marine 

turtles in the IOTC area (paragraph 4, Table 26); and 

IOTC 水域のウミガメに対する効果的な混獲緩和措置及びその他の影響

に関する情報を IOTC 科学委員会に報告しなかったことを示唆した。

（パラグラフ 4、表 26） 

o Did not respond as to whether its annual reports to ICCAT includes information 

required on the implementation of the Recommendation, focusing on paragraphs 

1, 2, and 5 of that recommendation (paragraph 6, Table 27). 

特に勧告のパラグラフ 1、2及び 5について、ICCATへの年次報告書に

は勧告の実施に関して要請されている情報を含んでいたかどうかについ

て回答しなかった。（パラグラフ 6、表 27） 

• One Member advised that it did not impose the following requirements as mandatory 

requirements, although it has reported to have implemented these requirements in a 

non-mandatory manner: 

1つのメンバーは、以下の要件を義務的要件として強制はしておらず、義務

的ではないものとしてこれらの要件を実施していると報告した。 

o The IOTC requirement at paragraph 8a of Table 26, which requires longline 

vessels to carry line cutters and de-hookers and follow certain handling and 

release guidelines. 

はえ縄漁船に対しラインカッター及び針外しの携行、及び特定のハンド

リング及び放流ガイドラインに従うことを義務付ける IOTC の要件（表

26のパラグラフ 8a） 

o The IOTC requirement at paragraph 9a(iv) of Table 26, for purse seiners to 

carry and employ dip nets, when appropriate, to handle marine turtles. However, 

the Secretariat understands that this Member does not use purse seiners to catch 

SBT, so this requirement is not applicable. 

まき網漁船に対し、必要に応じて海亀類をハンドリングするためのタモ

網を携行及び使用することを義務付ける IOTC の要件（表 26のパラグラ

フ 9a）。しかしながら、事務局は当該メンバーはまき網による SBTを

漁獲することはないと理解しているので、この要件は該当しない。 

o The WCPFC requirements at paragraphs 5a(iii) and 5a(iv)-5d of Table 28 for 

purse seine vessels in relation to stopping net roll as soon as the turtle comes out 

of the water, carrying and employment of dip nets, recording and reporting of 

incidents and providing the Commission with the results of FAD design 

research for reducing entanglement. However, the Secretariat understands that 

this Member does not use purse seiners to catch SBT, so this requirement is not 

applicable. 

海亀が水面から出たらすぐに網の巻き上げを止めること、タモ網の携行

及び使用、事案の記録及び報告、及び絡まりを削減する FADの設計に

関する調査結果の委員会への提供に関する、まき網に対する WCPFC 要

件（表 28のパラグラフ 5a(iii) 及び 5a(iv) - 5d） 
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o The WCPFC requirement at paragraph 6 of Table 28 for longliners to carry and 

use line cutters and de-hookers and follow certain handling and release 

guidelines. 

はえ縄漁船に対しラインカッター及び針外しの携行、及び特定のハンド

リング及び放流ガイドラインに従うことを義務付ける WCPFC 要件（表

28のパラグラフ 6） 

• One Member reported that it has not implemented the IOTC requirement for its purse 

seiners to carry and employ dip nets, when appropriate, to handle marine turtles 

(paragraph 9a(iv), Table 26). 

1つのメンバーは、まき網漁船に対してタモ網の携行及び使用を義務付け、

必要に応じて海亀を取り扱うことを義務付ける IOTC 要件を実施していない

と報告した（表 26 のパラグラフ 9a(iv)）。 

 

Cetaceans 

鯨類 

Responses to the cetacean measures in the questionnaire are provided at Table 29 of 

Attachment B.  

質問書における鯨類関連の措置に関する回答は別紙 B の表 29のとおりである。 

 

With two exceptions, all relevant12 Members have reported that they have implemented 

the mandatory Fleet Requirements of the relevant RFMO (IOTC) as mandatory 

requirements for their own fleets and that they have also implemented the mandatory 

Member Requirements. The exceptions are two Members that reported that they either did 

not adopt the specified Fish Aggregating Device designs or adopted the designs in a non-

mandatory manner. However, in its response in a previous table, one Member stated that it 

“does not apply Drifting FAD” and the Secretariat understands that the other Member does 

not use FADs for catching SBT. Hence this requirement does not apply to either Member. 

2つの例外を除き、全ての関連メンバー12は、関連 RFMO（IOTC）の義務的船団

要件をそれぞれの船団に対する義務的要件として実施しており、また義務的メン

バー要件についても実施していると報告した。例外は、2つのメンバーが、特定

の集魚装置の設計を採択していないか、又は当該設計を採用しているが義務的な

ものではないと報告したことであった。しかしながら、1つのメンバーは前の表

での回答において「漂流 FADは適用しない」と述べており、また事務局はもう 1

つのメンバーは SBT の漁獲に FADは使用していないものと理解している。従っ

て本要件はいずれのメンバーにも適用されない。 

 

Driftnets 

流し網 

Responses to the measures in the questionnaire on prohibition of large scale driftnets are 

provided at Tables 30-31 of Attachment B. With one exception all Members have 

reported that these measures are not applicable or that they have implemented the 

mandatory Fleet Requirements of the relevant RFMOs as mandatory requirements for their 

own fleets and that they have also implemented the mandatory Member Requirements. 

The one exception is that one Member responded that it did not implement the WCPFC 

                                                 
12 Two Members responded with “not applicable” or provided no response because they have no purse seiners in the relevant 

area. 2 つのメンバーは、関連水域におけるまき網漁船を有していないため、「該当なし」と回答するか、又は

回答を行わなかった。 
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requirement that “CCMs shall include in Part 2 of their Annual Reports a summary of 

monitoring, control, and surveillance actions related to large-scale driftnet fishing on the 

high seas in the Convention Area”. 

質問書の大型流し網の禁止措置に関する回答は別紙 B の表 30－31のとおりであ

る。1つの例外を除き、全メンバーはこれらの措置は該当しないか、又は関連

RFMOの義務的船団要件をそれぞれの船団に対する義務的要件として実施してお

り、義務的メンバー要件についても実施していると報告した。例外は、1つのメ

ンバーが、「CCMは、それぞれの年次報告書第 2部に、条約水域の公海における

大型流し網漁業に関する監視、管理及び取締り活動の概要を含めなければならな

い」とする WCPFC 要件を実施しなかったと報告した。 

 

It should also be noted that as of October 2016, the CCSBT has its own measure that 

prohibits the use of large-scale driftnets on the high seas in a manner which can reasonably 

be expected to result in the catching, taking or harvesting of southern bluefin tuna. 

また、CCSBT は、2016 年 10月に、みなみまぐろを漁獲、捕獲又は収穫すること

が合理的に想定される形での公海における大型流し網の使用を禁止する独自の措

置を採択したことも留意すべきである。 

 

As indicated above, the overall reported implementation of the mandatory ERS measures of 

IOTC, ICCAT and WCPFC by CCSBT Members has been good. However, a major flaw to 

the questionnaire is that it did not collect information on the compliance of Members’ fleets 

with respect to these ERS measures. Without this information it is not possible to evaluate 

whether or not the implementation of these measures has been effective. 

上記のとおり、CCSBT メンバーによる IOTC、ICCAT及び WCPFC の義務的な ERS

措置について報告された実施状況は、全体的に良好である。しかしながら、質問書

の大きな欠陥として、ERS 勧告に関するメンバーの船団による遵守状況に関する情

報は収集されていない。この情報なしに、これらの措置の実施が有効なものであっ

たかどうかを評価することは不可能である。 

 

 

(3) PARAGRAPH 3 OF THE ERS RECOMMENDATION 

   ERS 勧告第 3パラグラフ 

This paragraph states that: 

本パラグラフでは以下のとおり規定している。 

“Members and Cooperating Non-Members will collect and report data on 

ecologically related species to the Extended Commission and/or its subsidiary bodies 

as appropriate, including the Ecologically Related Species Working Group. Further, 

the undertaking described in paragraph 2 will include a commitment to comply with 

measures adopted by the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, the Western and Central 

Pacific Fisheries Commission and the International Commission for the Conservation 

of Atlantic Tunas on the collection and reporting of data in relation to ecologically 

related species. Data confidentiality shall be protected under the rules that apply in 

those Commissions.” 

「メンバー及び協力的非加盟国は、生態学的関連種に関するデータを収集 

し、拡大委員会及び/又は必要に応じて生態学的関連種作業部会を含む補助機 

関に報告する。さらに、パラグラフ 2 に定められる取組には、生態学的関連 

種に関するデータの収集及び報告について、インド洋まぐろ類委員会、中西 
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部太平洋まぐろ類委員会及び大西洋まぐろ類保存国際委員会が採択した措置 

に従うという責任が含まれる。データの機密性は、それらの委員会で適用さ 

れる規則の下で、保護されなければならない。」 

 

The main ERS data that Members are required to provide to the CCSBT are the data specified 

in the annual ERSWG Data Exchange, which are required to be provided by 31 July each 

year. The table below shows Members compliance with the ERSWG Data Exchange for the 

last two years. 

メンバーが CCSBT に対して提出するよう求められている主たる ERS データは、年

次 ERSWGデータ交換において特定されたデータであって、毎年 7月 31日までに提

出するよう求められている。下表に過去 2年の ERSWG データ交換における遵守状

況を示す。 
 AU EU ID JP KR NZ TW ZA 

Data provided as required by the 

ERSWG Data Exchange in 2017? 

2017 年 ERSWG データ交換の期日

までにデータは提出されたか？ 

Y Y N Y Y Y Y Y 

Data provided as required by the 

ERSWG Data Exchange in 2018? 

2018 年 ERSWGデータ交換の期日

までにデータは提出されたか？ 

Y Y P13 Y Y Y Y Y 

Data provided at species level where 

this is not required for the ERSWG 

Data Exchange (voluntary)? 

ERSWG データ交換では求められて

ないが、（自主的に）種レベルで

データを提供したか？ 

P14 -15 Y N Y Y Y Y 

Most Members have complied with the ERSWG Data Exchange requirements and more than 

half have gone beyond the minimum requirements and have provided ERS data at a species 

level of resolution in cases where they were not required to do so. 

ほとんどのメンバーは ERSWG データ交換要件に沿ってデータを取りまとめ、また

半分以上のメンバーは最低要件以上の対応を行い、要件となっていない場合であっ

ても種レベルの解像度で ERS データを提供した。 

 

Members are also required to submit data similar to the above in national reports to meetings 

of the ERSWG and to annual meetings of the Compliance Committee and Extended 

Commission.  However, these data are essentially the same as the ERSWG Data Exchange 

requirements or a subset of this information, so are not examined separately in this paper. 

またメンバーは、ERSWG 会合、遵守委員会及び拡大委員会年次会合に対する国別

                                                 
13 Indonesia is working on improving its ERS data. It has not provided its total fishing effort and has commented that it 

needs more time to verify its figures for this. In addition, Indonesia was not able to provide the proportions of observed 

effort with specific mitigation measures. インドネシアは、同国の ERSデータの改善に取り組んでいる。同国は総

漁獲努力量を提出しておらず、取組は始めたもののこの数字の確認には時間を要するとしている。さらにインド

ネシアは、特定の混獲緩和措置にかかる観察努力量の割合を提供することができなかった。 
14 Australia’s data contains a mixture of species and group level reporting. オーストラリアのデータには、種レベルの

報告と種群レベルの報告が混在している。 
15 The ERSWG Data Exchange is defined as being for “shots/sets where SBT was either targeted or caught”. The European 

Union has reported no catch of SBT in the last two years, so there is no relevant data for it to submit to the ERSWG Data 

Exchange. ERSWGデータ交換は、「SBTを漁獲対象とするか又は漁獲した投縄数」に関するものと定義してい

る。欧州連合は過去 2年の間 SBTの漁獲なしと報告しているので、ERSデータ交換に対して提出すべき関連デ

ータが存在しない。 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/docs_english/general/ERSWG%20Data%20Exchange.pdf
https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/docs_japanese/general/jp_ERSWG%20Data%20Exchange.pdf
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報告書でも上記と同様のデータを提出するよう求められている。しかしながら、こ

れらのデータは基本的に ERSWGデータ交換要件又はこの情報のサブセットと同様

であるため、本文書で別途精査することはしていない。 

 

Results of the Questionnaire in tables 4 to 32 of Attachment B relating to reporting of data, 

indicates that CCSBT Members consider that they are complying with the vast majority of 

ERS data reporting requirements of IOTC, ICCAT and WCPFC. The few exceptions to this 

are: 

別紙 B の表 4から 32に示したデータの報告に関する質問書の結果によれば、

CCSBT メンバーは IOTC、ICCAT及び WCPFC における ERS データ報告要件の大部

分を遵守していると考えていることを示唆している。例外は以下のとおりである。 

• One Member considered that it had only partially implemented the requirement of 

IOTC Resolution 12/06 (Table 4 of Attachment B) related to recording “data on 

seabird incidental bycatch by species, notably through scientific observers in 

accordance with Resolution 11/04 and report these annually”. This is because it has a 

partially effective observer program in its initiation phase to improve monitoring of 

local longline vessels. 

1つのメンバーは、「決議 11/04 に従い、特に科学オブザーバーを通じて海鳥
の偶発的死亡に関する種別データを記録し、これを毎年報告する」ことに関

する IOTC 決議 12/06（別紙 B の表 4）の要件を部分的にのみ実施していると

した。これは、ローカルはえ縄漁船のモニタリングの改善の取組を開始した

ばかりでありオブザーバー計画が全面的に発効していないためである。 

• One Member considered that ICCAT Recommendation 2016-12 (Table 25 of 

Attachment B) only applied to North Atlantic Blue Shark and therefore marked its 

responses as not applicable. However, as mentioned previously, the Secretariat’s 

understanding is that this measure applies to both the North and South Atlantic blue 

shark stocks. Consequently, it is not known if this Member is complying with the data 

requirements of this measure. 

１つのメンバーは、ICCAT勧告 2016-12（別紙 B の表 5）は北大西洋ヨシキ

リザメのみに適用される措置であるため該当なしと回答した。しかしなが

ら、前述のとおり事務局は本措置は北大西洋及び南大西洋の両方のヨシキリ

ザメに適用される措置であると理解している。このため、当該メンバーが本

措置のデータ要件を遵守しているかどうかは不明である。 

• One Member responded that it has not implemented a mandatory obligation for 

WCPFC CMM 2008-03 (Table 28 of Attachment B) to require that operators of 

purse seine vessels “record all incidents involving sea turtles during fishing 

operations and report such incidents to the appropriate authorities of the CCM” and 

provide the results of this reporting to the Commission. 

1つのメンバーは、まき網漁船の操業者に対して「操業時の海亀類に関する

全ての事例を記録し、及びこうした事例を CCMの適当な当局に対して報告

する」とともに、委員会に対してこの報告の結果を提供することを求めてい

る WCPFC CMM 2008-03（別紙 B の表 28）にかかる義務を実施していないと

回答した。 
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(4) PARAGRAPH 4 OF THE ERS RECOMMENDATION 

   ERS 勧告パラグラフ 4 

This paragraph states that: 

本パラグラフでは以下のとおり規定している。 

“Members and Cooperating Non-Members will report annually to the 

Compliance Committee of the Extended Commission on the action they have taken 

pursuant to paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of this recommendation.” 

「メンバー及び協力的非加盟国は、本勧告のパラグラフ 1、2 及び 3 に従 

ってとった行為について、拡大委員会に付属する遵守委員会に対し、毎年報 

告する。」 

 

Section III(a) of the template for the Annual Report to the Compliance Committee (CC) and 

the Extended Commission (EC) requires Members to report on these three paragraphs of the 

ERS Recommendation. A tabulated summary of information provided by Members’ in the 

reporting template for the October 2017 CC and EC meetings, together with a comment on 

whether Members have complied with the requirements of the template is provided below. 

Overall, with minor exceptions, the information provided by Members’ have complied with 

the requirements of the reporting template. 

遵守委員会（CC）及び拡大委員会（EC）に対する年次報告書テンプレートのセク

ション III(a)では、メンバーに対し、ERS 勧告のこれら 3つのパラグラフに関する報

告を行うよう求めている。2017年 10月の CC 及び EC 会合に対して、メンバーは、

以下に示したテンプレートの要件を遵守したかどうかに関するコメントとともに、

報告テンプレートにおいて情報の概要を表形式で提供した。全体として、マイナー

な例外を除き、メンバーから提供された情報は報告書テンプレートの要件を遵守し

ている。 

 

i. The Annual Report Template, requires Members to “Specify whether each of the 

following plans/guidelines have been implemented, and if not, specify the action that has 

been taken towards implementing each of these plans/guidelines: 

年次報告書テンプレートは、メンバーに対して以下のとおり求めている：「下記
の各計画・ガイドラインが実施されているか否かを記入し、実施されていない場
合は、各計画・ガイドラインの実施に向けてどのような行動が取られたかを説明
すること。 

• International Plan of Action for Reducing Incidental Catches of Seabirds in Longline 

Fisheries: 

はえ縄漁業によって偶発的に捕獲される海鳥の削減に関する国際行動計画 

• International Plan of Action for the Conservation and Management of Sharks: 

サメ類保存管理のための国際行動計画 

• FAO Guidelines to reduce sea turtle mortality in fishing operations:” 

漁業操業における海亀死亡の削減のための FAOガイドライン」 
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The summary of Member responses is as follows (Y=Yes, D=Under development, X=Information not 

provided as required): 

メンバーの回答の概要は以下のとおりである。(Y=Yes, D=策定中, X=求められている情報を

提供しなかった) 
 AU EU ID JP KR NZ TW ZA 

IPOA-Seabirds has been implemented? 

海鳥類 IPOAを実施しているか？ 

D16 Y X17 Y Y Y Y Y 

IPOA-Sharks has been implemented? 

サメ類 IPOAを実施しているか？ 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

FAO-Sea turtles has been implemented? 

FAO 海亀ガイドラインを実施してい

るか？ 

Y Y D18 Y Y Y Y Y 

Only one Member has not provided all the information required by the annual report template 

in relation to the first paragraph of the ERS Recommendation. However, according to its 

response to the ERS Questionnaire, Indonesia implemented an NPOA-Seabirds in 2016, 

which suggests that its annual report had not been updated for this item. 

1つのメンバーのみ、年次報告書テンプレートで求められている ERS 勧告第 1パラ

グラフに関する情報の全てを提供していなかった。しかしながら、ERS 質問書に対

する回答によれば、インドネシアは海鳥類 NPOAを 2016年に開始したので、同国

の年次報告書では本事項がまた更新されていなかったものと考えられる。 

 

ii. The Annual Report Template, requires Members to “Specify whether all current binding 

and recommendatory measures aimed at the protection of ecologically related species 

from fishing of the following tuna RFMOs are being complied with.  If not, specify which 

measures are not being complied with and the progress that is being made towards 

compliance: 

年次報告書テンプレートは、メンバーに対して以下を求めている：「下記のまぐ
ろ類 RFMO漁業において生態学的関連種の保護を目的とする現行の全ての法的
拘束力を持つ措置又は勧告されている措置が遵守されているか否かを記載するこ
と。遵守されていない場合は、どの措置が遵守されていないか、また、遵守に向
けてどのような進展があるかを記載すること。 

• IOTC, when fishing within IOTC’s Convention Area: 

IOTC 条約水域で操業する際には IOTC の措置 

• WCPFC, when fishing within WCPFC’s Convention Area: 

WCPFC 条約水域で操業する際には WCPFC の措置 

• ICCAT, when fishing within ICCAT’s Convention Area:” 

ICCAT 条約水域で操業する際には ICCAT の措置」 

 

                                                 
16 “Australian commented that it has endorsed the IPOA-Seabirds and has put in place the Threat Abatement Plan 2014 for 

the Incidental Catch (or bycatch) of Seabirds During Oceanic Longline Fishing Operations (2014 TAP).” 「オーストラリ

アは、海鳥類 IPOAを承認し、海洋はえ縄漁業操業中の海鳥類の偶発的捕獲（又は混獲）に関する脅威の軽減に

関する計画 2014（2014 TAP）にこれを取り入れたとコメントした。」 
17 The only information provided was “During 2015, there was no interaction between longliner and seabird in observed 

longline fisheries”. The same response was provided in Indonesia’s annual report in the previous year. 「2015年に観察さ

れたはえ縄漁業におけるはえ縄漁船と海鳥との間の相互作用はなかった」との情報のみが提供された。昨年のイ

ンドネシア国別報告書でも同様の回答がなされている。 
18 Indonesia advised that “NPOA of Sea Turtle is being in the process of finalisation”, which is the same response as for the 

previous annual report. インドネシアは、以前の年次報告書における回答と同様に「海亀 NPOAは最終化のプロセ

スにある」とした。 
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The summary of Member responses is as follows (Y=Yes, P=Partial, ?=Uncertain): 

メンバーからの回答の概要は以下のとおりである。(Y=Yes, P=一部実施, ?=不明) 
 AU EU ID JP KR NZ TW ZA 

ERS measures of the relevant tRFMOs 

are being complied with? 

関連するまぐろ類 RFMOの ERS 措

置は遵守されているか？ 

Y Y Y?19 Y Y Y Y P20 

All Members appear to be providing the information requested by the annual report template 

in relation to the second paragraph of the ERS Recommendation. There is uncertainty in 

relation to the meaning of Indonesia’s response in its annual report, but its responses to the 

ERS Questionnaire indicate that it is largely complying with the relevant RFMOs’ ERS 

measures. 

全メンバーが、ERS 勧告第 2パラグラフに関して年次報告書テンプレートが求めて

いる情報を提供しているようである。年次報告書におけるインドネシアの回答には

その意味するところが不確実な部分があるものの、同国による ERS 質問書への回答

では関連する RFMO の ERS 措置を概ね遵守していることを示唆している。 

 

iii. The Annual Report Template, requires Members to “Specify whether data is being 

collected and reported on ecologically related species in accordance with the 

requirements of the following tuna RFMOs.  If data are not being collected and reported 

in accordance with these requirements, specify which measures are not being complied 

with and the progress that is being made towards compliance: 

年次報告書テンプレートは、メンバーに対して以下を求めている：「以下の
RFMOの要件に基づいて生態学的関連種に関するデータ収集・報告が実施されて
いるか否かを記載すること。これらの要件に基づいてデータが収集・報告されて
いない場合は、どの措置が遵守されていないか、また、遵守に向けてどのような
進展があるかを記載すること。 

• CCSBT: 

• IOTC, for fishing within IOTC’s Convention Area: 

IOTC 条約水域で操業する際には IOTC の要件 

• WCPFC, for fishing within WCPFC’s Convention Area: 

WCPFC 条約水域で操業する際には WCPFC の要件 

• ICCAT, for fishing within ICCAT’s Convention Area:” 

ICCAT 条約水域で操業する際には ICCAT の要件」 

 

The summary of Member responses is as follows (Y=Yes, N=No, ?=Uncertain): 

メンバーからの回答の概要は以下のとおりである。(Y=Yes, P=一部実施, ?=不明) 

                                                 
19 Indonesia responded with “NONE”. It is assumed that this means that there were no measures that are not being complied 

with as opposed to there being no compliance with any of the measures, but this is not clear. インドネシアは「NONE」

と回答した。この回答は、あらゆる措置について遵守しなかったということではなく、遵守されなかった措置は

なかったという意味であると考えられるが、明確ではない。 
20 South Africa noted that the contract of its national observer programme expired in March 2011 and that there have been 

unsuccessful attempts to revive the program. It “has initiated a process of ensuring the continuation and maintenance of the 

observer coverage by introducing measures for the introduction of the industry funded programme in order to meet the 5% 

observer coverage as specified by IOTC on the domestic longline vessels, whilst in the process re-establishing the national 

observer programme by developing the specifications for the tender.” 南アフリカは、同国の国内オブザーバー計画は

2011年 3月に契約が満了となり、計画再開の試みは成功していないとした。同国は、「国内はえ縄漁船に関し

て IOTCにより特定されている 5 % のオブザーバーカバー率を履行するため、業界の出資によるプログラムの導

入に向けた措置の実施によりオブザーバーカバー率の継続及び維持を確保するためのプロセスを開始する一方

で、請負業者向けの仕様を策定することにより国内オブザーバー計画を再度設立するプロセスを進めている」。 
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 AU EU ID JP KR NZ TW ZA 

Data is being collected and reported on 

ecologically related species in 

accordance with the requirements of 

the relevant tuna RFMOs? 

関連する RFMO の要件に沿って生

態学的関連種に関するデータが収

集及び報告されているか？ 

Y21 Y N22 Y Y Y Y Y 

All Members appear to be fulfilling the information requested by the annual report template 

in relation to the third paragraph of the ERS Recommendation (as opposed to meeting the 

data collection and provision aspects of the ERS Recommendation).  

全メンバーが、（ERS 勧告のデータ収集及び提供要件の履行とは対照的に）ERS 勧

告第 3パラグラフに関して年次報告書テンプレートが求めている情報を満たしてい

るようである。 

 

 

(5) PARAGRAPH 5 OF THE ERS RECOMMENDATION 

   ERS 勧告パラグラフ 5 

This paragraph states that: 

本パラグラフでは以下のとおり規定している。 

“The Secretariat of the CCSBT is authorised to collect and exchange relevant data 

concerning ecologically related species with the Secretariat of the Indian Ocean Tuna 

Commission, the Secretariat of the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries 

Commission and the Secretariat of the International Commission for the 

Conservation of Atlantic Tunas.” 

「CCSBT 事務局は、インド洋まぐろ類委員会、中西部太平洋まぐろ類委 

員会及び大西洋まぐろ類保存国際委員会の事務局との間で、生態学的関連種 

について関連するデータを収集及び交換する権限が与えられる。」 

 

With the exception of publicly available meeting documents submitted to ERSWG meetings, 

there has been no sharing of ERS data from the CCSBT to IOTC, WCPFC or ICCAT. 

However, this is expected to change in late 2018 or early 2019 because of a change in 

CCSBT’s Data Confidentiality Rules regarding ERS data. 

ERSWG会合に提出され、公開されている会合文書を除き、CCSBT から IOTC、

WCPFC 又は ICCATに対して ERS データが共有されたことはない。しかしながら、

ERS データに関する CCSBT のデータ機密保持規則が改正されたため、2018 年後期

又は 2019年初期にこの状況が変わることが期待される。 

                                                 
21 Australia noted that it collects data on ERS and reports these on an annual basis to the scientific committees of IOTC, 

WCPFC and CCSBT. Australia’s national reports to meetings of the scientific committees of IOTC and WCPFC provide full 

details on Australia’s efforts to mitigate the impact of fishing for SBT on ERS オーストラリアは、ERSに関するデー

タを収集し、毎年ベースで IOTC、WCPFC及び CCSBTの科学委員会に報告しているとした。IOTC 及び WCPFC

の科学委員会会合に対するオーストラリアの国別報告書では、ERSに対する SBT漁業の影響を緩和するための

オーストラリアの努力に関する全詳細が示されている。 
22 Indonesia noted that it is not yet complying with CCSBT’s ERS Recommendation or IOTC’s resolution 2011/04, but that 

progress is being made “to enhance personal capacity of observer and increase coverage level of observer program, as well 

as strengthening collaboration with Indonesia Tuna Association”. For WCPFC and ICCAT, Indonesia stated “NONE”. It is 

assumed that this means that there were no data requirements that are not being complied with as opposed to there being no 

provision of data, but this is not clear. インドネシアは、まだ CCSBTの ERS勧告又は IOTCの決議 2011/04を遵守

していないが、「オブザーバーのキャパシティを強化し、及びオブザーバー計画のカバーレベルを向上し、並び

にインドネシアまぐろ協会との協力の強化」について進捗が為されているとした。  

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/docs_english/operational_resolutions/CCSBT_Confidentiality_Rules.pdf
https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/docs_japanese/operational_resolutions/jp_CCSBT_Confidentiality_Rules.pdf
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Until October 2017, the CCSBT’s Data Confidentiality Rules classified the data provided in 

accordance with the ERSWG Data Exchange as “Medium Risk”. This meant that these data 

were not publicly available and could not be released without specific authorisation from 

each of the providers of the data, and also required confidentiality agreements to be signed by 

the receivers of the data with each of the providers of the data. 

ERSWGデータ交換において提供されたデータは、2017年 10月まで、CCSBT のデ

ータ機密保持規則において「中リスク」に区分されていた。これはすなわち、これ

らのデータは公表されることはなく、またデータの各提供者からの具体的な許可無

くしてこれを公開することはできず、またデータの各提供者ごとにデータの受領者

による機密保持契約へのサインが必要とされるということであった。 

 

At the October 2017 annual meeting, the Extended Commission agreed to define two sets of 

ERSWG data and assign them with different risk classifications. These are: 

2017年 10月の年次会合において、拡大委員会は、以下 2通りの ERSWGデータを定

義し、それぞれに異なるリスク区分を割り当てることに合意した。 

• “Aggregated effort and scientific observer data (as specified in the ERSWG Data 

Exchange) by calendar year, gear, CCSBT Statistical Area and species group.”; and 

「歴年、漁具、CCSBT 統計海区及び種群別に集計された漁獲努力量及び科学
オ ブザーバーデータ（ERSWG データ交換の規定のとおり）」 

• “Aggregated effort and scientific observer data (as specified in the ERSWG Data 

Exchange) by Flag State/Entity, calendar year, gear, CCSBT Statistical Area and 

species (or species group).” 

「旗国/主体、暦年、漁具、CCSBT 統計海区及び種（又は種群）別に集計され 

た漁獲努力量及び科学オブザーバーデータ（ERSWG データ交換の規定のとお
り）」 

 

The Extended Commission assigned a “No risk” category to the first of these datasets, which 

means that these data are now publicly available. The Secretariat plans to make these data 

available through the public area of its website in late 2018 (after CCSBT 25). 

拡大委員会は、最初のデータセットを「リスクなし」に区分した。すなわち、これ

らのデータは現在は公に利用可能であることを意味する。事務局は、2018 年後期

（CCSBT 25 の後）に、ウェブサイトの一般エリアを通じてこれらのデータを入手

可能とすることを計画している。 

 

The Extended Commission assigned a “Low risk” category to the second of these datasets. 

This means that these data are still not publicly available, but unless stated otherwise, they 

are available to all Members and CNMs without specific approval. Low risk data may also be 

shared with other RFMOs subject to paragraph 2223 of the CCSBT’s Data Confidentiality 

Rules.  The Secretariat has provided access to these data to CCSBT Members via the private 

area of the website. Previously these data were only accessible by individuals that had been 

approved by the individual providers of the data and that had signed confidentiality 

agreements with those providers of the data. 

                                                 
23 Which permits data sharing agreements with other RFMOs on the conditions of reciprocal sharing of equivalent data and 

maintaining the data in a manner consistent with the CCSBT Data Security Standards. 他 RFMOとのデータ共有に関する

取決めについては、互恵的な形で同等のデータを提供すること、及び提供されたデータを CCSBTのデータ安全

性基準と適合する形で保持することを条件として許可されている。 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/docs_english/operational_resolutions/CCSBT_Confidentiality_Rules.pdf
https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/docs_japanese/operational_resolutions/jp_CCSBT_Confidentiality_Rules.pdf
https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/docs_japanese/operational_resolutions/jp_CCSBT_Confidentiality_Rules.pdf
https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/docs_english/general/ERSWG%20Data%20Exchange.pdf
https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/docs_english/general/ERSWG%20Data%20Exchange.pdf
https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/docs_japanese/general/jp_ERSWG%20Data%20Exchange.pdf
https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/docs_english/general/ERSWG%20Data%20Exchange.pdf
https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/docs_english/general/ERSWG%20Data%20Exchange.pdf
https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/docs_japanese/general/jp_ERSWG%20Data%20Exchange.pdf
https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/docs_english/operational_resolutions/CCSBT_Confidentiality_Rules.pdf
https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/docs_english/operational_resolutions/CCSBT_Confidentiality_Rules.pdf
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拡大委員会は、二つ目のデータセットを「低リスク」に区分した。すなわち、これ

らのデータはまた公に利用可能とはされていないものの、別の決定がされない限

り、これらのデータは特段の許可を得ることなく全てのメンバー及び CNM に対し

て利用可能とされていることを意味する。また、低リスクのデータは、CCSBT のデ

ータの機密性に関する規則のパラグラフ 22の規定により、他 RFMOとこれを共有

することができる。事務局は、これらのデータに関して、CCSBT ウェブサイトのプ

ライベートエリアを通じて CCSBT メンバーにアクセス権を提供している。以前

は、これらのデータについては各提供者による許可を受け、かつデータの提供者に

対する機密保持契約にサインした個人に対してのみアクセス可能とされていた。 

 

 

(6) PARAGRAPH 6 OF THE ERS RECOMMENDATION 

   ERS 勧告パラグラフ 6 

This paragraph states that: 

本パラグラフでは以下のとおり規定している。 

“The Extended Commission will review the operation of this Recommendation with a 

view to enhancing the protection of ecologically related species from the impacts of 

fishing for southern bluefin tuna” 

「拡大委員会は、みなみまぐろを対象とする漁業の影響からの生態学的関 

連種の保護の強化という見地から、本勧告の運用をレビューする。」 

 

The current paper is the first full review of the operation of the ERS Recommendation by the 

CCSBT. However, since the original adoption of the ERS Recommendation in 2008, the 

Extended Commission has held numerous discussions on ERS matters with a view to 

enhancing the protection of ecologically related species from the impacts of fishing for 

southern bluefin tuna.  Progress has been made in several areas, including: Expanding the 

geographical scope of the ERS Recommendation; Improving the collection and provision of 

ERS data; Providing some direction to the ERS Working Group; and Implementing 

Minimum Performance Requirements for measures relating to ERS. However, there has been 

no consensus within the CCSBT to introduce additional protection for ERS or to implement 

binding measures outside those imposed by the area-based tuna RFMOs referred to in the 

ERS Recommendation. Nevertheless, further discussions on binding measures are scheduled 

to occur at CCSBT 25 (October 2018). 

CCSBT の ERS 勧告の運用状況に関して、本文書が最初の全面的なレビューとな

る。しかしながら、2008 年に ERS 勧告が最初に採択されて以降、拡大委員会は、み

なみまぐろを対象とする漁業の影響からの生態学的関連種の保護の強化という観点

から、ERS 問題について非常に多くの議論を行ってきたところである。ERS 勧告の

地理的なスコープの拡大、ERS データの収集及び提供の改善、ERSWGに対するい

くらかの指示の提示、ERS 措置に関連する最低履行要件の実施といったいくつかの

分野において進捗がなされてきた。しかしながら、CCSBT において、ERS に対する

追加的な保護措置の導入、又は ERS 勧告にいう管轄水域ベースのまぐろ類 RFMOに

よって実施されている措置以外の法定拘束力のある措置の実施についてのコンセン

サスはない。そうではあるものの、CCSBT 25（2018 年 10月）において、法的拘束

力のある措置に関するさらなる検討が予定されている。 

 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/docs_japanese/operational_resolutions/jp_CCSBT_Confidentiality_Rules.pdf
https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/docs_japanese/operational_resolutions/jp_CCSBT_Confidentiality_Rules.pdf
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Action taken and considered by the CCSBT since 2008 include: 

2008年以降に CCSBT が実施した、及び検討した行動は以下には以下が含まれる。 

• CCSBT 16 (2009) agreed that Members should include in their National Reports, a 

table of observed ERS interactions including mortalities, and methods of scaling to 

produce estimates of total mortality, in the same format as presented in Attachment 4 of 

the ERSWG8 Report. 

CCSBT 16（2009年）は、メンバーは、それぞれの国別報告書において、

ERSWG 8報告書別紙 4に示されたものと同様のフォーマットにより、死亡

数、総死亡数の推定に用いた引き伸ばし方法を含む、観察された ERS 相互作

用の表を含めるべきであることに合意した。 

• CCSBT 18 (2011) agreed that: 

CCSBT 18（2011年）は以下に合意した。 

o The CCSBT’s 2008 ERS Recommendation would be revised to include a 

requirement to comply with ICCAT’s measures when fishing in ICCAT’s 

Convention Area; 

CCSBT の 2008 年 ERS勧告を、ICCAT条約水域で操業する際は ICCAT の

措置を遵守することを要件に含める形で改正すること 

o As part of its work, the ERSWG should evaluate the effectiveness of the ERS 

measures of other tuna RFMOs and the risk to ERS of fishing for SBT; 

ERSWGの作業の一環として、ERSWGは他のまぐろ類 RFMOの ERS 措置

の有効性及び ERS に対する SBT漁業のリスクを評価すべきこと 

o CCSBT should remain active in the Joint Tuna RFMO Bycatch Technical Working 

Group; and 

CCSBT は、まぐろ類 RFMO合同混獲技術作業部会に積極的に関与し続け

るべきこと 

o The ERS Working Group would be requested at its next meeting to assess the risks 

to ERS posed by fishing for SBT, and mitigation of these risks. 

ERS 作業部会は、その次回会合において、SBT漁業が ERS に与えるリスク

及びかかるリスクの緩和について評価するよう要請されていること 

• CCSBT 19 (2012):  

CCSBT 19（2012年）は、 

o Discussed the possibility of converting the ERS Recommendation to a binding 

Resolution, but did not achieve consensus; 

ERS 勧告を法的拘束力のある決議とする可能性について検討したが、コン

センサスに至らなかった。 

o Endorsed a recommendation by the ERSWG that the ERSWG approach other 

RFMOs with its offer to lead global work on assessments of impacts of fishing for 

tunas on seabirds and porbeagle sharks; and 

ERSRGが海鳥及びニシネズミザメに対するまぐろ漁業の影響評価のための

全世界的な作業を先導する提案を他のまぐろ類 RFMOに持ちかけるとの

ERSWGによる勧告を承認した。 

o Adopted requirements for an ERSWG Data Exchange. 

ERSWGデータ交換の要件を採択した。 
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• CCSBT 20 (2013): Agreed on the Terms of Reference for an “Effectiveness of Seabird 

Mitigation Measures Technical Group”. 

CCSBT 20（2013年）は、「海鳥混獲緩和措置の有効性に関する技術部会」の

付託事項に合意した。 

• CCSBT 21 (2014): Discussed a binding measure for mitigating the impact on seabirds 

of fishing for southern bluefin tuna but did not achieve consensus. 

CCSBT 21（2014年）は、みなみまぐろ漁業の海鳥類に対する影響の緩和に関

する法的拘束力のある措置について検討したが、コンセンサスに至らなかっ

た。 

• CCSBT 22 (2015): 

CCSBT 22（2015年）は、 

o Adopted revised Scientific Observer Program Standards recommended by the 

ERSWG; 

ERSWGにより勧告された改定科学オブザーバー計画規範を採択した。 

o Approved the signing of an MoU between CCSBT and ACAP; 

CCSBT と ACAP との間の MoUへの署名を承認した。 

o Discussed a binding measure for mitigating the impact on seabirds of fishing for 

southern bluefin tuna, but did not achieve consensus; and 

みなみまぐろ漁業の海鳥類に対する影響の緩和に関する法的拘束力のある

措置について検討したが、コンセンサスに至らなかった。 

o Agreed on Minimum Performance Requirements for measures relating to ERS. 

ERS 関連措置の最低履行要件に合意した。 

• CCSBT 23 (2016): 

CCSBT 23（2016年）は、 

o Discussed a binding measure for mitigating the impact on seabirds of fishing for 

southern bluefin tuna, but did not achieve consensus; 

みなみまぐろ漁業の海鳥類に対する影響の緩和に関する法的拘束力のある

措置について検討したが、コンセンサスに至らなかった。 

o Directed the ERSWG, at its 2017 meeting, to specifically examine seabird bycatch 

mitigation measures currently in place in the ‘spatially-based’ RFMOs and the best 

available information on the distribution and population status of seabirds and 

provide advice to ESC22 and EC24 on whether these mitigation measures should 

be strengthened, and if they should be strengthened, how they should be 

strengthened; and 

ERSWGに対し、その 2017 年の会合において、「管轄水域をベースとす

る」RFMO において現在実施されている海鳥混獲緩和措置及び海鳥の分布

及び個体群状態に関する利用可能な最良の情報について特に精査し、ESC 

22 及び EC 24 に対し、これらの混獲緩和措置が強化されるべきであるかど

うか、強化されるべきであればどのようにこれらを強化すべきかについて

助言を行うよう指示した。 

o Provided a series of topics on seabirds, sharks and trophic interactions that it 

requested the next ERSWG meeting to consider. 

海鳥類、サメ類及び栄養相互作用に関する一連のトピックを提示し、次回

の ERSWG会合でこれらを検討するよう要請した。 
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• CCSBT 24 (2017) discussed a binding measure for mitigating the impact on seabirds of 

fishing for southern bluefin tuna, but did not achieve consensus 

CCSBT 24（2017年）は、みなみまぐろ漁業の海鳥類に対する影響の緩和に関

する法的拘束力のある措置について検討したが、コンセンサスに至らなかっ

た。 

 

 

(7) PARAGRAPH 7 OF THE ERS RECOMMENDATION 

   ERS 勧告パラグラフ 7 

This paragraph states that: 

本パラグラフでは以下のとおり規定している。 

“The Extended Commission and/or its subsidiary bodies as appropriate will 

undertake an assessment of the risks to ecologically related species posed by fishing 

for southern bluefin tuna. The Extended Commission will consider how these risks are 

mitigated by the adoption of measures described at section 2, and will consider 

whether any additional measures to mitigate risk are required.” 

「拡大委員会及び/又は必要に応じて補助機関は、みなみまぐろを対象とす 

る漁業がもたらす生態学的関連種に対するリスクの評価を実施する。拡大委 

員会は、セクション 2 に定められた措置の採択によってこれらのリスクをい 

かに軽減されたかについて検討し、リスクを軽減する追加的な措置が必要か 

否かについて検討する。」 

 

The ERSWG has focused its considerations on ERS mitigation to sharks and seabirds, and it 

has provided some advice to the Extended Commission in relation to mitigation for sharks 

and seabirds as described below. However, as can be seen from the summary of CCSBT 

actions in the Section 6 above, the Extended Commission has not acted on the ERSWG’s 

main recommendations below with respect to seabird mitigation measures. 

ERSWGは、サメ類及び海鳥類の混獲緩和にその検討の重点を置いており、拡大委

員会に対して以下に記載したサメ類及び海鳥類の混獲緩和に関する助言を行ってき

たところである。しかしながら、上記セクション 6に示した CCSBT の活動の概要か

らもわかるように、拡大委員会は、海鳥混獲緩和措置に関する以下の ERSWG から

の主な勧告に関して行動を起こしてこなかった。 

 

Recommendations and advice from the ERSWG to the Extended Commission in relation to 

mitigation of shark and seabird catches is summarised as follows: 

サメ及び海鳥の捕獲の緩和に関する ERSWGから拡大委員会に対する勧告及び助言

の概要は以下のとおりである。 

• In 2017, ERSWG 12 agreed that there were currently no specific concerns about shark 

bycatch in SBT fisheries that warranted additional mitigation requirements at that stage. 

2017年において、ERSWG 12 は、SBT漁業では追加的な混獲緩和要件が必要と

されるようなサメ混獲に関する特段の懸念はないことに合意した。 
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• In 2012, on the basis of concerns about seabird populations, continued reports of 

widespread and substantial captures of seabirds in SBT fisheries and the results of 

recent research reflected in the ACAP advice on best practice, ERSWG 9 recommended 

to the Extended Commission that implementation of more effective mitigation 

measures based on best practice is urgently required. The ERSWG also recognised that 

all three measures (line weighting, night setting, tori lines) should be applied in high 

risk areas, to reduce the incidental mortality of seabirds to the lowest possible levels. It 

also recognised that other factors such as safety, practicality and the characteristics of 

the fishery should also be recognised, and agreed that it was important to regularly 

review new monitoring and research data and on the basis of such review to refine 

mitigation measures as required. The ERSWG also recognised that the available 

information indicated that prompt implementation of effectives seabird bycatch 

mitigation measures should not be delayed while ecological risk assessments (ERAs) 

are progressed. 

2012年において、海鳥個体群に対する懸念、SBT漁業における広範囲かつ多数

の海鳥捕獲に関する継続的な報告、及び ACAP からのベストプラクティスに関

する助言に反映されている最新の研究結果に基づき、ERSWG 9は、拡大委員

会に対し、ベストプラクティスに基づくより効果的な混獲緩和措置が緊急的に

必要であると勧告した。また ERSWGは、海鳥の偶発的死亡を可能な限り低い

水準まで削減するためには、高リスク海域においては 3つ全ての措置（荷重枝

縄、夜間投縄、トリライン）が適用されるべきであると判断した。また、安全

性、実用性、漁業の特性といったその他の要因についても考慮されるべきであ

ることを認識するとともに、新たなモニタリング及び調査データを定期的にレ

ビューし、そうしたレビュー結果に基づき必要に応じて緩和措置を改良するこ

との重要性に合意した。また ERSWGは、利用可能な情報は、生態学的リスク

評価（ERA）の進行中であっても、効果的な海鳥混獲緩和措置の迅速な実施を

遅らせるべきではないことを示唆していることを認識した。 

• In 2013, ERSWG 10 reiterated the advice from ERSWG 9 that implementation of more 

effective mitigation measures based on best practice is urgently required, and that 

implementation of effective seabird bycatch mitigation measures should not be delayed 

while ecological risk assessments are progressed. ERSWG 10 also advised that the 

current ecological risk assessment identified higher risk areas south west of Australia, 

east of South Africa and in the Tasman Sea.  

2013年において、ERSWG 10 は、ベストプラクティスに基づくより効果的な混

獲緩和措置の実施が緊急的に求められており、及び生態学的リスク評価が進行

中であっても効果的な海鳥混獲緩和措置の実施を遅らせるべきでないとする

ERSWG 9からの助言を繰り返した。また ERSWG 10 は、現在の生態学的リス

ク評価において、オーストラリア南西部、南アフリカ東部及びタスマン海が高

リス海域として特定されたと助言した。 
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• In 2015, ERSWG 11 also reiterated the above advice from ERSWG 9 in relation to the 

implementation of more effective mitigation measures based on best practice being 

urgently required, and that the current scientific advice on what constitutes best practice 

mitigation measures is to use all three mitigation measures, namely line weighting, 

night setting (i.e. setting after nautical twilight and before nautical dawn) and bird 

streamer lines. 

2015年の ERSWG 11も、ベストプラクティスに基づくより効果的な混獲緩和

措置の実施が緊急的に求められていること、ベストプラクティスの混獲緩和措

置の構成に関する現状の科学的助言はは 3つ全ての緩和措置、すなわち荷重枝

縄、夜間投縄（すなわち航海薄明後、黎明までの間に投縄すること）及びトリ

脅しラインを使用することであるとの ERSWG 9の助言を繰り返した。 

• In 2017, ERSWG 12 confirmed that the level of interaction between seabirds and SBT 

fisheries has remained at a high level and is still a significant level of concern, and that 

this suggests that mitigation measures and their implementation should be further 

promoted. The ERSWG agreed that suggested improvements could also be made to the 

implementation of current seabird mitigation requirements (such as through education 

and outreach, and verification that fishing vessels are applying the requirements 

according to specifications).  

2017年の ERSWG 12は、海鳥類と SBT漁業の間の相互作用の水準は依然とし

て非常に高水準にあり、未だ重大な懸念となっていること、及びこのことは混

獲緩和措置の実施がさらに促進されるべきであることを示唆していることを確

認した。ERSWGは、現行の海鳥混獲緩和要件の実施状況の改善は（教育や支

援、漁船が仕様どおりに要件を適用しているかどうかの確認等を通じて）達成

し得ることに合意した。 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Prepared by the Secretariat 

事務局作成文書 
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別紙 A 

 

Recommendation to Mitigate the Impact on Ecologically Related Species of Fishing for 

Southern Bluefin Tuna 

みなみまぐろを対象とする漁業の生態学的関連種への 

影響を緩和するための勧告 
(Updated at the Eighteenth Annual Meeting – 10-13 October 2011) 

(2011年 10月 10－13日 第 18回年次会合において改正) 

 

The Extended Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna, 

みなみまぐろの保存のための拡大委員会は、 

 

Concerned that some seabird species, notably albatrosses and petrels, are threatened with 

global extinction, 

一部の海鳥類、とりわけアホウドリ類及びミズナギドリ類が、世界的に絶滅の恐れ

があることを憂慮し、 

 

Mindful that fishing for southern bluefin tuna can also cause incidental harm to other species 

such as sea turtles and sharks, 

みなみまぐろを対象とする漁業が、海亀及びサメ類といった他の種に対しても、偶

発的に危害を与えうることを認識し、 

 

Recalling the definition of ecologically related species in Article 2 of the Convention for the 

Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna, 

みなみまぐろの保存のための条約第 2条における生態学的関連種の定義を想起し、 

 

Further recalling the requirement in Article 5(2) of the Convention for the Conservation of 

Southern Bluefin Tuna that the Parties shall expeditiously provide to the Commission for the 

Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna data on, inter alia, ecologically related species. 

みなみまぐろの保存のための条約第5条(2)において、締約国は、みなみまぐろ保存

委員会に対し、とりわけ生態学的関連種に関するデータを速やかに提供することを

求められていることをさらに想起し、 

 

Determined to mitigate incidental harm to ecologically related species caused by fishing for 

southern bluefin tuna, 

みなみまぐろを対象とする漁業に起因する生態学的関連種に対する偶発的な危害を

緩和することを決意し、 

 

Noting the importance of harmonising conservation and management measures with other 

organisations responsible for managing international fisheries, as agreed at the Kobe Meeting 

of Joint Tuna RFMOs on 26 January 2007, 

2007年 1月 26日のまぐろ類 RFMO神戸合同会合で合意されたとおり、保存管理措

置について、国際的な漁業の管理の責任を負う他の機関と調和することの重要性に

留意し、 

 

Reaffirming the recommendation at the seventh meeting of the Ecologically Related Species 

Working Group (ERSWG) held in Tokyo from 3 to 6 July 2007, that Members and 

Cooperating Non-Members will provide national reports on their interactions with 
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ecologically related species in southern bluefin tuna fisheries to the ERSWG, 

2007年 7月 3 - 6日に東京で開催された第 7回生態学的関連種作業部会（ERSWG）

において、メンバー及び協力的非加盟国は、そのみなみまぐろ漁業における生態学

的関連種に対する相互作用について、国別報告書を提供するとされた勧告を再確認
し、 

Recommends that: 

次のとおり、勧告する。 

 

1. Members and Cooperating Non-Members will, to the extent possible, implement the 

International Plan of Action for Reducing Incidental Catches of Seabirds in Longline 

Fisheries (IPOA-Seabirds), the International Plan of Action for the Conservation and 

Management of Sharks (IPOA-Sharks), and the FAO Guidelines to reduce sea turtle mortality 

in fishing operations (FAO-Sea turtles), if they have not already done so. 

メンバー及び協力的非加盟国は、はえ縄漁業によって偶発的に混獲される海鳥の削

減に関する国際行動計画(IPOA-Seabirds)、サメ類保存管理の国際行動計画(IPOA-

Sharks)及び漁業操業における海亀死亡の削減のための FAOガイドライン(FAO-Sea 

turtles)を実行していないのであれば、可能な限り実行する。 

2. Members and Cooperating Non-Members will comply with all current binding and 

recommendatory measures aimed at the protection of ecologically related species, including 

seabirds, sea turtles and sharks, from fishing, which are adopted from time to time: 

メンバー及び協力的非加盟国は、海鳥、海亀及びサメ類を含む生態学的関連種の漁

業からの保護を目的として、時々に採択される最新の義務的又は推奨されるすべて

の措置に従う。 

a) by the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, when fishing in its Convention area,  

インド洋まぐろ類委員会の条約水域で漁業を行う場合には、インド洋まぐ

ろ類委員会に従う。 

b) by the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, when fishing in its 

Convention area, and 

中西部太平洋まぐろ類委員会の条約水域で漁業を行う場合には、中西部太

平洋まぐろ類委員会に従う。 

c) by the International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas, when 

fishing in its Convention area 

大西洋まぐろ類保存国際委員会の条約水域で漁業を行う場合には、大西洋

まぐろ類保存国際委員会に従う。 

irrespective of whether the Member or Cooperating Non-Member concerned is a 

member of the relevant Commission or otherwise cooperates with it. 

該当するメンバー又は協力的非加盟国が、関係のある委員会のメンバーである

か又は協力的非加盟国であるかを問わない。 

3.   Members and Cooperating Non-Members will collect and report data on ecologically 

related species to the Extended Commission and/or its subsidiary bodies as appropriate, 

including the Ecologically Related Species Working Group.  Further, the undertaking 
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described in paragraph 2 will include a commitment to comply with measures adopted by the 

Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission and 

the International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas on the collection and 

reporting of data in relation to ecologically related species.  Data confidentiality shall be 

protected under the rules that apply in those Commissions. 

拡大委員会及び/又は必要に応じて生態学的関連種作業部会を含む補助機関に報告す

る。さらに、パラグラフ 2に定められる取組には、生態学的関連種に関するデータ

の収集及び報告について、インド洋まぐろ類委員会、中西部太平洋まぐろ類委員会

及び大西洋まぐろ類保存国際委員会が採択した措置に従うという責任が含まれる。

データの機密性は、それらの委員会で適用される規則の下で、保護されなければな

らない。 

4.   Members and Cooperating Non-Members will report annually to the Compliance 

Committee of the Extended Commission on the action they have taken pursuant to 

paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of this recommendation. 

メンバー及び協力的非加盟国は、本勧告のパラグラフ 1、2及び 3に従ってとった行

為について、拡大委員会に付属する遵守委員会に対し、毎年報告する。 

5.  The Secretariat of the CCSBT is authorised to collect and exchange relevant data 

concerning ecologically related species with the Secretariat of the Indian Ocean Tuna 

Commission, the Secretariat of the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission and 

the Secretariat of the International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas. 

CCSBT 事務局は、インド洋まぐろ類委員会、中西部太平洋まぐろ類委員会及び大西

洋まぐろ類保存国際委員会の事務局との間で、生態学的関連種について関連するデ

ータを収集及び交換する権限が与えられる。 

6.  The Extended Commission will review the operation of this Recommendation with a 

view to enhancing the protection of ecologically related species from the impacts of fishing 

for southern bluefin tuna. 

拡大委員会は、みなみまぐろを対象とする漁業の影響からの生態学的関連種の保護

の強化という見地から、本勧告の運用をレビューする。 

7.  The Extended Commission and/or its subsidiary bodies as appropriate will undertake an 

assessment of the risks to ecologically related species posed by fishing for southern bluefin 

tuna.  The Extended Commission will consider how these risks are mitigated by the adoption 

of measures described at section 2, and will consider whether any additional measures to 

mitigate risk are required.  

拡大委員会及び/又は必要に応じて補助機関は、みなみまぐろを対象とする漁業がも

たらす生態学的関連種に対するリスクの評価を実施する。拡大委員会は、セクショ

ン 2に定められた措置の採択によってこれらのリスクをいかに軽減されたかについ

て検討し、リスクを軽減する追加的な措置が必要か否かについて検討する。 
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Tabulated Results from the ERS Questionnaire 
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Section 1 IPOAs 
 

Table 1: Results from the ERS questionnaire in relation to the IPOA-Seabirds (n/a means not applicable) 
 AU EU ID JP KR NZ TW ZA 

Has an NPOA-Seabirds been adopted? No24 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

• If a NPOA-Seabirds has been adopted: 

Date first implemented n/a 2013 2016 2001 2014 2004 2006 2008 

Date of most recent update n/a 201325 2016 2016 201425 2013 2014 2008 

Date of most recent implementation review (should be every 4 years) n/a 201325 2016 2018 201425 In prog. 2014 In prog. 

Does the NPOA-Seabirds meet all CCSBT requirements? n/a Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Does the NPOA-Seabirds include additional mitigation measures 

that are not considered in the CCSBT ERS Recommendation? 

n/a No No No No No No Yes26 

• If a NPOA-Seabirds has not been adopted: 

Date of last assessment to determine if a problem 

exists with respect to incidental catch of seabirds 

2011 n/a 201727 n/a n/a n/a n/a 201727, 
ongoing 

Outcome of the assessment 28 n/a 29 n/a n/a n/a n/a 30 

 

Whether or not progress of the assessment, development and implementation of 

the NPOA-Seabirds been reported as part of the most recent biennial reporting 

to FAO on the Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries 

In 2015 - No Yes Yes Yes No No 

                                                 
24 “Currently Australia is developing a National Plan of Action for minimising the incidental catch of seabirds in Australian capture fisheries (NPOA–Seabirds).” 
25 Reported by the Member as either “-” or empty. It has been assumed that this means that the most recent update and review was the year that the NPOA was first implemented. 
26 “As per permit conditions local and foreign vessels, fishing within South Africa’s EEZ, are required to only set at night and either deploy Bird-scaring lines or use line weighting measures as 

specified by ACAP When fishing at the high seas, day setting is permitted, but two bird scaring lines and employing an observer are mandatory.” 
27 This Member has adopted an NPOA-Seabirds, so it was not required to respond to the questions in this section. 
28 “The incidental catch (or bycatch) of seabirds during oceanic longline fishing operations was listed as a key threatening process on 24 July 1995. Under Commonwealth legislation, now the 

Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (Cth), an initial threat abatement plan was prepared and approved by the Minister in 1998. Following review after five years a 

second plan was approved by the Minister in 2006. A review of that threat abatement plan was undertaken in 2011. This Threat Abatement Plan 2014 for the incidental catch (or bycatch) of seabirds 

during oceanic longline fishing operations is a result of that review.  The 2011 review identified that incidental bycatch rates for several fisheries are well below the 0.01 or 0.05 birds per 1000 

hooks, the maximum permissible levels set as a performance indicator under the previous plan.” 
29 “Estimates Bird Catch Per Unit of Effort (BPUE) From Frozen LL Fishery of Indonesia Operated Above 25 South”. 
30 “Seabird bycatch by pelagic longliners off South Africa over the 8-year study period has been significantly reduced from the 8-year period (1998–2005). 

Dominic Paul Rollinson, 2017 “UNDERSTANDING AND MITIGATING SEABIRD BYCATCH IN THE SOUTH AFRICAN PELAGIC LONGLINE FISHERY” PhD thesis, University of Cape 

Town”. 
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Table 2: Results from the ERS questionnaire in relation to the IPOA-Sharks (n/a means not applicable) 

 AU EU ID JP KR NZ TW ZA 

Has an NPOA-Sharks been adopted? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

• If a NPOA-Sharks has been adopted: 

Date first implemented 2004 2009 2010 2001 2011 2008 2006 2013 

Date of most recent update 2012 200931 2015 2016 201131 2013 2006 2013 

Date of most recent implementation review (should be every 4 years) 2018 200931 2015 2018 2015 2013 2006 2013 

Does the NPOA-Sharks meet all CCSBT requirements? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No32 Yes 

Does the NPOA-Sharks include additional mitigation measures 

that are not considered in the CCSBT ERS Recommendation? 

- No No No No No No Yes33 

• If a NPOA-Seabirds has not been adopted: 

Do the Member’s vessels conduct directed fisheries for sharks or do its 

vessels regularly catch sharks in non-directed fisheries? 

n/a n/a - n/a n/a n/a n/a Yes 

Date of last assessment to determine the status of shark stocks subject to 

fishing to determine if there is a need for development of a shark plan? 

n/a n/a 2017 n/a n/a n/a n/a 2017 

Outcome of the assessment n/a n/a 34 n/a n/a n/a n/a 35 

 

Whether or not progress of the assessment, development and 

implementation of the NPOA-Sharks been reported as part of the most 

recent biennial reporting to FAO on the Code of Conduct for Responsible 

Fisheries 

In 2015 - No Yes Yes Yes No No 

 

  

                                                 
31 Reported by the Member as either “-” or empty. It has been assumed that this means that the most recent update and review was the year that the NPOA was first implemented. 
32 “Taiwan does not update NPOA-Sharks but translates the management requirements of RFMOs into domestic regulations.” 
33 “As per permit condition, it is prohibited to use wire traces. No sharks are allowed to be retained by the bait boat fishery.” 
34 “Synchronization the Efforts and Regulation which have been adopted in RFMO related to the implementation of cites (Non Detriment Finding document (NDF document)) and strengthening of 

national data collection for sharks and rays”. 
35 “ICCAT shortfin mako stock: Results uncertain due to implausible results. ICCAT blue shark: overfishing was not occurring. IOTC blue shark: Not overfished (2017). IOTC shortfin mako shark: 

Unknown (2017).” 



 

36 
 

Table 3: Results from the ERS questionnaire in relation to the FAO Sea Turtle Guidelines (n/a means not applicable) 
 AU EU ID JP KR NZ TW ZA 

Sea turtle interactions are Common (C), Infrequent (I), Rare (R), or Unknown (U)? R R R I R R R R 

Existence of official instrument or domestic guideline on Sea Turtle bycatch 

mitigation measures based on the FAO-Sea turtles36 

Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No 

FAO-Sea turtles has been implemented in an appropriate manner Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Strategies used in implementing FAO-Sea turtles 

Encouraging/requiring use of modified fishing gear designs and fishing methods? Yes37 -38 Yes39 Yes40 Yes41 Yes42 Yes43 Yes44 

FAO Best practices for sea turtle handling and release has been implemented? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Any sea turtle bycatch hotspot avoidance measures being used? No NA No No No No45 No No 

Any other strategies that are being used to reduce sea turtle mortality? Yes46 - Yes47 n/a  Yes48   

         

Whether or not progress of the implementation of FAO technical guidelines been 

reported as part of the most recent biennial reporting to FAO on the Code of 

Conduct for Responsible Fisheries 

No49 - Yes No Yes Yes No No 

 

  

                                                 
36 FAO Guidelines to reduce sea turtle mortality in fishing operations. 
37 “Large circle hooks are mandatory if less than 8 hooks per bubble are set. De hooking devices are mandatory on all longline vessels. Line cutting devices are mandatory on all longline vessels”. 
38 “We strictly follow tRFMO rules”. 
39 “All Indonesia longliners catch SBT have been using circle hook since 2015 and operated as deep longline (hooks setting deeper than 200 m)” 
40 “SBT fleets are required to carry line cutters, de-hookers and landing net in order to facilitate the appropriate handling and prompt release of sea turtles caught or entangled.” 
41 “Circle hook has been used since 2007 with sea trials onboard longliners. Field guide/poster for marine turtles has been distributed on board for fishermen’s reference to use proper mitigation and 

handling techniques for their safe releasing and to collect and report the data.” 
42 “75% of hooks in use in New Zealand’s surface longline fleet are circle hooks.” 
43 “Tuna longline vessels have been encouraged since 2009 to use wide circle hooks.” 
44 “DAFF SA has worked closely with WWF to educate fishers on release procedures for turtles. Skippers are provided with guidelines/ instructions in their permit conditions on how to safely 

handle and release caught turtles. The use of circle hooks is encourage in the permit conditions, as well as the release of turtles using a de-hooker. As of 2014, skippers were required to record 

interactions with turtles, including the fate of the turtle in the catch statistic logbooks on board the vessel.” 
45 “Over the period from 2011-2016, only 15 sea turtles were captured in NZ waters and all were released alive. New Zealand has issued its surface longline vessels with turtle dehooking and line 

cutting equipment to improve the handling of any turtles that are caught.” 
46 “Bycatch mitigation workshops are frequently run to educate fishers about avoidance measures and proper handling of turtles to maximise survivability”. 
47 “Using circle hooks type and deep hooks setting for tuna longline”. 
48 “Very few WCPFC high seas permits are issued for New Zealand flagged surface longline vessels. WCPFC high seas permits for these vessels require the vessel to carry line cutters, de-hookers, 

and dip nets. The permits include guidelines for safe turtle handling and release.” 
49 “The 2017 FAO reporting template did not seek this information”. 
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Section 2 
 

2.1 Key to the contents of tables 

Each table in this section presents the “requirements” of a single Resolution/Recommendation/CMM7 of either IOTC, ICCAT and WCPFC 

respectively. Requirements of these RFMOs that are considered to be mandatory are shown in black text in column 1 of each table. Requirements 

that are considered to be voluntary are shown in grey text in column 1. In accordance with the SFMWG 5 agreement, Members were not required to 

respond to the voluntary requirements in the questionnaire. 

 

A separate column is provided in each table for each Member whose vessels catch SBT in the associated Convention Area. In some cases, the 

Resolution/Recommendation/CMM may be restricted to a reduced part of the Convention Area (e.g. Table 5 is for ICCAT Recommendation 2007-

07, which is restricted to 20o-25oS in ICCAT’s Convention Area) and additional Members can be excluded from the associated table if they have 

indicated that they don’t catch SBT in that location (e.g. Korea in Table 5)6. 

 

Non-specific overarching type requirements that are covered by other, more specific requirements were not included in the questionnaire as it is 

difficult to separately evaluate the implementation of overarching requirements.  In addition, requirements relating to the IPOA-Seabirds, IPOA-

Sharks and FAO-Sea turtles have been excluded from Section 2 since these were dealt with in Section 1. 

 

Cells highlighted in red are Fleet Requirements for which the Member has advised that it has implemented this requirement as a mandatory 

requirement for its fleet. A mandatory requirement is considered to be a legally enforceable requirement with penalties for non-compliance. Cells 

highlighted in orange indicate that the Member has advised that it has partially implemented the requirement on a mandatory basis. 

 

Cells highlighted in black are for requirements that are a task for the Member (Member Requirements) as opposed to a requirement for its vessels. 

 

A value of “Y” or “N” in a cell indicates whether or not that requirement has been implemented or met. Values of “P” and “n/a” mean partially 

implemented/met and not applicable respectively. 

 

Cells with a patterned frame indicate cases of possible non-compliance, such as a binding measure that has not been implemented, or that has been 

implemented in a non-mandatory manner, or that has only been partially implemented, or that has been specified as “not applicable” without an 

explanation for the non-applicability etc. 
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2.2 Compliance with Seabird Measures 
 

Table 4: Seabirds - Fishing in the IOTC Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of IOTC Resolution 12/06 On reducing the incidental bycatch of seabirds in 

longline fisheries 

AU EU ID JP KR TW ZA 

1. CPCs shall record data on seabird incidental bycatch by species, notably through scientific observers in 

accordance with Resolution 11/04 and report these annually.  

Y Y Y Y Y Y P50 

Observers shall to the extent possible take photographs of seabirds caught by fishing vessels and transmit 

them to national seabird experts or to the IOTC Secretariat, for confirmation of identification. 

Y Y P51  Y  P52 

2. CPCs that have not fully implemented the provisions of the IOTC Regional Observer Scheme outlined in 

paragraph 2 of Resolution 11/04 shall report seabird incidental bycatch through logbooks, including details 

of species, if possible. 

Y n/a53 Y54  n/a55   

3. CPCs shall provide to the Commission as part of their annual reports, information on how they are 

implementing this measure. 

Y Y Y Y Y Y  

5. In the area south of 25 degrees South latitude, CPCs shall ensure that all longline vessels use at least two 

of the three mitigation measures in Table 1.  

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y56 

These measures should also be considered for implementation in other areas, as appropriate, consistent 

with scientific advice. 

 Y Y57  N  Y58 

6. Mitigation measures used pursuant to paragraph 5 shall conform to the minimum technical standards for 

these measures, as shown in Table 1. 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y58 

7. The design and deployment for bird scaring lines should also meet the additional specifications provided 

in Annex 1. 

 Y Y  Y  Y 

 

  

                                                 
50 “Partially effective observer programme in its initiation phase to improve monitor local pelagic longline vessels. Foreign monitored (target of 20% per quarter).” 
51 “Currently observer being encouraged to provide the photographs of seabirds caught by fishing vessel”. 
52 “Absence of observer programme to monitor local pelagic longline vessels. Foreign monitored. Cameras have been provided to observers.” 
53 “Currently the EU is fully implementing the Regional Observer Scheme in vessels operating in the zone of SBT occurrence”. 
54 “Indonesia fishing logbook form has provided column for ERS catch (including seabirds)”. 
55 “Fully and specially data collection program implemented through NOP as part of ROP”. 
56 “As per permit conditions local and foreign vessels are required to only set at night (only foreign vessels), deploy Bird-scaring lines, thawed bait before setting, reduced lighting on the vessel and 

use line weighting measures (60g < 2m of hook).” 
57 “Night setting and using weighted branch lines”. 
58 “The above measures implemented for all areas.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iotc/Resolution%2012_06.pdf
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Table 5: Seabirds - Fishing in the ICCAT Convention Area between 20OS to 25Os only 
Relevant requirements of ICCAT Recommendation 2007-07 On reducing incidental by-

catch of seabirds in longline fisheries 

EU JP TW ZA 

2. CPCs shall collect and provide all available information to the Secretariat on interactions 

with seabirds, including incidental catches by their fishing vessels. 

Y Y Y Y59 

4. All vessels fishing south of 20°S shall carry and use bird-scaring lines (tori poles): 

• Tori poles shall be used in consideration of the suggested tori pole design and 

deployment guidelines (provided for in Annex 1); 

• Tori lines are to be deployed prior to longlines entering the water at all times south 

of 20°S; 

• Back-up tori lines shall be carried by all vessels and be ready for immediate use. 

Y Y Y Y60 

• Where practical, vessels are encouraged to use a second tori pole and bird-scaring 

line at times of high bird abundance or activity; 

    

 

Table 6: Seabirds - Fishing in the ICCAT Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of ICCAT Recommendation 2011-09 Supplemental 

recommendation by ICCAT on reducing incidental bycatch of seabirds in ICCAT longline 

fisheries 

EU JP KR TW ZA 

1. CPCs shall record data on seabird incidental catch by species through scientific observers 

in accordance with the Recommendation 10-10 and report these data annually. 

Y Y Y Y Y59 

3. In the area south of 25 degrees South latitude, CPCs shall ensure that all longline vessels 

use at least two of the mitigation measures in Table 1.  

Y Y Y Y Y56 

These measures should also be considered for implementation in other areas, as appropriate, 

consistent with scientific advice. 

Y  N  Y56 

5. Mitigation measures used pursuant to paragraph 3 shall conform to the minimum technical 

standards for the measures as shown in Table 1. 

Y Y Y Y Y61 

6. The design and deployment for bird scaring lines should also meet the additional 

specifications provided in Annex 1. 

Y  Y  Y61 

 

  

                                                 
59 “Data collected from logbooks. Absence of observer programme to monitor local pelagic longline vessels. Foreign monitored by observers.” 
60 “Required for all vessels fishing with pelagic longline gear.” 
61 “As guided by Birdlife SA and WWF.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iccat/ICCAT_2007-07.pdf
https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iccat/ICCAT_2011-09.pdf
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Table 7: Seabirds - Fishing in the WCPFC Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of WCPFC CMM 2017-06 Conservation and Management Measure to mitigate the 

impact of fishing for highly migratory fish stocks on seabirds 
AU EU JP NZ 

1. CCMs shall require their longline vessels fishing south of 30oS, to use at least two of these three measures: 

weighted branch lines, night setting and tori lines. Table 1 does not apply south of 30o South. See Annex 1 for 

specifications of these measures. 

Y Y Y Y62 

3. In other areas (between 30oS and 23oN), where necessary, CCMs are encouraged to have their longline 

vessels employ one or more of the seabird mitigation measures listed in Table 1. 

 Y  n/a63 

4. For research and reporting purposes, each CCM with longline vessels that fish in the Convention Area south 

of 30°S or north of 23°N shall submit to the Commission in part 2 of its annual report information describing 

which of the mitigation measures they require their vessels to use, as well as the technical specifications for 

each of those mitigation measures. Each such CCM shall also include in its annual reports for subsequent years 

any changes it has made to its required mitigation measures or technical specifications for those measures. 

Y Y Y Y 

5. CCMs are encouraged to undertake research to further develop and refine measures to mitigate seabird 

bycatch including mitigation measures for use during the setting and hauling process and should submit to the 

Secretariat for the use by the SC and the TCC any information derived from such efforts. Research should be 

undertaken in the fisheries and areas to which the measure will be used. 

Y 64  Y65 

7. CCMs are encouraged to adopt measures aimed at ensuring that seabirds captured alive during longlining 

are released alive and in as good condition as possible and that wherever possible hooks are removed without 

jeopardizing the life of the seabird concerned. Research into the survival of released seabirds is encouraged. 

Y Y  Y66 

9. CCMs shall annually provide to the Commission, in Part 1 of their annual reports, all available information 

on interactions with seabirds reported or collected by observers to enable the estimation of seabird mortality in 

all fisheries to which the Convention applies. (see Annex 2 for Part 1 reporting template guideline). These 

reports shall include information on: 

1. the proportion of observed effort with specific mitigation measures used; and 

2. observed and reported species specific seabird bycatch rates and numbers or statistically rigorous 

estimates of species- specific seabird interaction rates (for longline, interactions per 1,000 hooks) and total 

numbers. 

Y Y Y Y67 

 

                                                 
62 “New Zealand flagged vessels are required to use tori lines. They must also use line weighting between half an hour before nautical dawn and half an hour after nautical dusk. The specifications 

of these mitigations devices mirror those in WCPFC CMM 2017-06.” 
63 “No New Zealand longline vessels in this area”. 
64 “Yes, when possible”. 
65 “New Zealand has submitted a number of papers to the WCPFC Scientific committee on seabird vulnerability, mitigation device effectiveness and seabird distribution to support improvements to 

the WCPFC Seabird bycatch mitigation Conservation and Management Measure.” 
66 “New Zealand has established the position of protected species liaison officer. This officer supports vessel operators in their implementation of the seabird bycatch mitigation obligations, 

including release practices.” 
67 “New Zealand has reported on New Zealand flagged surface longline vessel interactions with seabirds as per the table in CMM2015-03.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/default/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/wcpfc/CMM%202017-06%20Conservation%20and%20Management%20Measure%20for%20Seabirds.pdf
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2.3 Compliance with Shark Measures 
 

Table 8: Sharks, (general) – Fishing in the IOTC Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of IOTC Resolution 17/05 On the conservation of sharks caught in association 

with fisheries managed by IOTC 

AU EU ID JP KR TW ZA 

2. CPCs shall take the necessary measures to require that their fishermen fully utilise their entire catches of 

sharks, with the exception of species prohibited by the IOTC. Full utilisation is defined as retention by the 

fishing vessel of all parts of the shark excepting head, guts and skins, to the point of first landing. 

Y68 Y69 Y Y Y Y Y70 

3.  

a)  Sharks landed fresh: CPCs shall prohibit the removal of shark fins on board vessels. CPCs shall 

prohibit the landing, retention on-board, transhipment and carrying of shark fins which are not 

naturally attached to the shark carcass until the first point of landing. 

b)  Sharks landed frozen: CPCs that do not apply sub-paragraph 3a) for all sharks shall require their 

vessels to not have on board fins that total more than 5% of the weight of sharks on board, up to the 

first point of landing. CPCs that currently do not require fins and carcasses to be offloaded together at 

the point of first landing shall take the necessary measures to ensure compliance with the 5 % ratio 

through certification, monitoring by an observer, or other appropriate measures. 

n/a68 n/a69 Y71 Y Y Y Y70 

c)  CPCs are encouraged to consider to progressively implement the measures described in sub-paragraph 

3a) to all shark landings. Paragraph 3 will be revisited by the Commission in its 2019 Annual Meeting 

in light of recommendations from the Scientific Committee, using the best available science and case 

studies from other CPCs already prohibiting the removal of shark fins on board vessels. 

 n/a69 Y71  n/a  Y70 

4. In fisheries in which sharks are unwanted species, CPCs shall, to the extent possible, encourage the 

release of live sharks, especially juveniles and pregnant sharks that are caught incidentally and are not used 

for food and/or subsistence.  

Y Y Y72  Y  Y73 

CPCs shall require that fishers are aware of and use identification guides (e.g. IOTC Shark and Ray 

Identification in Indian Ocean Fisheries) and handling practices. 

Y Y Y74 Y Y Y Y75 

                                                 
68 “All sharks must be landed with fins still attached to the carcase.” 
69 “All EU vessels apply the fins naturally attached policy.” 
70 “Fins may not be removed from shark trunks as per permit conditions.” 
71 “All landed and retention on board of sharks (fresh and frozen) from LL fisheries are fully utilized.” 
72 “Mostly sharks caught in live condition are encouraged to release on board.” 
73 “The release of unwanted or prohibited species is encouraged as per permit conditions.” 
74 “Some identification cards were distributed through scientific observers, and expected more in the future.” 
75 “Shark identification guides have been provided to fishers (the IOTC Shark and Ray Identification guides as well as the DAFF Chondrichthyan identification guide). Handling practices have been 

provided to observers in the past.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/default/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iotc/Resolution%2017_05.pdf
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Relevant requirements of IOTC Resolution 17/05 On the conservation of sharks caught in association 

with fisheries managed by IOTC 

AU EU ID JP KR TW ZA 

5. Without prejudice to paragraph 3, in order to facilitate on-board storage, shark fins may be partially 

sliced through and folded against the shark carcass, but shall not be removed from the carcass until the first 

point of landing. 

Y  N n/a N76 Y Y70 

6. CPCs shall report data for catches of sharks no later than 30 June of the following year, in accordance 

with IOTC data reporting requirements and procedures in Resolution 15/02 mandatory statistical 

requirements for IOTC Members and Cooperating Non-Contracting Parties (CPC's) (or any subsequent 

superseding resolution), including all available historical data, estimates and life status of discards (dead or 

alive) and size frequencies. 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y77 

7. CPCs shall prohibit the purchase, offer for sale and sale of shark fins which have been removed on-

board, retained on-board, transhipped or landed, in contravention to this Resolution. 

Y Y69 Y78 n/a Y Y Y70 

11. CPCs shall undertake research to: 

a) identify ways to make fishing gears more selective, where appropriate, including research into the 

effectiveness of prohibiting wire leaders; 

b) improve knowledge on key biological/ecological parameters, life-history and behavioural traits, 

migration patterns of key shark species; 

c) identify key shark mating, pupping and nursery areas; and 

d) improve handling practices for live sharks to maximise post-release survival. 

Y79 -80 Y Y N Y Y81 

 

 

                                                 
76 “N/A. Storing and handling problem with fins frozen.” 
77 “Total catch data, catch and effort data and size data provided annually.” 
78 “Based on Minister Regulation of Indonesia MMAF No. 5 year 2018 concerning prohibition to sale sharks out of Indonesia.” 
79 “The use of wire leaders are prohibited in the SBT Fishery.” 
80 “EU research Institutes conduct currently several research studies to protect sharks.” 
81 “a) Wire leaders and stainless steel hooks prohibited as per permit conditions; b) Research is being conducted [details of 3 past research papers from 2013 to 2017 were referenced]; c) Research 

into mating pupping and nursery areas being conducted [details of 1 past research paper in 2010 was referenced]; d) Best practices for live shark release has been provided to observers” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/default/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iotc/Resolution%2017_05.pdf
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Table 9: Sharks (general) – Fishing in the ICCAT Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of ICCAT Recommendation 2004-10 Concerning the 

conservation of sharks caught in association with fisheries managed by ICCAT 
EU JP KR TW ZA 

1. Contracting Parties, Cooperating non-Contracting Parties, Entities or Fishing 

Entities (CPCs) shall annually report Task I and Task II data for catches of sharks, 

in accordance with ICCAT data reporting procedures, including available historical 

data. 

Y Y Y Y Y82 

2. CPCs shall take the necessary measures to require that their fishermen fully 

utilize their entire catches of sharks. Full utilization is defined as retention by the 

fishing vessel of all parts of the shark excepting head, guts and skins, to the point of 

first landing. 

Y69 Y Y Y Y70 

3. CPCs shall require their vessels to not have onboard fins that total more than 5% 

of the weight of sharks onboard, up to the first point of landing. CPCs that currently 

do not require fins and carcasses to be offloaded together at the point of first 

landing shall take the necessary measures to ensure compliance with the 5% ratio 

through certification, monitoring by an observer, or other appropriate measures. 

n/a69 Y Y Y Y70 

5. Fishing vessels are prohibited from retaining on board, transshipping or landing 

any fins harvested in contravention of this Recommendation. 

n/a69 Y Y Y Y70 

6. In fisheries that are not directed at sharks, CPCs shall encourage the release of 

live sharks, especially juveniles, to the extent possible, that are caught incidentally 

and are not used for food and/or subsistence. 

Y  Y  Y83 

8. CPCs shall, where possible, undertake research to identify ways to make fishing 

gears more selective. 

Y84,64  N  Y85 

9. CPCs shall, where possible, conduct research to identify shark nursery areas. Y84,64  N  Y86 

 

 

                                                 
82 “Task I and Task II catch data is provided on an annual basis.” 
83 “The release of unwanted or prohibited species is encouraged as per permit conditions. Data is collected.” 
84 Response left empty by Member but has been added by the Secretariat based on the Member’s comment. 
85 “Research currently underway.” 
86 “Blue shark nursery identified off South Africa within the Benguela/ Agulhas Current transition filaments. [1 paper referenced]. Suspected shortfin mako nursery off Agulhas Bank shelf edge 

currently being investigated.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iccat/ICCAT_2004-10.pdf
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Table 10: Sharks (general) – Fishing in the ICCAT Convention Area – Supplemental Recommendation 
Relevant requirements of ICCAT Recommendation 2007-06 Supplemental 

Recommendation by ICCAT concerning sharks 
EU JP KR TW ZA 

1. Contracting Parties, Cooperating non-Contracting Parties, Entities and Fishing 

Entities (hereinafter referred to as CPCs), especially those directing fishing 

activities for sharks, shall submit Task I and II data for sharks, as required by 

ICCAT data reporting procedures (including estimates of dead discards and size 

frequencies) in advance of the next SCRS assessment. 

Y Y Y Y Y82 

4. CPCs shall, where possible, implement research on pelagic shark species caught 

in the Convention area in order to identify potential nursery areas. Based on this 

research, CPCs shall consider time and area closures and other measures, as 

appropriate. 

-64  N  Y86 

 

 

 

Table 11: Sharks (general) – Fishing in the WCPFC Convention Area (CMM 2010-07) 
Relevant requirements of WCPFC CMM 2010-07 Conservation and 

Management Measure for sharks 
AU EU ID JP NZ 

4. Each CCM shall include key shark species, as identified by the Scientific 

Committee, in their annual reporting to the Commission of annual catch and fishing 

effort statistics by gear type, including available historical data, in accordance with 

the WCPF Convention and agreed reporting procedures. CCMs shall also report 

annual retained and discarded catches in Part 2 of their annual report. 

Y Y Y Y Y 

CCMs shall as appropriate, support research and development of strategies for 

the avoidance of unwanted shark captures (e.g. chemical, magnetic and rare 

earth metal shark deterrents). 

Y -64 Y  Y 

6. CCMs shall take measures necessary to require that their fishers fully utilize any 

retained catches of sharks. Full utilization is defined as retention by the fishing 

vessel of all parts of the shark excepting head, guts, and skins, to the point of first 

landing or transshipment. 

Y68 Y69 Y71 Y Y 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iccat/ICCAT_2007-06.pdf
https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/wcpfc/CMM-2010-07_Sharks.pdf
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7. CCMs shall require their vessels to have on board fins that total no more than 5% 

of the weight of sharks on board up to the first point of landing. CCMs that 

currently do not require fins and carcasses to be offloaded together at the point of 

first landing shall take the necessary measures to ensure compliance with the 5% 

ratio through certification, monitoring by an observer, or other appropriate 

measures. CCMs may alternatively require that their vessels land sharks with fins 

attached to the carcass or that fins not be landed without the corresponding carcass. 

n/a68 n/a69 Y87 Y Y88 

9. CCMs shall take measures necessary to prohibit their fishing vessels from 

retaining on board, transshipping, landing, or trading any fins harvested in 

contravention of this Conservation and Management Measure (CMM). 

n/a68 n/a69 Y78 Y Y 

10. In fisheries for tunas and tuna-like species that are not directed at sharks, CCMs 

shall take measures to encourage the release of live sharks that are caught 

incidentally and are not used for food or other purposes. 

Y Y Y Y Y89 

12. CCMs shall advise the Commission in Part 2 of the annual report on the 

implementation of this CMM and any alternative measures adopted under 

paragraph 11. 

Y Y Y Y Y90 

 

 

Table 12: Sharks (general) – Fishing in the WCPFC Convention Area (CMM 2014-05) 
Relevant requirements of WCPFC CMM 2014-05 Conservation and 

Management Measure for sharks 
AU EU ID JP NZ 

Measures for longline fisheries targeting tuna and billfish 

1. CCMs shall ensure that their vessels comply with at least one of the following 

options: 

a. do not use or carry wire trace as branch lines or leaders; or 

b. do not use branch lines running directly off the longline floats or drop lines, 

known as shark lines. See Figure 1 for a schematic diagram of a shark line 

Y91 Y92 Y Y Y93 

                                                 
87 “Mostly sharks caught in live condition are encouraged to release on board.” 
88 “As per New Zealand’s NPOA for sharks, species specific ratios apply for domestic landing of two of the WCPFC key shark species, and five other species of shark. All other sharks caught 

domestically must be landed with fins naturally attached. Holders of high seas fishing permits must land fins naturally attached.” 
89 “New Zealand NPOA on Sharks, includes provisions which allow for the live release of sharks caught by fishing vessels both in the EEZ and on the high seas.  Any silky shark and oceanic white 

tip shark that is caught by the permit holder in the Convention Area is to be released as soon as possible after the shark is brought alongside the vessel, and in a manner that results in as little harm to 

the shark as possible.” 
90 “Species specific fin to carcass ratio for landing seven species of shark.” 
91 “Wire traces and shark lines are banned in the SBT fishery.” 
92 “EU applies option b.” 
93 “Neither of these options is allowed.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/wcpfc/CMM-2014-05-Conservation-and-Management-Measure-for-Sharks.pdf
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Table 13: Sharks, (oceanic whitetip) – Fishing in the IOTC Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of IOTC Resolution 13/06 On a scientific and 

management framework on the conservation of shark species caught in association 

with IOTC managed fisheries 

AU EU ID JP KR TW ZA 

3. Notwithstanding paragraphs 1 and 2, CPCs shall prohibit, as an interim pilot 

measure, all fishing vessels flying their flag and on the IOTC Record of Authorised 

Vessels, or authorised to fish for tuna or tuna-like species managed by the IOTC on 

the high seas to retain onboard, tranship, land or store any part or whole carcass of 

oceanic whitetip sharks with the exception of paragraph 7. The provisions of this 

measure do not apply to artisanal fisheries operating exclusively in their respective 

Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) for the purpose of local consumption. 

Y94 Y Y Y Y Y Y95 

4. CPCs shall require fishing vessels flying their flag and on the IOTC Record of 

Authorised Vessels or authorised to fish for tuna and tuna-like species managed by 

the IOTC on the high seas to promptly release unharmed, to the extent practicable, 

of oceanic whitetip sharks when brought alongside for taking onboard the vessel. 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y95 

However, CPCs should encourage their fishers to release this species if 

recognised on the line before bringing them onboard the vessels. 

Y Y Y  Y  Y83 

5. CPCs shall encourage their fishers to record incidental catches as well as live 

releases of oceanic whitetip sharks.  

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y96 

6. CPCs shall, where possible, implement research on oceanic whitetip sharks taken 

in the IOTC area of competence, in order to identify potential nursery areas. Based 

on this research, CPCs shall consider other measures, as appropriate. 

 -64 Y  N  Y84,97 

8. The CPCs, especially those targeting sharks, shall submit data for sharks, as 

required by IOTC data reporting procedures. 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y95 

 

 

                                                 
94 “The take of oceanic whitetip sharks is banned.” 
95 “Retention of oceanic white tip shark prohibited as per permit conditions.” 
96 “Data is required as per permit conditions.” 
97 “Retention of oceanic white tip shark prohibited as per permit conditions. Catches have been deemed too low to warrant research initiatives.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iotc/Resolution%2013_06.pdf
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Table 14: Sharks, (oceanic whitetip) – Fishing in the ICCAT Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of ICCAT Recommendation 2010-07 On the 

conservation of oceanic whitetip shark caught in association with fisheries in the 

ICCAT Convention Area 

EU JP KR TW ZA 

1. Contracting Parties, and Cooperating non-Contracting Parties, Entities or Fishing 

Entities (hereafter referred to as CPCs) shall prohibit retaining onboard, 

transshipping, landing, storing, selling, or offering for sale any part or whole 

carcass of oceanic whitetip sharks in any fishery. 

Y Y Y Y Y95 

2. CPCs shall record through their observer programs the number of discards and 

releases of oceanic whitetip sharks with indication of status (dead or alive) and 

report it to ICCAT. 

Y Y Y Y Y96 

 

 

Table 15: Sharks, (oceanic whitetip) – Fishing in the WCPFC Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of WCPFC CMM 2011-04 Conservation and 

management Measure for oceanic whitetip shark 
AU EU ID JP NZ 

1. Members, Cooperating Non-Members and Participating Territories (CCMs) shall 

prohibit vessels flying their flag and vessels under charter arrangements to the 

CCM from retaining on board, transshipping, storing on a fishing vessel, or landing 

any oceanic whitetip shark, in whole or in part, in the fisheries covered by the 

Convention. 

Y94 Y Y Y Y98 

2. CCMs shall require all vessels flying their flag and vessels under charter 

arrangements to the CCM to release any oceanic whitetip shark that is caught as 

soon as possible after the shark is brought alongside the vessel, and to do so in a 

manner that results in as little harm to the shark as possible. 

Y Y Y Y Y99 

3. CCMs shall estimate, through data collected from observer programs and other 

means, the number of releases of oceanic whitetip shark, including the status upon 

release (dead or alive), and report this information to the WCPFC in Part 1 of their 

Annual Reports. 

Y Y Y Y Y 

 

 

                                                 
98 “Protected species under the Wildlife Act 1953. This is prohibited for New Zealand flagged vessels in WCPFC high seas permits.” 
99 “Protected species under the Wildlife Act 1953. This is also a requirement of New Zealand WCPFC high seas permits.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iccat/ICCAT_2010-07.pdf
https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/wcpfc/CMM-2011-04-OceanicWhitetipSharks.pdf
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Table 16: Sharks, (thresher sharks) – Fishing in the IOTC Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of IOTC Resolution 12/09 On the conservation of 

thresher sharks (family Alopiidae) caught in association with fisheries in the IOTC 

area of competence 

AU EU ID JP KR TW ZA 

2. Fishing Vessels flying the flag of an IOTC Member or Cooperating non-

Contracting Party (CPCs) are prohibited from retaining on board, transhipping, 

landing, storing, selling or offering for sale any part or whole carcass of thresher 

sharks of all the species of the family Alopiidae, with the exception of paragraph 7. 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y100 

3. CPCs shall require vessels flying their flag to promptly release unharmed, to the 

extent practicable, thresher sharks when brought along side for taking on board the 

vessel. 

Y Y Y  Y  Y73 

4. CPCs shall encourage their fishers to record and report incidental catches as well 

as live releases. These data will be then kept at the IOTC Secretariat. 

Y Y Y  Y  101 

5. Recreational and sport fishing shall release alive all caught animals of thresher 

sharks of all the species of the family Alopiidae. In no circumstances specimen 

shall be retained on board, transhipped, landed, stored, sold or offered for sale. The 

CPCs shall ensure that both recreational and sport fishermen carrying out fishing 

with high risk of catching thresher sharks are equipped with instruments suitable to 

release alive the animals. 

P102 Y N103 n/a n/a104 n/a105 N 

6. CPCs shall, where possible, implement research on sharks of the species Alopias 

spp, in the Convention area in order to identify potential nursery areas. Based on 

this research, CPCs shall consider additional management measures, as appropriate. 

 -64 Y  N  Y106 

8. The Contracting Parties, Co-operating non-Contracting Parties, especially those 

directing fishing activities for sharks, shall submit data for sharks, as required by 

IOTC data reporting procedures. 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y107 

 

 

                                                 
100 “Retention of thresher sharks prohibited as per permit conditions.” 
101 “Data collection on discards and live release required as per permit conditions.” 
102 “Most recreational fishing activity is limited to capture/tag and release.Results from recreational tuna catch surveys indicate that interactions with thresher sharks are extremely rare.” 
103 “Recreational and sport fishing have not been managed in National Regulation.” 
104 “No Recreational and sport fishing.” 
105 “We do not have any recreational and sport fishing vessel operating in the IOTC Convention Area.” 
106 “Retention of thresher sharks prohibited as per permit conditions. Catches have been deemed too low to warrant research initiatives.” 
107 “Retention of thresher sharks prohibited as per permit conditions.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iotc/Resolution%2012_09.pdf
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Table 17: Sharks, (thresher sharks) – Fishing in the ICCAT Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of ICCAT Recommendation 2009-07 On the 

conservation of thresher sharks caught in association with fisheries in the ICCAT 

Convention Area 

EU JP KR TW ZA 

1. Contracting Parties, and Cooperating non-Contracting Parties, Entities or Fishing 

Entities (hereafter referred to as CPCs) shall prohibit, retaining onboard, 

transshipping, landing, storing, selling, or offering for sale any part or whole 

carcass of bigeye thresher sharks (Alopias superciliosus) in any fishery with 

exception of a Mexican small-scale coastal fishery with a catch of less than 110 

fish. 

Y Y Y Y Y100 

2. CPCs shall require vessels flying their flag to promptly release unharmed, to the 

extent practicable, bigeye thresher sharks when brought along side for taking on 

board the vessel. 

Y  Y  Y73 

4. CPCs shall require the collection and submission of Task I and Task II data for 

Alopias spp other than A. superciliosus in accordance with ICCAT data reporting 

requirements. The number of discards and releases of A. superciliosus must be 

recorded with indication of status (dead or alive) and reported to ICCAT in 

accordance with ICCAT data reporting requirements. 

Y Y Y Y Y101 

5. CPCs shall, where possible, implement research on thresher sharks of the species 

Alopias spp in the Convention area in order to identify potential nursery areas. 

Based on this research, CPCs shall consider time and area closures and other 

measures, as appropriate. 

-64  N  Y106 

 

 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iccat/ICCAT_2009-07.pdf
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Table 18: Sharks, (silky sharks) – Fishing in the ICCAT Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of ICCAT Recommendation 2011-08 On the 

conservation of silky sharks caught in association with ICCAT fisheries 
EU JP KR TW ZA 

1. Contracting Parties, and Cooperating non-Contracting Parties, Entities or Fishing 

Entities (hereafter referred to as CPCs) shall require fishing vessels flying their flag 

and operating in ICCAT managed fisheries to release all silky sharks whether dead 

or alive, and prohibit retaining on board, transshipping, or landing any part or 

whole carcass of silky shark.108,109 

Y Y Y Y Y110 

2. CPCs shall require vessels flying their flag to promptly release silky sharks 

unharmed, at the latest before putting the catch into the fish holds, giving due 

consideration to the safety of crew members.  

Y Y Y Y Y73 

Purse seine vessels engaged in ICCAT fisheries shall endeavor to take 

additional measures to increase the survival rate of silky sharks incidentally 

caught.109 

Y111  n/a112  Y113 

3. CPCs shall record through their observer programs the number of discards and 

releases of silky sharks with indication of status (dead or alive) and report it to 

ICCAT. 

Y Y Y Y Y101 

7. In their annual reports, CPCs shall inform the Commission of steps taken to 

implement this Recommendation through domestic law or regulations, including 

monitoring, control and surveillance measures that support implementation of this 

recommendation. 

Y Y Y Y Y114 

 

 

 

                                                 
108 The prohibition on retention in paragraph 1 does not apply to CPCs whose domestic law requires that all dead fish be landed, that the fishermen cannot draw any commercial profit from such fish 

and that includes a prohibition against silky shark fisheries. If you have not implemented this paragraph in relation to dead silky sharks because you satisfy this exemption, please state this in the 

comments. 
109 Silky sharks that are caught by developing coastal CPCs for local consumption are exempted from the measures established in this paragraph, provided these CPCs submit Task I and, if possible, 

Task II data according to the reporting procedures established by the SCRS. CPCs that have not reported species-specific shark data shall provide a plan by July 1, 2012, for improving their data 

collection for sharks on a species specific level for review by the SCRS and Commission. Developing coastal CPCs exempted from the prohibition pursuant to this paragraph shall not increase their 

catches of silky sharks. Such CPCs shall take necessary measures to ensure that silky sharks will not enter international trade and shall notify the Commission of such measures.  If you have not 

implemented this paragraph because you satisfy this exemption, please state this in the comments. Also include in the comments a remark concerning whether or not you have satisfied all of the 

requirements of this exemption. 
110 “Retention of silky sharks prohibited as per permit conditions.” 
111 “But no purse seiners active in the zone of SBT occurrence.” 
112 “No purse seiner.” 
113 “Purse seine fishing for tuna and tuna-like species prohibited in SA.” 
114 “Inserted into annual reports.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iccat/ICCAT_2011-08.pdf
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Table 19: Sharks, (silky sharks) – Fishing in the WCPFC Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of WCPFC CMM 2013-08 Conservation and 

management measure for silky sharks 
AU EU ID JP NZ 

1. Commission Members, Cooperating Non-Members and Participating Territories 

(CCMs) shall prohibit vessels flying their flag and vessels under charter 

arrangements to the CCM from retaining on board, transshipping, storing on a 

fishing vessel, or landing any silky shark caught in the Convention Area, in whole 

or in part, in the fisheries covered by the Convention. 

Y Y Y Y n/a115 

2. CCMs shall require all vessels flying their flag and vessels under charter 

arrangements to the CCM to release any silky shark that is caught in the 

Convention Area as soon as possible after the shark is brought alongside the vessel, 

and to do so in a manner that results in as little harm to the shark as possible. 

Y Y Y Y n/a116 

3. CCMs shall estimate, through data collected from observer programs and other 

means, the number of releases of silky shark caught in the Convention Area, 

including the status upon release (dead or alive), and report this information to the 

WCPFC in Part 1 of their Annual Reports. 

Y Y Y Y Y 

6. CCM’s and the Scientific Committee shall continue work on bycatch mitigation 

measures and live release guidelines to avoid the initial catch of this species 

wherever possible, and maximize the number of incidentally caught individuals that 

can be released alive. 

Y Y Y Y Y 

 

 

                                                 
115 “No reported catch of species. This is prohibited for New Zealand flagged vessels in WCPFC high seas permits.” 
116 “No reported catch of species. This is a requirement of New Zealand WCPFC high seas permits.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/wcpfc/CMM-2013-08-CMM-for-Silky-Sharks_0.pdf
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Table 20: Sharks, (whale sharks) – Fishing in the IOTC Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of IOTC Resolution 2013/05 On the conservation of whale sharks  AU EU ID JP KR TW ZA 

2. Contracting Parties and Cooperating Non-Contracting Parties (collectively, CPCs) shall prohibit their 

flagged vessels from intentionally setting a purse seine net around a whale shark in the IOTC area of 

competence, if it is sighted prior to the commencement of the set. 

Y Y111 Y Y Y n/a117 Y113 

3. CPCs shall require that, in the event that a whale shark is unintentionally encircled in the purse seine net, 

the master of the vessel shall: 

a) take all reasonable steps to ensure its safe release, while taking into consideration the safety of the crew. 

These steps shall follow the best practice guidelines for the safe release and handling of whale sharks 

developed by the IOTC Scientific Committee; 

b) report the incident to the relevant authority of the flag State, with the following information: 

i. the number of individuals; 

ii. a short description of the interaction, including details of how and why the interaction occurred, if 

possible; 

iii. the location of the encirclement; 

iv. the steps taken to ensure safe release; 

v. an assessment of the life status of the animal on release, including whether the whale shark was released 

alive but subsequently died. 

Y -111 Y Y Y n/a117 Y113 

4. CPCs using other gear types fishing for tuna and tuna-like species associated with a whale shark shall 

report all interactions with whale sharks to the relevant authority of the flag State and include all the 

information outlined in paragraph 3b(i–v). 

Y -111 Y Y Y n/a118 Y73 

5. CPCs shall adopt Fish Aggregating Device designs that reduce the incidence of entanglement, according 

to Annex III of Resolution 13/08 (or any subsequent revision). 

Y -111 N119 Y Y n/a117 Y120 

7. CPCs shall report the information and data collected under paragraph 3(b) and paragraph 4 through 

logbooks, or when an observer is onboard through observer programs, and provide to the IOTC Secretariat 

by 30 June of the following year and according to the timelines specified in Resolution 10/02 (or any 

subsequent revision). 

Y -111 Y Y Y n/a118 Y121 

8. CPCs shall report, in accordance with Article X of the IOTC Agreement, any instances in which whale 

sharks have been encircled by the purse seine nets of their flagged vessels. 

Y -111 Y Y Y n/a117 Y113 

 

 

                                                 
117 “We do not have any purse seine vessel operating in the IOTC Convention Area.” 
118 “According to paragraph 9 of IOTC Resolution 13/05, Taiwan has national legislation for protecting the species and shall be exempt from reporting to IOTC.” 
119 “Indonesia does not apply Drifting FAD.” 
120 “Interactions with whale sharks have not been identified as a problem in SA.” 
121 “Observers are required to report capture and release of all species.” 

http://www.iotc.org/sites/default/files/documents/compliance/cmm/iotc_cmm_13-05_en.pdf
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Table 21: Sharks, (Atlantic shortfin mako) – Fishing in the ICCAT Convention Area (Recommendation 2010-06) 
Relevant requirements of ICCAT Recommendation 2010-06 On Atlantic 

shortfin mako sharks caught in association with ICCAT fisheries 
EU JP KR TW ZA 

1. CPCs shall include information in their 2012 Annual Reports on actions taken to 

implement Recommendations 04-10, 05-05, and 07-06, in particular the steps taken 

to improve their Task I and Task II data collection for direct and incidental catches; 

Y Y Y Y Y 

 

 

Table 22: Sharks, (Atlantic shortfin mako) – Fishing in the ICCAT Convention Area (Recommendation 2014-06) 
Relevant requirements of ICCAT Recommendation 2014-06 On shortfin mako 

caught in association with ICCAT fisheries 
EU JP KR TW ZA 

1. CPCs shall improve their catch reporting systems to ensure the reporting of 

shortfin mako catch and effort data to ICCAT in full accordance with the ICCAT 

requirements for provision of Task I and Task II catch, effort and size data. 

Y Y Y Y Y 

2. CPCs shall include in their annual reports to ICCAT information on the actions 

they have taken domestically to monitor catches and to conserve and manage 

shortfin mako sharks. 

Y Y Y Y Y 

3. CPCs are encouraged to undertake research that would provide information on 

key biological/ecological parameters, life-history and behavioural traits, as well as 

on the identification of potential mating, pupping and nursery grounds of shortfin 

mako sharks. Such information shall be made available to the SCRS. 

-64  N  Y122 

 

 

                                                 
122 “Past research conducted. [1 paper referenced].  Current research underway to identify a nursery ground for shortfin mako sharks off the Agulhas Bank shelf edge.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iccat/ICCAT_2010-06.pdf
https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iccat/ICCAT_2014-06-e.pdf
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Table 23: Sharks, (hammerheads) – Fishing in the ICCAT Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of ICCAT Recommendation 2010-08 On hammerhead 

sharks (family Sphyrnidae) caught in association with fisheries managed by ICCAT 
EU JP KR TW ZA 

1. Contracting Parties, and Cooperating non-Contracting Parties, Entities or Fishing 

Entities (hereafter referred to as CPCs) shall prohibit retaining onboard, 

transshipping, landing, storing, selling, or offering for sale any part or whole 

carcass of hammerhead sharks of the family Sphyrnidae (except for the Sphyrna 

tiburo), taken in the Convention area in association with ICCAT fisheries.123 

Y Y Y Y Y124 

2. CPCs shall require vessels flying their flag, to promptly release unharmed, to the 

extent practicable, hammerhead sharks when brought alongside the vessel.123 

Y Y Y Y Y125 

4. CPCs shall require that the number of discards and releases of hammerhead 

sharks are recorded with indication of status (dead or alive) and reported to ICCAT 

in accordance with ICCAT data reporting requirements. 

Y Y Y Y Y101 

5. CPCs shall, where possible, implement research on hammerhead sharks in the 

Convention area in order to identify potential nursery areas. Based on this research, 

CPCs shall consider time and area closures and other measures, as appropriate. 

-64  N  N126 

 

 

                                                 
123 Hammerhead sharks that are caught by developing coastal CPCs for local consumption are exempted from the measures established in paragraphs 1 and 2, provided these CPCs submit Task I 

and, if possible, Task II data according to the reporting procedures established by the SCRS. If it is not possible to provide catch data by species, they shall be provided at least by genus Sphryna. 

Developing coastal CPCs exempted from this prohibition pursuant to this paragraph should endeavor not to increase their catches of hammerhead sharks. Such CPCs shall take necessary measures 

to ensure that hammerhead sharks of the family Sphyrnidae (except of Sphyrna tiburo) will not enter international trade and shall notify the Commission of such measures.  If you have not 

implemented this paragraph because you satisfy this exemption, please state this in the comments. Also include in the comments a remark concerning whether or not you have satisfied all of the 

requirements of this exemption. 
124 “Retention of hammerhead sharks of the family Sphyrnidae prohibited as per permit conditions.” 
125 “The release of unwanted or prohibited species is encouraged as per permit conditions. Retention is prohibited.” 
126 “Retention of hammerhead sharks of the family Sphyrnidae prohibited as per permit conditions. Research not yet underway.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iccat/ICCAT_2010-08.pdf
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Table 24: Sharks, (porbeagle) – Fishing in the ICCAT Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of ICCAT Recommendation 2015-06 On porbeagle 

caught in association with ICCAT fisheries 
EU JP KR TW ZA 

1. Contracting Parties, and Cooperating non-Contracting Parties, Entities or Fishing 

Entities (hereafter referred to as CPCs) shall require their vessels to promptly 

release unharmed, to the extent practicable, porbeagle sharks caught in association 

with ICCAT fisheries when brought alive alongside for taking on board the vessel. 

Y Y Y Y Y127 

2. CPCs shall ensure the collection of Task I and Task II data for porbeagle sharks 

and their submission in accordance with ICCAT data reporting requirements. 

Discards and releases of porbeagle sharks shall be recorded with indication of 

status (dead or alive) and reported to ICCAT in accordance with ICCAT data 

reporting requirements. 

Y Y Y Y Y128 

4. CPCs are encouraged to implement the research recommendations of the joint 

2009 ICCAT-ICES inter-sessional meeting. In particular, CPCs are encouraged to 

implement research and monitoring projects at regional (stock) level, in the 

Convention area, in order to close gaps on key biological data for porbeagle and 

identify areas of high abundance of important life-history stages (e.g. mating, 

pupping and nursery grounds). SCRS should continue joint work with ICES 

Working Group on Elasmobranch Fishes. 

-64  N  Y129 

 

 

 

                                                 
127 “Retention of porbeagle sharks prohibited as per permit conditions.” 
128 “Retention of porbeagle sharks prohibited as per permit conditions. The release of unwanted or prohibited species is encouraged as per permit conditions. Data collection on live releases and 

discards required as per permit conditions.” 
129 “Retention of porbeagle sharks prohibited as per permit conditions. Catches have been deemed too low to warrant research initiatives.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iccat/ICCAT_2015-06-e.pdf
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Table 25: Sharks, (Atlantic blue shark) – Fishing in the ICCAT Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of ICCAT Recommendation 2016-12 On management 

measures for the conservation of Atlantic blue shark caught in association with 

ICCAT fisheries 

EU JP KR TW ZA 

4. Each CPC shall ensure that its vessels catching blue shark in association with 

ICCAT fisheries in the Convention area record their catch in accordance with the 

requirements set out in the Recommendation by ICCAT Concerning the Recording 

of Catch by Fishing Vessels in the ICCAT Convention Area [Rec. 03‐13]. 

n/a130 Y Y Y Y131 

5. CPCs shall implement data collection programmes that ensure the reporting of 

accurate blue shark catch, effort, size and discard data to ICCAT in full accordance 

with the ICCAT requirements for provision of Task I and Task II. 

-130 Y Y Y Y84,131 

6. CPCs shall include in their Annual Reports to ICCAT information on the actions 

they have taken domestically to monitor catches and to conserve and manage blue 

sharks. 

-130 Y Y Y Y84,132 

7. CPCs are encouraged to undertake scientific research that would provide 

information on key biological/ ecological parameters, life‐history, migrations, post‐

release survivorship and behavioural traits of blue sharks. Such information shall be 

made available to the SCRS. 

-130  N  Y84,133 

 

  

                                                 
130 “This measures only applies to the North Atlantic Blue Shark and therefore is not relevant here.” 
131 “Data required as per permit conditions. Data submitted annually.” 
132 “Action information included in Annual Reports.” 
133 “Research conducted [3 papers referenced].” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/default/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iccat/ICCAT_2016-12-e.pdf
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2.4 Compliance with Sea Turtle Measures 
 

Table 26: Sea turtles – Fishing in the IOTC Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of IOTC Resolution 12/04 On the conservation of marine turtles AU EU ID JP KR TW ZA 

3. CPCs shall collect (including through logbooks and observer programs) and provide to the IOTC 

Secretariat no later than 30 June of the following year in accordance with Resolution 10/02 (or any 

subsequent revision), all data on their vessels’ interactions with marine turtles. The data shall include the 

level of logbook or observer coverage and an estimation of total mortality of marine turtles incidentally 

caught in their fisheries. 

Y134 Y Y Y Y Y Y135 

4. CPCs shall report to the Scientific Committee information on successful mitigation measures and other 

impacts on marine turtles in the IOTC area, such as the deterioration of nesting sites and swallowing of 

marine debris. 

Y Y Y Y Y Y N136 

5. CPCs shall report to the Commission in the annual implementation report, in accordance with Article X 

of the IOTC Agreement, their progress of implementation of the FAO Guidelines and this Resolution. 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y137 

6. CPCs shall require fishermen on vessels targeting species covered by the IOTC Agreement to bring 

aboard, if practicable, any captured marine turtle that is comatose or inactive as soon as possible and foster 

its recovery, including aiding in its resuscitation, before safely returning it to the water. CPCs shall ensure 

that fishermen are aware of and use proper mitigation, identification, handling and de-hooking techniques 

and keep on board all necessary equipment for the release of marine turtles, in accordance with handling 

guidelines in the IOTC Marine Turtle Identification Cards. 

Y Y Y138 Y Y Y Y136 

8. CPCs with longline vessels that fish for species covered by the IOTC Agreement shall: 

a) Ensure that the operators of all longline vessels carry line cutters and de-hookers in order to facilitate 

the appropriate handling and prompt release of marine turtles caught or entangled, and that they do so 

in accordance with IOTC Guidelines. CPCs shall also ensure that operators of such vessels follow the 

handling guidelines in the IOTC Marine Turtle Identification Cards 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y139 

b) Where appropriate, encourage the use of whole finfish bait  Y Y  Y  N 

                                                 
134 “Interactions between sea turtles and Australian pelagic longline fisheries are rare. Australia considers that current sea turtle bycatch management and mitigation measures in place in its pelagic 

longline fisheries, principally the ETBF and WTBF fulfil Australia’s obligations with FAO-Sea turtles. Australia is also compliant with IOTC Resolution 12/04: On the Conservation of Marine 

Turtles and WCPFC CMM 2008-03: Conservation and Management of Sea Turtles. Additionally the Recovery Plan for Marine Turtles in Australia was developed by the Department of the 

Environment and adopted in July 2003. The primary objective of the plan is to reduce the detrimental impacts on Australian populations of sea turtles and promote their recovery in the wild.” 
135 “The release of unwanted or prohibited species is encouraged as per permit conditions. Data collection on live releases and discards required as per permit conditions.” 
136 “Release procedures included in permit conditions.” 
137 “Information included in Annual Implementation report.” 
138 “Based on observer data, most of the marine turtle caught accidentally were released alive.” 
139 “Release procedures using de-hookers included in permit conditions. Instructions of appropraiate provided.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iotc/Resolution%2012_04.pdf
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Relevant requirements of IOTC Resolution 12/04 On the conservation of marine turtles AU EU ID JP KR TW ZA 

c) Require that operators of such vessels record all incidents involving marine turtles during fishing 

operations in their logbooks and report such incidents to the appropriate authorities of the CPC 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y135 

9. CPCs with purse seine vessels that fish for species covered by the IOTC Agreement shall: 

a) Ensure that operators of such vessels, while fishing in the IOTC area: 

       

i. To the extent practicable, avoid encirclement of marine turtles, and if a marine turtle is encircled 

or entangled, take practicable measures to safely release the turtle in accordance with the handling 

guidelines in the IOTC Marine Turtle Identification Cards 

ii. To the extent practicable, release all marine turtles observed entangled in fish aggregating 

devices (FADs) or other fishing gear 

 Y Y  Y  Y140 

iii. If a marine turtle is entangled in the net, stop net roll as soon as the turtle comes out of the 

water; disentangle the turtle without injuring it before resuming the net roll; 

Y Y Y Y Y n/a117 Y140 

and to the extent practicable, assist the recovery of the turtle before returning it to the water  Y   Y  Y140 

iv. Carry and employ dip nets, when appropriate, to handle marine turtles N Y Y Y Y n/a117 Y140 

b) Encourage such vessels to adopt FAD designs that reduce the incidence of entanglement of marine 

turtles according to international standards 

 Y N119  Y  Y141 

c) Require that operators of such vessels record all incidents involving marine turtles during fishing 

operations in their logbooks and report such incidents to the appropriate authorities of the CPC 

Y Y Y Y Y n/a117 Y142 

10. All CPCs are requested to: 

a) Where appropriate undertake research trials of circle hooks, use of whole finfish for bait, alternative 

FAD designs, alternative handling techniques, gillnet design and fishing practices and other mitigation 

methods which may improve the mitigation of adverse effects on marine turtles 

b) Report the results of these trials to the Scientific Committee (SC), at least 30 days in advance of the 

annual meetings of the SC 

 -64 Y  Y  Y142 

14. CPCs are encouraged to collaborate with the IOSEA and take into account the IOSEA MoU including 

the provisions of the Conservation and Management Plan in the implementation of bycatch mitigation 

measures for marine turtles. 

 -64 Y  N   

16. CPCs are encouraged to support developing countries in their implementation of the FAO Guidelines 

and this Resolution. 

 -64 Y  N   

 

 

 

                                                 
140 “Purse seining for tuna and tuna-like species not permitted.” 
141 “FADs not permitted.” 
142 “Purse seining and FADs not permitted.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iotc/Resolution%2012_04.pdf
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Table 27: Sea turtles – Fishing in the ICCAT Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of ICCAT Recommendation 2010-09 On the by-catch of sea turtles in ICCAT fisheries 

[incorporating changes from ICCAT Recommendation 2013-11 amending Recommendation 2010-09] 
EU JP KR TW ZA 

1. Each CPC shall collect, and annually report to ICCAT no later than 2012 information on the interactions of its fleet 

with sea turtles in ICCAT fisheries by gear type, including catch rates that take into consideration gear characteristics, 

times and locations, target species, and disposition status (i.e., discarded dead or released alive). Data to be recorded and 

reported must also include a breakdown of interactions by sea turtle species, and, where possible, include the nature of 

the hooking or entanglement (including with Fish Aggregating Devices or FADs), bait type, hook size and type, and the 

size of the animal.  

Y Y Y Y Y135 

CPCs are strongly encouraged to use observers to collect this information. -143  Y  P144 

2. CPCs shall require that:      

a) purse seine vessels flagged to that CPC operating in the Convention area avoid encircling sea turtles to the extent 

practicable, release encircled or entangled sea turtles, including on FADs, when feasible, and  

Y  n/a112  Y140 

report interactions between purse seines and/or FADs and sea turtles to their flag CPC so that this information is 

included in the CPC reporting requirements specified in paragraph 1; 

Y n/a n/a112 n/a145 140 

b) pelagic longline vessels flagged to that CPC operating in the Convention area carry on board safehandling, 

disentanglement and release equipment capable of releasing sea turtles in a manner that maximizes the probability 

of their survival; 

c) fishermen on pelagic longline vessels flagged to that CPC operating under their flag use the equipment specified 

in item 2b above to maximize the probability of sea turtle survival and are trained in safehandling and release 

techniques. 

d) Regarding safe-handling practices: 

i) When a turtle is to be removed from the water, an appropriate basket lift or dip-net shall be used to bring 

aboard sea turtles that are hooked or entangled in gear. No turtle shall be hauled from the water by a fishing line 

attached to, or entangled upon the body of a turtle.  

Y146 Y Y Y Y136 

If the turtle cannot be safely removed from the water, the crew should cut the line as close as possible to 

the hook, without inflicting additional unnecessary harm on the turtle. 

-143  Y  Y136 

ii) In cases where marine turtles are taken on board, vessel operators or crew shall assess the condition of sea 

turtles that are caught or entangled prior to release. 

Y Y Y Y Y136 

                                                 
143 “Information not available.” 
144 “Data is collected when observers are on board. No observers for local fleet. Fishers are required to submit this data as per permit conditions.” 
145 “We do not have any purse seine vessel operating in the ICCAT Convention Area.” 
146 “Information not available” for point “c”. 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iccat/ICCAT_2010-09.pdf
https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iccat/ICCAT_2013-11-e.pdf
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Those turtles with difficulties to move or are unresponsive shall be kept on board to the extent practicable 

and assisted in a manner consistent with maximizing their survival prior to release. These practices are 

described further in the FAO’s Guidelines to Reduce Sea Turtle Mortality in Fishing Operations. 

iii) To the extent practicable, turtles handled in fishing operations or during national observer programs (e.g. 

tagging activities) shall be handled in a manner consistent with the FAO’s Guidelines to Reduce Sea Turtle 

Mortality in Fishing Operations. 

Y  Y  Y136 

e) Regarding the use of line cutters: 

i) Longline vessels shall carry on board line-cutters and use these when de-hooking is not possible without 

harming the marine turtle while releasing them. 

ii) Other types of vessels that use gear that may entangle sea turtles shall carry on board line-cutters and use 

these tools to safely remove gear, and release sea turtles. 

f) Regarding the use of de-hooking devices: 

Longline vessels shall carry on board de-hooking devices to effectively remove hooks from sea turtles. When a 

hook is swallowed, no attempt shall be made to remove the hook. Instead, the line must be cut as close to the 

hook as possible without inflicting additional unnecessary harm on the turtle. 

Y Y Y Y Y 

5. As appropriate, the Commission and its CPCs should, individually and collectively, engage in capacity building 

efforts and other cooperative activities to support the effective implementation of this recommendation, including 

entering into cooperative arrangements with other appropriate international bodies. 

Y  Y   

6. In their Annual Reports to ICCAT, CPCs shall report on the implementation of this Recommendation, focusing on 

paragraphs 1, 2, and 5.  

Y Y Y Y  

In addition, CPCs should report on other relevant actions taken to implement FAO’s Guidelines to Reduce Sea 

Turtle Mortality in Fishing Operations with respect to ICCAT fisheries in their Annual Reports. 

-143  Y   

 

 

Table 28: Sea turtles – Fishing in the WCPFC Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of WCPFC CMM 2008-03 Conservation and management of sea turtles AU EU ID JP NZ 

2. Beginning in 2009, CCMs shall report to the Commission in Part 2 of their annual reports the progress of 

implementation of the FAO Guidelines and this measure, including information collected on interactions with sea turtles 

in fisheries managed under the Convention. 

Y Y Y Y Y147 

3. All data collected by the WCPFC Regional Observer Program (ROP), shall be reported to the Commission as 

provided in paragraph 2 above or as agreed to under other Commission data collection provisions. 

Y Y Y Y n/a148 

                                                 
147 “CMM 2008-03 has been implemented through the New Zealand high seas fishing permit conditions.  All incidents involving sea turtles by either longline or purse seine vessels are required to 

be reported to the Ministry for Primary Industries, New Zealand.” 
148 “New Zealand SBT fishery is an in-zone fishery which does not use the WCPFC ROP.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/wcpfc/CMM-2008-03_Sea_turtles.pdf
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Relevant requirements of WCPFC CMM 2008-03 Conservation and management of sea turtles AU EU ID JP NZ 

4. CCMs shall require fishermen on vessels targeting species covered by the Convention to bring aboard, if practicable, 

any captured hard-shell sea turtle that is comatose or inactive as soon as possible and foster its recovery, including 

giving it resuscitation, before returning it to the water.  

Y Y Y  Y 

CCMs shall ensure that fishermen are aware of and use proper mitigation and handling techniques, as described in 

WCPFC guidelines to be developed and provided to all CCMs by the Secretariat. 

Y Y Y Y Y149 

5. CCMs with purse seine vessels that fish for species covered by the Convention shall: 

a. Ensure that operators of such vessels, while fishing in the Convention Area: 

     

i. To the extent practicable, avoid encirclement of sea turtles, and if a sea turtle is encircled or entangled, take 

practicable measures to safely release the turtle. 

ii. To the extent practicable, release all sea turtles observed entangled in fish aggregating devices (FADs) or 

other fishing gear. 

Y Y Y   

iii. If a sea turtle is entangled in the net, stop net roll as soon as the turtle comes out of the water; disentangle 

the turtle without injuring it before resuming the net roll; and  

Y Y Y Y Y150 

to the extent practicable, assist the recovery of the turtle before returning it to the water. Y Y    

iv. Carry and employ dip nets, when appropriate, to handle turtles. 

b. Require that operators of such vessels record all incidents involving sea turtles during fishing operations and 

report such incidents to the appropriate authorities of the CCM. 

c. Provide the results of the reporting under paragraph 5(b) to the Commission as part of the reporting requirement 

of paragraph 2. 

d. Provide to the Commission the results of any research related to the development of modified FAD designs to 

reduce sea turtle entanglement and take measures to encourage the use of designs found to be successful at such 

reduction. 

Y151 Y152 Y Y Y153 

6. CCMs with longline vessels that fish for species covered by the Convention shall ensure that the operators of all such 

longline vessels carry and use line cutters and de-hookers to handle and promptly release sea turtles caught or entangled, 

and that they do so in accordance with WCPFC guidelines that are to be developed and provided to all CCMs by the 

Secretariat. CCMs shall also ensure that operators of such vessels are, where appropriate, required to carry and use dip-

nets in accordance with these WCPFC guidelines. 

Y Y Y Y Y 

                                                 
149 “New Zealand ensures that authorised fishers use the mitigation and handling techniques laid out in the FAO guidelines.” 
150 “New Zealand ensures that authorised fishers use the mitigation and handling techniques laid out in the FAO guidelines. This is implemented through the New Zealand high seas permit 

conditions. SBT not caught by NZ purse seine vessels.” 
151 “The use of dip nets is not mandatory however the reporting requirements are.” 
152 “Information provided when available.” 
153 “New Zealand’s high seas permit conditions require that all permit holders carry, and employ when appropriate, dip nets to handle turtles.  All sea turtle captures/incidents are required to be 

reported to the NZ authorities.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/wcpfc/CMM-2008-03_Sea_turtles.pdf
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Relevant requirements of WCPFC CMM 2008-03 Conservation and management of sea turtles AU EU ID JP NZ 

8. CCMs with longline fisheries other than shallow-set swordfish fisheries are urged to: 

a. Undertake research trials of circle hooks and other mitigation methods in those longline fisheries. 

b. Report the results of these trials to the SC and TCC, at least 60 days in advance of the annual meetings of these 

subsidiary bodies. 

 Y N   

 

2.5 Compliance with Other Measures 
 

Table 29: Cetaceans – Fishing in the IOTC Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of IOTC Resolution 13/04 On the conservation of cetaceans AU EU ID JP KR TW ZA 

2. Contracting Parties and Cooperating Non-Contracting Parties (collectively, CPCs) shall prohibit their 

flagged vessels from intentionally setting a purse seine net around a cetacean in the IOTC area of 

competence, if the animal is sighted prior to the commencement of the set. 

Y Y111 Y Y Y n/a117 Y140 

3. CPCs shall require that, in the event that a cetacean is unintentionally encircled in a purse seine net, the 

master of the vessels shall: 

a) take all reasonable steps to ensure the safe release of the cetacean, while taking into consideration the 

safety of the crew. These steps shall include following the best practice guidelines for the safe release and 

handling of cetaceans developed by the IOTC Scientific Committee; 

b) report the incident to the relevant authority of the flag State, with the following information: 

i. the species (if known); 

ii. the number of individuals; 

iii. a short description of the interaction, including details of how and why the interaction occurred, if 

possible; 

iv. the location of the encirclement; 

v. the steps taken to ensure safe release; 

vi. an assessment of the life status of the animal on release, including whether the cetacean was released 

alive but subsequently died. 

Y -111 Y Y Y n/a117 Y140 

4. CPCs using other gear types fishing for tuna and tuna-like species associated with cetaceans shall report 

all interactions with cetaceans to the relevant authority of the flag State and include all the information 

outlined in paragraph 3b(i–vi). 

Y -111 Y Y Y n/a154 Y155 

5. CPCs shall adopt Fish Aggregating Device designs that reduce the incidence of entanglement, according 

to Annex III of Resolution 13/08 (or any subsequent revision). 

Y -111 N84,119 Y Y n/a117 Y141 

                                                 
154 “According to paragraph 9 of IOTC Resolution 13/04, Taiwan has national legislation for protecting the species and shall be exempt from reporting to IOTC.” 
155 “Data collection on live releases and discards required as per permit conditions.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/wcpfc/CMM-2008-03_Sea_turtles.pdf
https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iotc/Resolution%2013_04.pdf
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7. CPCs shall report the information and data collected under paragraph 3(b) and paragraph 4, through 

logbooks, or when an observer is onboard through observer programs, and provide to the IOTC Secretariat 

by 30 June of the following year and according to the timelines specified in Resolution 10/02 (or any 

subsequent revision). 

Y -111 Y Y Y n/a154 Y155 

8. CPCs shall report, in accordance with Article X of the IOTC Agreement, any instances in which 

cetaceans have been encircled by the purse seine nets of their flagged vessels. 

Y -111 Y Y Y n/a117 Y140 

 

 

Table 30: Prohibition of large scale driftnets – Fishing in the IOTC Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of IOTC Resolution 17/07 On the prohibition to use 

large-scale driftnets in the IOTC area 
AU EU ID JP KR TW ZA 

2. The use of large-scale driftnets on the high seas within the IOTC area of 

competence shall be prohibited. The use of large-scale driftnets in the entire IOTC 

area of competence shall be prohibited by 1 January 2022. 

Y Y n/a Y Y Y Y156 

3. Each Contracting Party and Cooperating Non-Contracting party (hereinafter 

referred to as CPCs) shall take all measures necessary to prohibit their fishing 

vessels from using large-scale driftnets while on the high seas in the IOTC area of 

competence. They shall take all measures necessary to prohibit their fishing vessels 

from using large-scale driftnets in the entire IOTC area of competence by 1 January 

2022. 

Y Y n/a Y Y Y Y156 

6. CPCs shall include in their Annual Reports of implementation a summary of 

monitoring, control, and surveillance actions related to large-scale driftnet fishing 

in the IOTC area of competence. 

Y Y84,157 n/a Y n/a Y Y156 

 

 

                                                 
156 “The use of large-scale driftnets prohibited in this sector.” 
157 “This measure is fully transposed for several years in the EU law.” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/default/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iotc/Resolution%2017_07.pdf
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Table 31: Prohibition of large scale driftnets – Fishing in the WCPFC Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of WCPFC CMM 2008-04 Conservation and 

Management Measure to prohibit the use of large scale driftnets on the high seas in 

the Convention Area 

AU EU ID JP NZ 

1. The use of large-scale driftnets on the high seas within the Convention Area shall 

be prohibited and such nets shall be considered prohibited fishing gear, the use of 

which shall constitute a serious violation in accordance with Article 25 of the 

Convention. 

Y Y n/a Y Y 

2. CCMs shall take all measures necessary to prohibit their fishing vessels from 

using large-scale driftnets while on the high seas in the Convention Area. 

Y Y n/a Y Y 

5. CCMs shall include in Part 2 of their Annual Reports a summary of monitoring, 

control, and surveillance actions related to large-scale driftnet fishing on the high 

seas in the Convention Area. 

Y N n/a Y Y 

 

  

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/wcpfc/CMM-2008-04_Driftnets.pdf
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2.6 ERS Data Requirements 

Table 32: Bycatch and Discard Data in the ICCAT Convention Area 
Relevant requirements of ICCAT Recommendation 2011-10 On information collection and 

harmonisation of data on bycatch and discards in ICCAT fisheries 
EU JP KR TW ZA 

1. Notwithstanding other data collection and reporting programs and requirements adopted by ICCAT 

and noting continued obligations to fulfill those requirements, in particular those of Recommendation 

10-10: 

 

a) Contracting Parties and Cooperating non-Contracting Parties, Entities and Fishing Entities (CPCs) 

shall require the collection of bycatch and discard data in their existing domestic scientific observer 

programs and logbook programs; 

Y Y Y Y Y158 

b) CPCs that wish to employ an alternative scientific monitoring approach for vessels <15 meters, as 

specified in paragraph 1b) of Recommendation 10-10, shall describe their alternative approach as 

part of the observer program report that is due to the SCRS on July 31, 2012 (as required by 

paragraph 5 of Recommendation 10-10). 

n/a159 n/a n/a160 n/a161 N 

c) For artisanal fisheries that are not subject to ICCAT’s minimum standards for scientific observer 

programs (Recommendation 10-10) or recording of catch requirements (Recommendation 03-13) 

CPCs shall implement measures to collect bycatch and discard data through alternative means and 

describe these efforts in their Annual Reports, beginning in 2012. The SCRS shall evaluate these 

measures in 2013 and provide advice to the Commission on this matter; 

-159 n/a n/a n/a162 Y163 

d) CPCs shall report the bycatch and discard data collected under paragraphs 1a and b to the 

Secretariat in the format specified by SCRS, in accordance with existing deadlines for data 

reporting; 

Y Y Y Y 164 

e) CPCs shall report on steps taken to mitigate bycatch and reduce discards, and on any relevant 

research in this field, as part of their Annual Reports, beginning in 2012; 

Y Y Y Y 165 

 

                                                 
158 “Discard data collected as per permit conditions from logbooks. No observer data collected for local vessels.” 
159 “No vessels <15 m. operating in South Atlantic.” 
160 “All Korea fleets >15 meters.” 
161 “We do not have any vessel with length overall less than 15 meters operating in the ICCAT Convention Area.” 
162 “We do not have artisanal fisheries in the ICCAT Convention Area.” 
163 “Permit conditions stipulate that 20% of discharge of small bait boat type vessels in port is observed.” 
164 “Discard data collected as per permit conditions from logbooks.” 
165 “Included in annual report?” 

https://www.ccsbt.org/sites/ccsbt.org/files/userfiles/file/other_rfmo_measures/iccat/ICCAT_2011-10.pdf

