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Tenth Meeting of the Compliance Committee 

8-10 October 2015 

Yeosu, South Korea 

 

Agenda Item 1. Opening of meeting 

1.1. Welcome 

1. The meeting was opened by the Chair of the Compliance Committee (CC), Mr 

Stan Crothers, who welcomed participants and thanked South Korea for its 

hospitality. 

2. Members, Cooperating Non-Members (CNM) and observers introduced their 

delegations to the meeting. The list of participants is shown at Attachment 1. 

3. The Chair advised the meeting that Indonesia and South Africa sent their 

apologies as they will miss the first day of the meeting due to complications with 

travel arrangements. 

 

1.2. Adoption of agenda 

4. A modified agenda was adopted and the revised agenda is provided at 

Attachment 2. 

5. The list of documents for the meeting is shown at Attachment 3. 

 

1.3. Meeting arrangements 

6. The Executive Secretary announced the main arrangements for the meeting. 

 

Agenda Item 2. Compliance with CCSBT Conservation and Management 

Measures 

2.1. Annual Reports from Members and Cooperating Non-Members 

7. Members and Cooperating Non-Members (CNMs) summarised their Annual 

Reports to the Compliance Committee and Extended Commission (EC).  

Members’ and CNMs’ summaries provided highlights from their reports, 

including improvements to management systems, recent catches, observer 

coverage, progress on implementing the common definition of the Attributable 

Catch and other issues of significance.  Japan and Taiwan indicated that they are 

planning to deduct attributable SBT mortality from their allocations from the start 

of the 2016 fishing season. 

8. Robust discussions, including questions of clarification were held in relation to 

the contents of Annual Reports and the QARs that were submitted to the meeting.  

Important aspects of reported matters and associated discussions are described 

below. 



 

9. Australia advised the meeting that it is close to finalising a report on the 

automation of stereo video. It hoped that a progress report would be available by 

CCSBT 22.  Australia also advised that it is finalising a method to estimate its 

recreational catch.  Australia currently estimates that it will cost over $2 million 

for one annual survey of Australia’s recreational catch.  However, until further 

work is conducted Australia is not able to provide a tentative estimate of the 

recreational catch because it has no basis on which to make such an estimate. 

10. Australia reported that it is moving to electronic monitoring of its longline 

fishery, but that this is not practical for the purse seine fishery.  Australia has a 

100% electronic coverage of the majority of its east coast tuna fishery vessels and 

analyses 10% of the video footage for each vessel.  Port sampling is used to 

obtain information such as length frequency and biological samples which cannot 

be obtained through electronic observations. 

11. Korea advised that it has revised its Distant Water Fisheries Development Act to 

provide an improved legal basis for MCS activities.  Korea has been working to 

collect information on discards for three years to obtain reference to allow 

attributable SBT mortality be deducted from its national quotas. Korea is revising 

the Act to improve its implementation of the CDS in relation to SBT imports. 

12. It was noted that the large increase of non-retained SBT at the end of Korea’s 

2014/15 fishing season was due to observers being on board when the SBT quota 

was reached and the resultant need to release the SBT.  Korea advised that 

approximately 80% of these SBT were released alive. 

13. Taiwan confirmed that 100% of its transhipments at sea are observed and that 23 

vessels transhipped at sea in the last season, and there were 40 vessels conducted 

transhipment in port in the 2014 fishing season. 

14. Taiwan advised that it will commence accounting for its attributable SBT 

mortalities in its 2016 fishing season. 

15. New Zealand commented that its national recreation surveys do not give 

estimates of the SBT catch so it has to use other sources of information to 

determine a suitable allowance to set for recreational fishing.  New Zealand’s 

legislative structure requires it to set a total allowable catch and then deduct 

allowances for recreational and customary catches, and other sources of mortality 

before setting a total allowable commercial catch.  New Zealand also advised that 

it has a large numbers of recreational vessels, but with the exception of 

recreational charter vessels (which are required to report SBT catches), most 

operate in areas where the SBT catch is likely to be insignificant most of the 

time. 

16. It was noted that as of 1 May 2016, all vessels fishing in New Zealand waters 

will be required to be flagged to New Zealand.   

17. New Zealand has a target of achieving one unloading inspection for each vessel 

each season, but with the exception of commercial fishery charter vessels, it has 

been difficult to achieve the target.  Currently, only 8 vessels in the SBT fishery 

require VMS because in general, only vessels over 28m in length operating 

within New Zealand waters require VMS.  However, New Zealand is considering 

having broader implementation of VMS. 



 

18. Japan introduced both its annual report and its QAR.  It also advised that it is 

considering to include, from April 2016, releases and discards in its attributable 

SBT catch. Japan will use RTMP figures and mortality estimates from live 

releases of pop-up tagged SBT in estimating the total release and discard 

mortality. 

19. Japan has continued its analyses of its markets and has not detected any market 

anomalies.  Japan also confirmed that several companies are selling SBT outside 

traditional markets and that it is conducting interviews with those companies to 

develop an understanding of what is happening in this area. 

20. Japan stated that 100% of SBT catches are inspected on landing in Japan. Japan 

emphasised that the compliance of the Japanese SBT fisheries was ensured by its 

comprehensive measures including RTMP report, CDS, VMS, application of 

transhipment and inspection of landing.   

21. Japan also advised that penalties against buyers and vessels are a deterrent to 

undeclared landings and that the logistics of SBT landings (requirements for 

cranes and many people) make it difficult to land SBT secretly. 

22. The QAR of Japan pointed out the port patrols were biased to Shimizu, and Japan 

advised that it was now considering conducting the patrols at other ports. 

23. The European Union (EU) advised that it does not target SBT and has not caught 

SBT in 2013, 2014 nor so far in 2015, and that it is not a large market for SBT.  

The EU also advised that it has investigated the apparent trade of SBT within 

Europe and that its investigations have revealed that the apparent trade was due 

to miscoding of product that was not SBT. 

24. The EU confirmed that its ban on discarding of large pelagics, such as SBT, 

came into force on 1 January 2015. 

25. The EU confirmed that its log book reporting requirement for species caught with 

a live weight of 50 kg or more is without prejudice to RFMO rules and 

consequently, SBT must be reported in its logbooks regardless of the quantity 

caught 

26. In the absence of the Philippines, the following questions and comments were 

made and it was agreed that the Executive Secretary would forward these to the 

Philippines and circulate the response to CCSBT Members 

 The Philippines report states that three vessels were authorised to fish for SBT, 

but that only one vessel caught SBT.  Is this correct and did the three vessels 
share a common ownership? 

 What is the size of each of the three vessels mentioned in the report? 

 The report states that: “We are using Olympic system and the vessel owner is 

informed when catch allocation is approximately 90% of the catch. When such 

a situation occurs, discussions are made between the fishing vessels operator 

on how best to avoid exceeding the limit.”.  The meeting noted that this 

approach is only possible due to the small number of vessels and it was 

recommended that the Philippines consider a different approach in the future, 

particularly if the number of authorised vessels increases. 

 It was noted that there was no observer coverage, but that if three vessels are 
operating, at least one should have been observed. 



 

 The report states that “The Captain of the fishing vessel is required to monitor 

the quantity being transhipped at port”.  Please clarify if it is actually the 

Captain that monitors the quantity transhipped at port. 

27. Indonesia reported that it did not meet CCSBT’s Minimum Performance 

Requirements, particularly for scientific observer data and for controlling its 

catch.  Indonesia also did not contribute to the finalisation of its QAR this year, 

but it has implement recommendations from its QAR in its compliance plan.  

Indonesia’s improvements during 2015 have included distribution of quota to 

three fishing associations which have in turn allocated the quota to its individual 

Members, and implementation of an electronic eCDS. 

28. Indonesia confirmed that it allocates its entire CCSBT allocation of SBT to its 

commercial fishing fleet and that no allocation is provided to its artisanal fleet, 

which it defines as being vessels of less than 30 gross tonnes.  Indonesia expects 

its commercial fleet to catch in accordance with its allocation, but confirmed that 

Indonesia expects to continue to exceed its overall allocation due to catches from 

its artisanal fleet.  Indonesia reminded Members of Article 8(4c) of the 

Convention and that it had requested an increased allocation at CCSBT 21 in 

order to provide an allocation to its artisanal fleet.  Members requested that 

Indonesia consider reducing the allocation to its commercial fishery in order to 

set aside an allowance to cover the SBT catch of its artisanal fishery. 

29. New Zealand noted that the CCSBT has agreed that from 2018, the SBT 

attributable catch is to be deducted from national allocations.  Indonesia advised 

that it has no discards that need to be accounted for in its attributable catch 

because all SBT are landed. 

30. Indonesia advised that it expected to improve its observer coverage of SBT 

vessels as it now has a list of authorised SBT vessels which it has provided to the 

research unit in charge of observers to enable them to better target SBT catches. 

31. South Africa reported that it continues to maintain and enhance its MCS systems, 

which included, amongst other things, establishment of a Port of Entry Control 

Centre (PECC) in Cape Town and the arrest and successful prosecution of seven 

foreign vessels. 

32. South Africa noted that its domestic SBT fishery is operating under an Olympic 

system, but that it intends to migrate to an individual quota system once it 

accedes and receives the associated 150 t allocation. 

 

2.2. Report from the Secretariat 

33. The Secretariat presented paper CCSBT-CC/1510/04 which summarised 

compliance with CCSBT Management Measures by Members and CNMs. The 

main points of note were that:  

 The Global Total Allowable Catch (TAC) of SBT was over-caught in both the 
2013 and 2014 fishing seasons. 

 Australia’s catch of 5,419t for the 2013/14 season exceeded its effective 

allocation of 5,311.8t (5193t allocation plus 118.8t carry forward) by 107.2t.  

Accordingly, Australia voluntarily reduced its 2014/15 allocation by 108t. 



 

 The European Union has not yet submitted any Catch Documentation Scheme 
(CDS) documents for imports. 

 Indonesia over-caught its 2014 allocation by 313.32t.  For the five year period 

2010 – 2014 inclusive, Indonesia’s reported Southern Bluefin Tuna (SBT) 

catch of 4,833.63t exceeded its total catch allocation (3,446t) for the same 

period by 1,387.63t, i.e. by 40.3%.  In addition, the 2014 Quality Assurance 

Review Report concluded that there was insufficient documentary evidence to 

demonstrate that the SBT management system in Indonesia meets the 

Minimum Performance Requirements of the CCSBT. 

 South Africa over-caught its 2014 allocation by 10.5t. For the five year period 

2010 – 2014 inclusive, South Africa’s reported SBT catch of 275.7t exceeded 

its allocation by 75.71t, i.e. by 37.9%. 

34. Members reiterated comments made at agenda item 2.1 regarding the importance 

of Indonesia setting aside an allocation for its artisanal fleet and the desirability 

of South Africa migrating to an individual quota system. 

 

2.3.  Assessment of compliance with CCSBT management measures 

2.3.1. Compliance of Members 

35. It was noted that Australia over-caught its allocation for the 2013/14 fishing 

season by 107 t and that Australia has applied the CCSBT Corrective Action 

Policy to voluntarily reduce its TAC for the 2014/15 season to correct for this 

over-catch. 

36. Indonesia’s continued over-catch was again noted. 

 

2.3.2. Compliance of Cooperating Non-Members 

37. South Africa’s continuing over-catch was noted together with the likelihood of 

this problem being resolved when South Africa accedes to the Convention and 

receives its increased allocation. 

38. The EU advised that it will seek to address the issue of it not returning CDS 

documents to the Secretariat for its small quantity of imports.  However, it was 

also noted that reporting issues such as non-submission and late submission of 

documents was a problem that was common to many Members and CNMs. 

 

2.3.3. Application of the Corrective Actions Policy 

39. There was a general view that all Members and CNMs had some reporting 

problems that they will work to resolve. 

40. There was significant concern regarding Indonesia’s continued over-catch and 

how to prevent this over-catch in the future.  It was agreed that the Corrective 

Actions Policy should be applied to help Indonesia achieve compliance.  The 

QAR of Indonesia identified systems and process issues that Indonesia needs 

assistance with and Members were encouraged to assist Indonesia to address 

those specific issues.  Indonesia appreciated very much the encouragement to 

assist Indonesia in terms of capacity building implementation. Indonesia also 



 

expects to receive a Catch Quota Distribution Model applied by other Members 

and is committed to review the model to see the possibility to apply it by taking 

into account the circumstances in Indonesian tuna longline fisheries.   

 

Agenda Item 3. Implementation of the CCSBT Compliance Plan 

3.1 Action Planned for 2015 

3.1.1. Update to the Template for the Annual Report to Compliance 

Committee and Extended Commission 

41. The Secretariat presented paper CCSBT-CC/1510/05 which proposed revisions 

to three areas of the template for the Annual Report to the CC and EC, including 

two new attachments (A and B) to the template. 

42. The meeting agreed all of the proposed changes. 

 

3.1.2. Electronic observation technologies 

43. Taiwan stated that it has conducted e-monitoring research since 2011 and noted 

that it has proven useful for determining catch quantity and species composition. 

44. Taiwan also announced that it and ISSF will co-host a workshop in Taiwan this 

year from December 16-18th to discuss current practices and future prospects of 

e-monitoring in longline fisheries. It invited all delegates to participate in this 

workshop. 

45. Australia provided updated information on its e-monitoring activities in both the 

west and east coast longline tuna fisheries. Vessels fishing for 30 days or longer 

are eligible for the technology with 39 vessels adopting it so far, including most 

of the east coast fleet. Data from the system is uploaded regularly to AFMA, but 

not video footage. This is collected from hard drives that are exchanged in port 

every month. AFMA then analyses the footage. The possibility exists to analyse 

100% of the footage if desired but the target is to analyse 10% of fishing activity 

(of all setting and haul events). There are an average of 4 cameras on-board that 

can be used to identify species, calculate lengths, life-status, etc. 

46. Members asked Australia if there were any issues related to data ownership and 

asked who owns the data. Australia replied that the data collected by e-

monitoring systems are owned by AFMA and are considered commercial in-

confidence. 

47. Members also asked questions on how Australia manages the large amount of 

footage with respect to data storage and analysis (e.g. costs and human 

resources). Australia replied that it has a policy to store the data for 7 months 

before it is destroyed, unless there is a reason to keep it longer, and that the 

analyses are contracted out to a third party. It expects this technology to be cost-

effective and provide savings to the industry. 

48. The United States reminded Members of two sub-projects of the GEF Common 

Oceans ABNJ Tuna Project that involve e-monitoring, a project involving purse 

seiners in Ghana and another involving longliners in Fiji.  A third sub-project 



 

may also start in the Seychelles soon. The results of these projects could be 

informative to the CCSBT. 

49. The Chair noted that e-monitoring technology is not restricted to fisheries and 

cited police CCTV surveillance as an example where vast quantities of data are 

collected and analysed. In Europe expert systems have been developed that 

analyse these data and have rules where certain actions act as triggers, so the 

fisheries sector could perhaps also develop expert systems to help analyse the 

data.  

50. The meeting noted that this type of technology is useful as supplementary tool of 

scientific observers, but it would not be considered as alternative tool, because 

some activities by scientific observers cannot be taken over by electronic 

technologies, such as biological sampling. 

 

3.1.3. Agreed Minimum Catch Monitoring Requirements 

51. The meeting agreed that Member’s progress in areas related to this agenda item 

had already been presented in agenda item 2.1 and that further presentations and 

discussions were not required. 

 

3.1.4. Enhance monitoring through bilateral arrangements and international 

networks 

52. The Secretariat presented paper CCSBT-CC/1510/06, which provided an update 

of the Secretariat’s Compliance Relationships with the International Monitoring 

Control and Surveillance (IMCS) Network and other Regional Fisheries 

Management Organisations (RFMOs). 

53. This paper noted that the Compliance Manager is planning to attend the IMCS’s 

Fifth Global Fisheries Enforcement Training Workshop (5th GFETW), which 

will be held in Auckland, New Zealand in March 2016.  

54. It also noted that two updated Transhipment Memoranda of Understanding 

(MoUs) were agreed and signed by the Executive Secretary during 2015: 

 The first between CCSBT and International Commission for the Conservation 
of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT), and  

 The second between CCSBT and Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC).  

These transhipment MoUs came into effect on 1 July 2015 and were provided as 

attachments to the Secretariat’s paper.   

55. Members noted the following items with respect to these MoUs: 

 When an appropriate opportunity arises, the text in paragraph 4 of the CCSBT-

IOTC MoU should be updated to clarify that the Members/ Contracting Parties 

listed are those that CCSBT and IOTC share, irrespective of whether those 

Members/ Contracting Parties actually transhipped SBT at sea; and 

 Taiwan is not listed in paragraph 4 of the MoU with IOTC because Taiwan is 

not a Contracting Party of IOTC. 
 



 

3.2 Action Planned for 2016 

3.2.1. Study to Examine Systems/Processes on CCSBT Data Collection and 

Management 

56. The meeting agreed that while this work was important, there were higher 

priority challenges facing the EC and it would be better to postpone this work to 

2017 or later. It noted that there were no cost estimates available which made it 

difficult to consider the proposal. 

57. It was suggested that the Secretariat be tasked with drafting a terms of reference 

for a study and providing an indicative cost estimate. 

 

Agenda Item 4. Review and Revision of CCSBT MCS Measures 

4.1.   Transhipment 

4.1.1. Reporting 

58. The Secretariat introduced section 3 of paper CCSBT-CC/1510/07 and reported 

on the transhipment data it had received for 2014 and the first half of 2015.  The 

Secretariat’s report included a summary of in-port transhipment data received 

since 1 January 2015. 

 

4.1.2. Transhipment MOUs 

59. The Secretariat reported back on Japan’s request (to CC9) that the Secretariat 

investigate the possibility of developing a Transhipment MoU between CCSBT 

and WCPFC for at-sea transhipments involving SBT within the WCPFC 

Convention Area. 

60. The Secretariat referred to WCPFC’s Transhipment Measure CMM 2009-06 and 

noted that there are several significant differences in the operation of the CCSBT 

and WCPFC transhipment measures, including that: 

 WCPFC is not responsible for placement and contracting of transhipment 

observers, and these observers are sourced from national and sub-regional 

Member and observer programs; 

 WCPFC does not use a single standardised Transhipment Declaration; 

 There is no binding requirement that WCPFC Transhipment Declarations must 

be signed by the vessel master; and 

 There are differences regarding the timeframe for submission of observer 

reports. 

61. Japan reiterated that it wished to pursue the option of developing a MoU with 

WCPFC.  It noted that because there are quite substantive differences between 

CCSBT’s and WCPFC’s Transhipment measures, perhaps an agreed MoU could 

be achieved by including an exception clause within the current CCSBT 

Transhipment Resolution.  

62. One Member noted that WCPFC is currently working to revise its Transhipment 

Measure. 



 

63. The meeting agreed that the Secretariat should continue its dialogue with 

WCPFC (taking into account any revisions to WCPFC’s CMM 2009-06) in order 

to try to develop a proposed transhipment MoU to present to CC11, with the 

provision that any such proposal maintains CCSBT’s current at-sea transhipment 

standards. 

 

4.1.3. Transhipment Operational Issues 

64. The Secretariat raised one operational issue that had occurred several times over 

the past year.  This was that transhipment observers reported a number of events 

where they believed SBT had been misreported as other tuna species. However, 

the photos provided by observers were not sufficient to prove that the fish were 

in fact SBT.  In order to provide conclusive species identifications, the 

Secretariat recommended that Members consider requesting it to approach the 

Observer Consortium to investigate the feasibility/cost of equipping observers to 

take tissue samples for later genetic analysis. 

65. Not all Members agree to this recommendation. The meeting suggested observers 

should report any items of concern to the Flag State as soon as possible after the 

incident so that the Flag State could investigate these as catch is offloaded from 

the Carrier Vessel concerned. 

66. One Member queried whether the information being reported in Members’ 

National Reports at item II(3)iii1 (of the annual reporting template) was 

comprehensive enough. The Secretariat responded that its expectation was that 

more extensive information would be provided to address this item.  

67. It was agreed that Members should commit to report in more detail on item 

II(3)iii1 (of the annual reporting template), in particular for each case where the 

observer had highlighted an apparent discrepancy.    

 

4.2.   Catch Documentation Scheme (CDS)  

4.2.1. Operational Issues with the CDS 

68. The Secretariat presented section 2 of paper CCSBT-CC/1510/07 which 

describes operational issues with the CCSBT’s Catch Documentation Scheme 

(CDS).  Many of the issues are the same as those reported in previous years. 

However, this year the Secretariat highlighted problems with importer copies of 

documents either not being submitted to the Secretariat, or not being detected and 

submitted within the required timeframes.  

69. The Secretariat then presented paper CCSBT-CC/1510/08 which provides 

various analyses on the way REEFs are currently utilised.  

70. Japan advised that it is difficult, if not impossible, for it to use only one source 

document on each REEF, because Japan cannot obtain information of CTF in the 

                                                
1 A comprehensive report assessing the content and conclusions of the reports of the observers 

assigned to Carrier Vessels which have received at-sea transhipments from their LSTLVs during the 

previous fishing season 

 



 

current CDS arrangement.  Korea noted that special circumstances are necessary 

to consider how to address the import of secondary SBT products on REEFs (e.g. 

cheeks and neck meat). 

71. It was acknowledged that until Members are able to provide only one preceding 

document on each REEF, it will not be possible for the Secretariat to conduct 

analysis for over utilisation of CDS documents. 

 

United States’ cooperation with the CDS 

72. The United States advised that it requires all imports and re-exports of SBT to be 

accompanied by CCSBT CDS documents.  Additionally, from 2016, the United 

States will provide CDS import data to the Secretariat in order to assist with the 

effective operation of the CDS.  The data to be provided will include enough 

detail to allow reconciliation of data related to SBT traded to the United States 

while complying with the United States’ confidentiality requirements. 

73. The Chair conveyed the appreciation of the CCSBT for the United States’ 

cooperation and participation in the CCSBT CDS program. 

 

4.2.2. Revision of the CDS Resolution 

74. The Secretariat presented paper CCSBT-CC/1510/09 which provided a draft 

revision of the CCSBT’s Catch Documentation Scheme (CDS) Resolution. 

75. Members agreed with the general direction that the revision of the CDS was 

headed but noted some concerns.  Members also considered that an intersessional 

process was required to work through the details of the revisions, so that CC 11 

and CCSBT 23 will be in a strong position to make decisions. At that point an 

eCDS can be considered. Some of the concerns raised by Members include: 

 Associated instruction sheets for Appendix 1 are missing. 

 Some CDS issues are not covered, for example New Zealand considered that 
tags should remain on SBT at all stages in the market. 

 Japan noted that it would require at least 6 months to be able to implement 

changes in its domestic market, as well as a transition period where old forms 

could continue to be used. 

 Submission of documents on a monthly basis instead of quarterly would be 

difficult for some Members, as would the proposed timing of catch tagging 
form submission. 

76. Japan presented information paper CCSBT-CC/1510/Info 05 which provided a 

comparison of CCSBT and ICCAT CDS documents relating to farms and 

suggested its plan to submit a proposal on the revision to the current CDS 

Resolution.  It was noted that this information could be considered as part of the 

intersessional discussion on a revised CDS. 

77. The Secretariat introduced paper CCSBT-CC/1510/10 on Evaluation of ICCAT’s 

e-BCD and other CDS system to determine if these systems could be adapted to 

meet CCSBT’s requirements in a cost effective manner. 

78. The paper noted that the development cost of a CCSBT eCDS is expected to be 

high even if it used one of the reviewed systems, such as ICCAT’s eBCD, as a 



 

base. The paper also noted the benefits of integrated database systems and 

electronic reporting, and suggested that the CCSBT consider adopting an 

integrated database system. It recommended that the CCSBT needs to first decide 

if it prefers to implement a stand-alone eCDS system or an integrated system, 

should take advantage of electronic reporting in the system, and come up with a 

general design of the system before looking further at which existing software 

system might be the most suitable. To do this the CCSBT would firstly need to 

complete its CDS review and also the proposed study into data integration and 

efficiencies (Agenda 3.2.1). 

79. Members expressed the difficulty in making judgements on the recommendations 

without having indicative costs, but noted that an electronic system can present 

significant savings and improvements to the current paper-based system. 

80. Members also expressed concerns about the complexity of developing an 

integrated system and how it would integrate with national systems, and 

preferred to concentrate on developing a standalone eCDS system. 

 

4.3.   Authorised Vessel Resolution 

81. The Secretariat presented paper CCSBT-CC/1510/11 which proposed revisions 

to the CCSBT Authorised Vessel Resolution, including draft text from CC 9 

report and other draft changes by the Secretariat. 

82. The meeting recommended that all the changes, except for the new paragraph 8 

in the Secretariat’s paper be adopted.  The recommended revised resolution is at 

Attachment 4. 

 

4.4.   VMS 

83. There were no items of discussion under this agenda item. 

 

4.5.   Review of All Compliance Resolutions, Decisions and Recommendations 

84. The Secretariat did not have sufficient time available to review Resolutions, with 

the exception of the Authorised Vessel Resolution that was considered at agenda 

item 4.3.  Consequently, no items were discussed at this agenda item. 

 

4.6.   Draft IUU Vessel List 

85. No information was submitted to the Secretariat concerning vessels presumed to 

be carrying out SBT IUU fishing activities.  

 

4.7.   Minimum Performance Requirements 

86. The Secretariat presented paper CCSBT-CC/1510/12, which provided draft 

updated Minimum Performance Requirements (MPRs) for Authorisation 

Measures (sections 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3), Transhipments (section 3.3) and the Annual 

Reporting (Section 6.5). 



 

87. With some minor amendments, the meeting agreed to all the recommended 

changes to the MPRs proposed in the Secretariat’s paper.  These revised MPRs 

are provided at Attachment 5. 

 

4.8.   Quality Assurance Reviews 

88. The Secretariat presented the background and recommendations from paper 

CCSBT-CC/1510/15, which provided the final report of the overall 2015 QAR 

program. 

89. The meeting noted the four recommendations of the report but Members agreed 

that significant changes should not be made to the QAR format until the first 

round of QARs have been completed for all Members. In addition it was agreed 

not to continue using the scoring matrix since the objective of the QARs was to 

identify problem areas and areas of improvement, and not to compare the scores 

of Members with others.   

 

4.9.   Review of trade data 

90. The Secretariat presented paper CCSBT-CC/1510/16 concerning an updated 

analysis of trade data from the Global Trade Atlas (GTA). Members endorsed all 

the recommendations in the paper, including that: 

 the Secretariat continue its subscription to the GTA database; 

 the CCSBT continue to seek the cooperation of China and Singapore with 
respect to operation of the CCSBT CDS; and 

 Members that export SBT to non-cooperating non-Members (NCNMs) take a 

lead role in encouraging the NCNMs they trade with to cooperate with the 

CDS. 

91. The GTA figures suggest that significant amounts of SBT were traded between 

EU Members, including live SBT, but the Secretariat had indicated that this was 

likely to be due to miscoding errors.  The EU advised that GTA figures need to 

be addressed with caution, that trade between EU Members should not be 

considered as imports and exports as there were no customs formalities 

associated with them, and that could include several instances of double 

counting. A full investigation into the data for the period 2007 to 2012 by the EU 

had shown that the GTA figures were a consequence of miscoding and no SBT 

were actually traded between EU Members.  The EU agreed to address 2013 and 

2014 figures and will report the findings to CC11, but it expects the same 

conclusion.  Japan requested that the investigation should include an 

identification of causes of miscoding. 

92. Taiwan advised that the GTA figure indicating the trade of live SBT from 

Taiwan to Malaysia had been checked with customs and that it was a miscoding 

error.  The species traded was grouper not SBT. 

 

Agenda Item 5. Discussion of new or enhanced MCS measures, including 

ongoing identification and sharing of best practise for MCS 

systems 



 

5.1. Port State Measures 

93. Japan presented paper CCSBT-CC/1510/18 concerning a draft Resolution for a 

CCSBT Scheme for Minimum Standards for Inspection in Port 

94. The meeting thanked Japan for its draft and agreed the draft with minor 

amendments.  The recommended Minimum Standards for Inspection in Port is 

provided at Attachment 6. 

 

5.2. R & D on new technologies & tools to aid observers, certifiers and 

validators to identify SBT (in particular once processed) 

95. There were no items of discussion under this agenda item. 

 

5.3. Ongoing identification and sharing of best practise for MCS systems 

96. The Chair introduced this standing agenda item and provided Members with the 

opportunity to share relevant information and developments. 

97. New Zealand reminded the meeting that it is co-hosting the IMCS’s Fifth Global 

Fisheries Enforcement Training Workshop in March 2016. 

98. Taiwan reminded the meeting that it and ISSF will co-host an e-monitoring 

workshop from 16-18 December 2015. 

 

Agenda Item 6. Work program for 2016 

99. The Compliance Committee developed the following workplan for 2016.  These 

activities are subject to funding being available from the EC.  Annual tasks of an 

ongoing nature are not shown unless they are new for 2016. 

Activity Approximate 

Period 

Resource 

Forward Members’ questions and comments on the Philippines’ 

National Report to the Philippines, and circulate the response to 

CCSBT Members. 

Oct 2015 Secretariat 

Retain the contract with the current service provider to implement 

QARs for Korea and New Zealand subject to funding by CCSBT 

22. 

Nov-Dec 2015 Secretariat 

Participate at the Fifth Global Fisheries Enforcement Training 

Workshop of the International Monitoring Control and 

Surveillance. 

March 2016 Secretariat 

Conduct investigations in relation to apparent discrepancies 

between imports and exports in Members’ and CNMs’ national 

reports to the Compliance Committee. Provide a recommendation 

on standardised reporting of imports and exports. 

Before CC11 Secretariat 

and Members 

Continue dialogue with WCPFC in order to try to develop a 
proposed transhipment MoU to present to CC11 noting that 

WCPFC is updating their transhipment requirements, with the 

provision that any such proposal maintains CCSBT’s current at-

sea transhipment standards. 

 

Before CC11 
 

 

Secretariat 
 

Draft a terms of reference for a study to examine systems and 

processes for CCSBT Data Collection and Management and seek 

an indicative cost estimate for conducting this study. 

Before CC11 Secretariat 



 

Activity Approximate 

Period 

Resource 

Korea and New Zealand undertake an integrated phase 1&2 QAR 

in 2016. 

Before CC11 Korea and 

New Zealand 

Conduct an intersessional workshop to complete the review of the 

CCSBT CDS Resolution.   

Before CC11 Members and 

Secretariat 

Determine and record the definitions that Members use in relation 

to their use of the terms relating to different fishing sectors such 

as artisanal, commercial, recreational and customary fisheries. 

Before CC11 Secretariat 

and Members 

As part of the Corrective Actions Policy, provide assistance to 

Indonesia to help it comply with its allocation of the global SBT 
total allowable catch. 

Before CC11 Members 

 

Agenda Item 7. Other business 

100. Australia presented paper CCSBT-CC/1510/Info2 which updates previous 

information on Tuna Growth performance in Ranching and Farming Operations. 

Australia noted that the purpose was to use basic economic and scientific 

principles and benchmarks to test Japan’s hypothesis that Australia was under-

stating the weight of wild SBT caught for Australian farms. 

101. Australia noted that the international benchmarks for similar tuna farming 

systems in Mexico, Croatia and Japan were outlined in extensive literature 

references in Australia’s paper. Japan’s response to Australia’s previous papers 

had contested a number of issues raised by Australia.  

102. Australia noted that to progress the issue, Australia was presenting to the 

Compliance Committee a further analysis based on the data which Japan had not 

contested. These uncontested data included the number of SBT into farms, the 

Feed Conversion Ratio benchmark of 10:1, the total feed used, the total weight 

out of farms, and the average weight of SBT out of farms. 

103. Using these uncontested data, the Australian paper tested Japan’s hypothesis of 

understated weight into farms – first, whether the hypothesis fitted the known 

feed used in farms, and second, whether the hypothesis fitted the required fish 

Condition Index for SBT harvested from farms. 

104. Australia’s analysis submitted that Japan’s hypothesis implied a feed use in 

Australia which was far below the actual feed used. Australia’s analysis also 

concluded that Japan’s hypothesis implied a Condition Index far below that 

normally achieved in farms, and even below that of many wild SBT. Australia’s 

conclusion was that even on the uncontested data, Japan’s hypothesis was not 

plausible.  Australia noted that it would be pleased to continue an exchange of 

information on both the contested and uncontested data. 

105. Australia again noted that Japan continued to decline to provide to Australia the 

data used to develop its hypothesis.  Japan stated that its analysis in CCSBT-

ESC/1509/32 used the CDS summary data distributed by the Secretariat together 

with SRP tagging data provided in the annual data exchange. 

106. Japan pointed out that it found various mis-citations in Australia’s paper 

(CCSBT-CC/1510/Info2) including Japan’s analysis in CCSBT-ESC/1509/32 

(CCSBT-CC/1510/Info6) and the effect on SBT growth of tag implementation.  

Japan also claimed that Condition Index (fatness of SBT) in Japan’s paper was 

misunderstood by Australia. The Condition Index in Japan’s analysis stayed in 



 

the plausible range for both wild and farmed SBT, and were similar to those 

which Australia claimed.  

107. Japan further pointed out that the reported amount of bait used for SBT farming 

in 2013 was different in the current paper from that in the paper submitted last 

year, even though Australia stated it was official value in public domain.  Thus, 

Japan asked Australia for clarification whether that amount of bait was actually 

used for only SBT farming.  There was no answer from Australia to this 

clarification. 

108. Japan stated that they could not agree with Australia’s presentation.  Japan noted 

that it was premature to claim that all the data were uncontested. All of them 

should be carefully investigated. 

109. Japan proposed a method to address this issue, which was tag implementation for 

fish at the time of 100 fish sampling and recapture at the time of grown out. It is a 

simple and feasible measure for estimation of growth rate of farmed SBT.  Japan 

also expressed its concern about the continued discussion due to non-

implementation of the stereo-video camera (SVC) system despite of the 

statement of Australia in 2012 EC session.  It was noted that the issue of SVC 

system would be discussed in the coming EC meeting. 

110. It was also noted that this issue would be discussed in the framework of CCSBT 

among all the Members. 

111. New Zealand provided clarification to a question on the differences between its 

reported exports and catch figures. It explained that New Zealand export figures 

refer to processed weight while reported landings are green weight and this 

explains a substantial part of the difference between the reported figures. 

 

Agenda Item 8. Recommendations to the Extended Commission 

112. The Compliance Committee made the following recommendations to the 

Extended Commission. 

 The Cooperating Non-Member status of the EU, Philippines, and South Africa 

be continued, noting that the EU has submitted an application to become a 
Member of the EC. 

 Singapore and USA be invited to attend future Compliance Committee 

meetings. 

 Note that steady progress is being made against the Compliance Action Plan 
2015-17. 

 The proposed 2016 Workplan for the Compliance Committee be approved. 

 The proposed revisions to the Annual Report template presented in paper 
CCSBT-CC/1510/05 be approved. 

 The proposed Authorised Vessel Resolution be approved (Attachment 4). 

 The proposed Minimum Performance Requirements for Authorisations, 
Transhipments and Reporting be approved (Attachment 5). 

 The proposed Minimum standard for Port Inspections resolution be approved 
(Attachment 6). 



 

 Members that export SBT to non-cooperating non-Members (NCNMs) should 

take a lead role in encouraging the NCNMs they trade with to cooperate with 

the CDS. 

 

Agenda Item 9. Conclusion 

9.1.   Adoption of meeting report 

113. The report was adopted. 

 

9.2.   Close of meeting 

114. The meeting closed at 2:57 pm on 10 October 2015.  
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6.5 Annual Reporting to the Compliance Committee  

Obligations  Minimum performance requirements  

v. Members will report annually to the Compliance Committee on 
the action they have taken pursuant to paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 of the 
Recommendation to mitigate the impact on ecologically related 
species of fishing for SBT.   

1. Complete sections III(2)(a) – (c) of the Annual National Report 
template.4  
 

vi. Members will report annually on the details of their 
implementation timetable and implementation progress with 
respect to the development of a common definition of Attributable 
SBT Catch that takes into account the importance of including all 
sources of mortality. 

1.   Complete section I(3) of the Annual National Report template.4  

vii. Members will report annually on their best estimates of all 
sources of mortality including recreational catch and discards. 
 

1.   Complete section III(3) of the Annual National Report template.4  

 

 
























