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Agenda Item 1.

Opening

1.1. Welcome and introduction of participants
1.

Mr Ian Thompson (Australia) was confirmed as the Chair of the Fifth meeting of
the Strategy and Fisheries Management Working Group (SFMWG). Mr
Thompson welcomed participants to Australia and the meeting.

2.

Members introduced their delegations to the meeting. The list of participants is
shown at Attachment 1.
1.2. Adoption of agenda

3.

The agenda was adopted and is provided at Attachment 2.

4.

The list of documents for the meeting is shown at Attachment 3.
1.3. Meeting arrangements

5.

The Executive Secretary announced the practical arrangements for the meeting.

Agenda Item 2.

Discussion of Desirable Behaviour and Specification of the new
Management Procedure

6.

Dr Ana Parma, the Chair of the Operating Model and Management Procedure
Technical Group, introduced paper CCSBT-SFM/1803/04 on “Desirable
Behaviour and Specifications for the Development of a New Management
Procedure for SBT” on behalf of the authors of that paper. The presentation
provided background information on the CCSBT’s current Management
Procedure (MP), described why a new MP is now required for the CCSBT, and
outlined the advice required from the SFMWG for the development of new
Candidate Management Procedures (CMPs) for the CCSBT.

7.

Dr Parma noted that the guidance provided at this meeting will be used in the
initial round of testing CMPs and would not be the final choice of objectives and
properties for the final MP.

8.

It was further noted that the advice provided by the SFMWG should span the
range of objectives that the Extended Commission (EC) is likely to want. This
would mean that results would be informative for a variety of objectives within
the range and would allow the EC to refine its objectives at CCSBT 25.

2.1. Initial discussion of management objectives
9.

Most Members were of the view that the long term target for the SBT fishery
should be a spawning biomass at or above the biomass level that would produce
the maximum sustainable yield (MSY). Some Members also noted that MSY is
not a constant and that a fixed percentage of the unfished spawning biomass
would be a more practical target from a management perspective. This
percentage could represent an average of the ratio of SSBMSY/SSB0.

10. Members agreed that once the current interim rebuilding target of 20% of the
unfished spawning stock biomass (SSB0) has been reached, there should be a
high probability that the stock would not fall below this level beyond 2035.
11. Following extensive discussion, the meeting agreed to the following objectives
for use in the initial round of CMP testing:
• Tuning biomass levels of 0.25, 0.30, 0.35 and 0.40 percent of SSB0;
• CMPs be tuned to a 50% probability of achieving the tuning biomass levels;
• The tuning timeframe for CMPs will be 2035, but if the timeframe is too short
and the initial results are numerically unstable or unsuitable, the Operating
Model and Management Procedure (OMMP) Technical Group will increase
the timeframe by five years or whatever is necessary noting that the
projections will extend to 2045; and
• All CMPs should achieve the current objective of providing at least a 70%
probability of reaching 20% of SSB0 by 2035.
12. In agreeing to the above objectives for CMP testing purposes there was
recognition of the need to constrain the number of options explored by the
OMMP to a computationally practical level. As a consequence, it was agreed to
vary the options on one primary axis (target tuning biomass level) and fix the
other two main axes (probability and timeframe for achieving the biomass level)
to single values. By including a high tuning biomass level in the options, this
will allow inferences to be made on probabilities higher than that used in the
tuning. Similarly, once projections have been provided for a single timeframe, it
will be possible to infer what might be possible with respect to a shorter (or
longer) timeframe. This will allow a refined range of options to be identified and
evaluated in the second round of MP testing.
13. It was further agreed that projections should be conducted for 10 years beyond
2035 as a diagnostic tool to enable examination of the behaviour of CMPs after
the target biomass level was reached.
2.2. Consideration of new parameters, desirable properties and performance
measures
14. The meeting considered the performance statistics that were provided in paper
CCSBT-SFM/1803/04. It was noted that the EC would not be required to
consider all these performance statistics and that the technical experts would
examine the statistics in detail and select the most relevant statistics to present to
the EC.

15. In relation to catch performance measures, the meeting agreed that smoothness in
catch (low average annual variation in catch) and avoidance of large TAC
decreases after increases were of particular importance.
16. There was general agreement to the performance measures listed on pages 17 and
18 of paper CCSBT-SFM/1803/04. However, some changes were made to the
“SSB performance” statistics with the agreed SSB performance statistics being:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Spawning biomass in medium term relative to SSB0;
Spawning biomass in short and medium terms relative to current;
Minimum spawning biomass relative to current;
Proportion of runs above the current biomass at the tuning year;
SSB lower (10th) percentile continuing to increase (no decline in 2013-2035) ;
Lower 10th SSB percentile in year t, e.g. in 10 years;
Probability of meeting the interim rebuilding target by 2035 (aim to have at
least 70% of the simulated trajectories rebuild to higher than 0.2SSB0 by
2035) ;
Probability of dropping below 0.2SSB0 in any future year beyond 2035;
Year at which 70% of simulations reach 0.2SSB0;
Median year that SSBMSY is reached; and
Probability of being above SSBMSY in last 10 years (beyond 2035).

2.3. Review of existing specification and properties
17. The meeting agreed to the proposal in paper CCSBT-SFM/1803/04 to keep a
three-year quota block as is the case with the current MP.
18. The meeting also agreed that the first TAC decision from the new MP would be
made in October 2020 and that this would provide the TAC for the 2021, 2022
and 2023 fishing seasons. It was recognised that for both New Zealand and
Australia, which commence their 2021 fishing seasons on 1 October 2020 and 1
December 2020 respectively, the late TAC decision will result in significant
difficulties if the decision requires a reduction in the TAC. This will not be the
case for the second and subsequent TAC recommendations from the new MP
because an additional one-year gap will be added between those
recommendations and the implementation of the TAC. For example, the new MP
will recommend the TAC for 2024 to 2026 in 2022.
19. It was noted that the impact of 3,000 t or 5,000 t maximum TAC change was
investigated as part of the MP testing for the Bali Procedure. The results are
presented in Table 2 of Attachment 9 of the 2011 report of the Extended
Scientific Committee (ESC). These tests indicated that the frequency of TAC
decrease, following 2, or 4, consecutive TAC increases, is higher under 5,000 t
than for 3,000 t.
20. There was a desire to examine a range of maximum TAC change constraints, in
addition to the current default of 3,000 t to explore the impact on CMP behaviour
and, in particular, the frequency of TAC decreases following a series of TAC
increase (Table 2 of Attachment 9 of the 2011 ESC). Maximum TAC changes of
2,000 t, 3,000 t, and 4,000 t would be examined in the first instance and, if this

did not provide sufficient contrast for comparison, a maximum TAC change of
5,000 t would be added for some scenarios. To manage the total number of
scenarios involved in the initial round of testing, each level of maximum TAC
change would not necessarily be applied in combination with all levels of
rebuilding tuning criteria. The OMMP group would decide on the appropriate
scenarios to test each level of Maximum TAC change in this initial round.
2.4. Consideration of possible risks
21. Australia explained that a pilot gene tagging project is currently underway to
estimate recruitment of two-year old SBT. Initial abundance estimates from this
project are scheduled to be available in early 2018 for the CCSBT Scientific Data
Exchange. Preliminary results from the study are consistent with those expected
from the design study conducted for this work.
22. The financial contribution to the gene tagging pilot study by Australia, to the
long-term gene tagging project in 2017 and 2018 by the European Union together
with CSIRO’s co-contribution and the cooperation of the three industry
companies involved were gratefully acknowledged by the Secretariat and
Members.
23. It was recognised that one potential risk in developing the new MP was whether
suitable estimates would be provided by the gene tagging research.
24. Scientists from CSIRO, Australia confirmed that:
• The pilot gene tagging project had been a success to date and had
demonstrated the logistics associated with large scale biopsy and genetic
processing could be achieved;
• There appeared to be no risk that the required data wouldn’t be collected;
• The gene tagging method of estimating abundance has some advantages over
the aerial survey because if insufficient SBT are tagged, then additional SBT
samples can be collected at harvest in order to achieve the target Coefficient of
Variation;
• There is always some risk that in future years a problem could prevent an
abundance estimate from being calculated;
• Exceptional circumstances would be triggered if there was a missing data
point in the source data for the new MP; and
• If this occurred, then the meta-rules process would be followed to determine
the approach to take and it is likely that one missing data point would not
prevent the MP from being used to make a TAC recommendation.
25. New Zealand noted that one risk mitigation strategy is to rebuild the stock as
soon as possible. The risk becomes less as the stock size becomes larger.
26. Japan queried whether there was a risk that the operating model may not fit once
the gene tagging data are incorporated. The expert panel confirmed that this did
not seem to be the case because the gene tagging data are not expected to
destabilise the model. The panel noted the ESC had made a strong
recommendation that a robust, fishery independent measure of juvenile
recruitment is required because the bulk of SBT are harvested before they can
spawn.

27. CSIRO noted that early indications were that gene tagging is producing
recruitment abundance estimates consistent with recent estimates of recruitment
from the operating model. However, there will be another few years before a
time series of gene tagged estimates will be available to compare with the
longline CPUE.
28. CSIRO also mentioned that another new data set (Close-Kin data) had been
incorporated in the operating model and are available for use in the CMPs. The
potential risks associated with the availability of Close-Kin data are no different
from the risks associated with the other time series.
29. It was agreed that the ESC should continue to advise the EC of risks that it
identifies and of potential options on how best to respond to them.
MP Development
30. The Chair asked which Members were considering developing alternative CMPs.
Both Australia and Japan advised that they are planning to develop CMPs.
31. The expert panel encouraged other Members to participate in the CMP
development process and requested that any interested Members advise the Panel
as soon as possible so that they can participate from the beginning of the process.
This type of collaborative work represents a great opportunity to develop
technical capabilities across delegations.
32. The Panel confirmed that the OMMP technical group will meet in Seattle during
18-22 June 2018. It was clarified that participants can either bring their own
CMPs to the meeting or can provide feedback on the CMPs put forward by other
Members.
2.5. CCSBT Fisheries Management Plan
33. The Chair introduced this item, noting that New Zealand has previously offered
to develop a draft Fisheries Management Plan (FMP) for the CCSBT, but that at
CCSBT 24 there was not much support for developing an FMP. This item was
added to the agenda by the European Union to determine whether there is a
willingness to develop an FMP in the near future.
34. There was consensus that while consolidating information about the CCSBT’s
fishery management into an FMP would be useful, it was not considered to be a
priority at the present time. It was considered that development of an FMP could
wait until more resources became available or until the complexity of CCSBT’s
management arrangements reached a level that an FMP was required.
35. New Zealand noted that there are some advantages in delaying development of
an FMP due to the ongoing work to develop a new MP and upcoming discussions
in relation to allocation and an ERS strategy, all of which would impact on an
FMP.

Agenda Item 3.

Review of future allocation model – particularly in relation to
new Members

36. New Zealand presented paper CCSBT-SFM/1803/05 in relation to developing a
detailed mechanism for future allocations to new Members. New Zealand noted
that there is a risk of non-Members developing a catch history and then seeking
an allocation based on such a history and that less risk and greater certainty could
be provided to new entrants if allocation rules could be developed in advance.
New Zealand also noted that the CCSBT had an opportunity consider new
entrants if there are future increases in the TAC. New Zealand proposed that
CCSBT should take a proactive rather than a reactive approach for future
allocations to new Members.
37. There was no consensus for the CCSBT to develop detailed allocation rules in
advance of an application for an allocation of the TAC. Views of different
Members included:
• Allocations to new Members/Cooperating Non-Members (CNMs) should be
considered on a case by case basis and the new Member/CNM would need to
demonstrate a commitment that it would participate in the fishery;
• New allocations should only occur when excess quota is available (e.g. at the
time of a TAC increase), and should not result in the reduction of existing
Members’ allocations;
• It was not considered desirable to create a quota reserve for potential new
Members/CNMs as creating a quota reserve could create bad incentives for
new Members/CNMs to join the CCSBT purely to obtain the reserved quota
and not out of interest in participating in the fishery;
• It does not seem likely that there will be a need to provide new allocations
within the current quota block, but nevertheless, States have been identified
that might currently be catching SBT and therefore may potentially request an
allocation in the future; and
• The possibility of a quota reserve could be considered in 2020, when the next
TAC decision is scheduled.
38. In addition, the European Union noted that it would not want new Members to be
granted a higher allocation than itself and if necessary, its allocation is increased
accordingly, as it had participated in the fishery for some time and it is
contributing to the science.

Agenda Item 4.

CCSBT’s processes with respect to Ecologically Related
Species

4.1. Consideration of the CCSBT’s vision in relation to ERS
39. Australia presented paper-SFM/1803/06 (Rev.1) on consideration of the
CCSBT’s vision in relation to Ecologically Related Species.
40. Most Members agreed that the ERSWG had been ineffective.
41. Members debated whether the CCSBT’s Convention provided a mandate to pass
measures on ERS. No consensus was reached on this matter, but it was noted

that CCSBT is in a similar situation as ICCAT and IOTC and that both of these
RFMOs have also adopted measures in relation to ERS (e.g. seabird mitigation
measures). The necessity of the CCSBT adopting mitigation measures was also
discussed, noting that SBT fishing occurs in the Convention Areas of ICCAT,
IOTC and WCPFC, and that these RFMOs have adopted measures in relation to
ERS that CCSBT Members are obliged to comply with if they are Members of
these RFMOs. This discussion also failed to reach consensus.
42. Two Members considered it important to consider measures that are additional to
those of the other tuna RFMOs because the SBT fleets pose great risks to
seabirds that need to be recognised. Moreover, one of these Members pointed out
that it would be appropriate to discuss ERS issues related to SBT fisheries within
CCSBT.
43. Another Member considered that other RFMOs, in cooperation with seabird
experts from ACAP and Birdlife International, had already considered such risks
and introduced relevant measures and such matters should continue to be
discussed within the fora of the RFMOs that cover the regions of relevance.
44. The meeting agreed that one possible way of implementing binding ERS
measures for CCSBT Members without duplicating the effort of other tuna
RFMOs is to create a CCSBT Resolution that requires CCSBT Members to
follow the ERS measures of the relevant tuna RFMOs. It was agreed that such a
proposal would be prepared by the European Union and New Zealand for
consideration at CCSBT 25. Japan noted that it would positively consider the
proposal although the final position of Japan would be subject to internal
consultations including legal scrutiny.
4.2. Review of the terms of reference (role and purview) and priorities of the
Ecologically Related Species Working Group (ERSWG)
45. The Secretariat presented paper CCSBT-SFM/1803/07 that provided a draft
revision of the Terms of Reference (ToR) for the Ecologically Related Species
Working Group (ERSWG).
46. Discussion of the revised ToR focused on the proposed list of relevant species to
be maintained by the ERSWG, whether or not the revised ToR would require
participants with a different skill set from present ERSWG participants, and
whether the ecosystems based approach to fisheries management should be added
to the ToR. Consensus was not reached on these matters, so the meeting instead
agreed to recommend a limited set of technical changes to the ToR. The
recommended technical changes to the ToR are provided at Attachment 4.
47. It was further agreed that the Secretariat would circulate the ToR from
Attachment 4 to Members so that Members can make further suggested
revisions to this recommended ToR and that the Secretariat will provide a paper
to CCSBT 25 containing the combined revisions provided by Members.
48. Substantial debate was held in relation to the meaning of the first paragraph of
the ERSWG’s original ToR. Agreement could not be reached as to whether this
meant that the ERSWG is effectively a subsidiary body to the ESC or whether
the ERSWG reports to the EC after providing the ESC with an opportunity to
comment on the report. It was noted that the past practise of the CCSBT was for

the ERSWG to report directly to the EC (and providing the opportunity for the
ESC to comment on the reports of the ERSWG). Some Members considered that
the CCSBT should follow the practise of other tuna RFMOs, namely, a working
group dealing with ERS issues reports to the Scientific Committee, which then
reports to the Commission. There was no agreement as to whether or not the past
practise was correct. The revised ToR at Attachment 4 contains the identical
ambiguity on this matter as the original ToR and further discussion is required to
resolve this situation.
4.3. Review of the implementation of the Recommendation on ERS
49. The Secretariat introduced paper CCSBT-SFM/1803/08. At CCSBT 24, the EC
agreed that the Secretariat would conduct a desktop review of the implementation
of the 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 Compliance
Committee. This agenda item provided an opportunity for the Members to
provide comments on the questionnaire before it is distributed to Members for
completion.
50. The meeting agreed that the following changes should be made to the
questionnaire before it is sent to Members for completion:
• Tuna RFMO requirements of a non-binding nature (e.g. requirements worded
with “should” or “shall, where practical” etc.) will be presented in grey and
provision of responses for these non-binding requirements will be voluntary;
• The date of implementation of requirements in section 2 of the questionnaire
will be removed; and
• The questionnaire will no longer include a request for information concerning
Member’s domestic instruments for implementing requirements.
51. Some strong views were expressed regarding the need to consider compliance
with requirements. However, there was no consensus to retain the questions in
section 2 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, these questions will not be
included in the questionnaire.
52. The meeting 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.

Agenda Item 5.

Review of the form and function of the Compliance Committee

53. New Zealand introduced this topic and requested Members to consider whether
the current Compliance Committee meeting arrangements are adequately meeting
their needs, and whether there might be alternative arrangements that could lead
to greater benefits in the future.

54. New Zealand noted two main issues with the current arrangements:
• The Compliance Committee often consists of a subset of individuals who go
on to attend the Extended Commission meeting and there are therefore seldom
any dedicated compliance practitioners present; and
• There are missed opportunities with respect to coordinating more operational
work such as logistics for joint operations/patrols.
55. New Zealand proposed that it could be beneficial to continue some components
of Compliance Committee meetings immediately prior to the EC, such as the
assessment of compliance with measures (as occurs currently), but that it might
also be useful to convene an expert compliance sub-group at an alternative time
to discuss more technical compliance matters.
56. Other Members noted that the Compliance Committee is working effectively, and
expressed their preference for maintaining the current meeting arrangements due
to logistical and budgetary constraints.
57. The Chair of the Compliance Committee suggested that it might be useful to
convene expert compliance workshops on an ad-hoc basis to discuss specific
issues such as estimating unaccounted mortality, or relevant new technologies
pertinent to risk areas, or the development of an eCDS.
58. Members did not agree to separate the Compliance Committee meeting from the
EC, but supported ad-hoc expert Compliance working groups being convened
from time to time as required.
59. New Zealand noted it will develop a proposal regarding ad-hoc expert
compliance meetings for Members to evaluate at CC 13 and CCSBT 25, and
noted that such a proposal may ultimately reduce the technical burden on the
Compliance Committee.

Agenda Item 6.

Other business

60. There was no other business.

Agenda Item 7.

Conclusion

7.1. Adoption of meeting report
61. The report was adopted.
7.2. Close of meeting
62. The meeting closed at 11:54am on 8 March 2018.
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1.1 Welcome and introduction of participants
1.2 Adoption of Agenda
1.3 Meeting arrangements
2. Discussion of Desirable Behaviour and Specification of the new Management
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2.1 Initial discussion of management objectives
2.2 Consideration of new parameters, desirable properties and performance
measures
2.3 Review of existing specification and properties
2.4 Consideration of possible risks
2.5 CCSBT Fisheries Management Plan
3. Review of future allocation model – particularly in relation to new members
4. CCSBT’s processes with respect to Ecologically Related Species
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Ecologically Related Species Working Group (ERSWG)
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5. Review of the form and function of the Compliance Committee
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7.1 Adoption of meeting report
7.2 Close of meeting
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2. Report of the Twelfth Meeting of the Compliance Committee (October 2017)
3. Report of the Twenty Second Meeting of the Scientific Committee (September
2017)
4. Report of the Eighth Operating Model and Management Procedure Technical
Meeting (June 2017)
5. Report of the Twelfth Meeting of the Ecologically Related Species Working
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Attachment 4

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE WORKING GROUP ON
ECOLOGICALLY RELATED SPECIES (ERS)

(adopted at the Second Annual Meeting (12 – 15- September 1995))
(updated at the Twenty Fifth Annual Meeting – October 2018)

Terms of Reference for the Working Group on Ecologically Related Species (ERS)

1.

The Ecologically Related Species Working Group (ERSWG) will report to the
Extended Commission through the Extended Scientific Committee. The Extended
Scientific Committee may provide comments to the Extended Commission on the
reports (including advice and recommendations) of the Ecologically Related
Species Working GroupERSWG.

2.

To provide information and advice on issues relating to species associated with
southern bluefin tuna (SBT) (ecologically related species), with specific reference
to:
a) species (both fish and non-fish) which may be affected by SBT fisheries
operations; and
b) predator and prey species which may affect the condition of the SBT stock.

3.

(a) With respect to species identified in 2 a) above, to monitor trends and review
existing information and relevant research, including but not limited to studies on:
(i) the population biology of ecologically related species;
(ii) the identification of factors affecting populations of ecologically related
species;
(iii) the assessment of the SBT and other fisheries effects on ecologically
related species and of the proportion of the SBT and other fisheries effects
to the overall effects; and
(iv) modification to gear and operational aspects of the SBT fishery to
minimise the effects on ecologically related species.
(b) With respect to species identified in 2 b) above, to monitor trends and review
existing information and relevant research, including but not limited to studies on:
(i) the population biology of ecologically related species;
(ii) the identification of factors affecting population of ecologically related
species; and
(iii) the assessment of the effects of ecologically related species on the
condition of the SBT stock.

4.

To provide recommendations on data collection programs and research projects
with respect to species and issues identified in 2 above, including
recommendations on research priorities and estimated costs of such research.

5.

To provide advice on measures to minimiase SBT fishery effects on ecologically
related species, including but not limited to gear and operational modifications.

6.

To provide advice on other measures which may enhance the conservation and
management of ecologically related species.

7.

To review these terms of reference and to recommend to the Extended
Commission changes as and when appropriate.

8.

To co-operate and liaise with relevant experts, scientists (from Convention
partiesMembers of the Extended Commission and elsewhere) and
inter-governmental and non-governmental organisations, in data collection and
analysis on ecologically related speciesERS subject to the provisions of the data
handling criteria (Annex1).

9.

To respond to requests for advice on specific matters from the Extended
Commission.

Annex 1

Data Handling Criteria for the Ecologically Related Species (ERS)
Working Group

1. Collection of Data and Samples
a) The ERSWG Working Group will provide recommendations on the
information required and advice on how to collect the relevant data and
samples.
b) The collection of data on and samples of ERS should follow agreed data
collection protocols consistent with those of the Extended Scientific
Committee, and those of the relevant national authority.
c) The collection of data and samples of ERS should be conducted in a way that
doese not interfere with the safe and smooth operation of the vessels.
2. Management of the Data and Samples
a) The ERSWG Working Group shall adhere to the CCSBT’s “Rules and
Procedures for the Protection, Access to, and Dissemination of Data
Compiled by the CCSBT”use procedures t hat ensure strict confidentiality in
the use and distribution of data.
b) Unless otherwise agreed, samples of ERS collected on the high seas will be
held by the Fflag StatesMember; that flag StatesMembers should facilitate
access by other interested scientists to the ERS samples.
c) Participants in the ERSWG working group should assist each other's work by
sharing data and samples on ERS.
3. Analyses of Data and Samples
Analyses of the data and samples on behalf of the Extended Commission may be
conducted by scientists from Members of the Extended Commissionthe
Convention Parties and other relevant experts designated by the ERSWG Working
Group.
4. Consideration of the Results of the Analyses
Results of analyses which use data and samples collected under these criteria will
not be published without the consent of the parties who Extended Commission
Members which provided the data and samples.

