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Background

At CCSBT 30 in 2023, Members adopted a revised Strategic Plan? that includes a number of
specific actions detailed in its Action Plan. One such action was the development of a
Capacity Building Workplan.

One of the key challenges identified by the Strategic Plan adopted in 2023 was to “consider
the special requirements and capacity building needs of developing State Members and
potential Cooperating Non-Members in terms of compliance with CCSBT obligations”. This
is further captured as one of the overarching goals of the Strategic Plan, which states the
following:

Participation and implementation by Members, including Compliance

Members are actively participating in management of SBT through the Commission
and implementing its decisions.

* This includes strategies concerning MCS, sanctions and assistance to
developing countries.

Accordingly, a specific action in the Action Plan was developed to deliver against the portion
of this goal that is focused on assistance to developing countries. Item 7)i) under the Action
Plan commits Members to the following:

Using the recommendations from the Performance Review, formulate and implement
a capacity-building work plan to improve data collection, scientific analysis, and
compliance related activities.

Members assigned a “very high” priority to this item and a delivery timeframe of 2024/2025.
Members also tasked the Secretariat to develop an initial draft of the Capacity Building
Workplan, which was delivered and adopted at CCSBT 31 in 2024 (see Appendix A).

The initial step in the Capacity Building Workplan is the creation of a Needs Assessment.
The Extended Scientific Committee (ESC) and the Compliance Committee (CC) conducted
their first Needs Assessment process in 20252,

The Secretariat has been tasked with providing the ERSWG with an initial assessment to
support the creation of a finalised Needs Assessment Report. This initial assessment was
conducted in collaboration with the ERSWG Chair.

L www.ccsbt.org/sites/default/files/userfiles/file/docs_english/operational resolutions/CCSBT _Strategic_Plan.pdf
2 See papers CCSBT-ESC/2508/30 and CCSBT-CC/2510/07.
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Initial Assessment

As with the ESC, the ERSWG’s assessment will focus on Objective 1 (Improve Data
Collection) and Objective 2 (Improve Scientific Analysis) of the Capacity Building
Workplan with Objective 3 (on compliance related activities) reserved for CC.

ERSWG’s Existing Activity on Capacity Building
Multi-year Seabird Strategy

The CCSBT Multi-year Seabird Strategy includes one action item focusing on capacity
building (Action item 5B) as ongoing work. In 2024, ERSWG 15 reviewed this action item
but did not make recommendations to the EC and also did not include specific activity on
capacity building.

Objective 5: To enhance education and outreach programs highlighting the
importance of mitigating seabird interactions while fishing, and advocating
effective implementation of mitigation measures.

No. | Action Action by Timeframe
5B Pursue collaboration across tuna RFMOs in capacity CCSBT Ongoing
building in seabird bycatch monitoring and analyses. Members,
Secretariat

Ecologically Related Species Bycatch Strategy

In 2025, the EC adopted the Ecologically Related Species Bycatch Strategy (ERS Bycatch
Strategy), which focus on Ecologically Related Species (ERS) other than seabirds. In its
Actions to Achieve the Specific Objectives of the Plan, there are no specific Action items
directly related to capacity building for Members.

Capacity Building activities related to Compliance of CCSBT Measures

In October 2025, the 20" Meeting of the Compliance Committee (CC 20) conducted its
initial Needs Assessment related to Objective 3 (Improve compliance related activities) of the
Capacity Building Workplan, including CCSBT’s ERS-related risks and measures, in
conjunction with the CCSBT Compliance Action Plan.

Although the CC did not recommend specific Capacity Building Initiatives, it was recognised
that comments from Indonesia and South Africa related to the desire for further capacity
building in the area of electronic monitoring (EM), and for the Indonesian fleets to improve
the use of seabird mitigation measures (paragraph 135 of report of CC20).

New Zealand has also submitted intersessional work to scope potential additional capacity
building in the area of EM (see Circular #2025/39).

CCSBT Seabird Project to Enhance Awareness of and Implementation of Seabird
Measures

The CCSBT Seabird Project, funded by the FAO Common Oceans ABNJ Il project,
commenced in February 2023, aiming to assist Members to meet existing obligations that
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relate to the recording of and reporting on interactions with seabirds and the use of bycatch
mitigation measures. Through the following project elements, the Seabird Project provided
several opportunities for CCSBT Members to build capacity on Seabird-related measures and
requirements and also on data analysis:

Element 1: Industry education and outreach on seabird bycatch mitigation measures

Element 2: Capacity-building to enhance monitoring — observer training and
compliance officer training

Element 3: Innovation of automated systems for vessel-level monitoring of seabird
bycatch mitigation measures

Element 4: Updated global seabird risk assessment

The Seabird Project completed its planned work for Elements 1 to 3, and Element 4 will be
completed in March 2026.

Members are encouraged to utilise the education materials developed through the Seabird
Project for their future domestic training opportunities.

Basis for the Initial Assessment

Members provide their data and information on ERS to the CCSBT primarily through the
ERSWG Data Exchange (EDE)? and via national reports to the ERSWG and CC/EC.

The Secretariat prepares an annual report to CC summarising Members’ compliance status
and performance with respect to Members’ requirements on ERS, and this annual report is
structured according to the following items:

(1) Implementation of ERS Measures
a) Observer Coverage
b) Usage of seabird mitigation measures
c) Data submission
d) Participation and reporting to ERSWG meetings
e) Annual reports to the Compliance Committee and the Extended Commission
(2) Performance
a) ERS mortality rate
b) Total ERS mortality
The Secretariat considers it appropriate to carry out an initial assessment of areas identified
as requiring capacity building on the basis of this Secretariat’s annual report. For Members’
quick reference, the latest version of the Secretariat’s Annual Report on Members’

implementation of ERS measures and performance with respect to ERS (CCSBT-
CC/2510/05 (Rev.2)) is included in Appendix B of this paper.

In the Secretariat’s annual report to CC, the summary of issues related to Indonesia and South
Africa in recent years is as follows:

a) Observer Coverage:

¢ Indonesia did not achieve the 10% target across all areas in 2024.

3 The ERSWG Data Exchange (EDE) is defined to include all fishing effort by authorised vessels for shots or sets where
southern bluefin tuna (SBT) was either targeted or caught.
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¢ Indonesia has never reached the target observer coverage. Furthermore,
Indonesia’s data is for its entire longline fleet, not just shots that targeted or
caught SBT. Therefore, Indonesia’s data is not directly comparable with data from
the other Members.

b) Usage of seabird mitigation measures
e Indonesia has not provided information on its usage of mitigation measures with
its EDE data in any year, and even if it had provided such information, its
observer coverage is too low to provide robust information;

c) Data submission
e For 2025, Indonesia did not provide data as required by the EDE.

e For 2019-2024, Indonesia was not able to provide the proportions of observed
effort with specific mitigation measures. Furthermore, Indonesia’s total and
observed effort were calculated from its entire longline fishery operating in the
Indian Ocean instead of just for shots that targeted or caught SBT.

d) Participation and reporting to ERSWG Meetings

e For 2024 ERSWG, Indonesia did not participate in the meeting. Indonesia
submitted its national report, but some information in the template was missing.
(Indonesia provided its national report to ERSTech2025).

e) Annual reports to the Compliance Committee and the Extended Commission

e For the status on Implementation of IPOA-Seabirds, Indonesia simply noted that it
has conducted a workshop related to bycatch mitigation especially in longline
fisheries and that based on observer reports, vessels are already implementing
mitigation measures.

Obijective 1: Improve Data Collection

Current Status
Indonesia

The reporting requirements for ERS data and information rely largely on data collection by
scientific observers. In the Secretariat’s annual reports to CC, multiple issues have been
identified regarding Indonesia’s ERS data submissions, and many of these are likely due to a
lack of or low observer coverage. This demonstrates that the key area that requires capacity
building for Indonesia is scientific observer coverage and/or the review rate of EM footage.

Regarding observer coverage, Indonesia explained its plan to address this issue at CC 20, and
committed to providing a detailed plan with a timeline by 31 December 2025 (see Circular
#2026/01), noting:

e Indonesia will take necessary measures to improve observer coverage under the new
system, through the setup of the new mechanism, recruitment of new observers, as well
as training and certification; and

e The observer provider will be a commercial, private company that will not be from the
fishing industry and must have no conflict of interest.

In addition, as part of Element 3 of the Seabird Project, several workshops on EM (with a
broader monitoring context beyond seabirds) have been convened, and with the assistance of



the EM consultant, domestic work to examine the development of the EM pilot project is
under consideration.

South Africa

With respect to South Africa, the fundamental cause of the previously identified issues
concerning ERS data submission was a shortage of human resources resulting from the loss
of experienced staff, and South Africa has already taken steps to address this problem.

As indicated in the Secretariat’s annual report to CC 20, in recent years South Africa has
fully complied with the ERS data submission requirements and has also achieved observer
coverage well above the target level of 10%.

From the Secretariat’s perspective, in light of the most recent situation, the Secretariat does
not recognise any issues relating to South Africa’s ERS data collection that would require
immediate capacity building support.

It is noted that, as part of Element 3 of the Seabird Project, a workshop on EM (with a
broader monitoring context beyond seabirds) has been convened, with assistance provided by
New Zealand.

Preliminary Recommendations on Obijective 1

In order to consider possible Capacity Building Initiatives aimed at improving Indonesia’s
data collection, ERSWG Chair and the Secretariat consider it appropriate that the ERSWG
review the related part of Indonesia’s implementation plan and then consider what forms of
support may feasibly be provided.

If ERSWG determines that electronic monitoring is a desirable approach to
improve/strengthen ERS data collection for Indonesia and/or South Africa, the outcomes of
the Seabird Project Element 3 workshops should be taken into account to develop future
initiatives.

Obijective 2: Improve Scientific Analysis

Current Status
Indonesia

Indonesia submitted a national report not only to ERSWG 15 but also to ERSTech2025. In
these national reports, certain elements were not provided as specified in the template,
however, those elements generally require observer data, which has been an issue for
Indonesia as noted in the above section, and this does not necessarily indicate a capacity
problem in data processing and analysis.

Indonesia has also submitted data through the Scientific Data Exchange process and national
reports to the ESC in accordance with the requirements. The ESC has noted Indonesia’s
increasing contributions to the CCSBT scientific process, including the submission of papers
on SBT catch monitoring in Benoa, preliminary analyses of SBT catch by the Indonesian
fleet (CCSBT Statistical Area 1 or Area 2), and information on reproductive studies of SBT.

Considering the above, the ERSWG Chair and the Secretariat recognise that, while Indonesia
faces difficulties in data collection through scientific observers (as discussed in the above
Section), it does not have a fundamental capacity issue in processing and analysing the data
collected to meet CCSBT reporting requirements on ERS.



South Africa

As indicated in the Secretariat’s annual report to CC 20, in recent years South Africa has
fully complied with the ERS data submission requirements.

In light of the most recent situation, ERSWG Chair and the Secretariat do not recognise any
immediate issues relating to South Africa’s capacity in processing and analysing the data
collected to meet CCSBT reporting requirements on ERS.

Joint activity within CCSBT on Data Analysis

From 2023 to 2025, the ERSWG convened the dedicated technical working group and
conducted the Spatially Explicit Fisheries Risk Assessment (SEFRA) for seabirds as an
ERSWG collaborative assessment in the areas of data provision, model development and
examination of model robustness.

South Africa has actively participated in this process, including attending both online and in-
person workshops/meetings and providing input data for the model run. South Africa’s
contribution for the joint SEFRA activity is reflected in the Report of the Technical Working
Group on CCSBT collaborative risk assessment for seabird bycatch with surface longlines in
the Southern Hemisphere 2025 (CCSBT SEFRA Technical Report 2025). South Africa also
contributed to the Seabird Project Element 4 (Global Risk Assessment on Seabirds).

Indonesia attended ERSTech2025 and expressed its intention to participate in future SEFRA
processes and to provide the necessary input data. In the CCSBT’s Multi-year Seabird
Strategy, updating SEFRA is specified as “ongoing” action (Action item 1E), and Indonesia’s
data are expected to be incorporated into future model runs.

The ERSWG Chair emphasises the importance of attending meetings in person, particularly
for highly technical discussions like SEFRA, not only as an opportunity to develop capacity
in technical aspects but also to build strong relationships among stakeholders. The
participation of Indonesia and South Africa in the ERSWG meeting falls within the Meeting
Participation Fund, and it was utilised to support their attendance at ERSWG 15 and
ERSTech2025.

Preliminary Recommendations on Obijective 2

Following the above assessment, ERSWG Chair and the Secretariat conclude that the current
practice aimed at improving scientific analysis is sufficient.

The Chair and Secretariat recognise the role of the MPF in maintaining/enhancing capacity
and support its ongoing use.

As noted above, while in-person attendance is ideal, the limited “live streaming” of meetings
as agreed by CCSBT 32 may also serve as a useful means of capacity building in technical
fields.

Next Steps
Following the Capacity Building Workplan, the ERSWG this year is invited to:
1. Evaluate the current status and preliminary recommendations described in this paper;

2. Determine what (if any) Capacity Development Initiatives specific to ERS aspects are
necessary including by
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a. identify priorities for targeted engagement; and

b. specifying area, issue, urgency, relevant stakeholders and possible solutions to
assist in developing the Capacity Development Initiative.

3. Seek EC approval for any initiatives developed as part of the above.

Prepared by the Secretariat



Appendix A

Capacity Building Workplan
(Agreed at the Thirty-First Annual meeting of the Commission: 10 October 2024)

1. Objectives
e Objective 1: Improve data collection
e Objective 2: Improve scientific analysis
e Objective 3: Improve compliance related activities

2. Needs Assessment
Activity: Conduct a needs assessment

Description: Identify existing gaps in skills, knowledge, and resources through analysis
of performance and feedback from relevant subsidiary bodies (i.e. Compliance
Committee and Extended Scientific Committee).

Responsible: Secretariat, CC and ESC Chairs, Compliance Committee and Extended
Scientific Committee, Members

Timeline:

e Secretariat to provide paper to meetings of ESC and CC with preliminary assessment.
e ESC and CC to finalise Needs Assessment

Resources Needed: Compliance data, feedback from Chairs of subsidiary bodies and
Scientific Advisory Panel.

Outcome: Agreed Needs Assessment Report

3. Member Engagement & Development of Capacity Building Initiative

Activity: Secretariat to engage with the Member(s) identified through the Needs
Assessment and agree on targeted capacity development initiatives including required
budget, performance indicator(s) and risk management plan.

Description: Involve key stakeholders within Member administration to gather input and
build support for capacity development initiatives.

Responsible: Secretariat, relevant Member(s)
Timeline: Following conclusion of ESC and CC meetings
Resources Needed: Availability of Secretariat staff and Member administrations.

Outcome: Relevant Member(s) aware and supportive of the planned capacity
development initiatives.

4. Budget
Activity: Develop and manage budget for Capacity Development Initiatives

Description: Outline and manage the financial resources needed for the capacity
development activities. Seek external funding opportunities where available.

Responsible: Secretariat



Timeline: In line with broader budget reporting obligations

Resources Needed: Secretariat time in managing external contractors otherwise limited
resourcing requirement.

Outcome: Approved budget at FAC

Implementation of Capacity Building Initiative

Activity: Deliver planned activities (e.g. training sessions, site visits, and workshops)
Description: Deliver training programs to address identified skill gaps.

Responsible: Secretariat in consultation with relevant Member(s)

Timeline: 2026 and beyond

Resources Needed: Secretariat time, travel, training materials, venue, external experts
Outcome: Activity reports, participant feedback

Monitoring and Evaluation
Activity: Monitor and evaluate any changes in performance against indicators

Description: Implement a system to track progress and assess the effectiveness of the
capacity development initiatives.

Responsible: Secretariat

Timeline: Before the Annual Extended Commission meeting

Resources Needed: Secretariat time in compiling data on performance indicators.
Outcome: Monitoring and evaluation summary report

Reporting and Feedback
Activity: Report findings and gather feedback on individual initiatives

Description: Prepare and present reports on progress and outcomes, and collect feedback
for continuous improvement.

Responsible: Secretariat
Timeline: Annual Extended Commission meeting

Resources Needed: Secretariat time in preparing report. Subsidiary bodies to assess
report.

Outcome: Final report to Subsidiary Bodies

Review and Adjustments to Capacity Building Workplan

Activity: Review and make any adjustments required to the approach used to target,
develop, and deliver the capacity development initiatives

Description: Periodically review the workplan and make adjustments as needed based on
feedback and evolving needs.

Responsible: Extended Commission
Timeline: First review after three years and then every five years.

Resources Needed: Secretariat and Subsidiary bodies to provide review for overall
assessment by the Extended Commission.

Outcome: Updated workplan
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Annual Report on Members’ implementation of ERS measures and performance with
respect to ERS

Introduction

Paragraph 8 of the Resolution to Align CCSBT’s Ecologically Related Species (ERS)
measures
with those of other tuna RFMOs requires that:

“The Secretariat shall annually present a report to the CCSBT Compliance Committee
on the implementation of the ERS Measures, for the sole purpose of the provision of
information for Members and Cooperating Non-Members”.

In addition, the Report of CCSBT 25 specifies:
“That ERS is to remain a standing item on the Annual Meeting agenda, and the
Secretariat is to provide annual reports on Members’ performance with respect to
ERS”;

and clarifies that:

“the report provided by the Secretariat would be a simple report of numbers and
species by Member for the past 3 years, derived from Members annual reports and
submitted ERS data, and did not require additional submission from Members.”

The two required reports are interrelated, so the Secretariat compiles the contents for both
reports into this single paper. The paper is organised as follows:
(1) Implementation of ERS Measures
a) Observer Coverage
b) Usage of seabird mitigation measures
c) Data submission
d) Participation and reporting to ERSWG meetings
e) Annual reports to the Compliance Committee and the Extended Commission
(2) Performance
a) ERS mortality rate
b) Total ERS mortality

Most of the information provided in this paper originates from data provided in the CCSBT’s
ERSWG Data Exchange (EDE). The EDE is defined to include all fishing effort by
authorised vessels* for shots or sets where southern bluefin tuna (SBT) was either targeted or
caught.

4 Authorised vessels are vessels on the CCSBT authorised list of vessels during the relevant calendar year.
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(1) Implementation of ERS Measures
a) Observer Coverage

The CCSBT Scientific Observer Program Standards specifies that the CCSBT Scientific
Observer Program will cover the fishing activity of CCSBT Members and Cooperating Non-
Members wherever southern bluefin tuna are targeted or are a significant bycatch. The
Standards also specify that the Program will have a target observer coverage of 10% for catch
and effort monitoring for each fishery and that the observer coverage should therefore be
representative of different vessel-types in distinct areas and times.

The scientific observer coverage (observed hooks / total hooks expressed as a percent) by
Member, gear, fleet and CCSBT Statistical Area for each of the last three calendar years is
shown at Attachment 1. With the exception of Indonesia and New Zealand, all Members
achieved the 10% target across all areas in 2024. New Zealand transitioned to electronic
monitoring in 2024 but did not provide information to allow the Secretariat to determine the
percentage of effort and catch that was observed. There are no figures for the European
Union (EU) because the EU reported that it had no vessels targeting or capturing SBT during
the three years in question.

Indonesia has never reached the target observer coverage. Furthermore, Indonesia’s data is
for its entire longline fleet, not just shots that targeted or caught SBT. Therefore, Indonesia’s
data is not directly comparable with data from the other Members.

The CCSBT’s Effectiveness of Seabird Mitigation Measures Technical Group (SMMTG)
recommended that spatial-temporal representativeness is an important metric of observer
program data and agreed on the method for calculating a measure of “representativeness”. A
column showing the representativeness of the observer coverage for each Member, fleet and
year is also included in Attachment 1. A representativeness of 100% means that the target of
10% observer coverage was achieved for all Statistical Areas that were fished, while a
representativeness of 50% means that the target observer coverage was only achieved for half
of the areas that were fished. Members should note that this indicator does not factor in the
varying levels of effort in each area and therefore does not provide an accurate reflection of
overall representativeness.

b) Usage of seabird mitigation measures

Attachment 2 shows the proportion of observed effort in Members’ longline fleets that used
specific mitigation measures for fishing from 2022-2024. This information is subdivided by
groupings of Statistical Areas. Within this attachment, “n/a” means that the information is not
available for one of the reasons listed below:

¢ Indonesia has not provided information on its usage of mitigation measures with its
EDE data in any year, and even if it had provided such information, its observer
coverage is too low to provide robust information;

e Japan had no observer coverage in 2022; and

e New Zealand only provided fisher reported mitigation use for 2024 and is therefore
not included in the data.

The data gaps continue to make it challenging to make an overall assessment of trends in
mitigation use, however, the Secretariat notes the following:

e Australian reporting includes effort in the Indian Ocean;

e There was a large increase in the use of night setting and weighted branch lines for
South Africa; and

e The use of a single mitigation method (primarily tori line) persists in a significant
portion of the Taiwanese fleet along with an increase in trips where no mitigation was
used.



c¢) Data submission

The main ERS data that Members are required to provide to the CCSBT are the data
specified in the annual ERSWG Data Exchange (EDE), which must be provided by 31 July
each year. Table 1 shows Members’ compliance with the EDE for the last six years.

Table 1: Members’ compliance with the EDE for the last siX years. “P” indicates partial compliance and “X”
indicates non-compliance or no provision of the information. The last line of the table is not a mandatory

requirement.

AU EU ID JP KR NZ | TW ZA
Data provided as required by the EDE in 2017? v | n/a®| X v v v v v
Data provided as required by the EDE in 20187 v | n/a®| P® v 4 4 4 4
Data provided as required by the EDE in 2019? v | n/a®| P? v 4 4 4 4
Data provided as required by the EDE in 20207? v | n/a®| P’ 4 v v 4 v
Data provided as required by the EDE in 20217 v | n/a®| P? v Ve 4 4 4
Data provided as required by the EDE in 20227 v | n/a®| P? ve | v 4 4 4
Data provided as required by the EDE in 2023? v | n/a®| P’ v'e v 4 4 4
Data provided as required by the EDE in 20247 v | n/a®| P? v v v 4 4
Data provided as required by the EDE in 20257 v | n/a®| X v v | vii| v v
Data for 2024 provided at species level where P | n/a® v’ - v’ v v v
this is not a minimum requirement of the
EDE"?

All Members have complied with the EDE requirements, and some have gone beyond the
minimum requirements and have provided ERS data at a species level of resolution in cases
where this was not a minimum requirement of the EDE.

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 the Extended
Commission. However, these data are essentially the same as the EDE requirements or a
subset of this information, so are not examined separately in this paper.

d) Participation and reporting to ERSWG meetings

The last three ERSWG meetings were in 2019, 2022, and 2024. Members are encouraged to
attend meetings and are required to provide annual reports to these meetings. Table 2
provides information on participation and reporting to these meetings by Members.

5 The European Union has reported no targeting or catch of SBT in the last three years, so there is no relevant data for it to
submit to the EDE.

6 Indonesia was not able to provide the proportions of observed effort with specific mitigation measures.

7 Indonesia was not able to provide the proportions of observed effort with specific mitigation measures. Furthermore,
Indonesia’s total and observed effort were calculated from its entire longline fishery operating in the Indian Ocean instead of
just for shots that targeted or caught SBT.

8 However, Korea did not submit any observer data because it had zero observer coverage in 2020 and 2021.

9 However, Japan did not submit any observer data because it had zero observer coverage in 2021 and 2022

10 However, New Zealand did not submit any observer data because it had zero observer coverage in 2024.

11 The EDE specifies the minimum taxonomic level at which information should be reported. The EDE also states that
information should be provided to species level where this is practical.
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Table 2: Participation and reporting to recent ERSWG meetings by Members. “P” indicates partial compliance
with the annual report template, and “X” indicates either no participation at the meeting or no annual report
submitted.

AU EU] D | )P [ KR| NZ]|TW | ZA

2019 ERSWG meeting
Participated at meeting | v X X v v v v X
Submitted annual report to meeting | v X v v v v v v
Completeness of annualreport | ¥ | n/a P P P v P P

2022 ERSWG meeting
Participated at meeting | v X v v v v v X
Submitted annual report to meeting | v X v v v v v X
Completeness of annualreport | ¥ | n/a P P P 4 P n/a

2024 ERSWG Meeting
Participated at meeting | v X X v v v v v
Submitted annual report to meeting | v X v v v v v v
Completeness of annualreport | ¥ | n/a P v P v v v

There was a notable improvement on the completeness of annual reports submitted to the
most recent meeting of the ERSWG.

e) Annual reports to the Compliance Committee and the Extended Commission

Members’ annual reports to the Compliance Committee and the Extended Commission
(Annual CC/EC Report) are required to include information on:

e Whether the IPOA-seabirds'?, IPOA-sharks!® and the FAO Guidelines to reduce sea
turtle mortality have been implemented:;

e Whether all current binding and recommendatory measures of ICCAT, IOTC and
WCPFC aimed at the protection of ERS from fishing are being complied with;

e Whether data is being collected and reported on ecologically related species in
accordance with the requirements of ICCAT, I0TC and WCPFC; and

e A description of the methods used to monitor compliance with bycatch mitigation
measures, including the level of coverage and the type of information collected*.

A summary of the above information reported by Members is provided in Table 3. The table
was compiled from the 2024 Annual CC/EC Report because the reports for the 2024 meeting
were not available at the time of preparing this paper. The information provided by some
Members in the 2024 Annual CC/EC Report was ambiguous, and this has been reflected in
the footnotes to items in Table 3.

12 International Plan of Action for Reducing Incidental Catches of Seabirds in Longline Fisheries.

13 International Plan of Action for the Conservation and Management of Sharks.

14 Other ERS information is also required in the Annual CC/EC Report, but this information is also provided elsewhere and
is not shown here as it is covered in other parts of this paper.



Table 3: Summary of required information reported by Members in their 2023 Annual CC/EC Reports. “P”
indicates partial compliance with the measure and/or report template, “X” indicates non-compliance with the

measure and/or report template and “?” indicates that insufficient information was provided to determine

compliance.
AU EU ID JP KR Nz | TW | ZA
Implemented IPOA-Seabirds | v/ v 215 v v v v v
Implemented IPOA-Sharks | v v v v v v v v
Implemented FAO-Sea Turtles | v/ v v v v v v v
Complied with ICCAT ERS Measures | n/a v v v v n/a v v
Complied with IOTC ERS Measures v v v v v n/a v v
Complied with WCPFC ERS Measures v v v v v v v n/a
ERS Data collected and reported as required by ICCAT | n/a v 216 v v n/a v v
ERS Data collected and reported as required by IOTC v v v v v n/a v v
ERS Data collected and reported as required by WCPFC v v v v v v v n/a

The Secretariat paper relies on the information provided by Members on their compliance
status amongst the various RFMOs given the varying approaches to assessing compliance

with ERS across RFMOs. Some RFMO assessments of compliance are primarily focused on
whether Members have completed the legislative implementation process (i.e. domestic

regulations are in place) but do not seek to determine whether the measures have been
implemented from an operational perspective. CCSBT’s reliance on other RFMOs for
“monitoring, compliance, and surveillance for ERS” was identified as a potential risk in the
most recent Performance Review (Recommendation PR2021-30) and Members may wish to

consider alternatives.

(2) Performance

The mortality rates and raised total mortality estimates of ERS for each of the species groups

defined in the EDE for each Member are provided in Attachment 3. It should be noted that

some of the shark mortalities are retained as commercial catch and are not all unwanted

mortalities.

The 15" meeting of the ERSWG (ERSWG 15) met in June 2024. The meeting concluded
that it had no specific or additional concerns about shark bycatch that warranted action by
ERSWG 15, noting that significant gaps in observer coverage may be impacting ERSWG’s

ability to assess the impact of SBT Fisheries on sharks. In addition, ERSWG 15 did update its

advice on Seabirds to the following:

e The level of interaction between seabirds and SBT fisheries remains a significant

concern.

e The ERSWG noted that the most recent version of the Spatially Explicit Fisheries
Risk Assessment, SEFRA, indicates that Wandering and Royal Albatross species

groups are at high risk. Species in these groups are of high conservation concern and
ACAP indicated that some populations are in sharp decline.

e The SEFRA indicates areas with higher risk in some parts of the Tasman Sea

(especially), Southern Atlantic, and Southern Indian Ocean. These areas account for a
large proportion of the modelled risk to seabirds from SBT surface longline fisheries,
but contain a very small proportion of SBT surface longline fishing effort.

e Based on the best scientific information available, the ERSWG recommends that

CCSBT Members consider taking further actions that would ensure robust seabird

mitigation measures and effective monitoring of the implementation of the mitigation

measures, whilst minimising impacts on SBT surface longline fisheries effort.

15 Indonesia simply notes that it has conducted a workshop related to bycatch mitigation especially in longline fisheries and
that based on observer reports, vessels are already implementing mitigation measures.
16 The response given in the Annual CC/EC Report was “None” and therefore there was no indication as whether the

required measures were being complied with or whether the required data was provided.




This revised advice will now be presented to CCSBT 31 for endorsement.

Please note that this section excludes seabird mortality figures for Indonesia because these
figures are not meaningful due to Indonesia’s low observer coverage (1% or less) and
because Indonesia’s observer data were not restricted to the SBT fishery. In addition, no
information is provided for the EU because the EU reported that it did not target or catch
SBT during the years presented.

a) ERS mortality rate
Table 4 provides the observed mortality rate of seabirds for each Member from 2017 to 2024.

Table 4: Observed mortality rate of seabirds (kills per 1,000 hooks) for each Member from 2017 to 2024.

AU JP KR NZ TW ZA
2017 0.000 0.048 0.002 0.119 0.005 0.004
2018 0.000 0.291 0.051 0.312 0.016 0.000
2019 0.000 0.540 0.049 0.319 0.011 0.028
2020 0.000 0.157 Not available 0.022 0.010 0.196
2021 0.000 Not available | Not available 0.236 0.009 0.036
2022 0.000 Not available 0.059 1.049 0.100 0.000
2023 0.040 0.083 0.036 0.334 0.056 0.244
2024 0.000 0.046 0.034 Not available 0.005 0.291

Observed mortality rates vary considerably across the Membership and there is no discernible
trend across the fleet. In terms of the most recent observations, mortality rates for seabirds are
generally lower than they were in 2023.

b) Total ERS mortality
Table 5 provides the raised number of seabirds killed for each Member from 2017 to 2024.

Table 5: Raised mortality of seabirds (in numbers of seabirds) for each Member from 2017 to 2024.

AU JP KR NZ TW ZA
2017 0 656 6 150 74 1
2018 0 5,216 139 427 233 0
2019 0 6,573 119 435 175 10
2020 0 1,620 Not available 30 161 77
2021 0 Not available Not available 184 63 38
2022 0 Not available 136 627 1,578 0
2023 29 1,037 82 265 844 135
2024 0 459 65 Not available 49 302

The change in the raised number of seabird mortalities each year should be interpreted with
caution. The May 2019 meeting of the ERSWG advised that the data for 2017 show a lower
total number of reported seabird mortalities and the ERSWG noted that this was most likely
to have resulted from inadequate and unrepresentative sampling and not from improved
mitigation. Therefore, the ERSWG advised that the 2017 data should be treated with caution
and that the 2018 data may require the same caution to be applied.

As with seabird mortality rates, there is no clear trend in the raised number of seabird
mortalities over the period however 2024 estimates are generally lower than those from 2023.

Prepared by the Secretariat



Attachment 1

Observer coverage (observed hooks / total hooks expressed as a percent) by flag, gear, fleet,
year and CCSBT Statistical Area'’. Representativeness is the proportion of Statistical Areas
fished that reached the target of 10% observer coverage as per the SMMTG
Recommendations. Cells shaded in green have achieved at least 10% coverage (or 100%
representativeness). Cells shaded in grey are strata with low effort (<25,000 hooks for
longline and <5 sets for purse seine).

Statistical area
Member|Gear|Fleet
code [code|code| Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 14 15 Total [ Representativeness

AU LL | AUD| 2022 0% 11% 11% 0% 10% 50%
2023 0% 10% 2% 10% 33%

2024 14% 11% 6% 15% 11% 75%

PS | AUD| 2022 0% 8% 8% 0%

2023 13% 13% 100%

2024 0% 25% 17% 50%

ID LL | IDD | 2022 1% 0% 1% 0%
2023 0% 4% 2% 0%

2024 ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?

JP LL | JPD | 2022 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
2023 3% 13% 11% 25% 18% 11% 17% 83%

2024 19% 0% 0% 21% 24% 35% 25% 67%

KR LL | KRD | 2022 0% 24% 22% 50%
2023 0% 22% 20% 50%

2024 0% 20% 18% 50%

Nz LL [ NzD | 2022 0% 0% 8% 5% 0%
2023 0% 1% 6% 4% 0%

2024 0% 0% 0% 0%

™ LL | TWD| 2022 23% 19% 18% 18% 19% 100%
2023 30% 16% 22% 20% 60% 23% 100%

2024 26% 41% 7% 33% 62% 16% 36% 24% 86%

ZA LL | ZAD | 2022 3% 0% 8% 4% 0%
2023 13% 9% 15% 13% 67%

2024 20% 30% 22% 22% 100%

17 The coverage for Australia’s longline fleet is based on e-monitoring, not human scientific observers.



Attachment 2

Table 1: Proportion of observed effort in Members’ long line fleets that used specific mitigation
measures in Statistical Areas 3-10. These are the Statistical Areas that require 2 out of 3 mitigation
measures to be used in the ICCAT, IOTC and WCPFC Convention Areas.

. Tori pole + [ Night setting + X . .
Tori pole + weighted weighted Tori pole + Night Tori pole Weighted
Member| Fleet Year | Nightsetting g R g R night setting + setting P branchline Nil Other
branchline branchline . . only
only weighted branchline only only
only only
AU AUD 2022 76.8% 23.2%
2023 57.8% 42.2%
2024 61.5% 38.5%
ID IDD 2022 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
2023 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
2024 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
P JPD 2022 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
2023 4.8% 54.8% 0.0% 14.2% 0.1% 25.8% 0.0%
2024 5.7% 48.6% 0.1% 18.4% 0.2% 27.0% -
KR KRD 2022 - 100.0% - - - -
2023 100.0%
2024 - 100.0% - -
NZ NzZD 2022 20.7% 1.9% 69.9% 7.5%
2023 32.9% 3.5% 63.6% -
2024 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
T™W TWD 2022 30.6% 16.1% 6.4% 8.6% 35.9% 2.4%
2023 33.8% 12.1% 9.7% 0.0% 44.3% 0.1%
2024 25.5% 13.5% - 4.3% 4.0% 42.3% 10.5%
ZA ZAD 2022 - - 100.0% - - - -
2023 - 63.2% 30.3% 6.5%
2024 8.8% 75.4% 15.8% -

Table 2: Proportion of observed effort in Members’ long line fleets that used specific mitigation
measures in Statistical Areas 2 and 14. These Statistical Areas are in the Indian Ocean with latitudes
ranging from 20°-35°S. Two out of three mitigation measures are required to be used below 25°S in
the Indian Ocean.

. Tori pole + |Night setting + i . i
Tori pole + - - Tori pole + Night Tori pole Weighted
Member| Fleet Year | Nightsetting . . night setting + setting branchline Nil Other
only branchline branchline weighted branchline only only only
only only
AU AUD 2022 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
2023 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
2024 - 67.5% - 32.5% - - - -
ID IDD 2022 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
2023 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
2024 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
T™W TWD 2022 30.3% 18.7% - 9.0% 1.9% 39.7% - 0.4% -
2023 27.2% 19.4% - 11.1% 0.3% 40.9% - 1.1% -
2024 15.2% 17.1% - 5.2% 14.1% 37.2% - 11.2% -
ZA ZAD 2022 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
2023 17.9% - - 82.1% - -
2024 - 100.0% - - - - -
Table 3: Proportion of observed effort in Members’ long line fleets that used specific mitigation
measures in Statistical Area 15. This Statistical Area is in the Atlantic Ocean with latitudes ranging
from 20°-35°S. In this Area, tori lines are required from 20°-25°S and 2 out of 3 mitigation measures
are required for the remainder of this Area.
Tori pole + 1;3;;::2; Nli;sge;tt;r;g * Tori pole + Night Tori pole Weighted
Member| Fleet Year Night setting R . night setting + setting branchline Nil Other
only branchline branchline weighted branchline only only only
only only
W TWD 2022 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
2023 35.9% - 64.1% - -
2024 37.3% - - - 62.7% - -
ZA ZAD 2022 69.7% 30.3% - - - -
2023 - - 25.9% 74.1% - - - -
2024 1.7% 1.5% 31.8% 65.0% - - - -




Attachment 3

Observer coverage, mortality rate and raised total mortality for each of the species groups defined in
the EDE for each Member. The observer coverage has been calculated as the percentage of fishing
effort that was observed for all strata (year * Statistical Area * Member) where the species was
captured regardless of whether a mortality of that species occurred. Mortality rates are kills per 1,000
hooks. Raised mortalities have not been provided where the overall observer coverage is less than 5%.
Blank cells mean there were no encounters of the species, “n/a” means we don’t have the data.

Observer Coverage Mortality Rate Raised Mortalities
Member ERS Species Group 2022 2023 2024 2022 2023 2024 2022 2023 2024
Australia Blue shark 13% 10% 11% 0.209 0.121 0.026 102 87 43
Shortfin mako 11% 10% 12% 0.087 0.019 0.030 28 10 27
Porbeagle shark 11% 13% 0.019 0.016 - 10 9
Other sharks 12% 10% 11% 0.055 0.067 0.043 28 48 50
Turtles 10% 100% 10% 0.000 0.000 0.000 - - -
Unidentified albatrosses 4% 0.000 - - -
Other seabirds 18% 10% 0.274 0.000 - 29 -
Indonesia Blue shark n/a n/a n/a 1.038 1.546 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Shortfin mako n/a n/a n/a 0.056 0.447 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Porbeagle shark n/a n/a n/a 0.015 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Other sharks n/a n/a n/a 0.227 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Turtles n/a n/a n/a 0.085 0.068 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Unidentified seabirds n/a n/a n/a 0.027 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Japan Blue shark 0% 18% 26% n/a 1.136 1.042 n/a 12,765 10,908
Shortfin mako 0% 19% 26% n/a 0.005 0.005 n/a 74 38
Porbeagle shark 0% 18% 26% n/a 0.251 0.137 n/a 2,565 1,516
Other sharks 0% 19% 26% n/a 0.013 0.007 n/a 231 73
Dark coloured albatrosses 0% 13% 42% n/a 0.083 0.013 n/a 115 17
Large albatrosses 0% 16% 31% n/a 0.008 0.006 n/a 45 20
Other albatrosses 0% 19% 27% n/a 0.055 0.026 n/a 602 238
Unidentified albatrosses 0% 15% 16% n/a 0.004 0.006 n/a 14 5
Giant petrels 0% 18% 29% n/a 0.023 0.017 n/a 191 115
Other seabirds 0% 79% 45% n/a 0.169 0.034 n/a 71 63
Korea Blue shark 24% 23% 20% 0.479 2.656 0.474 1,102 6,042 900
Shortfin mako 18% 26% 20% 0.000 0.008 0.034 - 14 60
Porbeagle shark 24% 23% 20% 0.044 0.018 0.150 97 32 263
Other sharks 23% 22% 20% 0.086 0.731 0.102 186 1,604 194
Dark coloured albatrosses 20% 20% 0.026 0.007 30 - 10
Large albatrosses 28% 20% 0.004 0.014 - 5 20
Other albatrosses 24% 22% 20% 0.046 0.038 0.013 89 77 20
Giant petrels 44% 0.007 4 - -
Other seabirds 26% 20% 0.009 0.010 13 - 15
New Zealand |Blue shark 13% 6% 0% 3.846 7.645 n/a 2,298 | 12,281 n/a
Shortfin mako 15% 8% 0% 0.072 0.000 n/a 39 - n/a
Porbeagle shark 13% 6% 0% 1.639 0.275 n/a 979 425 n/a
Other sharks 17% 6% 0% 0.041 0.147 n/a 13 197 n/a
Large albatrosses 14% 0% 0.035 n/a - 16 n/a
Other albatrosses 14% 12% 0% 0.266 0.297 n/a 157 172 n/a
Unidentified albatrosses 11% 7% 0% 0.095 0.229 n/a 26 31 n/a
Giant petrels 15% 12% 0% 0.818 0.078 n/a 444 47 n/a
Other seabirds 17% 2% 0% 0.000 0.000 n/a - - n/a
Whales 17% 14% 0% 0.000 0.000 n/a - - n/a
Taiwan Blue shark 20% 23% 24% 0.814 0.554 0.226 12,641 7,865 2,273
Shortfin mako 19% 23% 25% 0.039 0.045 0.047 573 629 520
Porbeagle shark 21% 23% 24% 0.246 0.145 0.054 2,490 2,017 432
Other sharks 20% 22% 30% 0.007 0.001 0.004 71 14 20
Dark coloured albatrosses 22% 24% 0.012 0.012 47 81 -
Large albatrosses 23% 23% 35% 0.011 0.039 0.004 51 51 12
Other albatrosses 21% 24% 27% 0.157 0.027 0.005 1,173 309 25
Giant petrels 21% 26% 39% 0.025 0.090 0.038 76 335 9
Other seabirds 23% 25% 30% 0.070 0.016 0.002 231 67 3
South Africa |Blue shark 9% 15% 24% 3.518 3.051 8.462 1,142 1,515 8,783
Shortfin mako 8% 15% 25% 1.804 2.771 2.087 503 1,371 2,129
Porbeagle shark 44% 33% 0.000 0.025 - - 14
Other sharks 9% 15% 27% 0.125 0.610 0.724 12 353 681
Turtles 14% 31% 0.000 0.000 - - -
Other albatrosses 15% 16% 31% 0.000 0.537 0.408 - 121 257
Giant petrels 20% 16% 0.087 0.356 - 13 36
Other seabirds 8% 0.731 - - 9




