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Seabird Priority Species & High-Risk Areas 

 

Overview 

 

This paper provides background on the request from the 16th meeting of the Ecologically 

Related Species Working Group (ERSWG) for the Extended Commission to adopt its 

recommendations and make a decision on risk setting as part of the determination of High-

Risk Areas. 

 

Background 

 

Priority Species and High-Risk Areas 

 

During this year’s meeting, the Chair of the ERSWG convened a small technical group to 

discuss more technical aspects of proposals put forward by Japan and New Zealand and to 

design a proposal to achieve actions outlined under the Multi-Year Seabird Strategy.  

 

Based on the outcomes of the small technical group discussions, the ERSWG extensively 

discussed Action Item 1A, 1C, 1D and 1F of the Multi-Year Seabird Strategy (including 

priority species, high-risk areas, and options for additional management measures in those 

high-risk areas). The ERSWG’s recommendations on each of these elements are provided in 

Attachment A. 

 

The ERSWG noted, when discussing the high-risk areas proposal, that there was scope for a 

choice in the level of risk being considered within the high-risk areas, and recommended that 

the Extended Commission decide among three identified thresholds for determining the level 

of risk covered within the high-risk areas.  

 

The ERSWG noted that, when choosing a threshold, there is a trade-off between a) restricting 

the number of cells defined in high-risk areas and b) ensuring a sufficient amount of relative 

mortality addressed across taxa in high-risk areas. 

 

• At a low risk threshold (e.g. 50 %), there is a low number of cells and the relative 

mortality addressed is mainly limited to the highest risk taxon. 

 

• At a medium risk threshold (e.g. 60 %), there is still a relatively low number of cells 

and the relative mortality addressed is spread across taxa (higher risk taxa). 

 

• At a high-risk threshold (e.g. 70 %), there is a relatively larger number of cells and the 

relative mortality addressed is across taxa. 
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Advice on Additional Management Measures in High-Risk Areas 

Notwithstanding the existing measures required of Members under the CCSBT ERS 

Resolution, the ERSWG agreed to recommend the EC to adopt additional measures, either 

singly or in combination, to address high-risk areas of seabird bycatch using the following 

toolbox to better understand and reduce risk to seabirds in identified high-risk areas: 

• Option 1: Improving monitoring requirements (specified levels of EM or observer 

placement taking into account scientific literature) - XX% e-monitoring with XX% 

review rate, or XX% human observer placement. 

• Option 2: Reducing effort in high-risk areas by XX% (e.g. spatial/temporal limits). 

• Option 3: Enhancing mitigation measures when operating in identified high risk areas 

(e.g. ‘three out of three’, hook-shielding devices, prioritising night setting), or 

establishing and delivering on a bycatch limit or rate – noting a minimum monitoring 

requirement if this option is selected.  

ERSWG also agreed to recommend the EC: 

• Phasing in the approach over time and over areas (accounting for risk level in each 

area) and to progress from better understanding risk to reducing risk over time and 

ideally aligning timeframes across Members. 

• Establish a process to annually notify Member commitment to a seabird bycatch 

mitigation plan in identified high-risk areas to the Secretariat, starting reporting in 

2027 including timeframes for implementation. The plan must include at least one of 

the above three options. This could include a new section of the annual report 

reviewed by ERSWG, and the Compliance Committee (CC) as appropriate, and added 

as new agenda items in ERSWG and CC meetings. 

• CCSBT Members collaboratively work with other tuna RFMOs to enact above 

options in other areas of competence. 

Depending on the technology available to a CCSBT Member, management plans should be 

tailored to achieve the stated goals in the identified High-Risk Areas. These could be 

achieved for example by Member specific plans at: 

• High-Risk Area scale 

• CCSBT Statistical Area scale 

• Latitudinal band scale 

 

Next Steps 

 

The Extended Commission is asked to: 

 

• Consider the information and recommendations from ERSWG provided at 

Attachment A;  

• Adopt the ERSWG decision that that relative mortality for each seabird population 

(as estimated using a SEFRA model like that finalized in 2025) should be reduced, so 

that the median is less than 0.10 and the upper 95% C.I. bound is less than 0.50; 

• Adopt the ERSWG decision which determined that thirteen species of seabirds were 

assessed as having a median or upper 95% C.I. 0.1 or 0.5 respectively from 

contributing CCSBT member pelagic longline fisheries. ERSWG agreed that these 

should be considered as priority species.; and 
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• Agree on one of the three presented options under Seabird Strategy Action 1F (i.e. 

setting of 50, 60, or 70% of the total risk posed to priority species by CCSBT 

fisheries). 

 

 

 

Prepared by the Secretariat 

  



4 

 

Attachment A 
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