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Executive summary  
Regional Fisheries Management Organisations (RFMOs) are of central 
importance to sustainable management of the world’s oceans. Many 
marine species, including some of the most highly-prized fish stocks 
but also highly-vulnerable and charismatic species such as albatrosses, 
sharks and sea turtles, can only be conserved through collaboration 
between States. 
 
The obligations of RFMOs to conserve such species have been 
established by developments in the international legal framework 
governing the oceans, including agreements such as the Code of 
Conduct for Responsible Fisheries and the UN Fish Stocks Agreement.  
 
This report evaluates the 14 RFMOs whose areas overlap with 
albatross distribution, assessing their performance in fulfilling their 
duties to minimise bycatch, especially albatross bycatch, within their 
fisheries. The evaluation used criteria based on the principles 
established by the Code of Conduct and UN Fish Stocks Agreement, 
and included assessment of participation and transparency, data 
collection, measures to manage target fish stocks and measures to 
combat illegal, unreported or unregulated (IUU) fishing as well as 
measures to collect data on, and reduce bycatch of, a wide range of 
species, including seabirds. It was important to include this wide 
range of criteria, both to assess all factors affecting bycatch mitigation, 
and to get a broad understanding of the factors within each RFMO 
that are either aiding or preventing it from fulfilling its duties.  
 
The top five RFMOs in terms of overlap with albatross distribution 
were the Commission for Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna 
(CCSBT), followed by the new Western and Central Pacific Fisheries 
Commission (WCPFC), the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC), 
the International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas 
(ICCAT), and the Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic 
Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR). The results of the assessment of 
the performances of these RFMOS are summarised in the table below. 
 
CCAMLR scored the most highly of the RFMOs in almost all 
categories. CCAMLR has undertaken a wide range of measures to 
reduce bycatch in its fisheries, and seabird bycatch has been reduced 
by over 99%. WCPFC only came into force in 2004, and has not yet 
established measures either for fish stocks or for reducing bycatch. 
However, WCPFC already scored well in some categories, reflecting 
the fact that its convention draws largely from the UN Fish Stocks 
Agreement (WCPFC, 2004a).  
 
Of the remaining three RFMOs, CCSBT has established a seabird 
bycatch mitigation measure requiring its vessels to use a bird-scaring 
line south of 30º South. However, CCSBT is not monitoring the 
compliance with, or effectiveness of, this measure and has not taken 
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on a central role in collecting data on bycatch. Further, CCSBT has not 
established bycatch mitigation measures for any other species. 
 
Of the remaining two, neither IOTC nor ICCAT have established 
mitigation measures to reduce bycatch of non-target species. In 
addition, neither include all non-target species within their mandate 
and neither require onboard observer programmes. Both also have a 
poor performance in terms of management of target fish stocks. 
However, there have been some positive developments, including 
IOTC’s decision in 2002 to establish a bycatch working group (this 
group has yet to meet), and ICCAT’s recent resolutions on sharks, 
turtles and seabirds, though these have focused on encouraging 
member States to collect bycatch data.  
 
RFMOs have many pressures to deal with, including highly depleted 
target fish stocks, over-capacity of fishing fleets, and high levels of 
IUU fishing, as well as lack of data from members, the inherent 
difficulties of regulating fishing over large high seas areas, financial 
constraints, and limited staff capacity. However, now that nearly a 
decade has passed since the entry into force of the Law of the Sea, 
these pressures can no longer be considered as justifications for failure 
to meet their responsibilities, but must be considered as key issues to 
be addressed.  
 
A more general concern for RFMOs is to generate within their 
members the collaboration and political will to agree on  and adopt 
effective measures both for target fish and non-target species. The 
strengthening of RFMO capacity has been identified by the United 
Nations Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) as a crucial step if 
sustainable management of the world’s oceans is to be achieved. If all 
RFMOs were to follow CCAMLR’s example, huge gains would be 
made in reducing the threat, not only to albatrosses but to a wide 
range of non-target species, including marine turtles, marine 
mammals, sharks and fish. 
 

Summary of RFMO performance in relation to criteria developed from the UN Fish Stocks Agreement 
and the Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries. 
 RFMO performance (%) 

 CCSBT WCPFC * IOTC ICCAT CCAMLR 

A.  Participation & transparency 58 82 78 82 70 
B.  Target fish data & assessment 55 64 36 57 100 
C.  Target fish management & status 41 - 14 39 82 
D.  Combating IUU fishing 31 62 58 62 90 
E1. Commitment to reducing bycatch 60 53 33 55 88 
E2. Bycatch data collection 26 - 8 31 97 
E3. Bycatch mitigation  4 - 0 13 90 

Total score (%) 35 - 27 44 89 
* WCPFC could not be fully assessed since it only came into force in 2004. 



Regional Fisheries Management Organisations 
 

 5

1 Introduction 
 
Recent assessment of the status and trends of albatross populations 
has identified that 19 of the 21 species are now globally threatened, 
with the remainder Near Threatened, making albatrosses the largest 
family of birds (Diomedeidae) in which all species are under global 
threat of extinction (BirdLife International, 2004a). The main cause of 
the decline of most albatross species is known, or inferred, to be 
incidental mortality in fisheries (albatross ‘bycatch’), especially in 
longline fisheries, where albatrosses are vulnerable to baited hooks 
that remain at the surface for any length of time  (Brothers, 1991; 
Croxall et al., 1990; Nel et al. 2000; Weimerskirch et al., 1997). 
Albatrosses are also at risk from entanglement in trawl nets and cables 
(Bartle, 1991; Schiavini et al., 1998; Sullivan et al., 2003).  
 
To address this problem, a number of mitigation measures have been 
developed, which are capable of significantly reducing albatross 
bycatch, and are likely to be key to the conservation of these species 
(Cooper et al., 2001). Mitigation measures include the use of bird 
scaring lines; line-weighting and other measures to make hooks (or 
nets) sink more rapidly underwater; regulation of the way in which 
fish offal and discards are disposed of during fishing; setting lines at 
night; and dyeing bait to make it less attractive to birds (see Brothers 
et al.1999 for a review). Many of these mitigation measures are 
relatively inexpensive and simple to deploy, and some can benefit 
fishers through reducing loss of bait. Further research and testing of 
mitigation measures will produce additional benefits.  
 
However, as with measures to reduce bycatch of cetaceans, turtles and 
other bycatch species, effective reduction of albatross bycatch requires 
not only the development of mitigation gear, but also that action is 
taken to encourage its use. Crucially important in this is the 
commitment and involvement of the organisations that are 
responsible for regulating and managing fisheries. Vital roles for 
fishery organisations include collection of data on bycatch rates; 
encouragement of/requirement for mitigation measures (including 
statutory requirements, or the use of other incentives such as selective 
vessel licensing, or vessel or fishery bycatch limits); monitoring 
compliance with, and effectiveness of, measures; and coordination of 
education programmes. Mitigation also benefits from the involvement 
of fishers in the development or modification of mitigation measures, 
to ensure that the most effective ones are used by each fishery, and to 
create ‘ownership’ of the mitigation process among fishers (FAO, 
1999). Bycatch reduction may also depend on other aspects of fishery 
management, especially the control of illegal, unregulated or 
unreported (IUU) fishing (Croxall and Nicol, in press). In addition, for 
wide-ranging species such as albatrosses, effective mitigation requires 
collaboration between States, particularly in relation to the high seas. 
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The threats to albatross populations come in the context of the 
widespread crisis in the oceans. Over 70% of global fish stocks are 
fully exploited, over-exploited, or severely depleted (FAO, 2002a), 
while problems of marine environmental degradation and over-
capacity of fishing fleets are continuing to worsen (FAO, 2000; Joseph, 
2003). Several fish species are already classified by the World 
Conservation Union as Critically Endangered (e.g. Southern bluefin 
tuna, Western Atlantic bluefin tuna and South Atlantic albacore) or 
Endangered (e.g. North Atlantic swordfish, Pacific bigeye, and 
Eastern Atlantic bluefin tuna) (IUCN, 2004). Recent estimates suggest 
that the oceans may have already lost more than 90% of large 
predatory fishes (Myers and Worm, 2003). To halt this crisis, fishery 
management organisations must urgently establish effective fish stock 
management measures, but must also gain control of over-investment, 
excess fishing capacity and IUU fishing, and find means to creating 
the political will necessary to make these changes (Gréboval, 2002). 
 
In addition, there is increasing concern over the impact of fishing on a 
wide range of non-target species. Fishery discards (the proportion of 
catch that is thrown back overboard, Alverson et al., 1994) are 
estimated to account for up to 30% of global catch by weight, and in 
some fisheries, especially shrimp trawl fisheries, discards of 
invertebrates, non-target fish and undersized target fish frequently 
outweigh the actual fish retained (Alverson et al., 1994; Crowder and 
Myers, 2001). In addition, bycatch and entanglement is considered the 
biggest threat to cetaceans and sea turtles, as well as to albatrosses 
(Cetacean Bycatch Resource Center, 2004; WWF, 2004): six of the 
seven species of sea turtle are classified by the IUCN as Endangered 
or Critically Endangered (IUCN, 2004). Information on declines of 
shark species is hampered by lack of data, but data from the North 
Atlantic indicates that all sharks caught by pelagic longlines are 
declining rapidly: hammerhead sharks, blue sharks and great white 
sharks had declined by 65-85% in just over a decade (Crowder and 
Myers, 2001). Turtles and many pelagic shark species share with 
albatrosses the characteristics of being long-lived and slow-maturing, 
making their populations particularly vulnerable to bycatch. 
 
In terms of a legal framework to address this crisis, significant 
progress was made in the 1990s, by the entry into force of the UN 
Convention on the Law of the Sea in November 1994, and by the 
development of subsequent international fishery instruments, 
particularly the Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries (‘the Code 
of Conduct’, a voluntary instrument), and the United Nations 
Agreement on the Conservation and Management of Straddling Fish 
Stocks and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks (‘the UN Fish Stocks 
Agreement’, binding to signatory States), both of which were 
established in 1995. These legal instruments established sustainable 
development as the widely accepted goal and responsibility for 
fisheries management, and outlined principles and mechanisms 
through which this should be achieved. In particular, these include 
duties to have transparent decision-making processes and broad 
stakeholder participation at meetings; to improve data collection; to 
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use a 'precautionary approach' to management, requiring cautious 
and conservative management measures, especially where data are 
lacking; and duties to address excessive fleet capacities, control IUU 
fishing and assist developing States (FAO, 2001a; Lugten, 1999). In 
addition, and of particular relevance to the conservation of bycatch 
species such as albatrosses, the new legal instruments established the 
duty of fisheries management organisations to conserve species 
dependent on, or associated with, target fish stocks.  
 
Another key aspect of the new fisheries instruments is that they 
identified a substantially enhanced role for Regional Fisheries 
Management Organisations (RFMOs, defined by the FAO as 
‘intergovernmental fisheries organisations or arrangements, as 
appropriate, that have the competence to establish fishery 
conservation and management measures’, FAO, 2001c), recognising 
that conservation of straddling and migratory fish stocks (and 
associated or dependent species) depends crucially on collaboration 
between States. The new instruments establish much wider 
responsibilities for RFMOs, and obligations for States to cooperate 
within them (Swan, 2004).  
 
However, most RFMOs were established before this new legal 
framework was in place, many with much narrower mandates than 
those now required. The expansion of their role requires RFMOs to 
restructure not only their scientific approach, but also their 
management goals and priorities. Other pressures on RFMOs include 
conflicts between members over target fish stocks, over-capacity of 
fishing fleets, lack of data from members, financial constraints and 
high levels of IUU fishing. For many RFMOs, adaptation to meet their 
expanded role is proving a slow and/or difficult task (Kimball, 2004; 
Lodge, 2002; Lugten, 1999). The strengthening of RFMOs has emerged 
as a key priority if high seas and migratory fish stocks and associated 
species, such as albatrosses, turtles and pelagic sharks, are to be 
adequately conserved (COFI, 1997).  
 
The FAO has called upon RFMOs to view the new fishery instruments 
as checklists that will enable them to fulfil their expanded role 
(Lugten, 1999). This report undertakes a review of RFMO 
performance using such a checklist, particularly focusing on RFMO 
performance in relation to bycatch mitigation, especially of 
albatrosses. The report: 
 
• Assesses the distribution of albatrosses within RFMO areas. 
• Assesses the extent to which each RFMO has established 

mitigation measures to reduce incidental mortality of albatrosses 
and other species  

• Evaluates RFMO performance on a broad range of criteria 
developed from the principles established in the Code of Conduct 
and the UN Fish Stocks Agreement, in order to understand the 
factors that are aiding or limiting effective reduction of bycatch. 
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2 Methods 

2.1 Selection of RFMOs 
According to the FAO, there are currently eighteen RFMOs in 
existence, though two are not yet active (FAO, 2004a). In addition, 
members of CPPS (a fishery advisory body in the South-east Atlantic) 
have established the Galapagos Agreement, which, if ratified, will 
establish a nineteenth RFMO (Table 1).  
 
Of these nineteen RFMOs, the areas of fourteen coincide with the 
known distributions of albatrosses (Harrison, 1985; Marchant and 
Higgins, 1990; Tickell, 2000). Fig. 1 indicates the areas covered by each 
of these RFMOs (excluding the IWC, which covers all oceans), and 
illustrates that some have overlapping areas. 
 
Table 1 also indicates level of detail of assessment that was possible 
for each of the RFMOs. Detailed assessment was possible for 
CCAMLR, CCSBT, IATTC, ICCAT and IOTC, all of which are fully 
active. It was not possible to assess the new RFMO in the West and 
Central Pacific (WCPFC) on management measures undertaken, since 
it only came into force in June 2004. However, WCPFC has held 
substantial preparatory meetings, and has made meeting reports and 
background papers available on its website, and it was therefore 
possible to assess it quite fully. 
 
The performance of the remaining eight RFMOs was also assessed but 
in less detail, and qualitatively rather than quantitatively. This was for 
a variety of reasons: SEAFO only came into force in 2004, and has 
limited information available online; SWIOFC, CEPTFA and the 
RFMO that will be formed by the Galapagos Agreement are not yet 
active; IPHC and PSC are bilateral agreements between the US and 
Canada, which are focused primarily on national waters, and are 
therefore different from the others in that decisions tend to be taken at 
a national rather than regional level; NPAFC prohibits fishing within 
its entire area; and IWC differs from the others in being focused on 
whaling.  
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Fig. 1. Map showing the areas managed by the thirteen RFMOs whose areas overlap with albatross 
distribution. (The IWC is not included on this map, since its area covers all oceans.) 

 
 
Key to acronyms: 
CCAMLR Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources 
CCSBT Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna 
CEPTFA Council of the East Pacific Tuna Fishing Agreement 
CPPS Permanent Commission of the South Pacific: the area indicated is that which has been defined 

under the Galapagos Agreement 
IATTC Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission 
ICCAT International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas 
IOTC Indian Ocean Tuna Commission 
IPHC International Pacific Halibut Commission 
IWC International Whaling Commission 
NPAFC North Pacific Anadromous Fishery Commission 
PSC Pacific Salmon Commission 
SEAFO Southeast Atlantic Fisheries Organisation 
SWIOFC Southwest Indian Ocean Fisheries Commission 
WCPFC Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission 
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Table 1. Regional Fisheries Management Organisations  
The shaded area indicates RFMOs whose areas do not overlap with albatross distribution. 
 

RFMOa Year in 
force 

Ocean Albatrosses 
in RFMO 
areab 

Main fishing gears EEZs or 
high seas 

Assessed  
(full or 
brief) 

CCAMLR 1982 Southern Y Longline, trawl (CCAMLR, 
2003a) 

Both Full 

CCSBT 1994 All oceans 
 approx. 30-50º S 

Y Longline (80% catch), 
purse seine (20% catch) 
(CCSBT, 2004a) 

Both Full 

IATTC 1950 East Pacific Y Purse seine (90% catch), 
longline (10% catch) 
(IATTC, 2003c) 

Both Full 

ICCAT 1969 Atlantic Y Purse seine (c. 38% catch) 
longline (c. 28% catch) and 
bait boat (c. 27% catch) 
(ICCAT, 2004b) 

Both Full 

IOTC  1996 Indian Y Purse seine (36% catch), 
longline (25% catch) and 
artisanal fisheries (gillnet, 
pole & line, troll)  
(IOTC, 2004a) 

Both Full 

WCPFC 2004 West Pacific Y West & Central: purse 
seine (60% tuna catch), 
longline, gillnet, artisanal 
(Joseph, 2003).  Northwest: 
trawl, demersal longline 

Both As fully 
as 
possible 

CEPTFA  Not yet 
active 

Central East Pacific Y Purse seine, longline, 
artisanal 

Both Brief 

IPHC  1953 Northeast Pacific Y Demersal longline Mostly 
EEZs 

Brief 

NPAFC 1993 North Pacific Y No fishing High seas 
only 

Brief 

PSC  1985 Northeast Pacific Y Net, gillnet, purse seine, 
troll 

EEZs only Brief 

SEAFO 2004 Southeast Atlantic Y Trawl and longline High seas 
only 

Brief 

SWIOFC Not yet 
active 

Southwest Indian Y Trawl and artisanal. Some 
longline. 

Under 
discussion 

Brief 

IWC  1949 All oceans Y  Both Brief 
GCFM 1952 Mediterranean N   N 
IBSFC 1974 Baltic N   N 
NAFO 1979 Northwest Atlantic N   N 
NASCO 1983 North Atlantic N   N 
NEAFC 1982 Northeast Atlantic N   N 
Galapagos 
Agreement  

Not yet 
active 

Southeast Pacific Y Purse seine, trawl and 
longline 

High Seas Brief 

 
Table notes:  
a List of RFMOs taken from FAO (2004). Galapagos Agreement added, as discussed in text. Acronyms 

explained in Appendix 1. 
b Sources: Harrison, 1985; Marchant and Higgins, 1990; Tickell, 2000. Y=yes, N=No. 
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2.2 Albatross distribution data 
Two sources of data were used to obtain measures of albatross 
distribution within RFMO areas: satellite tracking data, made 
available through a global collaboration of scientists, coordinated by 
BirdLife International and supported by the Wallace Research 
Foundation (BirdLife International, 2004b), and range maps derived 
from published species accounts (Harrison, 1985; Marchant and 
Higgins, 1990; Tickell, 2000). 
 
Satellite-tracking data are highly informative, providing data on 
movements of individual albatrosses of known status and origin, 
which can be combined to provide estimates of range, and of density 
distribution within this range. The collaborative database includes 
over 90% of existing albatross tracking data. However, data are not 
yet available for all colonies of all albatross species, and there are 
comparatively few data for non-breeding albatrosses. Since the 
distributions of breeding and non-breeding albatrosses can differ 
quite markedly (Fig. 2), it was necessary to restrict the use of the 
satellite tracking data to data from breeding albatrosses only, in order 
to create a distribution map which minimised the introduction of bias 
from lack of data. It was then necessary to supplement these data with 
data derived from range maps.  Details of the satellite tracking data 
available for breeding albatrosses are shown in Table 2. 
 
The data were used to generate composite maps. For breeding data, 
tracking data for each species from each breeding colony were 
weighted by colony size relative to species population size. The 
distribution data for each species were then weighted by species 
population size relative to total albatross population size, before being 
combined into the composite map (for full details on data handling 
see BirdLife International, 2004b). The map was used to estimate the 
proportion of time that breeding albatrosses spend within each RFMO 
area.  The calculation was also repeated using weighting for the IUCN 
threat status of each species (Near Threatened = 1; Vulnerable = 2; 
Endangered = 3; Critically Endangered = 4). 
 
Range maps indicate the geographic extent of each albatross species, 
including both breeding and non-breeding distribution, but do not 
attempt measures of density within the ranges. As above, a composite 
map was constructed, combining the ranges of all 21 species 
(weighted by population size of each species), and this was used to 
estimate the number of albatross species and the proportion of total 
albatross range within each RFMO area. As above, the proportion of 
total albatross range was also calculated including weighting for the 
threat status of each species. 
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2.3 Albatross bycatch mitigation measures 
Information was gathered on the seabird bycatch mitigation measures 
that each RFMO requires in the fisheries that it manages. This 
information was obtained from publicly available meeting reports and 
other information published on RFMO websites. Note that these 
measures refer to measures required or encouraged by the RFMOs 
themselves, rather than mitigation measures undertaken voluntarily 
by individual States 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 2. Distribution map for Grey-headed albatrosses (a biennial breeder) tracked from Bird Island South 
Georgia (a) during breeding and (b) in the 18 months between breeding attempts (n=6 birds). The maps 
indicated the differences between breeding and non-breeding distribution of some species of albatross. 
Reproduced with permission from J. Silk, British Antarctic Survey, UK.  
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Table 2. Breeding albatross satellite tracking data available from the BirdLife Procellariiform Tracking 
Database (BirdLife International, 2004b) 
 

Species Threat 
statusa 

% population 
trackedb 

Locations of colonies with >5% of the breeding 
population for which no tracking data were available 
(% population of each species) 

Amsterdam CR 100.0  
Antipodean VU 59.0 Antipodes (41%) 
Black-browed EN 99.8  
Black-footed EN 96.8  
Buller's VU 42.2 Chatham Islands (58%) 
Chatham CR 100.0  
Grey-headed VU 85.9 Iles Crozet (6%), Iles Kerguelen (7%) 
Indian Yellow-nosed EN 70.4 Iles Crozet (12%), Prince Edward Islands (17%) 
Laysan VU 100.0  
Light-mantled NT 9.1 South Georgia (28%), Auckland Is. (23%), Iles Crozet 

(11%), Iles Kerguelen (18%), Campbell Is. (7%) 
Northern Royal EN 100.0  
Shy NT 14.5 Auckland Islands (85%) 
Sooty EN 17.1 Gough Island (38%), Prince Edward Islands (21%), 

Tristan de Cunha Islands (21%) 
Southern Royal VU 99.1  
Tristan EN 99.6  
Wandering VU 99.9  
Atlantic Yellow-nosed EN No tracking datac Tristan de Cunha Islands  (77%), Gough Island (23%) 
Campbell VU No tracking datad Campbell Islands (100%) 
Salvin VU No tracking datac Bounty Islands (99%) 
Short-tailed VU No tracking datae Izu Shoto (95%),  Senkaku Retto (5%) 
Waved VU No tracking dataf Galapagos Islands (100%) 

 
 
Table notes:  
a Threat status: NT = Near Threatened, VU = Vulnerable, EN = Endangered, CR = Critically Endangered 

(BirdLife International, 2004b)  
b Percent of total breeding pairs for each species which breed at island groups (‘sites’) for which satellite 

tracking were available for breeding birds 
c No satellite tracking data available  
d Breeding distribution data published by Waugh et al. (1999), but data are not in database  
e No satellite tracking data available for breeding birds, but database includes non-breeding data 
f Breeding distribution data published by Anderson et al. (1998), but data are not in database 
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2.4 Evaluation of RFMO performance  
The Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries and the UN Fish 
Stocks Agreement were used as the basis for developing criteria with 
which to review the performance of each RFMO. Criteria were 
grouped into 5 categories: Participation and transparency, Target fish data 
and assessment, Target fish management and stock status, Combating IUU 
fishing and Bycatch. The Bycatch category was divided into three sub-
divisions: Commitment to reducing bycatch, Data collection, and 
Mitigation measures. Criteria for the latter two sub-divisions were 
applied to each of six groups of species (target fish - especially 
juvenile fish, non-target fish, elasmobranchs, sea turtles, marine 
mammals and seabirds).  
 
It was important to include such a wide range of criteria, in order to 
assess all factors affecting bycatch mitigation directly, and to get a 
broader understanding of the factors within each RFMO that are 
either aiding or preventing it from establishing effective measures to 
reduce bycatch. The criteria cover a large proportion of the principles 
in the Code of Conduct and the UN Fish Stocks Agreement, but 
generally exclude principles focused on, for example, aquaculture, 
coastal area management and trade since these have less direct 
relevance to the subject of this report and it is more appropriate to 
examine them elsewhere. Criteria were based on the principles in the 
legal texts that specifically address the responsibilities of RFMOs, or 
address fishery management in general, rather than principles that are 
addressed to States only. 
 
Criteria were devised so that answers could be based on data that are, 
or should be (according to new standards of transparency), publicly 
available. Particular attention was given to making the criteria 
answerable in an objective manner. The FAO has begun work on 
devising indicators of sustainable fisheries management (Caddy, 1996; 
FAO, 1999, 2001a, 2001b), and the development of the criteria used in 
this report drew on this work. However in order to be able to provide 
objective answers based on publicly available data, it was necessary to 
sub-divide criteria to a greater extent.  
 
For example, Article 7.2.2g of the Code of Conduct for Responsible 
Fisheries establishes that States and sub-regional or regional fisheries 
management organisations and arrangements should adopt 
appropriate measures that provide that: 
‘pollution, waste, discards, catch by lost or abandoned gear, catch of 
non-target species, both fish and non-fish species, and impacts on 
associated or dependent species are minimised, through measures 
including, to the extent practicable, the development and use of 
selective, environmentally safe and cost-effective fishing gear and 
techniques.’  
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From this, Caddy (1996) derived three questions: 
− Have pollution and waste been minimised? (Yes, In Part, No) 
− Has catch by lost and abandoned gear of commercial species and 

other organisms been minimised? (Yes, In Part, No) 
− Have selective, environmentally-safe and cost-effective fishing 

methods been developed? (Yes, No) 
 
For the purposes of this report, it was necessary to subdivide the 
questions further in order to make the questions objective and 
answerable based on publicly-available data. For example, for each of 
the above three questions, has the RFMO:  
− Made a commitment to minimising impact of (pollution/waste, 

catch by lost/abandoned gear, fishing methods/bycatch)? 
− Required data from States in relation to this issue? 
− Established means to validate the data? 
− Conducted research to develop mitigation measures? 
− Established voluntary or mandatory management measures? 
− Established incentives/sanctions for compliance? 
− Established an education programme for fishers? 
− Sought feedback from fishers in relation to measures? 
− Monitored take-up of measures? 
− Monitored effectiveness of measures? 
− Been successful in reducing the problem? 
 
Also, as described above, bycatch criteria were considered separately 
in relation to each of six bycatch species groups (target fish, non-target 
fish, elasmobranchs, sea turtles, marine mammals and seabirds). 
 
In total, the list of criteria developed for this assessment included 114 
questions. The full list is given in Appendix 1, which also gives 
information on the articles of the Code of Conduct and the UN Fish 
Stocks Agreement from which each criterion was developed, and the 
scoring system used to answer each question. RFMOs scored 0, 0.5, 
0.75 or 1 for each criterion, aiming to represent ‘poor’, ‘fair’, ‘good’ 
and ‘excellent’ performance, respectively. As discussed above, these 
criteria were applied to the following RFMOs: CCAMLR, CCSBT, 
ICCAT, IOTC, IATTC and WCPFC. As described above, for a variety 
of reasons the remaining eight RFMOs could not be assessed 
quantitatively, but were reviewed qualitatively.  
 
Finally, although extensive effort was made to make the criteria as 
objective as possible, the translation of the Code of Conduct and the 
UN Fish Stocks Agreement into criteria is inevitably subjective to 
some extent, as noted by Caddy (1996), as is the choice of number of 
criteria within each category. We believe that the list of criteria 
provided here is a useful basis for such assessments of the 
performance of RFMOs, but it must be stressed that this is not a 
definitive interpretation. 
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3 Results 

3.1 Albatross distribution in relation to RFMO areas 
The composite map of the breeding distribution of 16 species of 
albatrosses is shown in Fig. 3 (species with equal weights) and Fig. 4 
(species weighted by threat status), and the composite map of ranges 
for all 21 albatross species is shown in Fig. 5 (species with equal 
weights). All three maps show the strong concentration of albatross 
distribution in latitudes between 30-50º South, as well as the 
distribution of albatrosses in the North Pacific.  
 
Fig. 6 indicates the location of breeding colonies for which no tracking 
data were available. Most are located within the areas of high 
concentrations of albatross distribution that are already identified in 
Figs 3-5. The exceptions are the breeding sites of Waved albatrosses in 
the Galapagos Islands, and the breeding sites of Short-tailed 
albatrosses in the Northwest Pacific. One of the main differences 
between the breeding distribution map and the range map is that the 
Southeast Pacific, Southeast Indian Ocean and Northeast Pacific are 
used by few breeding albatrosses, but these areas form a substantial 
part of total albatross ranges. Tables 3 and 4 summarise the 
proportion of the distribution of breeding albatrosses, and the 
proportion of total albatross ranges encompassed by each RFMO area. 
 
The results show that both the satellite tracking data and the range 
maps identify the same ranks of the top five RFMOs in terms of 
albatross distribution. Fortunately for this analysis, all five of these 
were among those that could be fully assessed. 
 
CCSBT was the highest ranked RFMO, with an area that coincides 
with the ranges of 17 of the 21 albatross species, and approximately 
70% of the total distribution of breeding albatrosses. This includes 
more than 90% of the breeding ranges of both of the Critically 
Endangered albatross species (Amsterdam and Chatham albatrosses) 
and over 90% of the ranges of at least 4 (probably 51) of the 7 
Endangered albatross species (Indian Yellow-nosed, Northern Royal, 
Tristan, Sooty and probably Atlantic Yellow-nosed albatrosses).  

                                                          
1 No satellite tracking data were available for the Atlantic Yellow-nosed albatross, 
which breeds on Gough Island and Tristan de Cuhna Islands in the South Atlantic 
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Fig.  3. Distribution of breeding albatrosses in relation to RFMO areas (16 albatross species, weighted 
equally). The map shows the global utilisation distribution (UD) of breeding albatrosses. A UD provides a 
probability contour indicating the relative amount of time that birds spend in a particular area i.e. they will 
spend 50% of their time within the 50% UD. The dotted line represents the entire range, or 100% UD. 
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Fig. 4. Distribution of breeding albatrosses in relation to RFMO areas (16 albatross species weighted by 
IUCN threat status). The map shows the global utilisations distribution (UD) of breeding albatrosses. A UD 
provides a probability contour indicating the relative amount of time that birds spend in a particular area i.e. 
they will spend 50% of their time within the 50% UD. The dotted line represents the entire range, or 100% 
UD. Weights used were Near Threatened=1, Vulnerable=2, Endangered=3, Critically Endangered=4. 
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Fig. 5. Composite map of the ranges of the 21 species of albatrosses in relation to RFMO areas.  
Data derived from Harrison, 1985, Marchant and Higgins, 1990, Tickell, 2000. 
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Fig 6. Locations of colonies for which no breeding satellite data were available  
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Table 3. Distribution of breeding albatrosses within the areas managed by the 13 RFMOs whose areas overlap with albatross (% time), and mitigation measures undertaken. 
 ‘*’ represents species whose breeding colonies are located within an RFMO area, but for which tracking data were not (or were only partly) available. ‘?’ represents probable presence 
within RFMO areas of breeding albatrosses from colonies for which tracking data were not available. Blank cells represent no recorded distribution within the RFMO area. 
Species Status CCAMLR CCSBT CEPTFA CPPSa IATTC ICCAT IOTC IPHC NPAFC PSC SEAFO SWIOFC WCPFC 

Amsterdam CE <1 100     100     93  
Antipodean V  98   <1        98 
Black-browed E 12 16  12 1 79 <1     <1 <1 
Black-footed E     6   <1 37    94 
Buller's V  90  <1 <1  3      87 
Chatham CE  99           99 
Grey-headed V 67 24  8  64 2    2 2 6 
Indian Yellow-nosed E <1 100     100     86  
Laysan V   <1  1   27 73 <1   98 
Light-mantled NT 44 *    * *      55 
Northern Royal E  98           98 
Shy NT  83     83      * 
Sooty E 68 88    * 31    * 31 <1 
Southern Royal V  96           99 
Tristan E <1 99    100     83   
Wandering V 61 84  <1  26 22    2 20  
Atlantic Yellow-nosed E ? *    *     *   
Campbellb  V ? *     ?      * 
Salvin V ? *     ?      * 
Short-tailed V     ?   ? * ?   * 
Wavedc V   * * *         
# Species (of 16) >1% time  5 14 0 2 3 4 7 1 2 0 3 5 10 
% Time (equal weights)d  16 67 <1 1 1 17 21 2 7 <1 5 14 46 
% Time (weight by status)  14 72 <1 1 1 18 23 1 6 <1 6 19 45 
Mitigation measures 
established by RFMO 

 Streamer lines, offal 
control, bycatch 
limits, closed areas, 
line weights, night 
setting. 

Streamer 
lines 
below  
30º S 

None None None None None None None None None None None 

a. Including EEZs and high seas area as defined under the Galapagos Agreement; b. Source: Waugh et al., 1999; c. Source: Anderson et al., 1998; d. Since RFMO areas overlap, it is 
possible for % albatross ranges to add up to more than 100%
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Table 4. Distribution of albatrosses ranges within RFMO areas (% distribution), and mitigation measures undertaken. Species ranges taken from Harrison, 1985; 
Marchant and Higgins, 1990; Tickell, 2000. Blank cells represent no recorded distribution within the RFMO area. 

Species Status CCAMLR CCSBT CEPTFA CPPS IATTC ICCAT IOTC IPHC NPAFC PSC SEAFO SWIOFC WCPFC 
Amsterdam CE 0 100 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 55 0 
Antipodean V 0 24 3 39 44 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 50 
Black-browed E 27 41 2 13 9 21 21 0 0 0 9 7 20 
Black-footed E 0 0 2 0 17 0 0 22 42 2 0 0 73 
Buller's V 0 31 20 48 34 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 45 
Chatham CE 0 10 16 63 62 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 29 
Grey-headed V 35 37 0 12 4 21 16 0 0 0 8 5 19 
Indian Yellow-nosed E 7 86 0 0 0 0 78 0 0 0 4 29 11 
Laysan V 0 0  0 17 0 0 25 48 2 0 0 72 
Light-mantled NT 43 31 2 13 3 19 17 0 0 0 6 3 13 
Northern Royal E 1 67  14 7 25 29 0 0 0 11 12 27 
Shy NT 3 69  12 5 18 41 0 0 0 13 15 22 
Sooty E 14 84 0 0 0 33 49 0 0 0 22 17  

Southern Royal V 15 61  12 2 29 29 0 0 0 11 9 18 
Tristan E  87 0 0 0 86 4 0 0 0 64 4 0 
Wandering V 24 49 0 10 1 25 24 0 0 0 10 8 21 
Atlantic Yellow-nosed E 0 69 0 0 0 95 0 0 0 0 58 0 0 
Campbell V 4 36 0 0 9 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 83 
Salvin's V 0 27 12 46 38 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 47 
Short-tailed V 0 0 1 0 13 0 0 27 45 3 0 0 76 
Waved V 0 0 100 100 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
# species (out of 21 total)  10 17 9 12 16 10 15 3 3 3 11 11 16 
% overlap (equal weights)  16 43 2 13 10 18 21 3 5 0 9 7 29 
% overlap (weighted by 
threat status)  14 44 2 13 11 19 21 3 5 0 9 7 29 
Mitigation measures 
established by RFMO 

 Streamer lines, offal 
control, bycatch 
limits, closed areas, 
line weights, night 
setting. 

Streamer 
lines  
below  
30º S 

None None None None None None None None None None None 
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WCPFC was the second most important RFMO in terms of albatross 
distribution, coinciding with the ranges of 16 of the 21 species of 
albatrosses, and containing more than 45% of breeding albatross 
distribution. In the WCPFC area the highest concentration of albatross 
distribution is between 30-50º South, but the area also includes a high 
proportion of the ranges of the three albatross species that breed in the 
northern hemisphere (Laysan, Black-footed and Short-tailed 
albatrosses).  
 
In terms of % albatross distribution, CCSBT and WCPFC were 
followed by IOTC, ICCAT, and CCAMLR, which each include 16-21 
% of albatross distribution, and each is particularly important for 
certain species. The southern part of the Indian Ocean, managed by 
IOTC, is crucial for the Critically Endangered Amsterdam albatross 
and the Endangered Indian Yellow-nosed albatross, while the South 
Atlantic, managed by ICCAT, is crucial for the Endangered Tristan, 
Black-browed, Atlantic Yellow-nosed and Grey-headed albatrosses. 
CCAMLR’s area is particularly important for Grey-headed and 
Wandering albatrosses.  
 
The East Pacific Ocean, managed by IATTC, and also the RFMO that 
will be established by the Galapagos Agreement, if it comes into force, 
contains a low proportion of the breeding distribution of albatrosses, 
though this would be increased if breeding distribution data from 
Waved albatrosses were available. However, the Southeast Pacific, 
particularly the coastal shelf offshore from Peru and Chile is 
significantly more important when the ranges of non-breeding 
albatrosses are considered. The IATTC and Galapagos Agreement 
areas include about 10-12% of the combined albatross ranges, and the 
area is particularly important for the Critically Endangered Chatham 
albatross, and Vulnerable Antipodean, Buller’s and Salvin albatrosses 
(Table 3). Spear et al. (1995) have suggested that these visiting 
populations may be impacted by incidental mortality within the 
region (cited in Brothers et al., 1999; also C.J.R. Robertson, personal 
communication, cited in Nel & Taylor, 2003). Likewise, the Northeast 
Pacific, managed by IATTC and IPHC forms part of the ranges of 
Black-footed, Laysan and Short-tailed albatrosses (Tickell, 2000). If 
IATTC’s new Antigua Convention comes into force, the area managed 
by IATTC will expand by 10º latitude north and south, and will 
include 19% of total albatross ranges. 
 
Finally, the non-tuna RFMOs that are being developed in the 
Southeast Atlantic and Southwest Indian Ocean also coincide with a 
significant proportion of albatross distribution. The area managed by 
SEAFO is important for the Endangered Tristan, Atlantic Yellow-
nosed and Sooty albatrosses, while the proposed area for SWIOFC is 
important for the Endangered Indian Yellow-nosed and Sooty 
albatrosses and the Critically Endangered Amsterdam albatross. 
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3.2 Mitigation measures 
Tables 3 and 4 also summarise the albatross mitigation measures 
required by each RFMO. CCAMLR has established a comprehensive 
range of measures to reduce seabird bycatch in its legal fisheries (see 
Section 3.4.1). Of the other RFMOs, only CCSBT has established a 
requirement for a seabird bycatch mitigation measure, requiring its 
longline vessels to use streamer lines when fishing south of 30º South. 
WCPFC, IOTC and ICCAT have no requirements for mitigation 
measures in their fisheries. However, a number of member States 
have undertaken national commitments to reducing seabird bycatch 
(Table 5). This is particularly important to note in the case of IPHC, 
where, while the RFMO itself has not established mitigation 
requirements, both member States (the US and Canada) have 
established national measures for reducing seabird bycatch.  

3.3 RFMO performance 
For the six of the fourteen RFMOs whose performance could be 
assessed in detail, the results of the assessment are summarised in 
Table 6, and shown in more detail in Table 7.  
 
CCAMLR scored the most highly of the RFMOs in almost all 
categories. WCPFC could not achieve full marks in some of the criteria 
as it is not yet active, but already scores well, reflecting the fact that its 
convention draws largely from the UN Fish Stocks Agreement 
(WCPFC, 2004a).  
 
In contrast, CCSBT, ICCAT and especially IOTC scored poorly in 
terms of data collection and management measures for target fish 
species, as well as data collection and bycatch mitigation measures for 
non-target species. However, in recent years there have been some 
positive developments within these RFMOs. 
 
The results are presented first by RFMO (Section 3.4) and then by 
performance category (Section 3.5). The two sections present the same 
results, but grouped in different ways. 
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Table 5. National commitments to reducing seabird bycatch by members of Regional Fisheries 
Management Organisations (RFMOs) 
 

RFMO and number of States which 
are members or cooperating non-
membersa 

Members or cooperating non-
members which have 
developed an NPOA-Seabirds 
(those developing an NPOA 
are shown in parentheses)b 

Members or cooperating 
non-members which have 
ratified or accepted ACAP 
(signatories shown in 
parentheses)c 

CCSBT 
5 members + 1 cooperating non-
member. Ongoing discussions with 
Indonesia and South Africa regarding 
membership. 

 
Australia, Japan, New Zealand 
(Taiwan) 

 
Australia, New Zealand, 
South Africa  

CCAMLR 
24 members 

 
Australia, Japan, New 
Zealand, US, UK (Brazil, Chile, 
EC, Namibia, South Africa) 

 
Australia, New Zealand, 
UK, Spain, South Africa 
(Argentina, Brazil, Chile, 
France) 

ICCAT 
40 members + 1 cooperating non-
member 

 
Japan, UK, US (Brazil, Canada, 
EC, Namibia, South Africa, 
Taiwan) 

 
South Africa, UK (France) 

IOTC 
23 members + 2 cooperating non-
member 

 
Australia, Japan (EC, South 
Africa) 

 
Australia, South Africa, UK 
(France) 

IATTC 
14 members  + 6 cooperating non-
members  

 
Japan, US, (Canada, EC, 
Taiwan) 

 
Ecuador, Spain, (France 
and Peru) 

WCPFC 
18 members + 9 States which have 
been present at preparatory meetings 
(including Indonesia, Japan, US) 

 
Australia, New Zealand, 
Japan, US (EC, Taiwan) 

 
Australia, New Zealand 
(France) 

Galapagos Agreement 
4 signatories 

 
(Chile) 

 
Ecuador (Peru and Chile) 

IPHC 
2 members 

 
US (Canada) 

 

 
Table notes: 
a See Appendix 4 for the full list of members for each RFMO 
b NPOA-Seabirds have been produced by Australia (in the form of its Threat Abatement Plan), Japan, US, UK on 

behalf of the Falkland Islands (Malvinas), and New Zealand. Brazil, Canada, Chile, EC, Namibia, South Africa, 
Taiwan are in the process of developing NPOAs.  Source: Cooper and Rivera, 2004. Note: a dispute exists between 
the Governments of Argentina and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland concerning the 
sovereignty over the Falkland Islands (Malvinas). The presentation of material in this report does not imply the 
expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of BirdLife International concerning the legal status of any 
country, territory or area, or concerning the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries. 

c Australia, Ecuador, New Zealand, Spain, South Africa and the UK have ratified ACAP. Argentina, Brazil, Chile, 
France and Peru are signatories. Source: ACAP 2004.   
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Table 6. Summary of RFMO performances (% scores) for each category of criteria developed from the 
Code of Conduct and the UN Fish Stocks Agreement. In the table, the RFMOs are ordered left to right in 
terms of albatross distribution within their areas: the area managed by CCSBT includes the highest 
proportion of albatross distribution, followed by WCPFC, etc. 
 
 
 

 
 
Table notes: 
a WCPFC’s scores are affected by the fact that WCPFC is not yet fully active 

 

 RFMO performance (%) 
 CCSBT WCPFC a IOTC ICCAT CCAMLR IATTC
A.  Participation & transparency 58 82 78 82 70 70 
B.  Target fish data & assessment 55 64 36 57 100 64 
C.  Target fish management & status 41 - 14 39 82 43 
D.  Combating IUU fishing 31 62 58 62 90 50 
E1. Commitment to reducing bycatch 60 53 33 55 88 63 
E2. Bycatch data collection 26 - 8 31 97 87 
E3. Bycatch mitigation  4 - 0 13 90 31 

Total score (%) 35 - 27 44 89 63 
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Table 7. RFMOs scores in relation to criteria developed from the Code of Conduct and UN Fish Stocks 
Agreement 

A. Stakeholder participation and transparency C
C

SB
T 

W
C

PF
C

 

IO
TC

 

IC
C

A
T 

C
C

A
M

LR
 

IA
TT

C
 

1 Are all the key States members (or cooperating non-members)? 1 1 0.75 1 1 0.75 
2 Do the Commission, Scientific Committee, and sub-groups meet 

regularly? 
1 1 0.75 0.75 1 0.75 

3 What % of members has attended the Commission meetings in 2000-4? 1 1 0.75 0.75 1 1 
4 Has the RFMO established dispute resolution mechanisms? 0.5 1 0.75 0.75 0.5 0.5 
5 Are NGOs allowed to attend Commission & Scientific Committee 

meetings?  
0.5 1 1 1 0.75 1 

6 Are NGOs allowed to attend subgroup meetings?  0.5 1 1 1 0 1 
7 How many meetings have been attended by NGOs in 2000-4? 0 0.5 0.5 1 1 1 
8 Has the RFMO encouraged wider stakeholder representation in 

delegations? 
0 0 0 0.5 0 0 

9 Have delegations had a wider stakeholder representation in 2000-
2004? 

0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.75 0.5 

10 Have RFMOs set up systems to assist developing States in full 
participation?  

0 1 1 0.75 0 0.5 

11 Are there systems for data exchange between members? 1 0.75 1 0.75 1 0.75 
12 Are minutes from meetings available to the public? 1 1 1 0.75 1 1 
13 Do the minutes record the decision-making process in detail? 0.75 0.5 0.75 1 1 0.75 
14 Are background papers available to the public? 0.5 1 1 0.75 0.5 1 
15 Are summary catch/effort data available to the public?  0.5 1 1 1 1 0 

Total % score 58 82 78 82 70 70 
 
B. Target fish: Data and assessment 

   

16 Is there a separate scientific body responsible for the fish stock 
assessments? 

1 1 1 1 1 0.75 

17 Does the RFMO have agreed procedures for assessing stocks 
regularly? 

0.75 0.5 0.5 0.75 1 0.75 

18 Has the RFMO committed itself to using a precautionary approach? 0 0.5 0 0.5 1 0.5 
19 Does the RFMO receive catch and effort data from all key fishing 

States? 
0.75 0.5 0 0.5 1 0.5 

20 Does the RFMO require additional target species data from States? 0.75 0.75 0.75 1 1 0.5 
21 Does the RFMO receive adequate data to conduct its fish stock 

assessments? 
0.75 0.5 0.5 0.5 1 0.5 

22 Has the RFMO established a system to validate the catch and effort 
data?  

0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 1 0.5 

23 Does the RFMO require an observer programme?  0.5 1 0 0 1 1 
24 Does the RFMO receive observer data from States? 0 0.5 0 0.5 1 1 
25 Do stock assessments take account of all removals of the fish stocks? 0.5 0.75 0.75 0.5 1 0.5 
26 Has the Scientific Committee incorporated limit reference points? 0.5 0.5 0 0.5 1 0.5 

Total % score 55 64 36 57 100 64 
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C. Target fish: Management and stock status  C
C

SB
T 

W
C

PF
C

 

IO
TC

 

IC
C

A
T 

C
C

A
M

LR
 

IA
TT

C
 

27 Has the RFMO established management plans for all target fish 
species? 

1 - 0 1 1 0

28 Has the RFMO over-ridden scientific advice on quotas, effort limits 
or time/area closures? 

0 - 0 0 0.75 0

29 In recent years, has lack of data resulted in precautionary 
management? 

0 - 0 0.5 1 0.75

30 Has the RFMO established pre-agreed actions when limits are 
approached? 

0.5 - 0 0.5 1 0

31 Has the RFMO established systems to monitor compliance? 0.5 - 0.75 0.75 1 1
32 Does the RFMO review the effect of management measures?  1 - 0 0.75 1 0.5
33 Has the RFMO co-ordinated action to assess excess capacity? 0 - 0.75 0.75 0 1
34 Have States complied with catch quotas? 0.75 - 0 0 0.75 0.5
35 Have States complied with other target-fish management measures? 0.75 - 0 0 1 0.5
36 Do external reviewers consider that target fish stocks are over-

fished? 
0 - 0 0 0.5 0.5

37 Do external reviewers consider management to be appropriate? 0 - 0 0 1 0
Total % score 41 - 14 39 82 43
 

D. Combating IUU fishing       

38 Does the RFMO have a sub-group to address IUU fishing and 
compliance issues? 

0 1 1 1 1 1

39 Does the RFMO support IPOA-IUU or the Compliance Agreement? 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.75 0
40 Are there measures to prevent ports being available to IUU fishing 

vessels?  
0.5 0.5 0.75 0.5 0.75 0.5

41 Has the RFMO taken measures to discourage flags of convenience? 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 1 0.5
42 Has the RFMO established catch or trade documentation schemes?  1 0.5 0.75 0.75 0.75 0.75
43 How effective are these trade documentation schemes?  0.75 0 0.5 0.75 1 0.75
44 Has the RFMO required the use of vessel monitoring systems?  0 1 0.5 0.75 0.75 0.5
45 How effective is the VMS scheme?  0 1 0 0 0.75 0
46 Does the RFMO co-ordinate lists of authorised and unauthorised 

vessels?  
0.75 0.75 1 1 1 1

47 Has the RFMO established measures to limit laundering of IUU 
catches? 

0.5 0.75 0.75 0.75 1 0.5

48 Has the RFMO established measures for port inspection?  0 0.5 0.75 0.5 1 0.5
49 Has the RFMO established schemes for inspection on the High Seas? 0 1 0 0.5 1 0
50 Has the RFMO assessed the extent of IUU fishing? 0 0 0.5 0.5 1 0.5

Total % score 31 62 58 62 90 50
 

E1. Commitment to reducing impact of fisheries on non-target species       

51 Does the RFMO include non-target species within its mandate? 1 1 0.75 0.5 1 1
52 Has the RFMO committed itself to reducing bycatch?  1 1 0 0.5 1 1
53 Is there a sub-group focused on non-target species and/or bycatch? 1 1 1 0.75 1 1
54 Does this group meet regularly? 0.5 0.75 0.5 1 1 0.75
55 Are data on levels of bycatch and/or discards available to the public? 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.75 1 0.5
56 Does the RFMO monitor populations of non-target species? 0 0.5 0 0.5 1 0.5
57 Are there measures to minimise pollution, waste and lost gear? 0 0.5 0 0 1 0.5
58 Does the RFMO organise or require an education programme for 

fishers? 
1 0 0 0.5 0.75 1

59 Has the RFMO taken measures to incorporate FAO's IPOA-Seabirds? 0.5 0 0 0.5 1 0
60 Has the RFMO taken measures to incorporate FAO's IPOA-Sharks? 0.5 0 0.5 0.5 0 0

Total % score 60 53 33 55 88 63
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E2 & E3. Bycatch data collection and Bycatch mitigation measures  
 
 
Target fish  
Bycatch data collection C

C
SB

T 

W
C

PF
C

 

IO
TC

 

IC
C
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T 

C
C

A
M
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IA
TT

C
 

61 Has the RFMO requested that States collect data on bycatch? 0.5 - 0.5 0.5 1 0.75 
62 Do the States provide bycatch data? 0.5 - 0 0.5 1 0.75 
63 Has the RFMO conducted research on bycatch population impacts? 0 - 0 0.75 1 1 
64 Has the RFMO conducted research on the impact of gear? 0 - 0 0.75 1 1 
65 Has the RFMO established measures to monitor compliance? 0 - 0 0 1 1 
66 Has the RFMO established measures to monitor success? 0 - 0 0.75 1 1 

Total % score 17 - 8 54 100 92 
Bycatch mitigation measures    
67 Has the RFMO made recommendations on gear to reduce bycatch? 0 - 0 0.75 1 0.75 
68 Has the RFMO established bycatch limits? 0 - 0 0.5 1 0 
69 Has the RFMO established incentives for vessels to reduce bycatch? 0 - 0 0 1 1 

Total % score 0 - 0 42 100 58 
 
 
Non-target fish 

   

Bycatch data collection    
70 Has the RFMO requested that States collect data on bycatch? 0.5 - 0.5 0.5 1 0.75 
71 Do the States provide bycatch data? 0.5 - 0 0.5 1 0.75 
72 Has the RFMO conducted research on bycatch population impacts? 0 - 0 0 1 1 
73 Has the RFMO conducted research on the impact of gear? 0.5 - 0 1 1 1 
74 Has the RFMO established measures to monitor compliance? 0 - 0 0 1 1 
75 Has the RFMO established measures to monitor success? 0 - 0 0.75 1 0.75 

Total % score 25 - 8 46 100 88 
Bycatch mitigation measures    
76 Has the RFMO made recommendations on gear to reduce bycatch? 0 - 0 0.5 1 0 
77 Has the RFMO established bycatch limits? 0 - 0 0.5 1 0 
78 Has the RFMO established incentives for vessels to reduce bycatch? 0 - 0 0 1 0 

Total % score 0 - 0 33 100 0 
 
 
Elasmobranchs 

   

Bycatch data collection    
79 Has the RFMO requested that States collect data on bycatch? 0.5 - 0.5 0.75 1 0.75 
80 Do the States provide bycatch data? 0.5 - 0 0.5 1 0.75 
81 Has the RFMO conducted research on bycatch population impacts? 0.75 - 0 0.75 1 1 
82 Has the RFMO conducted research on the impact of gear? 0 - 0 0.5 0 1 
83 Has the RFMO established measures to monitor compliance? 0 - 0 0 1 1 
84 Has the RFMO established measures to monitor success? 0 - 0 0 1 0.75 

Total % score 29 - 8 42 83 88 
Bycatch mitigation measures    
85 Has the RFMO made recommendations on gear to reduce bycatch? 0 - 0 0 0.5 0 
86 Has the RFMO established bycatch limits? 0 - 0 0 1 0 
87 Has the RFMO established incentives for vessels to reduce bycatch? 0 - 0 0 1 0 

Total % score 0 - 0 0 83 0 
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Sea turtles2  
Bycatch data collection C
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88 Has the RFMO requested that States collect data on bycatch? 0.5 - 0.5 0.5 - 0.75
89 Do the States provide bycatch data? 0.5 - 0 0 - 0.75
90 Has the RFMO conducted research on bycatch population impacts? 0 - 0 0 - 1
91 Has the RFMO conducted research on the impact of gear? 0 - 0 0.5 - 1
92 Has the RFMO established measures to monitor compliance? 0 - 0 0 - 1
93 Has the RFMO established measures to monitor success? 0 - 0 0 - 0.75

Total % score 17 - 8 17 - 88
94. Has the RFMO made recommendations on gear to reduce bycatch? 0 - 0 0 - 0.75
95. Has the RFMO established bycatch limits? 0 - 0 0 - 0
96. Has the RFMO established incentives for vessels to reduce bycatch? 0 - 0 0 - 0
Total % score 0 - 0 0 - 25
 
 
Marine mammals 

   

Bycatch data collection    
97 Has the RFMO requested that States collect data on bycatch? 0.5 - 0.5 0.5 1 0.75
98 Do the States provide bycatch data? 0.5 - 0 0 1 0.75
99 Has the RFMO conducted research on bycatch population impacts? 0 - 0 0 1 1

100 Has the RFMO conducted research on the impact of gear? 0 - 0 0 1 1
101 Has the RFMO established measures to monitor compliance? 0 - 0 0 1 1
102 Has the RFMO established measures to monitor success? 0 - 0 0 1 1
Total % score 17 - 8 8 100 92
Bycatch mitigation measures    
103 Has the RFMO made recommendations on gear to reduce bycatch? 0 - 0 0 1 1
104 Has the RFMO established bycatch limits? 0 - 0 0 0 1
105 Has the RFMO established incentives for vessels to reduce bycatch? 0 - 0 0 1 1
Total % score 0 - 0 0 67 100
 
 
Seabirds 

   

Bycatch data collection    
106 Has the RFMO requested that States collect data on bycatch? 0.5 - 0.5 0.5 1 0.75
107 Do the States provide bycatch data? 0.5 - 0 0 1 0.75
108 Has the RFMO conducted research on bycatch population impacts? 0.75 - 0 0.75 1 1
109 Has the RFMO conducted research on the impact of gear? 1 - 0 0.5 1 0
110 Has the RFMO established measures to monitor compliance? 0.5 - 0 0 1 1
111 Has the RFMO established measures to monitor success? 0 - 0 0 1 0.75
Total % score 54 - 8 29 100 71
Bycatch mitigation measures    
112 Has the RFMO made recommendations on gear to reduce bycatch? 0.75 - 0 0 1 0
113 Has the RFMO established bycatch limits? 0 - 0 0 1 0
114 Has the RFMO established incentives for vessels to reduce bycatch? 0 - 0 0 1 0
Total % score 25 - 0 0 100 0

 

                                                          
2 CCAMLR is not assessed on 
sea turtles they do not occur 
within the convention area 
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3.4 RFMO performance by RFMO 

3.4.1 Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine 
Living Resources (CCAMLR) 

CCAMLR, established in 1982, is responsible for the conservation of 
all living marine resources in the Southern Ocean, extending north to 
the Antarctic Convergence (Polar Front). The principal fisheries are 
for Antarctic krill, Patagonian toothfish and mackerel icefish.  
 
The area managed by CCAMLR ranks fifth in terms of proportion of 
albatross distribution, and is particularly important for populations of 
Grey-headed and Wandering albatrosses.  

A Participation and transparency 
CCAMLR holds regular meetings, which are attended by a high 
proportion of members. In recent years, CCAMLR has also 
encouraged the involvement of non-member States whose ports are 
used by CCAMLR fishing vessels. In 2004 for example, invitations 
were sent to 26 non-member States, 5 of which attended the CCAMLR 
meeting. In addition, NGOs have been present at all CCAMLR 
Commission meetings via the Antarctic and Southern Ocean Coalition 
(ASOC), a global coalition of over 240 NGOs. In terms of 
dissemination of data, CCAMLR makes catch and effort data and 
meeting minutes available to the public via its website. 
 
However, there are some limitations to CCAMLR’s transparency: 
NGOs are allowed to attend the Commission meeting and the main 
meeting of the Scientific Committee, but are not allowed into sub-
group meetings, except as part of national delegations. CCAMLR also 
reserves the right to make agenda items or documents confidential if a 
member requests, and NGO observer status can be rejected by a single 
member. At the 2004 Commission meeting, ASOC expressed its 
concern that much of the substantive discussion on key issues was 
held in sub-group meetings (ASOC, 2004). In addition, only the 
abstracts of background papers are available online (through 
CCAMLR’s publication ‘Scientific Abstracts’). Developing nations are 
not assisted in terms of financial contributions, though this issue has 
recently been raised by some members (CCAMLR, 2003a), and in 2004 
it was agreed that developing States should have access to funds to 
assist them to attend CCAMLR meetings (CCAMLR, 2004e).  
 
The requirement for decision-making by consensus has frequently 
resulted in delays to decision-making, but affords CCAMLR the 
power to make decisions that are binding (CCAMLR has an objection 
procedure, but this has never been used since, once consensus has 
been achieved, there is presumably little likelihood for objections at a 
later stage). 
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B Target fish - data and assessment 
CCAMLR collects a high level of data on catches of target (and non-
target) species, both from the member States, and through its regional 
observer programme. The observer programme requires the presence 
of an independent observer (of different nationality to the vessel’s flag 
State) on all toothfish, icefish and crab vessels and all vessels in 
exploratory fisheries, and requires that observers report back to 
CCAMLR at frequent intervals while at sea (CCAMLR, 1992). Only 
the krill fisheries are not fully observed. The system brings benefits of 
timeliness and independence of data, and also means that CCAMLR 
can control the priorities of data collected by observers, and that data 
are submitted in a uniform format. CCAMLR also operates an 
ecosystem-monitoring programme, which monitors key life history 
parameters of indicator species (CCAMLR, 2004c). In terms of fish 
stock assessment, CCAMLR is developing a unified regulatory 
framework to assess its stocks regularly (CCAMLR, 2004d), and has 
pioneered many of the principles now incorporated in the new legal 
agreements, such as the precautionary approach, and the ecosystem 
approach to management. 

C Target fish - management and stock status 
CCAMLR is the only RFMO with a high score for management of its 
target fish stocks. The central role of the precautionary approach in 
CCAMLR’s fish stock management is exemplified by its approach to 
new and exploratory fisheries. In these, CCAMLR has established 
requirements for data collection and sets precautionary catch limits, 
with the aim that the fishery is not allowed to expand faster than the 
supply of data necessary to manage it effectively (Miller and de la 
Mare, 2000). CCAMLR has also pioneered the concept of the need for 
pre-agreed decision rules for managing fish stocks, and has developed 
these for its toothfish and krill fisheries (de la Mare, 2000). In addition, 
CCAMLR’s observer scheme is well placed to assist in monitoring 
both compliance with, and success of, management measures.  
 
Within the CCAMLR area, bottom-fish populations remain depleted, 
but this does not detract from CCAMLR’s score in this category 
(based on the criteria that we used in this assessment), since these 
stocks were largely depleted prior to CCAMLR’s establishment (Kock, 
2000), and CCAMLR has banned bottom-trawling around South 
Georgia and South Orkney, and set bycatch limits for these bottomfish 
populations within other fisheries (CCAMLR, 2004a). Despite 
precautionary management measures, CCAMLR has expressed that it 
is likely that toothfish populations will collapse in the Southern Indian 
Ocean unless IUU fishing can be controlled (CCAMLR, 2002a; ASOC, 
2002, and see section below).   

D Combating IUU fishing 
CCAMLR scores the most highly of the RFMOs in terms of the 
measures it has adopted to combat IUU fishing. It was one of the first 
RFMOs to address the problem, and it was within CCAMLR that the 
term ‘IUU fishing’ was first coined in 1997 (Swan, 2004). CCAMLR 
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has a Standing Committee on Implementation and Compliance, a 
catch documentation scheme for toothfish that tracks both landings 
and trade, a requirement for VMS on all fisheries except krill fisheries, 
annual estimates of IUU fishing, mandatory port inspection for all 
toothfish vessels, and an at-sea inspection scheme.  
 
However, although CCAMLR scores highly in this category, IUU 
fishing has continued to be a key factor threatening both toothfish 
stocks and albatross populations. In 2002, CCAMLR scientists 
estimated that the toothfish stock in the Southern Indian Ocean would 
collapse by 2010-12 unless IUU fishing was reduced (CCAMLR, 2002a; 
ASOC, 2002), and estimated that between 39-52,000 and 70-93,000 
seabirds were being caught by IUU vessels per year, a level which is 
unsustainable for the populations involved (CCAMLR, 2002b).  
 
The IUU catch is considered mainly a problem of member vessels, 
rather than those of non-member States: CCAMLR meetings have 
discussed evidence of transgressions by Uruguay, Russia and Korea 
(CCAMLR, 2001; CCAMLR, 2003b). In addition, increasing reports by 
members of toothfish catches in statistical Areas 51 and 57, which are 
outside CCAMLR’s convention area but where water temperatures 
make extensive toothfish stocks unlikely, have led CCAMLR to 
suspect that these represent IUU catches from within the convention 
area (CCAMLR, 2001).  
 
At the 2004 Commission meeting, CCAMLR reported that the IUU 
fishing estimated to have taken place within the Convention area in 
2003/4 was significantly smaller than in 2002/3 (a decrease of 3/4). 
However, it was agreed that it was not clear whether this result 
represented a real decline in IUU fishing, depletion of fish stocks, or a 
shift of IUU fishing to outside the Convention area. It is not yet clear, 
therefore, whether there has been a net decrease in seabird bycatch 
attributable to IUU fishing. 
 
At the 2004 meeting, CCAMLR agreed to adopt a centralised VMS 
scheme, and made progress in plans for adopting an electronic catch 
documentation scheme. Both of these will strengthen CCAMLR’s 
ability to combat IUU fishing, although the centralised VMS scheme 
currently only requires members to operate it within the Convention 
area rather than being from port-to-port (meaning that it may be 
possible for vessels to begin fishing within the Convention area 
without CCAMLR being notified), and data are submitted to 
CCAMLR via the flag state, rather than being submitted directly to 
CCAMLR. 

E Bycatch 
CCAMLR is the most active of the RFMOs in relation to taking 
measures to reduce bycatch. This effective mitigation is in the context 
of CCAMLR’s high level of commitment to the conservation of non-
target, associated and dependent species: concern about the potential 
impact of krill fishing on dependent species was one of the factors that 
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initiated the creation of CCAMLR. CCAMLR has an Ad hoc Working 
group on Incidental Mortality Associated with Fishing, and also 
considers bycatch within its Fish Stock Assessment group.  
 
In terms of bycatch data collection, CCAMLR scores highly because it 
has prioritised the collection of bycatch data within its regional 
observer programme, and also collects data through its ecosystem 
monitoring scheme. In addition, CCAMLR and CCAMLR members 
have undertaken substantial research on the impact of fishing 
activities on populations of non-target species. In addition to research 
on albatrosses and petrels, this has included research on the post-
release survival of skates and rays; on the effect of marine 
entanglement on marine mammals; and on the effect of bycatch on 
non-target fish such as rockcod species. Research on mitigation gear 
has included research on measures to reduce albatross and petrel 
bycatch, and on the impact of mesh sizes and midwater trawling on 
the catch of juvenile fish. 
 
In terms of seabird bycatch mitigation, CCAMLR has been required 
measures since 1992. Current mitigation requirements are outlined in 
CCAMLR’s Conservation Measures 25-02 (longline fisheries) and 25-
03 (trawl fisheries). Regulations include requirements for streamer 
poles and weighted lines, a ban on the disposal of offal during setting 
or hauling of longlines and nets, a requirement for longlines to be set 
only at night, regulation of deck-lighting, and, in trawl fisheries, 
cleaning of nets wherever possible before shooting, and a ban on net 
monitor cables. CCAMLR has also established seabird bycatch limits 
in exploratory fisheries, and has delayed the opening of fishing 
seasons until the end of the breeding season of most albatrosses and 
petrels (CCAMLR, 2004b). CCAMLR has also encouraged members to 
sign the Agreement for the Conservation on the Albatrosses and 
Petrels (CCAMLR, 2003a). 
 
These measures have successfully reduced seabird mortality in 
longline fisheries in the convention area from 6589 birds killed in 
1997, to 15 birds killed in 2003, a reduction of over 99%. Seabird 
mortality within French EEZ areas around Crozet and Kerguelen 
came to 13,784 seabirds in 2002/3 (93% White-chinned petrels) 
(CCAMLR, 2003a), but in 2003/4 this was reduced to 4008 birds 
following efforts by France, in cooperation with CCAMLR. Bycatch of 
seabirds in the icefish trawl fishery in Sub-area 48.3 (approximately 
50-100 birds per year) had been reduced to 40% of the 2001 level by 
2003 (CCAMLR, 2003a). The main source of seabird mortality within 
the CCAMLR area is now IUU fishing (CCAMLR, 2002a; see also 
Section D above). 
 
CCAMLR also scored highly for bycatch mitigation of other species 
groups. CCAMLR has established a number of precautionary 
measures for fish, skates and rays, including regulation of mesh sizes 
(CCAMLR Conservation Measures 22-01, 22-02 and 22-03), banning 
bottom-water trawling around South Georgia, and setting bycatch 
limits for skates, rays and Macrourus species. CCAMLR has also 
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established measures to reduce jettisoning of debris, particularly to 
reduce entanglement of marine mammals. 
 
CCAMLR does not have a centralised educational program, but 
CCAMLR has produced guides to avoiding seabird bycatch 
(translated into four languages), as well as a bird identification guide 
for observers. Following Conservation Measure 29/XIII, CCAMLR 
also contacted RFMOs in adjacent areas to encourage them to take up 
mitigation measures. In 2004, CCAMLR adopted Resolution 22/XXIII 
which, noting its repeated attempts to communicate its concerns with 
neighbouring RFMOs, CCAMLR invited such RFMOs to require data 
on bycatch rates from their members, and to assess seabird bycatch 
and measures to reduce it. 
 
CCAMLR has not endorsed FAO’s IPOA-Sharks, though this is 
principally because there are few sharks in the convention area. 
 

3.4.2 Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna 
(CCSBT) 

CCSBT, which came into force in 1994, is responsible for managing 
stocks of Southern bluefin tuna, a species that is found in all oceans, 
especially between 30 - 50º South, though in recent years over 70% of 
the catch has been from the Indian Ocean, with the Atlantic catch 
being concentrated around the tip of South Africa (CCSBT, 2004e).  
 
The CCSBT area coincides with the areas of highest albatross 
distribution density, and encompasses the ranges of 17 of the 21 
albatross species and around 70% total breeding albatross 
distribution. CCSBT requires the use of tori lines by its longline 
vessels, but CCSBT scored poorly in many categories of the 
assessment. Disagreements over catch quotas hampered the operation 
of CCSBT between 1998-2003, but it is hoped that this has now 
improved. 

A Participation and transparency 
In the past, CCSBT has been restricted in its membership, being 
limited to only three members (Australia, Japan and New Zealand). In 
2000, their combined catch represented only 75% of the estimated total 
catch of Southern bluefin tuna (CCSBT, 2003b), limiting CCSBT’s 
ability to effectively manage the stock. In addition, other States felt 
excluded (Joseph, 2003; Indonesia’s opening statement within CCSBT, 
2003a). However, in recent years CCSBT has undertaken a policy of 
inviting other fishing States to become involved, resulting in Korea 
and Taiwan joining the Commission in 2001 and 2002, respectively, 
and the Philippines joining as a cooperating non-member in 2004.  
 
However, some limitations to participation remain, particularly in 
relation to Indonesia, whose vessels fish on the only known spawning 
ground for Southern bluefin tuna. Indonesia was expected to become 
a cooperating non-member of CCSBT in 2004, and CCSBT members 



Regional Fisheries Management Organisations 
 

 35

have expressed their disappointment and concern that this did not 
take place (CCSBT, 2004f). 
 
At CCSBT meetings, participation by NGOs has also been limited. 
NGOs may be present at meetings and submit documents, but CCSBT 
reserves the right to make any meeting or document confidential. In 
addition, NGOs must give 100 days notice of wishing to attend a 
meeting, and observer status can be denied if a single member objects. 
In practice, at recent meetings NGOs have only been present within 
the national delegations of Australia or New Zealand: NGOs have not 
been present as observer organisations in their own right.  
 
In addition, in terms of data dissemination, while the minutes of 
meetings since 2001 are available online, background papers are not, 
and, although CCSBT is planning to put catch and effort data online, 
only catch data are currently available. In addition, no assistance is 
given to developing States, though in 2003 the Philippines requested 
that the Commission consider this (CCSBT, 2003a). 
 
The requirement for decision-making by consensus has resulted in 
deadlock on some occasions, such as between 1998-2002 when no 
catch quota was agreed. 

B Target fish: data and assessment 
A Peer Review of CCSBT was conducted in 1998. Its principal concern 
was the fact that CCSBT’s stock assessment process not politically 
neutral (CCSBT, 1998). Rifts between members over catch quotas had 
spread into disagreements over stock assessments and over Japan’s 
unilateral decision to establish an extensive ‘research fishery’ over and 
above its national catch quota. 
 
CCSBT has improved its processes of stock assessment and data 
collection in recent years. In 1988, a Stock Advisory Group was 
established to try to overcome the politicisation of the stock 
assessment process. CCSBT is also developing a ‘Management 
Procedure’ which will establish pre-agreed adjustments of the catch 
quota in response to stock assessment data. This management 
procedure was due to be finalised in 2004, but has now been 
postponed until 2005. In terms of data collection, the supply of catch 
and effort data has improved following Taiwan and Korea joining the 
Commission, and as a result of the Australian-funded Indonesian 
Catch Monitoring Programme (CCSBT, 2003a).  
 
However some weaknesses in data collection and stock assessment 
remain. CCSBT has not been able to reach agreement on the 
geographical resolution at which catch and effort data should be 
submitted (CCSBT, 2003b), and reports from the Stock Assessment 
Group in 2003 and 2004 indicated that uncertainties in data (and 
differing trends indicated by the data from Japan compared to 
Australia and New Zealand) are still making stock assessment 
difficult (CCSBT, 2003c; Polachek et al., 2004).  
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In 2001, CCSBT established a Research Programme, including plans to 
establish an observer programme, but the standards CCSBT has 
established for this programme are not strong: Australia and New 
Zealand proposed that the observer programme should cover 20-30% 
of vessels, but Japan felt this was too high. The figure finally agreed 
upon was 10% (CCSBT, 2001a), though this is a target, not a 
mandatory minimum (CCSBT, 2002), and members are not currently 
required to submit their observer data to CCSBT (though they are 
required to submit annual National Reports). In 2004, a report to 
CCSBT by CSIRO indicated that the lack of data on bycatch, 
retention/discard practices, etc and the lack of information and 
verification on data collection procedures and sampling designs were 
making it increasingly difficult to undertake stock assessment 
(Polachek et al., 2004). 

C Target fish: management and stock status 
CCSBT scores poorly in terms of fish stock management, despite only 
having a single target fish within its mandate. Southern bluefin tuna 
stocks have declined by as least 90% from their level in 1960, and 
research by the Australian research institute CSIRO has indicated that 
the decline may be as much as 97% (Polacheck & Preece, 2000). The 
World Conservation Union classifies Southern bluefin tuna as 
Critically Endangered. Nevertheless, since 1994, when CCSBT came 
into force, catches by members have gradually increased (CCSBT, 
2003b), despite acknowledgement of a 50% risk of further declines in 
Southern bluefin stocks (CCSBT, 2001a). In addition, total catch has 
increased, due to increased catches by Taiwan, Indonesia and Korea 
(CCSBT, 2003b). In 2003 the Commission admitted that it was not 
going to meet its goal of recovery of stocks to the 1980 level by 2020, 
and a new goal will be established in 2005 (CCSBT, 2003a). The 2004 
Stock Assessment Group meeting noted that there was a 72% chance 
that the spawning stock biomass would be lower in 2020 if current 
catch levels continue (CCSBT, 2004d). 

D Combating IUU fishing 
Of the RFMOs considered, CCSBT has one of the lowest scores in 
terms of the measures it has undertaken to combat IUU fishing. 
CCSBT established a Compliance Committee in 1997, but its main role 
is to assess the compliance of members rather than non-members 
(CCSBT, 1997), and recent reports of the Commission meeting do not 
include mention of this Committee. CCSBT does not have a VMS 
scheme, nor a port or at-sea inspection scheme. On the positive side, 
CCSBT maintains a list of authorised vessels, which was expanded in 
October 2004 to include vessels of all sizes, and has established a trade 
documentation scheme. However, the ability of the latter to uncover 
IUU fishing is limited, since it only records trade, not total catch. In 
2003, members asked the Secretariat to produce a report on catch 
documentation schemes that could record more than just trade 
(CCSBT, 2003a). 
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E Bycatch 
CCSBT’s convention includes a commitment to collecting data on non-
target, associated and dependent species. In addition, the CCSBT 
website states that one of CCSBT’s functions is to ‘foster activities 
directed towards the conservation of ecologically related species and 
bycatch species’ (CCSBT, 2004a), and the Terms of Reference for its 
Working Group on Ecologically Related Species include the provision 
of research and advice on gear to minimise the impact of the fishery 
on non-target species.   
 
However, while CCSBT scores quite well in some aspects of the 
commitment it has made to reducing bycatch, CCSBT scores poorly in 
terms of bycatch data collection and mitigation measures undertaken. 
 
A real opportunity was missed during the development of standards 
for CCSBT’s observer program: in 2001, Australia tabled a proposal 
for collecting data on non-target species and bycatch within the 
observer programme, but the Working Group failed to discuss it. The 
resulting CCSBT observer standards request States to collect data on 
non-target species, but such data are voluntary and given low 
priority, and States are not currently required to submit observer data 
to CCSBT. At the 2004 meeting of the Working Group on Ecologically 
Related Species, Australia and New Zealand recommended that 
CCSBT’s Scientific Committee reassess the observer data standards in 
order to make further requirements for collecting data on non-target 
species, but Japan, Korea and Taiwan expressed their view that this 
was not necessary (CCSBT, 2004b). Furthermore, CCSBT’s Bycatch 
working group only meets once every two years, compared to the 
annual meetings of the equivalent group in CCAMLR, and this may 
also hinder the ability of the Working Group to address bycatch issues 
effectively. 
 
In terms of bycatch mitigation, in 1995 CCSBT established a 
requirement that all longline vessels in the Southern bluefin fishery 
carry streamer lines when fishing south of 30º South. Japan, Australia 
and New Zealand are involved in mitigation research (CCSBT’s 
members were among the pioneers of mitigation measures: Japan’s 
experience with streamer (‘tori’) lines was of great assistance to 
CCAMLR when it was developing its regulations), and present the 
results of this research at CCSBT meetings (e.g. at the 2001 meeting of 
the Working Group on Ecologically Related Species, 44 of the 76 
documents for the meeting were on seabirds, CCSBT 2001c). 
However, despite this, there have been no further measures 
established by CCSBT since 1995, despite the fact that in 2001 
Australia and New Zealand proposed the rapid deployment of further 
mitigation measures (CCSBT, 2001c). In addition, CCSBT has not 
established a centralised programme to record the effectiveness of its 
mitigation requirement. A consequence of low % observer coverage 
and weak bycatch data requirements is that CCSBT has limited means 
to collect data on compliance with, or success of, bycatch mitigation 
measures. Japan estimates that its vessels kill about 6000-9000 birds 
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per year, despite the fact that these vessels are required to use tori 
lines (Kiyota & Takeuchi, 2004). 
 
In terms of other bycatch species, CCSBT has no other mitigation 
measures. In addition, reports from the Bycatch Working Group 
meeting in 2001 suggest a lack of consensus between members about 
how strong the role of CCSBT should be in reducing bycatch of 
species such as turtles and sharks, relative to national measures: Japan 
has resisted moves by New Zealand and Australia for CCSBT to have 
a greater focus on reducing bycatch of these species, while pressing 
for the working group to focus more on research on species that 
predate Southern bluefin. This in turn was resisted by Australia and 
New Zealand (CCSBT, 2001b).   
 
On a positive note, it is possible that the resolution of the dispute over 
catch quotas, and the addition of Taiwan and Korea to the 
Commission may give new impetus to progress in the Bycatch 
Working Group, as Japan, Australia and New Zealand seek to ensure 
that the new members collect observer data and use streamer lines.  
 
In terms of educational material, CCSBT has produced pamphlets on 
mitigation of bycatch of seabirds and sharks, which have been 
translated into English, Mandarin, Korean and Japanese and are 
available on the CCSBT website. CCSBT has also produced a seabird 
identification card. 
 

3.4.3 Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC) 
The WCPFC covers the Western and Central Pacific, an area that 
includes the Northwest Pacific, though this will be managed by a 
separate Northern Committee within WCPFC.  The convention covers 
migratory fish stocks, as defined under Annexe I of the UN Law of the 
Sea, which includes tunas, billfish, cetaceans and sharks 
 
Although the Commission only came into force in June 2004, and has 
therefore not yet established management measures for either fish 
stocks or other species, preparatory meetings were held regularly 
since the convention was signed in 2000. The convention draws 
substantially from the UN Fish Stocks Agreement and incorporates 
principles such as the ecosystem and precautionary approaches to 
management, and the need to conserve non-target species. 
 
The Northwest Pacific is the most productive fishing area in the world 
by weight of catch (FAO, 2002a), dominated by catches of Alaskan 
pollock. The West and Central Pacific is also one of the world’s most 
productive fishing areas (fourth after the Northwest Pacific, Southeast 
Pacific and Northeast Atlantic, FAO, 2002a), and supports the world’s 
largest tuna industry (Joseph, 2003), about 50% of the global tuna 
catch (SCTB, 2004). Of total tuna catch, about 60% is caught by purse 
seine vessels, 15% by pole and line fishing, and 11% by longline 
vessels (SCTB, 2004). The major fishing nations are Taiwan, Japan, 
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Korea and China (longline vessels); Taiwan, Japan, Korea, Philippines, 
Papua New Guinea and the US (purse seine vessels); and Indonesia 
and Japan (pole and line fishing). Catches have more than doubled 
since 1980, mostly because of an increase in catch by purse seines, 
while catch by longlines has remained fairly constant. 
 
The area under the convention is highly important in terms of 
albatross and petrel distribution, with 45% of albatross distribution 
recorded within the area. The highest concentration of albatross 
distribution is between 30-50º South, but albatrosses are also 
distributed across the North Pacific, which is home to Laysan, Black-
footed and Short-tailed albatrosses. Pelagic longlines are considered to 
be the largest cause of anthropogenic mortality for Laysan and Black-
footed albatrosses (Crowder and Myers, 2001), and demersal 
longlining further north overlaps with distributions of all three 
species. 
 
WCPFC already scores well in the assessment since the convention is 
based largely on the UN Fish Stocks Agreement. However, the next 
few years will demonstrate whether WCPFC is successful in putting 
these commitments into practice. 

A Participation and transparency 
The preparatory meetings of the WCPFC have been well attended by 
States. Meeting minutes and background papers are available from 
the WCPFC website. Recent developments include China, the EC, 
Korea and Taiwan joining the Commission. A current weakness is 
that Japan, Indonesia, the Philippines, Canada and the US are not yet 
members, although these States have been attending the preparatory 
meetings, and several (including Japan and the US) have indicated 
their intention to join (WCPFC, 2004b). The inaugural meeting also 
decided to invite Russia to become an observer at the meetings 
(WCPFC, 2004d). 
 
The WCPFC scores well in terms of the commitments it has made 
within its convention to participation and transparency. The 
convention establishes that NGOs will be allowed to attend meetings 
of the active RFMO unless a majority of members objects, and NGOs 
will be allowed to submit papers and deliver oral statements. Reports 
of the preparatory meetings do not include any record of attendance 
of NGOs, but at the inaugural meeting, Greenpeace and the 
International Game Fish Foundation were admitted as observers.  
Other positive aspects of WCPFC’s convention include the fact that 
developing States will be given financial and technical assistance 
within the Commission. Most notably, the convention establishes 
precedent-setting powers of decision-making with an RFMO: 
decisions will be made by consensus wherever possible, but will be 
taken by a 3/4 majority if all efforts at achieving consensus have failed 
(as long as this also includes a 3/4 majority among the Pacific Island 
States which are members of the Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA), and a 
3/4 majority among non-FFA States). Such decisions will be binding, 
even to those members who do not agree.  
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B Target fish: data and assessment 
Although not yet active, the WCPFC already scores fairly well in 
terms of its plans for data collection and stock assessment. The 
convention establishes that the Commission will adopt a 
precautionary approach to management, and that Annexe I of the UN 
Fish Stocks Agreement forms an integral part of the convention: 
Annexe I stipulates that data will be collected on discards and the 
composition of the fish catch. WCPFC plans to establish a regional 
observer programme, with independent observers who will be trained 
by the Commission, though % coverage has not yet been established. 
The convention establishes a Scientific Committee, which will 
continue the work that has previously been conducted by the Ocean 
Fisheries Programme within the Secretariat of the Pacific Community 
(SPC, established in 1947). 
 
However, WCPFC will face problems from gaps in catch and effort 
data, and the fact that current coverage by observer programmes in 
the region is low. SPC has reported that observer programmes 
currently cover less than 0.5% longline effort, and that this is 
declining. In addition, most (80%) of this observer data is from 
Australia and New Zealand, with very low coverage from the north or 
east of the WCPFC area (Lawson et al., 2002). 

C Target fish: management and stock status 
It was not possible to assess WCPFC’s performance in terms of fish 
stock management, since WCPFC is not yet fully active. However, 
Article 10.2 of the convention establishes that the Commission may 
adopt measures relating to catch quotas, area or time closures, 
limitations on capacity, fish size and gear. The preparatory meetings 
have already produced a resolution that urges members to ‘exercise 
reasonable restraint in respect of any expansion in fishing effort and 
capacity’ (WCPFC’s resolution relating to IUU fishing and Limits on 
Fishing Capacity, 2002).  At the inaugural meeting, States resolved 
that at the second Commission meeting they would adopt 
conservation and management measures necessary ‘to address 
sustainability concerns’ (WCPFC, 2004d). 
 
In terms of current stock status, tuna stocks in the Western and 
Central Pacific are considered to be faring somewhat better than in 
other areas, and current exploitation levels of albacore and skipjack 
tuna are considered sustainable. However, as in other areas, mortality 
of juvenile yellowfin and bigeye tunas has increased greatly over the 
past decade, particularly due to the increase of fishing on Fish 
Aggregating Devices (FADs). Stocks of yellowfin and bigeye are at, or 
approaching, over-exploitation (Joseph, 2003; SPC, 2004; WCPFC, 
2002; WCPFC, 2004c).  

D Combating IUU fishing 
The WCPFC convention and the preparatory meetings have outlined 
extensive plans for measures to combat IUU fishing, although 
schemes are not yet active and therefore WCPFC cannot score full 
marks on these criteria. 
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Article 14 of the convention establishes a Technical and Compliance 
Committee, responsible for monitoring, control and surveillance. 
Working Group III has undertaken this role in the preparatory 
meetings. In addition, draft procedures have already been established 
for boarding and inspection schemes; Article 27 of the convention 
establishes that port States may inspect vessels which enter their ports 
voluntarily; and Article 24.8 of the convention establishes that all 
vessels on the high seas will be equipped with VMS, and that VMS 
data will be sent directly to the Commission. The Commission also 
plans to establish guidelines for regulating and monitoring 
transhipment (Article 29), and to develop procedures for the 
Commission’s register of vessels (Article 24). As yet, no plans have 
been established for catch documentation schemes, although the 
Commission has received a background paper from Japan on a 
proposed statistical document scheme for bigeye tuna. 

E Bycatch 
The WCPFC convention includes extensive commitments to 
minimising bycatch of fish and non-fish species, and to adopting 
measures to minimise waste, discards, catch by lost or abandoned 
gear and pollution. These commitments are drawn from Article 5f of 
the UN Fish Stocks Agreement. In addition, Articles 5 and 6 of the 
WCPFC convention state that the Commission will collect data on 
bycatch, and that it will develop monitoring and research 
programmes to assess the impact of fishing on non-target species. 
WCPFC members have agreed to establish an Ecosystem and Bycatch 
Working Group (WCPFC, 2004c).  
 
WCPFC does not yet score fully in the ‘Commitment to reducing bycatch’ 
category because WCPFC has not yet outlined or established 
measures to monitor populations of non-target species, or measures to 
minimise pollution, waste and lost gear. In addition, the convention 
and reports from the preparatory meetings contain no reference to 
establishing an education programme for fishers, and have not yet 
mentioned supporting FAO’s IPOA-Sharks or IPOA-Seabirds.  
 
It will not be possible to assess the WCPFC in terms of bycatch data 
collection and management measures until the WCPFC is fully active. 
 

3.4.4 Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC) 
IOTC, which came into force in 1996, is responsible for the 
management of tuna and billfish stocks in the Indian Ocean. Unlike 
the other RFMOs reviewed here, IOTC is an FAO body. Fishing 
within the area includes a high proportion of artisanal fishing (IOTC, 
2004a), but longlining has been widespread since the 1970s, and 
purse-seining began in the 1980s. Prior to the 1980s, the Indian Ocean 
accounted for less than 8% of the world tuna production, but this has 
risen to 20%, more then 3/4 of which is harvested from the West 
Indian Ocean (Joseph, 2003). 
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The Southwest Indian Ocean is important in relation to albatross 
distribution, particularly for the Critically Endangered Amsterdam 
albatross, as well as for the Endangered Indian Yellow-nosed and Shy 
albatrosses.  
 
Of the RFMOs considered, IOTC has the lowest score in terms of data 
collection and management of both target and non-target species. 
Member states have not yet agreed on any fish stock or bycatch 
mitigation measures.  

A Participation and transparency 
IOTC scores quite well in terms of participation and transparency. 
Recent additions to membership include the Philippines, which 
became a member of IOTC in January 2004. Indonesia and South 
Africa are cooperating non-members. As an FAO body, IOTC cannot 
include Taiwan (which is a major fishing entity in the region) as a 
member of the Commission. However, IOTC has been exploring ways 
to include Taiwan at the meetings and representatives from Taiwan 
have been present as invited experts since 2001. The Maldives, 
Myanmar, Yemen and Arab Emirates are the remaining major non-
member fishing States (Willmann, 2001; IOTC, 2004c).  
Another positive development is that IOTC has established a tiered 
budget to support developing States. However, participation within 
IOTC is limited by low attendance at meetings compared to other 
RFMOs (in 2003, only 3/4 of the members attended the Commission 
meeting, and in 2003 and 2004 only about half of members attended 
the Scientific Committee meeting, IOTC, 2003b, 2003c, 2004d). 
 
Within IOTC decisions can be made by a 2/3 majority, rather than 
relying on consensus, but this is weakened by the fact that members 
are not bound by that decision if they register an objection to it. 
 
In formal terms, meetings of the Scientific Committee and sub-groups 
are not open to NGOs, but IOTC has decided that, in the interests of 
transparency, the meetings will be open to participation and NGOs 
are allowed to submit documents and deliver oral statements (IOTC, 
2002a). If a member objects, then the application for observer status 
will be subject to decision from the Commission, which is presumably 
based on a 2/3 majority. In the past, few NGOs have attended IOTC 
meetings, but NGOs were present at the Commission meetings in 
2002 and 2003. Meeting minutes and background papers are available 
to the public from IOTC’s website.  
 

B Target fish: data and assessment 
IOTC scores the most poorly of the RFMOs in terms of data collection 
and stock assessment. Many States do not submit the required catch 
and effort data: in 2002, for example, only 3 of the 21 members States 
submitted data on time (IOTC, 2002b, 2003a). In 2004, the Scientific 
Committee noted that the supply of data had continued to deteriorate, 
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with almost no data being submitted on time (IOTC, 2004d). In 
addition, IOTC has not made observer programmes mandatory, and 
few members supply observer data. In addition, IOTC is not 
undertaking work to incorporate a precautionary approach into its 
stock assessments. On the positive side, IOTC has established a 
project to assist developing States to collect catch/effort data, and has 
requested that States submit data on discards, though IOTC has not 
provided codes for non-target species and only two countries 
submitted discard data in 2001 (IOTC, 2002b).  

C Target fish: management and stock status 
IOTC also scored the most poorly of the active RFMOs in terms of 
management measures for target fish stocks. No catch quotas have 
been established, despite stocks being over-exploited (Joseph, 2003), 
and despite repeated recommendations from the Scientific Committee 
(IOTC, 2003b). As of March 2005, only three of IOTC’s 35 resolutions 
refer directly to fish stocks: Resolution 99/1 asked parties to take 
concerted action to reduce fishing effort on bigeye, but delayed the 
decision on the extent of the reduction to 2000 (no decision was taken 
in 2000); Resolution 02/08 on the Conservation of Bigeye and 
Yellowfin tuna asked the Scientific Committee to provide further 
advice; and Resolution 03/06 resolved to set up a Working Group in 
2004 that will work to provide more advice in 2005.  
 
Meeting reports suggest that this failure results from disagreement 
between members over which measures are appropriate. In 2002 for 
example, the EC blocked the recommendation by the Scientific 
Committee for a moratorium on FADs, while other States blocked 
proposals by the EC and Japan to limit fishing effort on yellowfin and 
bigeye tuna. However, the IOTC meeting reports alone do not 
sufficiently explain the political dynamics behind these 
disagreements, or reasons that no action is undertaken. In 2003, the 
Scientific Committee recommended a reduction in catch of yellowfin 
and bigeye tuna, a reduction in mortality of juvenile tunas, and that 
the catch of swordfish must not be allowed to increase, but the 
Commission failed to establish any management measures. A review 
by the FAO concluded that IOTC members lacked the political will to 
achieve effective management regulations (Lugten, 1999). 

D Combating IUU fishing 
Tuck et al. (2003) reported that there was a marked increase in IUU 
fishing in the Indian Ocean in the mid-1980s (for example, the number 
of Taiwanese-owned large freezer vessels that were flagged to Belize, 
Honduras and Equatorial Guinea grew from approximately 17 in 1988 
to 141 in 1999).  
 
IOTC has established some measures to combat IUU fishing, but these 
are not yet comprehensive. In 2002 IOTC established a Compliance 
Committee, with a role to monitor and recommend actions in relation 
to IUU fishing, as well as to monitor compliance by members. IOTC 
has also established a list of authorised vessels, has decided to 
exchange data on IUU fishing vessels (Resolution 01/07), and 
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requested States to urge their nationals not to trade or do business 
with such vessels (Resolution 99/02). IOTC has also resolved that port 
States will conduct port inspections of non-member vessels 
(Resolution 01/03). In 2001, IOTC established a trade-documentation 
scheme for bigeye (Resolution 01/06), though so far few members are 
operating this scheme and, since the scheme currently only records 
trade, it is not sufficient to track IUU fishing activity (COFI, 2003). In 
addition, IOTC does not require port inspection of vessels of member 
States, has no scheme for at-sea inspection, and VMS is only in a pilot 
stage, with plans to cover only 10% of vessels.  

E Bycatch 
IOTC’s convention covers only tuna and tuna-like species. However 
in 1998 an Expert Consultation advised that, given the increasing 
global concern over bycatch, IOTC should reinterpret its mandate to 
include the collection of data on non-target, associated and dependent 
species (IOTC, 1998). The Commission voted unanimously to collect 
such data on a regular basis, and the Commission has instructed the 
Secretariat to collate it (IOTC, 2004b). In 2002 the IOTC resolved to 
establish a Working Group on Bycatch. Within this, IOTC resolved to 
implement a regional IPOA-sharks.  
 
However, IOTC still scores poorly in terms of its commitment to 
reducing bycatch. The Bycatch Working Group has not yet met and at 
the 2004 meeting of the Scientific Committee it was decided that in 
2005-6 it would take the form of an email group, rather than having 
actual meetings.  
 
IOTC also scores very poorly in the bycatch data and bycatch 
mitigation categories: IOTC has developed forms for recording 
discards, but species codes do not include codes for rays, turtles, 
dolphins or seabirds, and only divide sharks into two groups, and 
IOTC has not yet established minimum sampling requirements, 
despite the fact that IOTC passed a Resolution to do so in 2001. In 
addition, IOTC has not established requirements for observer 
programmes or established observer data standards, though in 2004 
several members of the Scientific Committee agreed to meet 
intersessionally to begin to develop such observer standards, in case 
the Commission should request them in the future (IOTC, 2004d). To 
date, IOTC has not established any research on the impact of bycatch 
on non-target species, nor established any requirements for mitigation 
measures to reduce bycatch, despite recommendations from the 
Scientific Committee that bycatch of juvenile tunas must be reduced. 
 
In 2005, the EC has put forward a proposal on the conservation of 
sharks, similar to that agreed by ICCAT in 2004. If passed, this would 
request IOTC members to submit shark catch, effort and discard data, 
and ban shark finning. 
 



Regional Fisheries Management Organisations 
 

 45

3.4.5 International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic 
Tunas (ICCAT) 

ICCAT, which came into force in 1969, is responsible for the 
management of tuna and billfish fisheries throughout the Atlantic. 
80% of the Atlantic tuna catch is in the East Atlantic (Joseph, 2003), 
and the primary gears used are purse seine, longline and baitboat 
(ICCAT, 2004b). The South Atlantic is particularly important for 
Black-browed, Tristan and Grey-headed albatrosses, and also Atlantic 
Yellow-nosed albatross, for which no tracking data were available for 
the assessment in this report. ICCAT has records of bycatch of 10 
species of seabirds (including Atlantic Yellow-nosed, Wandering and 
Black-browed albatrosses and Spectacled Petrel), in addition to 
records of bycatch of 5 species of turtles, 24 species of marine 
mammals, 12 species of skates and rays, 46 species of coastal sharks 
and 11 species of pelagic sharks (ICCAT, 2004c).  
 
Although ICCAT scores well in terms of participation and 
transparency, it scores poorly in terms of fish stock status and bycatch 
mitigation. However, recently there have been some positive 
developments. 

A Participation and transparency 
ICCAT scored highly in terms of participation and transparency. 
ICCAT has a large number of member States (40 members and 
Taiwan as a cooperating non-member), though some members do 
not/cannot attend all meetings, and ICCAT still has concerns about 
the activities of some non-member States such as Sierra Leone and St 
Vincent & Grenadines (ICCAT, 2003c). NGOs can attend meetings 
unless one-third of its members objects, need only give 50 days notice 
of wishing to attend, and may make oral statements and ‘otherwise 
participate in its work’ (ICCAT, 2003d). NGOs have been present at 
the majority of recent meetings. In addition, ICCAT has resolved to 
establish a fund to assist developing States in relation to data 
collection (ICCAT, 2003c). 
 
However, ICCAT’s openness to participation is limited by some 
factors. While ICCAT’s website makes meeting minutes and 
background papers available online, these are only for the most recent 
years. Further, in 1992 ICCAT formulated a protocol to adjust the 
budget to reflect the development status of States, but this protocol is 
not yet in force. The FAO has reported that disagreement over this 
protocol has hampered ICCAT’s ability to deal productively with 
other problems (Joseph, 2003).  
 
Decision-making within ICCAT is made by a 2/3 majority, rather than 
relying on consensus, but this is weakened by the fact that resolutions 
are not binding to any member which registers an objection to them.  

B Target fish: data and assessment 
ICCAT suffers from the fact that catch/effort data are not received 
from many members: 9 of the 17 stocks are considered by ICCAT to be 
‘information poor’ and the remainder are ‘information moderate’ 
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(ICCAT, 1999). At its 2004 meeting, the Scientific Committee reported 
that it was unable to estimate maximum sustainable yield (MSY) for 
stocks of skipjack, Mediterranean albacore and Mediterranean bluefin, 
Eastern bluefin and some swordfish stocks (ICCAT, 2004a), and 
ICCAT members are particularly concerned that data collection 
continues to deteriorate (Resolution 02-30; ICCAT, 2003c). In addition, 
ICCAT has only encouraged, not required, members to establish on-
board observer schemes, and has not set standards for observer data. 
 
Despite the lack of data, ICCAT has conducted stock assessments 
fairly regularly, and in 2003 it established plans to assess bluefin 
stocks every two years, and swordfish stocks every three years. 
ICCAT has also held meetings on the precautionary approach 
(ICCAT, 1999), and currently has an Ad Hoc Working Group on 
Assessment Methods (ICCAT, 2003e). These groups have made 
recommendations in relation to developing better measures of 
uncertainty in the stock assessment process, but ICCAT has not yet 
adopted limit reference points in relation to stock assessment.  

C Target fish: management and stock status 
While ICCAT has established management regulations for most 
species under its mandate, external reviewers consider ICCAT’s 
management measures to be highly inadequate (US Commerce 
Secretary Donald Evans, cited in Williams, 2003; Crowder and Myers, 
2001; Sloane, 2003). In 2002, for example, ICCAT adopted bluefin 
catch quotas that were 28% above the maximum mortality considered 
by the Scientific Committee to be sustainable in the long term (ICCAT, 
2003a). In 2003 the Canadian delegation expressed its view that 
ICCAT was failing to take a precautionary approach into its decision-
making, and expressed its serious concerns that in fact ICCAT was 
often taking the opposite approach to management (ICCAT, 2003c). 
 
ICCAT’s Precautionary Working Group noted that 9 of the 16 fish 
stocks are overfished (including yellowfin, bluefin and bigeye tuna, 
Southern albacore, and Blue and White Marlin), and 4-5 fish stocks 
have unknown status (ICCAT, 1999). The World Conservation Union 
considers South Atlantic albacore and West Atlantic bluefin to be 
Critically Endangered; North Atlantic swordfish and East Atlantic 
bluefin to be Endangered; and bigeye and North Atlantic albacore to 
be Vulnerable (IUCN, 2004). As elsewhere, fishing on FADs is causing 
high mortality of juveniles of yellowfin and bigeye tuna, with 
potentially serious consequences for the status of these stocks (Joseph, 
2003). 
 
Furthermore, members have not complied with catch quotas or size 
limits: in 2002 the Scientific Committee reported that catch quotas for 
Southern albacore and East and West bluefin tuna were exceeded; and 
that 55% and 70% of landings of bigeye and yellowfin tuna, 
respectively, were below the size limits (ICCAT, 2002a). Similar 
proportions of under-sized fish were reported at the 2004 meeting of 
the Scientific Committee. In addition, skipjacks are considered to be 
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over-exploited in some areas of the East Atlantic, especially in FAD 
fisheries (ICCAT, 2003a; Joseph, 2003). 

D Combating IUU fishing 
Like IOTC, ICCAT has gone some way to establishing measures to 
combat IUU fishing, but these are not yet comprehensive. ICCAT has 
a Compliance Committee, which assesses compliance by members, 
and a Working Group on Statistics and Conservation Measures, which 
assesses compliance by non-member States. ICCAT maintains lists of 
authorised and blacklisted vessels, and has established trade 
documentation schemes for bluefin, swordfish and bigeye. In 2003, 
ICCAT resolved that members will document all imports and 
landings, and pass this information to the Commission (Resolution 03-
15). This will improve the ability of ICCAT to validate catch and effort 
data. In 2004, ICCAT resolved that vessels over 24m in length must 
carry VMS by 1 November 2005, but does not require members to 
submit VMS data to the Commission. At-sea and port inspection 
schemes have been recently discussed by the Commission within its 
Working Group to Develop Integrated Monitoring Methods. Within 
this the EC has tabled a proposal for such schemes. However, ICCAT 
does not yet have any active inspection schemes (ICCAT, 2003c).  

E Bycatch 
ICCAT’s mandate covers only tuna and tuna-like species, though the 
Scientific Committee has interpreted this as including a responsibility 
for collecting data on catches of sharks and other fishes. ICCAT has a 
Subcommittee on Bycatch, but ICCAT has not yet made an overall 
commitment to reducing bycatch.  
 
ICCAT scores poorly in terms of bycatch data collection. ICCAT has 
encouraged its members to conduct on-board observer programmes, 
but it has not made this mandatory. ICCAT has also requested that 
members record total catch as part of their catch and effort reporting, 
but, as above, this is not a mandatory requirement, and the request is 
compromised by lack of clear provision on ICCAT’s data forms to 
record discard and bycatch data. In 2002 the Subcommittee on 
Statistics recommended the creation of new reporting forms for 
bycatch species (ICCAT, 2002c), but these have not yet been 
established. 
 
However, there have been positive developments in recent years, 
particularly reflected by the recent resolutions on sharks, seabirds and 
turtles.  
 
In 2001, ICCAT’s resolution on sharks (Resolution 01-11), requested 
members to submit shark catch, effort and discard data (12 of the 37 
member States supplied data on shark catch in 2002), and to 
encourage fishers to release live sharks wherever possible. A 
subsequent resolution in 2003 (Resolution 03-10) further required 
members to implement an NPOA-Sharks, and instructed the Bycatch 
Subcommittee to undertake stock assessments of shark species 
(porbeable, blue and shortfin mako), which it did, though they were 
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hindered by lack of data (ICCAT, 2004b). The most recent 
recommendation on Sharks (Recommendation 04-10) reiterates these 
requests and requests members to conduct research to identify shark 
nursery areas and to identify measures to reduce shark bycatch. 
 
In 2002, ICCAT members passed a resolution on reducing incidental 
mortality of seabirds (Resolution 02-14, adopted after initial proposals 
from China, Japan, Korea, Brazil and the EC in 2001; and a subsequent 
joint proposal from Brazil, Japan and the US in 2002). This resolution 
encourages ICCAT members to collect data on seabird interactions, 
urges members to implement NPOA-Seabirds, and resolves that the 
Scientific Committee will report to the Commission on the impact of 
incidental mortality on seabirds ‘when feasible and appropriate’. 
CCAMLR has welcomed ICCAT’s seabird resolution, but has 
expressed its view that ICCAT’s request for voluntary collection of 
seabird data, without a timeline for implementation, is unlikely to 
quickly produce relevant data (CCAMLR, 2003a).  
 
ICCAT’s resolution for the reduction of turtle mortality (Resolution 
03-11, tabled by US, Brazil, Japan, Canada) encourages States to 
submit data on turtle interactions, release turtles alive wherever 
possible, and conduct research on mitigation measures.  
 
While the resolutions on sharks, turtles and seabirds represent 
positive developments, it must be noted that none yet include a 
commitment from ICCAT to reduce bycatch, to undertake research on 
bycatch mitigation measures, or to implement mitigation measures. In 
addition, the Director of the Scientific Committee has expressed his 
view that, given limited resources, the inclusion seabirds and turtles 
within ICCAT’s mandate will dilute attention that is needed for target 
species (ICCAT, 2002b; ICCAT, 2004b). However, the Scientific 
Committee has encouraged members to include experts on turtles and 
seabirds at its meetings (ICCAT, 2003b, 2004b), and in 2003 and 2004 
the Scientific Committee made a recommendation to the Commission 
that ICCAT hire a bycatch coordinator (ICCAT, 2004b, ICCAT 2004a).  
 
In terms of reduction of fish bycatch, in the past, the Scientific 
Committee has conducted research on methods to reduce catches of 
juvenile tropical tunas (ICCAT’s working group on juvenile tropical 
tunas met in 1979, 1980 and 1984), as well as research on bycatch of 
juvenile swordfish (e.g. ICCAT Resolution 99-04; ICCAT, 2002a), and 
research on promoting the release of live billfish (ICCAT Resolutions 
95-12 and 96-9). ICCAT has established some measures to reduce 
bycatch of tunas, by establishing moratoria on FADs n the Gulf of 
Guinea between 1 November and 31 January each year (ICCAT 
Resolution 99-1), and establishing bycatch limits for undersized 
yellowfin, bigeye and bluefin tuna and swordfish (though compliance 
with this bycatch limits has been very poor, see section above). ICCAT 
has also requested members to promote the use of mono-filament 
leaders, to enhance the release of live billfish (ICCAT 
Recommendation 96-9), but there is no information on uptake or 
success of this recommendation. While there was little or no activity 
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on measures to reduce fish bycatch between 2000-4, in 2005 ICCAT 
will hold a five-day meeting on methods to reduce catch of juvenile 
tunas. 
 

3.4.6 Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC) 
IATTC, which entered into force in 1950, is responsible for managing 
tuna and tuna-like stocks in the East Pacific Ocean. IATTC is the only 
RFMO of those considered that has re-drafted its mandate in the light 
the new fisheries instruments. This has resulted in the Antigua 
Convention, which currently has fourteen signatures, including 
Taiwan, and one ratification (as of March 2005), and needs seven 
ratifications to enter into force.  
 
Only a small proportion of breeding albatross distribution is within 
the IATTC area. However, albatrosses use both the Northeast and 
Southeast Pacific during the non-breeding season (Fig 5). In addition, 
the Waved albatross (no tracking data contributed to database) breeds 
in the Galapagos Islands, and commutes regularly to the 
Peru/Ecuador coast (Anderson et al., 1998). 
 
IATTC scores highly in relation to the steps it has undertaken to 
reduce bycatch of dolphins in its purse-seine fisheries. IATTC has also 
been active in relation to addressing turtle bycatch. However, it has 
no mitigation measures in place to reduce seabird bycatch, or bycatch 
in its longline fisheries. 

A Participation and transparency 
IATTC scores well in terms of participation and transparency. IATTC 
has high attendance of its members at its Commission meetings 
(though lower levels of attendance at the Scientific Committee 
meetings). IATTC has also undertaken efforts to encourage non-
member States to become involved. As a result, Spain has become a 
member, and Taiwan is a signatory to the new convention. IATTC has 
also recently communicated with 8 other non-members, inviting them 
to cooperate, three of which (Belize, China and Korea) responded 
positively (IATTC, 2003c). 
 
Currently, IATTC requires that NGOs give 120 days notice of wishing 
to attend meetings, but IATTC’s new Antigua Convention (not yet in 
force) requires only 50 days notice, encourages active participation by 
NGOs, as well as other stakeholders including fishers, and stipulates 
that NGOs can participate unless one-third of the members object. 
NGOs are already present at the majority of IATTC meetings. Meeting 
minutes and background papers are available to the public from 
IATTC’s website. Financial contributions required from States are 
weighted by development status. 

B Target fish stocks: data and assessment 
A key weakness in data collection is that until recently IATTC has 
focused on large purse-seine fisheries (above 363 short tons), with few 
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data collected on the longline fishery (which represents 10% or more 
of catch), or small purse seine vessels. In addition, until recently, 
IATTC did not have a formal agreement requiring States to submit 
data. The Resolution on Data in 2003 works to redress this, stating 
IATTC’s concern that it is not receiving all pertinent catch data from 
members, and recommending that members and non-members 
submit catch and effort data from all gears at 5 degree resolution (by 
2007 this is to include data from vessels <24m), and that, where 
possible, members also supply length-frequency data, and data at 
finer scales. 
 
A strength within IATTC is its requirement for 100% observer 
coverage on large purse-seine vessels. At least 50% of these observers 
must be independent, and all observers attend IATTC training 
(IATTC, 2004c). Observers are required to collect discard data, and 
Resolution 03-02 requires observers to make weekly reports on tuna 
catch and dolphin interactions (though these reports are currently 
received from only 50% of observers, IATTC, 2003b). Currently, no 
observers are required on longline vessels, or small purse-seines. 
IATTC’s Bycatch Working Group has recommended that IATTC 
requires observer programmes on these vessels (IATTC, 2002). 
 
Other positive aspects are that target stocks have been assessed fairly 
frequently, IATTC has conducted port-sampling to collect data on 
length-frequency distributions, and IATTC has developed an 
ecosystem model (IATTC, 2001). The new Antigua Convention 
contains a firm commitment to using a precautionary approach, and 
IATTC has held a 3-day workshop to discuss developing 
precautionary reference points (IATTC, 2003d). 

C Target fish stocks: management and stock status 
IATTC does not score well in terms of management of target fish 
stocks. Despite increasingly urgent recommendations from the IATTC 
staff recommending the reduction of mortality of yellowfin and 
bigeye tuna, no catch quotas were set by IATTC in 2002 or 2003, 
despite a resolution in June 2002 to do so before the end of the year  
(Resolution on Bigeye and Yellowfin Tuna, 2002). Instead, IATTC 
implemented short closures of the purse seine fishery (a one-month 
closure in 2002, and two one-month closures in 2003), and resolved 
that longline effort for bigeye in 2004 should not exceed the 2001 level 
(Resolution on the Conservation of Tunas, 2003). In 2004, the Stock 
Assessment group reported that these closures were inadequate and 
possibly ineffective (IATTC, 2004a and 2004b), and that large (>50%) 
reductions in purse-seine fishing effort would be necessary to rebuild 
stocks of bigeye. A principal concern is the impact of fishing on FADs 
on fish stock populations, especially of yellowfin and bigeye tunas, as 
a result of the high catch of juvenile fish. This decreases yield per 
recruit, and results in both ecological and economic costs for the 
fishery (IATTC, 2004b; Joseph 2003). The IATTC staff have also 
recommended that reductions in longline effort would also be 
necessary if the stock is to be rebuilt to in 10 years to a level 
compatible with maximum sustainable yield (IATTC, 2004b). IATTC 
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currently has no catch quotas or management plans for skipjack tunas, 
swordfish or albacore, and no management plans for longline vessels 
other than the requirement that fishing effort for bigeye in 2004 is not 
to exceed 2001 levels. Fishing effort continues to increase within the 
region (Joseph, 2003).  

D Combating IUU fishing 
Like IOTC and ICCAT, IATTC has undertaken some measures to 
combat IUU fishing, but these are not yet comprehensive. IATTC has 
established a sub-group on Compliance, and a Joint Working-Group 
on Fishing by Non-Parties. A high proportion of member States 
attends these meetings. IATTC has established lists of authorised 
purse-seine and longline vessels (Resolution on Regional Vessel 
Register, 2000, and Resolution on Positive List of Longline Vessels, 
2003, respectively). However, IATTC has not established either port 
nor at-sea inspection. In addition, IATTC does not have a VMS 
scheme. In 2000 and 2001, the Compliance Working Group discussed 
VMS, but concluded it was ‘not urgent’ in view of the fact that there 
was 100% observer coverage on large purse seine vessels.  
 
IATTC has established a bigeye trade documentation scheme, but 
since this only covers trade, and the bigeye destined for canneries 
does not require documentation, it is not fully able to monitor IUU 
catch. IATTC also has a tuna-tracking program, but this is aimed at 
tracking tuna eligible for ‘dolphin-friendly’ certification, rather than 
being a comprehensive catch documentation scheme.  

E Bycatch 
IATTC’s original convention covers all fish taken by vessels fishing 
for tuna, but its new Antigua Convention (not yet in force) covers all 
species taken by such vessels, and contains an explicit commitment to 
minimising bycatch. IATTC has a Bycatch Subcommittee that meets 
every two years, and IATTC also has significant responsibilities for 
the implementation of the International Dolphin Conservation 
Program (IDCP), which is the successor to IATTC’s 1992 Agreement 
on the Conservation of Dolphins: IATTC provides the Secretariat for 
IDCP.  
 
IDCP aims to reduce incidental dolphin mortalities in the tuna purse-
seine fishery in the IATTC area to levels approaching zero, and IATTC 
(through IDCP) has established a comprehensive program to do so. 
Only large purse-seine vessels (>363 short tons) are allowed to set 
their fishing lines near groups of dolphins, and IATTC requires that 
captains of these vessels are trained in ‘back-down’ procedures to 
release dolphins caught in the purse seines, and that captains are 
members of a register of authorised captains. Each year the IDCP 
assigns a dolphin mortality limit to each vessel. Tuna that is harvested 
in a dolphin-friendly manner is tracked and certified.  
 
Nevertheless, work towards effective mitigation is ongoing: despite 
the apparent success in reducing dolphin mortality (in terms of the 
number of dolphins released from the purse seine nets alive), dolphin 
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populations are not recovering as expected. Research by the 
Southwest Fisheries Science Center of the US National Marine 
Fisheries Service has identified that fishery-induced stress (as a result 
of multiple chases and/or captures per dolphin per year) is likely to be 
a factor reducing productivity (for example, Archer et al., 2002; St 
Aubin, 2002). 
 
Turtle incidental mortality is also of great concern within the Eastern 
Pacific. Annual mortality of the Critically Endangered leatherback 
turtle has been estimated at around 30% (Sarti et. al. 1996; Spotila et al. 
2000, cited in IUCN, 2004). The 2003 Consolidated Bycatch Resolution 
resolves that turtle bycatch mitigation will be included in the training 
programme for captains; requests vessels to release turtles from nets 
and FADs wherever possible; prohibits the disposal of salt bags and 
other plastic trash at sea; and resolves that the IATTC will conduct 
research on measures to reduce turtle entanglement in nets. The 2004 
meeting of the Bycatch Subcommittee developed a three-year plan to 
reduce fishery-related mortality of sea turtles. However, despite 
concerns about the use of webbing material in FADs, in which turtles 
frequently become entangled, the 2004 meeting of the Bycatch 
Working Group decided against banning the use of webbing material, 
on the basis that there were insufficient alternatives (IATTC, 2004d).  
 
In terms of mitigation of other bycatch species, IATTC has undertaken 
some measures to attempt to reduce catch of juvenile tunas: in 2000 
and 2001, IATTC established bycatch limits of small bigeye tunas (this 
requirement is no longer active); in 2000, 2002 and 2003, IATTC 
implemented a one-month closure for fishing on FADs; and the 
Bycatch Resolutions in 2002 and 2003 required that all tuna catch 
should be kept. However, as discussed above, IATTC’s Stock 
Assessment Group has concluded that these measures are ineffective 
in terms of reducing juvenile mortality, and in terms of conserving 
stocks (IATTC, 2004b). IATTC’s 2003 Consolidated Bycatch Resolution 
resolves that IATTC staff will conduct research to identify areas of 
high bycatch of sharks, rays, billfish and other non-target fish; that it 
will develop techniques to facilitate their release; and that members 
will encourage fishers to release these species alive. The Consolidated 
Bycatch Resolution also requests IATTC staff to conduct research on 
fish sorting grids and acoustic techniques for assessing schools of fish. 
However, no mitigation measures have been established for reducing 
bycatch of sharks or billfish, other than urging governments to 
encourage the release of these species alive.  
 
In terms of seabird bycatch, a key limitation is that observer data for 
longline vessels is currently lacking. CCAMLR has approached 
IATTC to encourage it to develop observer programmes in its 
southern area where interactions with CCAMLR area seabirds are 
likely (CCAMLR, 2003a). As discussed above, the Working Group on 
Bycatch has also recommended an observer programme on longline 
vessels and small purse-seines (IATTC, 2002), but these have not been 
established. For seabirds, action will be even more important if the 
Antigua Convention comes into force, since the IATTC area will then 
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extend 10 degrees further north and south, encompassing a greater 
proportion of albatross distribution. 

3.4.7 The Galapagos Agreement 
The CCPS is an advisory body, focused on the EEZs of its four 
members (Chile, Peru, Ecuador and Colombia). In 1997, concern about 
the importance of managing high seas fish stocks, along with the 
conviction that coastal States have preferential status in relation to 
these stocks (CPPS, 2000), led to a decision to prepare a framework for 
managing the high seas of the Southeast Pacific, resulting in the 
Galapagos Agreement, which, if ratified, will establish a new RFMO 
(CPPS, 2000). CPPS is acting as the interim Secretariat until the new 
RFMO is established. Part of the Agreement area overlaps with 
IATTC’s area and, if precedent is adhered to, CPPS will not be 
managing tuna stocks within the overlap.  
 
The Southeast Pacific is the second largest fishing area in the world in 
terms of weight of catch (FAO, 2002a), and Peru and Chile are two of 
the world’s largest fishing nations, primarily as a result of huge 
catches of Peruvian anchoveta from the rich oceanic upwelling of the 
Humbolt current.  Both Peru and Chile also have longline fisheries for 
swordfish, and artisanal longlining takes place for sharks and rays 
(Van Waerebeek et al., 1997, cited in Brothers et al., 1999). Chile also 
has demersal longline fisheries for hake, kingclip and toothfish 
(Brothers et al., 1999).  
 
The Chilean EEZ is used by breeding Black-browed and Grey-headed 
albatrosses. Waved albatrosses breed in the Galapagos Islands and 
commute to the coast of Ecuador and Peru (Anderson et al., 1998). In 
addition, both the EEZs and the high seas are particularly important 
for populations of non-breeding and dispersing albatrosses, including 
Chatham, Buller’s, Salvin and Northern Royal albatrosses. Chatham 
albatrosses have been recorded as bycatch in the swordfish fisheries of 
Peru and Chile (Nel and Taylor, 2003). 
 
The Galapagos Agreement contains many of the principles established 
by the Code of Conduct and UN Fish Stocks Agreement, but follows 
the texts less closely than other new RFMOs (e.g. WCPFC and 
SEAFO), and several elements are missing, including establishment of 
an observer programme, and participation by NGOs. 

A Participation and transparency 
So far, only the coastal States have been involved in the design of the 
Galapagos Agreement, and it is only open for ratification by the four 
coastal States, though the Agreement states that other fishing States 
will be allowed to join the new RFMO once it is in force. All four 
coastal States have signed the Agreement, and Chile and Ecuador 
have approved it. In November 2003, the States agreed to a modifying 
protocol that allows the Agreement to come into force after three 
ratifications. The Agreement also establishes that technical assistance 
will be given to developing countries. In addition, the budget of the 
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new RFMO will include a sliding scale (based on the UN system) to 
reflect development status. 
 
A positive aspect of the Agreement is that the RFMO will have the 
power to make binding decisions: decisions will be made with 
consensus wherever possible, but the Agreement has provisions for 
decision-making by a 2/3 majority if consensus cannot be reached (as 
long as this includes a majority of  coastal States).  
 
The text of the Agreement contains no mention of participation by 
NGOs, and the CPPS website does not indicate that there has been 
much interaction with NGOs so far. 

B Target stocks: data and assessment 
The CPPS has a scientific directorate, though currently research is 
undertaken independently by each member. However, the Galapagos 
Agreement establishes that the new RFMO will include a Scientific-
Technical Committee. In addition, the Agreement states that the 
Commission will establish rules for the collection and exchange of 
data on catch, effort and bycatch, as well as other data of interest. The 
Agreement also establishes that stock assessment and management 
will use a precautionary approach with the aim of long-term 
conservation, and will work to maintain ‘ecological equilibrium’. 
 
Once the Agreement comes into force, the first meeting will be used to 
establish species of ‘high priority’, which will be the first species to be 
regulated.  

C Target stocks: management and stock status 
The RFMO established by the Galapagos Agreement will have 
management powers only within high seas areas. The Agreement 
establishes that measures may include setting catch quotas, effort 
limits, closed areas, gear recommendations and size limits. Article 5 of 
the Agreement states that the Commission will adopt measures to 
prevent excesses in fishing and fishing capacity. Within the EEZs (the 
area covered by CPPS), CPPS members undertake their own 
management measures: CPPS is an advisory body, rather than a 
management organisation.  
 
Catches are affected by the “El Nino” Southern Oscillation, and are 
highly variable, but stocks are considered to be fully exploited (FAO, 
1996). Stocks of anchoveta recovered quickly following depletion in 
the 1980s and the effect of the 1997-8 “El Nino” Southern Oscillation, 
but catches remains only 1/3 of the level caught in the 1960s. Catches 
of Chilean jack mackerel and South American pilchard show no signs 
of recovery and catches of sardines by Ecuador and Colombia are 
declining (FAO, 2002a). 

D Combating IUU fishing 
The Galapagos Agreement establishes that the new RFMO will work 
to establish many of the elements necessary to combat IUU fishing. 
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The Agreement includes a commitment to developing systems for 
boarding and inspection, VMS and port inspection, and establishes 
that States will maintain a list of authorised vessels. The Agreement 
also prohibits the landing/transhipment of fish from IUU fishing 
vessels. Article 10 of the Agreement states that States will agree on a 
scheme of penalties. 

E Bycatch 
The Galapagos Agreement covers all living marine resources, 
including non-target, associated and dependent species, and marine 
ecosystems as a whole. The Agreement does not mention plans for an 
observer programme, but Article 7 of the Agreement states that States 
will gather and make available data on bycatch, and on associated or 
dependent species, ‘as far as possible’. The Agreement establishes that 
the RFMO will take populations of associated, dependent species and 
marine ecosystems into account when determining regulatory 
measures, and that that the RFMO will adopt appropriate measures to 
prevent incidental captures.  It may be that there is potential that ‘high 
priority’ species could include non-target species.  Incidental 
mortality of sea turtles in coastal areas offshore from Peru and Chile is 
a concern (Crowder cited in Guynup, 2003). 
 

3.4.8 South East Atlantic Fisheries Organisation (SEAFO)  
SEAFO is a newly-established RFMO that will manage high seas in 
the Southeast Atlantic, covering FAO Statistical Area 47. SEAFO’s 
area is important in relation to the Endangered Tristan, Atlantic 
Yellow-nosed and Sooty albatrosses. SEAFO came into force in 2004. 
 
The convention is based on the UN Fish Stocks Agreement and 
includes a commitment to a precautionary approach and to adopting, 
where necessary, conservation and management measures for non-
target species. As of 2004, only 3 States were members (Namibia, the 
EC and Norway), although 9 States had signed the convention. 
 
The convention outlines plans for a Scientific Committee and 
Compliance Committee, and allows NGOs to participate as observers 
in the meetings of the Organisation. The convention also includes 
plans for a regional observer programme with independent observers, 
and for a regional enforcement system that will include both port and 
at-sea inspection. SEAFO will manage non-tuna fish stocks (to avoid 
overlap with ICCAT), such as alfonsino, orange roughy, armourhead, 
wreck fish, deepwater hake and red crab. Orange roughy are 
generally caught by trawling, but hake can be caught by both trawling 
and longlines. Results from the first meeting indicate that the high 
seas fisheries are as yet small (SEAFO, 2004). However, given the 
importance of the area for albatrosses, it is important that the regional 
observer programme outlined in SEAFO’s convention includes 
collection of data on seabird interactions. 
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3.4.9 Southwest Indian Ocean Fisheries Commission (SWIOFC) 
SWIOFC is a proposed RFMO that would cover non-tuna stocks in the 
west Indian Ocean. There were preparatory meetings in 2000-2002, 
but these highlighted differences between the interests of coastal 
States, who were primarily seeking to establish a body to promote 
fisheries development in the EEZs, compared to the distant water 
fishing States, who were seeking to establish a framework for 
management of high seas stocks. Parties met in January and July 2004 
to discuss ways to resolve this, though reports from these meetings 
are not available online. As yet, the fisheries that will be covered by 
SWIOFC have not been decided, and SWIOFC’s convention has not 
yet been drafted. However, it is likely that it will focus on non-tuna 
stocks (to avoid overlap with the competence of IOTC), and these are 
likely to include scampi and deepwater species such as orange 
roughy. Orange roughy has been fished near to commercial extinction 
in the South West Indian Ocean (workshop discussions in Gjerde and 
Breide, 2003). 
 
The proposed area is important in relation to Endangered Indian 
Yellow-nosed and Critically Endangered Amsterdam albatrosses. It is 
to be hoped that SWIOFC will follow the other new RFMOs (WCPFC 
and SEAFO) in basing its convention largely upon the UN Fish Stocks 
Agreement. 
 

3.4.10 International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) 
The IPHC was established in 1923, and is responsible for managing 
the demersal longline fishery for halibut, which occurs off the coast of 
Oregon, British Columbia, and Southeast and West Alaska. The 
convention area covers high seas as well as EEZ areas, though most 
fishing is within the EEZs. IPHC differs from the other RFMOs under 
study in that it only includes two members (the US and Canada). In 
addition, management measures principally originate from each 
government, rather than from within IPHC itself. Other groundfish 
fisheries also operate in the area, but these are managed on a national 
basis. The IPHC area overlaps with the ranges of Laysan, Black-footed 
and Short-tailed albatrosses.  Since a large proportion of the relevant 
management measures have been established through national 
measures, it was not possible to conduct a quantitative review of 
IPHC performance. 

A Participation and transparency 
IPHC meets annually, encourages participation at public meetings, 
and has a large number of background papers online. However, some 
of the meetings are conducted privately. Also, although the website 
publishes summaries of the results of the meeting, these are not 
detailed minutes. 

B Target fish stock data and assessment 
IPHC differs from the other RFMOs in that it does not have a separate 
Scientific Committee. IPHC staff assess halibut stocks every year (and 
use a modelling procedure that accounts for bycatch and discards), 
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and the IPHC undertakes research surveys, and conducts extensive 
research on halibut biology.  
 
In 1997, a Peer Review recommended that IPHC incorporate a 
precautionary approach into its stock assessment (IPHC, 1997). IPHC 
staff mention in their recommendations of catch limits to the 
Commission, that they have undertaken conservative measures in 
recognition of the need for a precautionary approach. However, the 
website does not contain an indication that IPHC has developed limit 
reference points into its assessment process.  

C Target fish stock management and status 
IPHC is the only RFMO other than CCAMLR that performs well in 
terms of stock management. Overall, halibut biomass is substantially 
higher now than in the 1970s, and catch quotas have been complied 
with (IPHC, 2004b). Management for halibut includes catch quotas, a 
minimum size limit (32 inches), a closed area in the Bering Sea, closed 
seasons in all areas, and bycatch limits in other fisheries. However, 
there have been localised declines: halibut stocks in Areas 3 and 4a 
have been declining since 2000, and have been declining for longer in 
Areas 4B and 4C (Area 4 covers the Bering Sea).  

D Combating IUU fishing 
IPHC differs from the other RFMOs in that the fishery is 
predominantly located within the EEZs of its members, meaning that 
it is largely national measures that are required for enforcement, 
rather than measures established by IPHC itself. IPHC maintains a list 
of authorised vessels, requires vessels to use VMS and/or real time 
catch reporting, and monitors the fishery through the Individual 
Quota System (Swan, 2004). In addition, there is a requirement that 
vessels operating in Area 4 (the Bering Sea) obtain clearance before 
fishing.  

E Bycatch 
IPHC itself has not established seabird bycatch mitigation 
requirements, but the important factor to note is that both Canada and 
the US have established substantial national requirements for seabird 
bycatch mitigation in this fishery. US measures include requirements 
for streamer lines (paired or single, which are distributed to fishers for 
free) and offal discharge management (National Marine Fisheries 
Service, 2004). The Canadian measures include use of weighted lines, 
offal management, use of paired or single streamers, thawed bait and 
data collection requirements (Fisheries and Oceans, 2004). 
 
Nevertheless, while the IPHC has paid considerable attention to the 
bycatch of halibut in other groundfish fisheries (including research 
into gear modifications to reduce bycatch of halibut in, for example, 
the Pacific cod fishery), the IPHC website contains little discussion of 
bycatch within its own fishery, which, inter alia, includes rockfish and 
sablefish.  
 



Regional Fisheries Management Organisations 
 

 58

In addition, in terms of data collection, while the other groundfish 
fisheries in the area have observer programmes, the IPHC has not 
established requirements for observers on halibut fishing vessels. 
However, many vessels will be targeting a range of groundfish 
(halibut, rockfish and sablefish), and will therefore have an observer 
onboard as required by the other groundfish fisheries. Also, in part 
the lack of observer programme may reflect the fact that vessels which 
are specifically targeting only halibut are often small, with insufficient 
room for an observer on-board. IPHC has been conducting trials of 
using video cameras to observe the fishing vessels.  
 
In 1998 and 1999, in response to a request from the US National 
Marine Fisheries Service, IPHC port samplers collected data from 
fishermen on seabird sightings and bycatch. However, this was 
discontinued due to uncertainties about the reliability of the data. 

3.4.11 Pacific Salmon Commission (PSC) 
The PSC is a bilateral agreement between the US and Canada, which 
relates to management of salmon and trout species in their EEZs. No 
specific area has been defined. The main fishing gears used are nets, 
gillnets, purse seines and trolls. Reports indicate that PSC has 
considered bycatch of salmon and trout species, but not bycatch of 
other species. Catch data indicate a high number of fish in the ‘other’ 
category (e.g. in 2003, over 25% of fish caught in the sockeye gillnet 
fishery in Area 20 were not salmon or trout). Seabird bycatch has been 
recorded in the salmon gillnet fishery in Prince William Sound, 
Alaska (Cooper et al., 2001). 

3.4.12 Central Eastern Pacific Tuna Fishing Agreement (CEPTFA) 
The CEPTFA convention proposes an RFMO to manage tuna species 
in the East Pacific. The US, Costa Rica and Panama signed the 
convention in 1983, but there have been no signatories since then. 
CEPTFA needs 5 ratifications to enter into force. Since the convention 
area overlaps with IATTC (IATTC was not fully active at the time 
CEPTFA was conceived), it may never become active.  

3.4.13 North Pacific Anadromous Fishery Commission (NPAFC) 
The NPAFC is an RFMO that manages salmon and trout species in the 
high seas of the North Pacific, north of 33º North. The US, Canada, 
Russian Federation and Japan are members. Since management 
consists of a prohibition for fishing for these species in the convention 
area, and prohibits the retention of salmon and trout caught as 
bycatch. 
 
NPAFC maintains a list of IUU vessels, and has had boarding and 
inspection schemes since 1993. NPAFC is aware that there are illegal 
driftnet fisheries for salmon within the area, but this is thought to be 
at a low level (Swan, 2004).  

3.4.14 International Whaling Commission (IWC) 
The international moratorium on whaling entered into force in 1986, 
and was designed to operate until more data on the status of whale 
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stocks were collected. IWC subsequently devised a Revised 
Management Procedure in 1994, but this has not yet been 
implemented because agreement has not yet been reached on the 
Revised Management Scheme. Aboriginal subsistence whaling 
continues in the US, Russian Federation, Denmark and St Vincent & 
Grenadines 

3.5 RFMO performance by category 

3.5.1 Participation and transparency 
The new fisheries instruments require RFMOs to encourage greater 
stakeholder participation at meetings, and to establish transparency in 
their operations and decision-making. In relation to bycatch 
mitigation, this category is important in terms of aiding NGOs and 
individual States if they seek to encourage the RFMO to address 
bycatch issues. All of the RFMOs scored fairly well in this category, 
though CCSBT and CPPS performed less well than the others, and all 
RFMOs lacked performance in some aspects.  

Participation by States 
ICCAT has the most extensive membership of the RFMOs (40 
members and a cooperating non-member), though ICCAT still has 
concerns about activities of a number of other non-members (ICCAT, 
2003c).  
 
CCAMLR, CCSBT, IOTC and IATTC have all been making efforts in 
recent years to encourage the involvement of non-member States as 
members or cooperating non-members, and have had success in 
expanding their membership (CCAMLR, 2003a; CCSBT, 2003a; 
IATTC, 2003c; IOTC, 2002a). High proportions of member States 
attend CCAMLR, CCSBT and IATTC meetings (though a low 
proportion of IATTC members attends the Scientific Committee 
meetings). A low proportion of members attends IOTC meetings 
(IOTC, 2003b, 2003c).  
 
Preparatory meetings for the WCPFC were well attended by States. A 
positive development in 2004 was the addition of China, the EC, 
Korea and Taiwan as members. A priority for WCPFC must be to 
secure the membership of the other northern States. Several 
(including, Japan and the US) have indicated their intention to become 
members (WCPFC, 2004b). 
 
In IPHC and the RFMO that is proposed by the Galapagos 
Agreement, membership is currently limited to coastal States only. 
Within the IPHC this reflects the fact that the fishery is concentrated 
within the EEZs of the US and Canada; and the Galapagos 
Agreement, which covers high seas areas contains provisions for the 
inclusion of other fishing States, once the Agreement is in force.  
 
Membership within SWIOFC is still under discussion. 
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Participation by NGOs 
The conventions of CCAMLR, CCSBT, IATTC, ICCAT, IOTC, SEAFO 
and WCPFC make provisions for participation by NGOs at RFMO 
meetings. However while ICCAT, IOTC, SEAFO, WCPFC and 
IATTC’s new Antigua Convention grant observer status to NGOs 
unless a plurality of members object, in CCAMLR and CCSBT, 
observer status can be rejected by a single member. In addition, 
CCAMLR does not allow NGOs into its sub-group meetings and at 
the 2004 meeting, ASOC expressed its concern that key issues were 
increasingly being discussed in these sub-group meetings, to which 
NGOs do not have access. Neither the IPHC nor the Galapagos 
Agreement mention NGOs in their agreements. 
 
In terms of actual participation by NGOs, NGOs have been present at 
the majority of recent CCAMLR, IATTC and ICCAT meetings. NGOs 
were not present at earlier IOTC meetings, but were present at 
meetings in 2002 and 2003. No mention was made of the participation 
of NGOs at WCPFC’s preparatory meetings, but two have now been 
granted observer status. In contrast, NGO presence has been low at 
CCSBT meetings: NGOs have only been present within the national 
delegations of Australia and New Zealand, not as observers in their 
own right.  
 
In all the RFMOs considered, only a few States have included 
representatives of NGOs within their national delegations. Several 
(though less than half) include fishing representatives within their 
delegations. 

Data exchange 
In terms of data exchange, all the active RFMOs have websites with 
some degree of access to information the RFMO. The websites of 
IOTC, ICCAT, IATTC, WCPFC and CCAMLR include meeting reports 
and background papers, though meeting reports for ICCAT are only 
for recent years, and CCAMLR does not publish all of its background 
papers online. Less information is available on the CCSBT website, 
where only catch data are currently available, not effort data, meeting 
reports are only available for recent years and background papers are 
not yet available. Online information is also limited for SEAFO and 
the Galapagos Agreement, though neither are yet fully active. The 
IPHC website contains catch data and background papers, but 
meeting reports are not detailed. 

Decision-making power 
Decision-making power also varies between RFMOs. Within 
CCAMLR, CCSBT, IATTC and SEAFO, decisions require consensus, 
which slows the decision-making process, but ultimately decisions 
may have greater binding power than in ICCAT and IOTC, where 
decisions are taken by a 2/3 majority, but members are not bound by 
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the decision if they register an objection3. However, WCPFC and the 
Galapagos Agreement have been established with greater decision-
making power, establishing that all efforts will be made to achieve 
consensus wherever possible, but when this cannot be achieved, 
binding decisions will be taken by a majority of 3/4 and 2/3, 
respectively. 

Assistance to developing States 
Finally, WCPFC, IOTC, IATTC and the Galapagos Agreement have a 
tiered budget to assist developing States, and WCPFC and IOTC have 
made commitments to assisting developing States with data 
collection. In 1992, ICCAT developed a protocol to amend the 
contribution scheme to assist developing States, but not enough 
members have yet ratified it, so it is not yet in force. However, ICCAT 
has established a fund to assist developing States with data collection 
(ICCAT, 2003c). In contrast, CCAMLR and CCSBT do not have a 
budgetary system to assist developing States, although in 2004 
CCAMLR discussed use of a fund to assist representatives from 
developing States to attend meetings. 

3.5.2 Target fish stocks – data and assessment 
The supply of accurate and timely data is clearly essential for effective 
stock assessments and fisheries management, and the new fisheries 
instruments establish the responsibility of RFMOs to compile such 
data, and the duty of States to supply it. Catch and effort data are also 
important for estimating total bycatch. However, of particular 
relevance for bycatch mitigation are scientific on-board observer 
programmes, particularly regional observer programmes.  

Data 
CCAMLR out-performs all other RFMOs in terms of the level of data 
it receives, fulfilling all the minimum requirements established by our 
list of criteria. CCAMLR’s data-collection is greatly assisted by its 
regional observer programme, which requires the presence of an 
independent observer (of different nationality to the vessel’s flag 
State) on all toothfish, icefish and crab vessels, and all vessels in 
exploratory fisheries. Observer data are sent directly to CCAMLR. 
This system brings benefits of timeliness and independence of data, 
but also means that CCAMLR can control the priorities of data 
collected by observers, and that all data are submitted in a uniform 
format. CCAMLR also operates an ecosystem-monitoring programme. 
Only the krill fisheries are not fully observed. 
 
WCPFC has one of the second-highest scores of the RFMOs in terms 
of data collection, despite the fact that it is not yet active. Its 
convention includes a commitment to implementing a regional 
observer programme (though % coverage has not yet been agreed 
upon), and commitments to assisting developing States with their 

                                                          
3 CCAMLR also has an objection procedure, but this has never been used since, once 
consensus has been achieved, there is presumably little likelihood for objections at a 
later stage 
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collection of catch and effort data. Establishment of an effective 
programme will be a considerable undertaking however, since current 
coverage of observer programmes within the West and Central Pacific 
is low (MRAG Americas, 2002). SEAFO’s convention also includes a 
commitment to establishing a regional observer programme with 
independent observers (SEAFO, 2001). 
 
IATTC also has a regional observer programme, with 100% coverage 
on large purse seine vessels (above 363 short tons). At least 50% of 
these observers are independent and all observers attend IATTC 
training (IATTC, 2004c). However, data collection within IATTC 
suffers from the fact that, until now, IATTC has collected few 
catch/effort data and no observer data from smaller purse seine 
vessels or the longline fishery (the latter representing at least 10% of 
the catch). IATTC’s Bycatch Working Group has recommended the 
establishment of observer schemes for the longline and small purse 
seine fisheries (IATTC, 2002), but these have not yet been established. 
 
CCSBT and especially ICCAT and IOTC suffer from lack of data from 
their fisheries, as recognised by the RFMOs themselves (ICCAT, 1999; 
ICCAT, 2003c; CCSBT, 1998; CCSBT, 2003bc; IOTC, 2002b; IOTC, 
2003a). Within CCSBT, the supply of catch and effort data has 
improved following Taiwan and Korea joining the Commission, and 
as a result of the Australian-funded Indonesian Catch Monitoring 
Programme (CCSBT, 2003a). CCSBT has also recently established 
requirements for observer programmes, but the agreed target of 10% 
observer coverage is substantially weaker than the 20-30% coverage 
originally proposed by Australia and New Zealand, and States are not 
currently required to submit their observer data to CCSBT, though 
they do supply annual National Reports (CCSBT, 2001a). 
 
Within ICCAT and IOTC, the Commissions have recognised that the 
lack of data within their fisheries is a serious problem. ICCAT’s 
Scientific Committee has expressed its serious concern that data 
supply continues to deteriorate (ICCAT, 2003c), while in IOTC data 
have never been available for a number of fisheries (IOTC, 2003a). In 
2003 the Working Party on Data and Statistics reported that only 61% 
catch data had been submitted for the year (IOTC, 2003a), and in 2004 
the Scientific Committee reported that data supply continued to 
deteriorate (IOTC, 2004d). In addition, while both IOTC and ICCAT 
have encouraged members to conduct on-board observer 
programmes, neither require it, and neither have established observer 
data  standards. On the positive side, IOTC and ICCAT have 
established programmes to assist developing States collect catch/effort 
data (IOTC, 2002a; ICCAT, 2003c). 
 
Within IPHC, both the US and Canada have established national 
observer programmes for their groundfish fisheries (in which halibut 
is often caught as bycatch), but IPHC has not established 
requirements for observers on halibut fishing vessels. This may partly 
reflect the fact that these vessels tend to be small, making it difficult to 
house an observer onboard. IPHC has established a pilot programme 
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testing video techniques for observation. The Galapagos Agreement 
has no mention of establishing an observer programme. 

Assessment 
CCAMLR has pioneered many of the principles now required by the 
new fisheries instruments, such as the precautionary approach and 
the ecosystem approach to management, and as yet CCAMLR is the 
only RFMO to have fully incorporated the precautionary approach 
into its stock assessment and decision-making. However, the new 
IATTC convention and the conventions of WCPFC, SEAFO and the 
Galapagos Agreement express the commitment of these RFMOs to do 
so. 
 
ICCAT has held meetings on the precautionary approach (ICCAT, 
1999), and has an Ad Hoc Working Group on Assessment methods 
(ICCAT, 2003e). These have led to recommendations in relation to 
developing better measures of uncertainty in the stock assessment 
process, but ICCAT has not yet adopted limit reference points in 
relation to stock assessment, and no meetings have been held on the 
precautionary approach in recent years. At the 2003 Commission 
meeting, Canada expressed its serious concern that ICCAT was failing 
to operate the precautionary principle and that it was in fact 
conducting the reverse approach (ICCAT, 2003c). 
 
Neither CCSBT nor IOTC mention working to develop a 
precautionary approach. 

3.5.3 Target fish stocks – management and stock status 
The new fisheries instruments establish the duty of fishery 
management to prevent over-fishing and to apply a precautionary 
approach to fish stock management. This includes a duty to control 
excess fishing capacity. The performance of RFMOs in relation to 
management of target fish stocks also has relevance to bycatch 
mitigation as an indication of the ability of the RFMO to exert control 
over its fisheries, and an indication of the range of pressures and 
difficulties that each RFMO is facing. 
 
CCAMLR out-performs all other RFMOs in this category. CCAMLR 
has established management measures for all its target fish stocks, 
and has procedures for a precautionary approach to new and 
exploratory fisheries (see Section 3.4.1). IPHC is the only other RFMO 
that performs well: halibut are at high levels in most areas, having 
recovered from depletion in the 1970s (IPHC, 2004b). In contrast, 
IATTC, ICCAT, CCSBT and especially IOTC score poorly in terms of 
fish stock management.  
 
Within IATTC, the Stock Assessment Group has reported that 
IATTC’s current management measures are inadequate and possibly 
ineffective (IATTC, 2004ba), and that large (>50%) reductions in 
fishing effort would be necessary to rebuild stocks of bigeye tuna. A 
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principal concern is the impact of fishing on FADs on target fish 
stocks (IATTC, 2004b).  
 
Within ICCAT, the Commission recognises that 9 of the 16 fish stocks 
are overfished, and 4 to 5 of the remainder have unknown status. This 
is despite the fact that ICCAT has established numerous management 
measures since 1969. External reviewers consider ICCAT’s 
management measures to be highly inadequate (US Commerce 
Secretary Donald Evans, cited in Williams, 2003; Crowder and Myers, 
2001; Sloane, 2003). In 2002 for example, ICCAT adopted catch quotas 
for bluefin that were 28% above the maximum mortality considered 
by the Scientific Committee to be sustainable in the long term (ICCAT, 
2003a). Furthermore, members have not complied with ICCAT’s catch 
quotas or size limits (ICCAT, 2002a, 2004a).  
 
CCSBT also scores poorly in terms of fish stock management, despite 
only having one target fish within its mandate. Southern bluefin tuna 
has declined by as least 90% from the level in 1960 and is classified by 
the World Conservation Union as Critically Endangered (IUCN, 
2004). Nevertheless, catches by members have gradually increased 
since 1994, when CCSBT came into force (CCSBT, 2003b), despite 
acknowledgement of a  >50% risk of further declines in Southern 
bluefin stocks (CCSBT, 2001a, 2004d). In 2003, the Commission 
admitted that it was not going to meet its goal of recovery of stocks to 
the 1980 level by 2020, and a new goal will be established in 2005. 
 
IOTC scores the least well in terms of management for target stocks, 
since it has no regulations in place, despite repeated 
recommendations from its Scientific Committee of the need to 
establish management measures (IOTC, 2003b). Of IOTC’s 35 
resolutions to date, only three refer to fish stocks: two of these are 
requests for further advice from the Scientific Committee, and one 
expresses intention of reducing fishing effort, but deferred the 
decision to a later date. 
 
It was not possible to evaluate WCPFC, SEAFO, SWIOFC or the 
Galapagos Agreement in terms of management measures, since they 
have not yet, or have only very recently, come into force. However, 
within WCPFC, stocks of yellowfin and bigeye tuna are considered to 
be at or approaching an over-fished state (WCPFC, 2004c). Within 
CPPS, catches are affected by the “El Nino” Southern Oscillation, and 
are highly variable, but stocks are considered to be fully exploited 
(FAO, 1996). Within the SWIOFC area, orange roughy stocks are 
considered to be highly depleted (workshop discussion in Gjerde and 
Breide, 2003). 

3.5.4 Combating IUU fishing 
The new fisheries instruments establish the duty and responsibility of 
States and RFMOs to undertake effective monitoring, control and 
surveillance of their fisheries, placing  greater emphasis on the 
responsibilities of flag States for their fishing vessels, but also 
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establishing a central role for RFMOs (FAO, 2002b; Lodge, 2002). At 
the 32nd Session of the FAO, the FAO encouraged RFMOs to have 
established a regional IPOA-IUU by 2004 (Swan, 2004).  
Recommended measures include catch documentation schemes, 
Vessel Monitoring Systems (VMS), lists of authorised vessels, in-port 
and at-sea inspection schemes, and the prevention of landing and 
transhipment from IUU fishing vessels.  
 
In almost all RFMOs, IUU fishing has become an increasingly 
dominant agenda item within recent years. Within CCAMLR, the 
Commission recognises that IUU fishing is now the key factor 
threatening both the conservation of toothfish stocks and albatross 
populations within the CCAMLR area (CCAMLR, 2002a, 2002b). 
CCAMLR has undertaken the most substantial measures, while 
CCSBT has undertaken some of the fewest.  
 
Most RFMOs have established a sub-group focused on combating 
IUU fishing, a list of authorised vessels and some form of trade 
documentation or catch documentation scheme, though only 
CCAMLR’s toothfish documentation scheme attempts to record all 
catch, rather than just trade.  
 
The greatest variation between RFMOs is in the extent to which they 
have established requirements for VMS and port and at-sea inspection 
schemes. CCAMLR has established mandatory requirements for VMS 
on all vessels except krill vessels, and in 2004 it voted to adopt a 
centralised VMS scheme in which VMS data will be passed to 
CCAMLR in near real-time, although the current scheme only 
requires vessels to transmit data once they are in the Convention area, 
not from port-to-port (CCAMLR, 2004e). WCPFC also plans a 
mandatory and centralised VMS scheme for all vessels fishing on the 
high seas, and data will be sent directly to the Commission. In 2004, 
ICCAT members agreed that all longline vessels over 24m in length 
must have VMS by 1 November 2005, though data will not be passed 
to ICCAT. In contrast, there has been no mention of VMS within 
CCSBT. IOTC and IATTC have only encouraged States to implement 
VMS and/or have undertaken pilot schemes.  
 
Only CCAMLR has established both port and at-sea inspection 
schemes, though these are planned by WCPFC and SEAFO, are 
mentioned in the Galapagos Agreement, and IOTC requires the port 
inspection of vessels of non-members (IOTC Resolution 01/03). 
Neither IATTC, ICCAT nor CCSBT have established inspection 
schemes, though in 2003 ICCAT members asked the ICCAT 
Secretariat to review potential options for reinstating a port inspection 
scheme (ICCAT Resolution 03-21). Within IPHC, the US and Canada 
have national schemes for boarding and inspection within their EEZs. 

3.5.5 Commitment to reducing bycatch 
As discussed in the introduction, a key principle established by the 
new legal instruments governing the oceans is the duty of fishery 
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management organisations to conserve all species affected by fishing, 
not just target fish stocks. For RFMOs that were established along 
traditional lines of addressing fish stocks only, this duty requires 
reorientation of their mandates, priorities and management approach, 
though IATTC has set a precedent of redrafting its convention to 
reflect the new duties. 

Scope of mandate 
CCAMLR includes all living marine resources within its mandate, and 
its commitment to the conservation of non-target, associated and 
dependent species is a central part of its operation: concern about the 
potential impact of krill fishing on dependent species was one of the 
factors that initiated the creation of CCAMLR. IATTC’s new Antigua 
Convention, the WCPFC and SEAFO conventions and the Galapagos 
Agreement, all of which were devised post-1995, also cover all non-
target, associated and dependent species, and contain commitments to 
minimising bycatch.  
 
CCSBT’s convention includes a role of collecting data on all marine 
species affected by fisheries, and CCSBT states on its website that one 
of its roles is to foster activities directed towards the conservation of 
ecologically related species (CCSBT, 2004c). However, the report from 
the meeting in 2001 suggests a lack of consensus between members 
about how strong the role of CCSBT should be for species such as 
turtles and sharks, relative to national measures: Japan resisted moves 
by New Zealand and Australia for CCSBT to have a greater focus on 
reducing bycatch of these species, while pressing for the working 
group to focus more on research on species that predate Southern 
bluefin. This in turn was resisted by Australia and New Zealand 
(CCSBT, 2001b). 
 
In contrast to the RFMOs above, ICCAT, and IOTC do not include all 
non-target, associated or dependent species within their mandates 
and have not made a commitment to reducing bycatch, though there 
has been some progress in recent years. ICCAT’s Scientific Committee 
has interpreted its mandate (which covers only tuna and tuna-like 
species), as including sharks. In 2002 and 2003, ICCAT members also 
passed resolutions to collect data on turtles and seabirds, though this 
is not a mandatory requirement (see below). Within IOTC, members 
voted in 1998 to collect data on non-target species, though again this is 
not mandatory (IOTC, 2004b). 
 
IPHC’s website does not make reference to a commitment to reducing 
bycatch of non-halibut species. However, since detailed meeting 
reports are not available online, it is difficult to assess IPHC’s 
performance. 

Bycatch sub-group 
All the RFMOs under consideration have established, or have 
resolved to establish, a sub-group on bycatch, with the exception of 
IPHC, SEAFO and the Galapagos Agreement, the latter two of which 
have only just come into force, or are not yet in force, respectively. 
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CCAMLR has an Ad hoc Working group on Incidental Mortality 
Associated with Fishing, and also considers bycatch within its Fish 
Stock Assessment group. Both groups meet at least once per year. 
IATTC has a bycatch working group which meets every two years, 
and also provides the Secretariat for the International Dolphin 
Conservation Programme, which meets every year. ICCAT has a 
Bycatch Subcommittee, which meets most years and has recently been 
focused on stock assessments of three shark species. CCSBT has a 
Working Group on Ecologically Related Species that has a focus on 
seabirds, but only meets once every two years on average. WCPFC 
has resolved to establish an Ecosystem and Bycatch Working Group, 
which will meet every year (WCPFC, 2004c). In 2002, IOTC decided to 
establish a bycatch working group (which will initially focus on 
sharks) (IOTC, 2002c), but this group has yet to meet, and the report 
from the 2004 IOTC Scientific Committee meeting indicates that the 
group has not yet formed, and that it will initially operate only by 
email (IOTC, 2004d). 

Education and training  
CCAMLR, CCSBT and IATTC have undertaken measures for 
education and training of fishers in relation to bycatch mitigation. 
IATTC’s measures are the most comprehensive, requiring captain and 
observers to attend training on reducing dolphin and turtle mortality. 
CCAMLR does not have a centralised education programme, but 
CCAMLR has produced guides to avoiding seabird bycatch 
(translated into four languages), and has produced a bird 
identification guide. CCSBT includes education as part of its mandate, 
and as part of the terms of reference of its Working Group on 
Ecologically Related Species, and has developed pamphlets on 
mitigation of bycatch of seabirds and sharks, and a seabird 
identification card. ICCAT has produced a pamphlet on sharks. 
 
In addition to education programmes, effective bycatch mitigation 
requires programmes to encourage two-way interaction with fishers: 
fish stock and bycatch mitigation measures exclusively managed by 
top-down approaches are less likely to be successful because fishers 
feel excluded from decision-making and have no ownership of 
decision outcomes (FAO, 1999). A substantial proportion (though less 
than half) of States regularly include fishing representatives within 
the national delegations that attend RFMO meetings. However, with 
the exception of IATTC, full two-way interaction, for example as 
pursued at the International Fisher Forums, has largely yet to be fully 
explored within RFMOs. 

3.5.6 Bycatch data collection and research 

Data collection 
Onboard observer programmes are crucial for supplying data on 
bycatch and mortality of non-target species within fisheries, as well as 
providing data that are vital for assessment of fish stock status. In 
particular, enormous benefits are obtained from regional observer 
programmes in which member States are required to ensure a 
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minimum % coverage of vessels, data collection is standardised, data 
are collected centrally by the RFMO and, preferably, the scheme is 
centralised such that observers are independent from the flag State of 
each vessel.  
 
In terms of bycatch data collection, CCAMLR scores highly because it 
has a regional observer programme that covers all vessels, uses 
independent observers, is centrally coordinated by CCAMLR, and 
prioritises the collection of bycatch data. CCAMLR also collects data 
through its ecosystem-monitoring scheme. Both WCPFC and SEAFO 
plan to establish a regional observer programme, and IATTC has a 
regional observer programme in which 50% observers are 
independent. However, as discussed above, IATTC’s observer 
programme does not cover longline fisheries or small purse-seine 
vessels. IATTC’s bycatch sub-group has recommended that IATTC 
redress this (IATTC, 2002), and CCAMLR has approached IATTC to 
encourage it to develop observer programmes in its southern area 
where interactions with CCAMLR area seabirds is likely (CCAMLR, 
2003a). 
 
In contrast, ICCAT and IOTC have encouraged their members to 
conduct observer programmes, but have not required them and, while 
both request States to record total catch as part of their catch and 
effort reporting, this also is not a mandatory requirement. In 2001, 
2002 and 2003, ICCAT passed resolutions on sharks, seabirds and 
turtles, respectively, which request members to submit data on these 
species. However, again, these are not mandatory requirements, and 
ICCAT’s requests for data are compromised by lack of clear provision 
on ICCAT’s data forms to record discards and bycatch. In 2002, 
ICCAT’s Subcommittee on Statistics recommended the creation of 
new reporting forms for bycatch species other than sharks (ICCAT, 
2002c), but these have not yet been produced.  
 
Within IOTC, the Working Party on Data and Statistics recommended 
in 2003 that IOTC establish standards for observer programmes, and 
an ad hoc group is meeting intersessionally in 2005 to continue work 
on this, but such standards have yet not been requested by the IOTC 
Commission. 
 
CCSBT also scores poorly in this category. Although collection of data 
on non-target species is within CCSBT’s mandate, CCSBT and its 
Working Group on Ecologically Related Species have so far largely 
failed to meet this responsibility. CCSBT has recently developed data 
standards for its observer programme, but these were not discussed 
by the Working Group (despite Australia tabling a proposed set of 
standards that included bycatch data). The resulting observer 
standards establish the collection of data on non-target species as 
voluntary and low priority. In addition, States are not currently 
required to submit observer data to CCSBT. At the 2004 meeting of 
the Working Group on Ecologically Related Species, Australia and 
New Zealand recommended that CCSBT’s Scientific Committee 
reassess the observer data standards in order to make further 
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requirements for collecting data on non-target species, but Japan, 
Korea and Taiwan expressed their view that this was not necessary 
(CCSBT, 2004b). 
 
Within IPHC, both the US and Canada have national observer 
programmes within their groundfish fisheries, and these collect data 
on seabird interactions. However, IPHC has not established observer 
programmes within the halibut fishery itself. The Galapagos 
Agreement also performs poorly in this category, since neither the 
CPPS website nor the Galapagos Agreement mention an observer 
programme. However, Article 7 of the Galapagos Agreement states 
that the RFMO will collect data on bycatch and associated and 
dependent species ‘as far as possible’. 

Research 
In terms of research on bycatch mitigation, CCAMLR and IATTC have 
undertaken research on a wide range of bycatch species. Research by 
CCAMLR and its members has included research on the impact of 
fishing on albatrosses and petrels, research on the post-release 
survival of skates and rays; research on the effect of marine 
entanglement on marine mammals; and research on the effect of 
bycatch on non-target fish such as rockcod species. Research on 
mitigation measures has included testing gear to reduce bycatch of 
albatrosses and petrels, and research on the impact of mesh sizes and 
midwater trawling on the catch of juvenile fish. 
 
IATTC has undertaken substantial research on measures to reduce 
incidental mortality of dolphins and turtles, and has also undertaken 
some research on bycatch of sharks, rays and juvenile and non-target 
fish. IATTC has also resolved to undertake research to develop fish 
sorting grids to reduce retention of undersized fish. 
 
Although WCPFC is not yet active, its convention includes plans to 
monitor non-target species, and WCPFC has already commissioned 
reports on the impact of FAD fishing on juvenile fish, and on bycatch 
and ecosystem issues in the Western and Central Pacific.  
 
Within CCSBT, Japan, Australia and New Zealand have undertaken 
extensive research on measures to reduce seabird bycatch, and this 
research is coordinated by CCSBT’s Working Group on Ecologically 
Related Species. However, CCSBT has conducted little research on 
mitigation of bycatch of other species.  
 
ICCAT and especially IOTC score much more poorly in relation to 
research on bycatch. In the past, ICCAT’s Scientific Committee has 
conducted research on methods to reduce catches of juvenile tropical 
tunas (ICCAT’s working group on juvenile tropical tunas met in 1979, 
1980 and 1984), as well as research on bycatch of juvenile swordfish 
(e.g. Resolution 99-04; ICCAT, 2002a), and research on promoting the 
release of live billfish (Resolutions 95-12 and 96-9). Little or no 
research was conducted between 2000-4, but ICCAT will hold a 5 day 
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workshop on methods to reduce mortality of juvenile tunas in 2005. In 
recent years, the Bycatch Sub-Committee has conducted stock 
assessments of three shark species, but this has not yet had a bycatch 
mitigation focus. ICCAT has not conducted research on marine 
mammals, turtles or seabirds, all of which have been recorded as 
bycatch within ICCAT fisheries (ICCAT, 2004c). However the 
resolution on seabirds resolves that ICCAT will undertake an 
assessment of the impact of fisheries on seabirds at a future date.  
 
IOTC has not conducted any research on bycatch rates or bycatch 
mitigation. 
 
IPHC’s research has focused on reducing bycatch of its target species 
in other fisheries, but its website does not indicate any research on 
other species. 

3.5.7 Bycatch mitigation 
CCAMLR is the most active of the RFMOs in relation to taking 
measures to reduce bycatch. In addition to comprehensive measures 
to reduce albatross bycatch mitigation (See Section 3.4.1), CCAMLR 
has established a number of precautionary measures for fish, skates 
and rays, including bycatch limits and ‘move-on’ rules. CCAMLR has 
also established measures to reduce jettisoning of debris, particularly 
to reduce entanglement of marine mammals. 
 
IATTC (through IDCP) has established a comprehensive program to 
reduce dolphin mortality caused by large purse-seine vessels. This has 
dramatically reduced direct dolphin mortalities, though dolphin 
populations have not recovered as expected, possibly as a result of 
continuing sub-lethal effects (for example Archer et al., 2002; St 
Aubin, 2002). Turtle incidental mortality is of increasing concern 
within the Eastern Pacific, and IATTC’s 2003 Consolidated Bycatch 
Resolution resolves that turtle bycatch mitigation will be included in 
the training programme for captains, and requests vessels to release 
turtles from nets and FADs wherever possible. Bycatch of juvenile 
tunas is also a major concern in the IATTC area, and a report 
presented to IATTC in 2004 suggests that current measures are not 
sufficient (IATTC, 2004a). IATTC has no mitigation measures for 
reducing bycatch of seabirds, sharks or billfish, or for reducing 
bycatch by longline vessels.  
 
CCSBT, ICCAT and IOTC have established few or no bycatch 
mitigation measures.  
 
While CCSBT has established the requirement for streamer lines on 
vessels, to reduce seabird bycatch, CCSBT has not established any 
bycatch mitigation measures for other bycatch species, and is not 
monitoring the effect of streamer lines. 
 
Within ICCAT, some measures have been established to reduce 
bycatch of juvenile tunas: ICCAT has a moratoria on fishing on FADs 
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in the Gulf of Guinea between 1 November and 31 January each year 
(Resolution 99-1), and has established bycatch limits for small 
yellowfin, bigeye, bluefin and swordfish, though compliance with 
these size limits has been very poor (ICCAT, 2002a, 2004a). ICCAT has 
also requested members to promote the use of mono-filament leaders, 
to enhance the release of live billfish (Recommendation 96-9), though 
no information is gathered on uptake of this request. Although ICCAT 
has passed resolutions on sharks, seabirds and turtles, none go 
beyond requesting data from States, and encouraging the release of 
live sharks and turtles where possible. 
 
IOTC has the poorest performance since, to date, IOTC has not 
established any bycatch mitigation measures. In 2002, IOTC resolved 
to implement a regional IPOA-sharks, but no timeframe was 
established. 
 
Neither WCPFC, SEAFO nor the Galapagos Agreement are yet fully 
active, and none have established bycatch mitigation measures. 
However all have made commitments to minimising bycatch as part 
of their conventions. 
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4 Discussion 

4.1 Distribution of albatrosses within RFMO areas 
The analyses of albatross breeding distribution data and albatross 
range data identified the same ranking of the top five RFMOs in terms 
of albatross distribution:  
(1) CCSBT, (2) WCPFC, (3) IOTC, (4) ICCAT and (5) CCAMLR.  
 
Fortunately, these five are all among the RFMOs that could be fully 
assessed in this report. Further data on the spatial and temporal 
distribution of both albatrosses and fishing effort are necessary in 
order to obtain a full measure of the risks posed to albatross 
populations by the fisheries of each RFMO. However, it is highly 
likely that seabird bycatch mitigation within all five of these RFMOs is 
of great importance to conservation of globally threatened albatross 
species. 
 
Other RFMOs that are important for particular albatross species 
include SEAFO, SWIOFC and also IPHC, IATTC, as well as the RFMO 
that will be established by the Galapagos Agreement, if it comes into 
force. Fisheries managed by these RFMOs may have considerable 
local and regional significance for albatross populations.  

4.2 RFMO performance and key needs 
The analysis of RFMO performance in relation to criteria developed 
from the Code of Conduct and the UN Fish Stocks Agreement aimed 
to understand the factors aiding and limiting effective bycatch 
mitigation by RFMOs. It is important to recognise that the review 
reflects the collective performance of the member States of each 
RFMO, on which the effectiveness of each RFMO crucially relies. 
 
CCAMLR has demonstrated how effective RFMOs can be in reducing 
seabird bycatch in their fisheries, having reduced mortality of 
albatrosses and petrels by over 99%. CCAMLR has also established 
comprehensive measures for combating IUU fishing, for incorporating 
the precautionary approach to management, for data collection and 
for reducing bycatch of other non-target species. CCAMLR had the 
highest score among the RFMOs in almost all categories of the 
assessment.  
 
WCPFC only came into force in 2004, and has not yet established 
either fish stock or bycatch mitigation measures. However, WCPFC 
has made a commitment to reducing bycatch in its fisheries, reflecting 
the fact that its convention draws largely from the UN Fish Stocks 
Agreement. WCPFC activity over the next few years will demonstrate 
whether it can fulfil these commitments. 
 
Of the other RFMOs whose areas overlap with albatross distribution, 
only CCSBT has established requirements for seabird bycatch 
mitigation; the other RFMOs have none, although IATTC has 
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established comprehensive measures for reducing bycatch of dolphins 
and is taking action to reduce turtle bycatch. 
 
When considering the broad range of bycatch species groups (turtles, 
sharks, cetaceans and fish as well as seabirds), CCSBT, IOTC and 
ICCAT all scored poorly in relation to collection of data on bycatch 
and bycatch mitigation measures. These RFMOs also had low scores 
in terms of data collection and management for target fish stocks. 
CCSBT also scored poorly in terms of measures to combat IUU 
fishing. 
 
Performances of the RFMOs on five key elements for reducing 
albatross bycatch are summarised in Table 8. Key needs for each of the 
RFMOs are shown in Box 1. 
 
 
 
Table 8. RFMO performance for five essential elements for bycatch 
reduction. (Key:  -  = very poor,      = poor,       = fair;       = good.) 
 
  

C
C

SB
T 

W
C

PF
C

 

IO
TC

 

IC
C

A
T 

C
C

A
M

LR
 

IA
TT

C
 

1 Mandate that includes non-target species       
2 Commitment to minimising bycatch       
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Box 1. Key needs for RFMOs in relation to effective mitigation of 
albatross bycatch 

CCAMLR 
CCAMLR stands out from the other RFMOs in having undertaken 
comprehensive measures to reduce albatross bycatch, which have 
successfully and dramatically reduced albatross mortality within the 
legal fisheries. A key concern within CCAMLR members is the 
impact of IUU fishing in the convention area on albatross and petrel 
populations as well as on toothfish stocks. Much of the IUU fishing is 
conducted by vessels registered to CCAMLR member States. An 
additional concern within CCAMLR is to encourage neighbouring 
RFMOs, in whose areas CCAMLR seabirds spend much time, to 
adopt seabird bycatch mitigation measures (CCAMLR, 2002b, 2004e). 

CCSBT 
CCSBT requires all tuna vessels south of 30º South to use streamer 
lines. However, CCSBT has not taken on a central role of monitoring 
the effectiveness of, or compliance with, this requirement, and has 
not established any seabird mitigation measures since 1995, despite 
urging from Australia and New Zealand for the rapid deployment of 
further mitigation measures (CCSBT, 2001c). Given the importance 
of CCSBT’s area in terms of albatross distribution, key needs are for 
CCSBT to review the effectiveness of its current measure, and to 
establish further mitigation requirements if necessary. Linked to this 
is the need for CCSBT to strengthen its data requirements for 
members’ observer programmes. Australia and New Zealand have 
expressed their view of the need to strengthen observer programme 
standards, but Japan, Taiwan and Korea have expressed their view 
that this is not necessary (CCSBT, 2004c). Ultimately, the most 
effective data collection may be achieved through establishing a 
regional observer programme along the lines of CCAMLR and 
WCPFC, with standardised collection methods and independent 
observers. It is hoped that the resolution of the rift between CCSBT 
members over catch quotas may reactivate the work of CCSBT’s 
Working Group on Ecologically Related Species, as may the addition 
of Taiwan and Korea to the Commission. CCSBT has no mitigation 
measures for other bycatch species.  

ICCAT 
Ultimately, key needs are that ICCAT expand its mandate to include 
a commitment to minimising the impact of its fisheries on all non-
target, associated and dependent species, and that ICCAT begins 
work as soon as possible to establish a regional observer programme. 
In the meantime, needs are that ICCAT establishes requirements and 
standards for observer data, develops recording forms, and collects 
these data centrally. Albatross distribution is focused in the southern 
part of ICCAT’s area and a key need is to establish requirements for 
seabird mitigation measures on vessels fishing below 30º South (and 
to establish education and training for fishers in relation to such  
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Box 1 continued. 
requirements). Recent progress within ICCAT includes resolutions 
on sharks, turtles and seabirds, but these are focused on encouraging 
States to supply data, rather than containing a commitment by 
ICCAT to reducing bycatch. Within the seabird resolution, another 
key step forward would be to establish a timeline for the bycatch 
group to produce its report on the impact of ICCAT fisheries on 
seabirds. The Director of the Scientific Committee has expressed his 
concern that greater attention to seabirds and turtles will dilute 
attention from target fish stocks, due to limitations of funds and staff 
resources (ICCAT, 2002b). This indicates a role for States and NGOs 
in providing assistance to ICCAT by supplying relevant information 
and analysis on bycatch and bycatch mitigation measures.  

IOTC 
As for ICCAT, key needs within IOTC are that it expands its 
mandate to include non-target, associated and dependent species; 
that it commits itself to reducing bycatch; and that it establishes a 
regional observer programme. Immediate needs are that IOTC 
establishes requirements and standards for observer programmes 
and collects these data centrally. Albatross distribution is strongly 
focused within the southern part of IOTC’s area, and a key need is to 
establish requirements for seabird mitigation measures on vessels 
fishing below 30º South, and to establish an education and training 
programme for fishers in relation to this. Progress was made in 2002, 
when IOTC resolved to establish a bycatch group. However, this 
group has not yet met, is likely to operate only as an email group in 
the near future, and will initially focus on sharks. An urgent need is 
for this group to meet and to also consider seabird, turtle and fish 
bycatch, all of which are likely to be having population-level 
impacts. More generally, of central concern is the need within IOTC 
to generate the political will and commitment among members to 
undertake effective management measures. This is vital for the 
conservation of fish and non-target species. IOTC’s performance is 
hampered by poor supply of catch/effort data, though IOTC is 
working to address this through its OFCF project (IOTC, 2002a). 

WCPFC 
WCPFC’s convention incorporates many of the new principles of the 
new fisheries instruments, including a commitment to minimising 
the impact of fisheries on non-target, associated and dependent 
species. A priority for WCPFC is that Indonesia, Japan, the 
Philippines and the US become members of the Commission. 
WCPFC has already commissioned a report to assess ecosystem and 
bycatch issues within the region, and has resolved to establish a 
bycatch sub-group. A key need is for this sub-group to consider 
seabird bycatch mitigation throughout the WCPFC area. The 
WCPFC convention outlines plans for a regional observer 
programme, and another key need is that this programme records 
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Box 1 continued. 
data on all non-target species, including seabirds, and that it covers 
all gear types at a suitably high level of coverage. WCPFC’s 
convention does not mention education or obtaining feedback from 
fishers. 

IATTC 
A key need within IATTC is that it establishes an observer 
programme for its longline fisheries (as recommended by IATTC’s 
Bycatch Working Group), that this includes collection of seabird 
bycatch data, and that IATTC improves its collection of catch and 
effort data for longline vessels (as resolved in IATTC’s Resolution on 
Data in 2003).  

IPHC 
US and Canada have national measures for seabird mitigation. 
Benefits would be gained by IPHC taking on a role of annual review 
of observer reports on bycatch, and giving greater attention to all 
aspects of bycatch within halibut fisheries.  

The Galapagos Agreement 
The Galapagos Agreement includes a commitment to reducing the 
impact of fisheries on non-target species and to collecting data on 
bycatch ‘as far as possible’. When the RFMO becomes active, key 
needs are for it to establish an observer programme and to make 
provisions for NGO involvement at meetings, neither of which are 
mentioned in the Galapagos Agreement. ‘High priority species’ will 
be established at the first meeting, and there may be potential for 
non-fish species to be included within this category.  

SEAFO 
The SEAFO convention includes commitments to conserving non-
target species, protecting biodiversity, and minimising impacts on 
living marine resources as a whole. A key need is for SEAFO to 
establish a bycatch sub-group and that the regional observer 
programme that is planned in the convention includes the collection 
of data on seabird interactions. 

SWIOFC  
The SWIOFC convention has not yet been drafted. Meetings are 
underway to determine whether it will address high seas and/or EEZ 
areas. A key hope is that SWIOFC will follow the example of WCPFC 
and SEAFO in basing its convention on the UN Fish Stocks 
Agreement.  
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4.3 Future prospects 
RFMOs are of central importance to sustainable management of the 
oceans because of the fact that many marine species, including some 
of the most highly-prized fish stocks but also highly-vulnerable and 
charismatic species such as albatrosses, sharks and sea turtles, can 
only be conserved through collaboration between States.  
 
Recent developments in the legal framework for governing ocean 
fisheries have established the duties and obligations of RFMOs to 
conserve such species. When this central role is coupled with the 
significant development of simple, effective and inexpensive 
measures to reduce seabird bycatch, as well as the increasing potential 
for controlling fisheries using VMS and other electronic 
communication, then RFMOs can clearly be a potent force for the 
conservation of albatrosses and other taxa whose survival is 
endangered by bycatch mortality. The conservation measures 
undertaken by CCAMLR have already demonstrated that seabird 
bycatch can be reduced to almost negligible levels. 
 
The 114 criteria used here to assess RFMO performance demonstrate 
the wide range of duties and responsibilities now held by RFMOs as a 
result of the developments of the international fisheries legal regime 
in the 1990s. These duties include ensuring stakeholder participation, 
transparency of decision-making, sustainable management of target 
fish stocks, measures to combat IUU fishing, application of a 
precautionary approach, and monitoring and conservation of non-
target, associated and dependent species.   
 
RFMOs have many pressures to deal with, including highly depleted 
target fish stocks, over-capacity of fishing fleets and high levels of 
IUU fishing, as well as lack of data from members, the inherent 
difficulties of regulating fishing over large high seas areas, financial 
constraints, and limited staff capacity. The latter is particularly the 
case in view of the extent to which the role of RFMOs has expanded 
since the 1990s.  
 
However, not least among the challenges is the need to obtain trust, 
collaboration and political will between member States, and between 
members and the RFMO itself. Building of trust is especially necessary 
in relation to high seas and migratory fish stocks, where common 
resources predispose people to take a short-term view unless fisheries 
are sufficiently controlled. RFMOs established before the mid-1990s 
also face the challenges of re-orientating their processes of data-
collection, assessment approaches and management priorities to meet 
their expanded role.  
 
RFMOs also currently remain highly political arenas, as well as 
scientific and technical ones, and the factors that underlie failure to 
reach agreement on particular measures include political dynamics 
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which are unlikely to be recorded in the minutes of meetings. This 
reflects the fact that social, economic and conservation goals, while 
not conflicting when viewed from the long-term goal of sustainable 
development, frequently conflict from the perspective of the short-
term agenda that readily dominates national and international 
politics.  
 
CCSBT, ICCAT and IOTC have all been hampered by political rifts in 
recent years. Within CCSBT, effective operation was hampered by the 
rift between 1998-2003 over the setting of catch quotas. Within ICCAT, 
disagreements between Japan and the US, and the US and EC, have 
also thwarted attempts to set management measures, as well as 
attempts to consider other fish species and bycatch (NOAA, 2001).  
Most seriously, to date, IOTC has failed to establish any catch quotas 
or other fish stock management measures.  
 
However, now that nearly a decade has passed since the entry into 
force of the Law of the Sea, these pressures can no longer be 
considered as justifications for failure to meet responsibilities, but 
must be considered as key issues to be addressed. The duties of 
RFMOs and their member States have been established within the 
new international legal framework for the oceans.  The acceptance of 
this framework is underlined by the fact that the new RFMOs (such as 
WCPFC and SEAFO) have based their conventions on it. IATTC has 
demonstrated that it is possible for RFMOs to redraft their 
conventions to reflect the new duties and responsibilities that have 
been established. In addition, the new standards of participation and 
transparency reaffirm the accountability of RFMOs and their member 
States, and the means by which RFMOs can be held accountable. 
 
CCAMLR’s approach offers a model to other RFMOs, not only for 
reducing seabird bycatch, but also for bycatch mitigation in general 
(Haward et al., 1998). Clearly, the question is not ‘Can fishery 
management organisations reduce the threat to albatross 
populations?’ but ‘Can member States, international organisations 
and NGOs develop the collaboration and political will (necessary at 
both RFMO and State level and among fishers themselves) to do so?’ 
 
It must also be noted that the expanded role of RFMOs has increased 
the pressure on financial resources and staff time. In order that 
RFMOs address bycatch mitigation effectively, States and NGOs have 
a clear supportive role to play, to conduct research, present reports, 
and provide experts within national delegations. BirdLife 
International’s Global Seabird Programme, which has brought 
together albatross researchers from around the world to pool their 
data on albatross distribution, is an example of the kind of initiative 
that can be designed to supply RFMOs with information essential to 
fulfil new roles and responsibilities to ensure the survival of the 
resources of the world’s oceans. 
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Appendix 1. Acronyms and abbreviations used in the text 
 
ACAP Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels 
CCAMLR Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources 
CCSBT Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin tuna 
CEPTFA Council of the East Pacific Tuna Fishing Agreement 
Code of Conduct FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries 
CPPS Permanent Commission of the South Pacific 
EC European Commission 
EEZ Exclusive Economic Zone 
FAD Fish Aggregating Device 
FAO United Nations Food and Agriculture Organisation 
FFA Forum Fisheries Agency 
GCFM General Fisheries Commission for the Mediterranean 
IATTC Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission 
IBSFC International Baltic Sea Fisheries Commission 
ICCAT International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas 
IOTC Indian Ocean Tuna Commission 
IPHC International Pacific Halibut Commission 
IPOA-IUU International Plan of Action to prevent, deter and eliminate illegal, 

unreported and unregulated fishing 
IPOA-Sharks International Plan of Action for the conservation and management of Sharks 
IPOA-Seabirds International Plan of Action for reducing incidental catch of seabirds in 

longline fisheries 
IUU fishing Illegal, Unregulated and Unreported fishing 
IWC International Whaling Commission 
MSY Maximum Sustainable Yield 
NAFO Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organisation 
NASCO North Atlantic Salmon Conservation Organisation 
NEAFC Northeast Atlantic Fisheries Commission 
NGO Non-Governmental Organisation 
Non-target species Species caught incidentally during fishing that was targeted at other species 
NPAFC North Pacific Anadromous Fishery Commission 
NPOA-Sharks National Plan of Action for the conservation and management of Sharks 
NPOA-Seabirds National Plan of Action for reducing incidental catch of seabirds in longline 

fisheries 
PSC Pacific Salmon Commission 
RFMO Regional Fisheries Management Organisation 
SEAFO Southeast Atlantic Fisheries Organisation 
SPC Secretariat of the Pacific Community 
SWIOFC Southwest Indian Ocean Fisheries Commission 
Target species Fish species that fishing vessels are intending to catch 
UN Fish Stocks Agreement United Nations Agreement for the Implementation of the Law of the Sea  
 Convention relating to the Conservation and Management of Straddling 

Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks  
WCPFC Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission 
VMS Vessel Monitoring Systems 
WWF World Wide Fund for Nature (World Wildlife Fund) 
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Appendix 2. Species names used in the text 
 
Common Name 

 
Scientific name 

Amsterdam albatross  Diomedea amsterdamensis 
Antarctic krill Euphausia superba 
Antipodean albatross  Diomedea antipodensis 
Atlantic bluefin tuna Thunnus thynnus 
Atlantic Yellow-nosed albatross  Thalassarche chlororhynchos  
Bigeye tuna Thunnus obesus 
Black-browed albatross  Thalassarche melanophrys 
Black-footed albatross  Phoebastria nigripes 
Blue shark Prionace glauca 
Buller’s albatross  Thalassarche bulleri  
Campbell albatross  Thalassarche impavida 
Chatham albatross  Thalassarche eremita  
Chilean jack mackerel  Trachurus murphyi 
Great white shark Cacharodon carcharius 
Grey-headed albatross  Thalassarche chrysostoma  
Halibut Hippoglossus stenolepis 
Hammerhead shark Sphyrna spp. 
Indian Yellow-nosed albatross  Thalassarche carteri  
Kingclip Genypterus spp. 
Laysan albatross  Phoebastria immutabilis  
Leatherback turtle Dermochelys coriacea 
Light-mantled albatross  Phoebetria palpebrata  
Mackerel icefish Champsocephalus gunnari 
North and South Atlantic albacore Thunnas alalunga 
Northern Royal albatross  Diomedea sanfordi 
Pacific cod Gadus macrocephalus 
Patagonian/Antarctic toothfish Dissostichus spp. 
Peruvian anchoveta Engraulis ringens 
Porbeagle shark Lamna nasus 
Rockcod Notothenia, Gobionotothen & Lepidonotothen spp. 
Rockfish Sebastes spp. 
Sablefish Anaplopoma fimbria 
Salvin albatross  Thalassarche salvini 
Shortfin mako shark Isurus oxyrinchus 
Short-tailed albatross  Phoebastria albatrus 
Shy albatross  Thalassarche cauta 
Skipjack tuna Katsuwonus pelamis 
Sooty albatross  Phoebetria fusca 
South American pilchard Sardinops sagax 
Southern bluefin tuna Thunnus maccoyii 
Southern Royal albatross  Diomedea epomophora  
Swordfish Xiphius gladius 
Tristan albatross  Diomedea dabbenena 
Wandering albatross  Diomedea exulans 
Waved albatross Phoebastria irrorata 
White-chinned petrel Procellaria aequinoctialis 
Yellowfin tuna Thunnus albacares 
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Appendix 3. Criteria to assess the competence and performance of 
Regional Fisheries Management Organisations (RFMOs) 
References to articles of the Code of Conduct (‘Code’) and UN Fish Stocks Agreement (‘UNFSA’) are in 
parentheses. Scoring is in italics 

A Stakeholder participation and Transparency 
1 Are all the key States, including both fishing States and States in whose jurisdiction the resources 

occur, members of the RFMO (or at least co-operating non-members)? (Article 7.1.4 of the Code 
outlines responsibility of RFMOs; Articles 8.3 and 17.3 of UNFSA establish responsibilities of States) (0 
if there are key fishing States which are not members: 0.5 if there are several States which are not members, 
together representing 25% or more of the estimated total catch; 0.75 if there are several States which are non-
members, together representing 10-25% of the estimated total catch; 1 if all, or almost all, States are members, 
covering >90% estimated total catch).  

2 Do the Commission, Scientific Committee, and sub groups have regular meetings? (0 if Commission 
meetings are less than every other year; 0.5 if Commission and Scientific Committee meetings are at least every 
other year, but sub-group meetings occur less than every other year; 0.75 if all meet at least every other year; 1 if 
all meet every year) 

3 What percentage of members has attended the Commission meetings in recent years (average for 
2000-2004, or for as many years as information is available)? (Article 7.1.4 Code; Articles 7.2 and 8.1 
UNFSA) (0 for <40%; 0.5 for 41-60%; 0.75 for 61-80%; 1 for >80%). 

4 Has the RFMO established a dispute resolution mechanism? (Article 6.15 Code; Article 27 UNFSA for 
obligations of States, including obligation to cooperate to resolve disputes) (0 if no; 0.5 if external 
dispute-resolution procedures have been established (e.g. ICJ); 0.75 if external procedures have been established 
and there are pre-agreed procedures for decision-making if consensus cannot be reached; 1 if external procedures 
have been established, there are pre-agreed procedures for decision-making if consensus cannot be reached, and 
decisions are binding) 

5 Does the RFMO allow NGOs to attend Commission and Scientific Committee meetings? (Article 7.1.6 
Code; Article 12.2 UNFSA) (0 if no; 0.5 if NGOs are allowed to attend meetings, and to submit documents, 
but observer status can be rejected if a single member objects; 0.75 if NGOs are allowed to orally present papers 
at meetings, but observer status can be rejected if a single member objects; 1 if NGOs are allowed to orally 
present papers at meetings, and objections from more than one member are required to reject observer status) 

6 Does the RFMO allow NGOs to attend subgroup meetings? (Article 7.1.6 Code; Article 12.2 UNFSA) (0 
if no; 0.5 if NGOs are allowed to attend meetings and submit documents, but observer status can be rejected if a 
single member objects; 0.75 if NGOs are allowed to orally present papers at meetings, but observer status can be 
rejected if a single member objects; 1 if NGOs are allowed to orally present papers at meetings, and objections 
from more than one member are required to reject observer status) 

7 How many of the meetings of the Commission and Scientific Committee have been attended by NGOs 
in recent years (2000-2004, or for as many years as information is available)? (Article 7.1.6 Code; 
Article 12.2 UNFSA) (0 if none; 0.5 if a minority of meetings; 0.75 if a majority of meetings; 1 if present at 
almost all meetings) 

8 Has the RFMO encouraged States to have greater stakeholder representation in their delegations (e.g. 
representatives from conservation or environmental NGOs, experts in bycatch species, or 
representatives from recreational fishers)? (Responsibilities of States outlined in Article 6.13 of the 
Code)  (0 if no mention; 0.5 if the RFMO has encouraged this in an ad hoc way; 0.75 if the RFMO has made a 
general statement to encourage States to do this; 1 if the RFMO has made a commitment to wider stakeholder 
participation in delegations, or has set standards for stakeholder participation in delegations). 

9 How many national delegations have included a broad representation of stakeholders in recent years 
(2000-2004, or for as many years as information is available)? (Article 6.13 Code for responsibilities of 
States) (0 if none; 0.5 if several delegations include industry/fisher representatives and a few include 
representatives from conservation organisations; 0.75 if 20-50%of delegations include industry representatives 
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and representatives from conservation organisations; 1 if the majority of delegations include representatives 
from industry and conservation organisations). 

10 Have RFMOs set up systems to assist developing States in full participation (e.g. tiered financial 
contributions, assistance with catch/effort data collection)? (Annexe 1 Article 1 UNFSA) (0 if no 
mention; 0.5 if the RFMO has established a budget with a tiered contribution system; 1 if the RFMO has 
established a scheme to assist States with catch and effort data collection, as well as a tiered contribution system) 

11 Has the RFMO established systems for the exchange of catch/effort data between members (taking 
confidentiality agreements into account)? (Articles 7.3.4, 7.4.7 Code; Annexe I Articles 2e and 7.1 of 
UNFSA) (0 if no system for exchange; 0.5 if only summary data are exchanged (may or may not be on a 
website); 0.75 if rules of confidentiality have been established, and data are exchanged on request; 1 if rules of 
confidentiality have been established, and data are exchanged via a password-protected area on the website). 

12 Are minutes from the Commission and Scientific Committee meetings available to the public? 
(Articles 7.1.9, 7.1.10 Code; Article 12.1 UNFSA) (0 if no; 0.5 if available on request; 0.75 if minutes from 
most recent meetings are available on the website; 1 if minutes from recent and past meetings are on the website) 

13 Do the minutes record the decision-making process in detail, explaining the rationale supporting each 
decision, and identifying which States held which viewpoints? (Article 7.1.9 Code; Article 12.1 
UNFSA) (0 if only decisions are in the minutes; 0.5 if the discussion is summarised in some form (including 
opposing views) but without identifying which States took differing views; 0.75 if the minutes are fairly detailed, 
usually identifying which States took differing views; 1 if the minutes are detailed, including the rationale 
behind each decision, and almost always identifying which States took differing views)  

14 Are background papers available to the public? (Articles 7.1.9, 7.4.2, 7.4.7 Code; Article 12.1 UNFSA) 
(0 if no, or the majority of papers are held back; 0.5 if papers are listed on website and available on request; 0.75 
if some papers are available on the website, and others are available on request; 1 if almost all papers are available 
on the website) 

15 Are summary catch/effort data available to the public? (Articles 7.1.9, 7.4.2, 7.4.7 Code; Article 12.1 
UNFSA. Also Article 7.4.4 Code in terms of duty of States) (0 if no or data are not divided by geographical 
area; 0.5 if only catch data are available on the website; 0.75 if catch and effort data are on the website (at 5x5 
degree resolution or finer) but only cover the most recent years; 1 if data are available on the website at 5x5 
degree resolution or finer, and cover several decades)   

B Target fish: data and assessment 
16 Is there a separate scientific body responsible for the fish stock assessments (e.g. Scientific 

Committee)? (Article 9.1d UNFSA) (0 if no; 0.5 if yes but Heads of Delegations are at the meetings; 0.75 if 
yes; 1 if yes and is subject to peer review) 

17 Does the RFMO assess stocks regularly? (Article 10 UNFSA. Also Article 7.4.4 of Code for States) (0 if 
only a minority of target species have been assessed in recent years; 0.5 if most species have been assessed in 
recent years, but most species do not have planned regular review; 0.75 if most species have been assessed, and 
some have planned regular review; 1 if there is a central plan for regular assessment of all main target species) 

18 Has the RFMO committed itself to using a precautionary approach? (Article 6.5 Code. Also 7.5.1 Code 
and Article 6 of UNFSA for States) (0 if no mention; 0.5 if the RFMO has made a commitment using the 
precautionary approach; 0.75 if the RFMO is reviewing its stock assessment process/management decision-
making process in light of this and/or has established a working group to consider the precautionary approach; 1 
if the RFMO has incorporated precautionary procedures into its decision-making) 

19 Does the RFMO receive data on catch and fishing effort from all key fishing States, and are these data 
provided on time (data on number of hooks/sets, catch-by-standardised areas (e.g. 5x5 degrees for 
longline, 1x1 degrees for purse seine), gear, target species and date of catch)? (Articles 7.3.4, 7.4.6, 8.4.3 
Code; Article 14.1a and Annexe I Articles 2c and 3 UNFSA) (0 if data received on time from minority of 
States; 0.5 if data received on time from 40-60% States; 0.75 if data received on time from 61-80% States; 1 if 
data received on time from >80% States) 

20 In addition to catch/effort data, does the RFMO require additional data from States, in terms of data 
necessary for stock assessment of target species (e.g. sample data on fish length, weight, sex)? (Article 
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7.2.1 with 7.3.4 Code; Article 10f UNFSA) (0 if no; 0.5 if requested; 0.75 if mandatory for some target species 
and/or some gear types, or for the majority of target species and gear, but the RFMO has not established 
sampling requirements; 1 if mandatory for the majority of target species and gear types, and the RFMO has 
established sampling requirements and procedures) 

21 Does the RFMO receive adequate catch/effort/size/discard data with which to conduct its fish stock 
assessments (e.g. sufficient data to estimate landings, recruitment rates of young fish, fishing 
mortality, and stock biomass)? (Article 8.4.3 Code; Article 14.1b and Annex I Article 3 of UNFSA) (0 if 
sufficient data are only available for a small minority of species; 0.5 if only preliminary stock assessments can be 
performed for the majority of species; 0.75 if substantial stock assessments can be conducted for the majority of 
species; 1 for almost all species). 

22 Has the RFMO established a system to validate the catch and fishing effort data (e.g. port sampling, 
catch certification, observers on all boats)? (Annexe I Article 6 of UNFSA. Also Article 7.4.4 Code, for 
responsibility of States) (0 if no mention; 0.5 if the RFMO assembles catch/effort data and reviews compliance 
using data from trade documentation or port inspection; 0.75 if validation scheme has mandatory catch 
certification which includes total catch; 1 if the validation scheme is administered by independent officials)  

23 Does the RFMO require an observer programme? (Article 7.7.3 Code; Annexe I Article 6b of UNFSA) 
(0 if no mention, if voluntary/ad hoc, or if the RFMO does not collect the data; 0.5 if voluntary but RFMO has 
set targets for coverage ≥10% and is collecting the data into a centralised database; 0.75 if the observer scheme is 
mandatory, with target coverage ≥10%, but observers are from the flag state; 1 if the observer scheme is 
mandatory, with target coverage ≥10%, RFMO coordinates training and some observers are independent).  

24 Does the RFMO receive observer data from States? (Article 7.7.3, 8.4.3, 12.4 Code; Article 18.3g 
UNFSA) (0 if none or few States provide observer data to the RFMO; 0.5 if <50% key fishing States provide 
observer data, or the majority do, but coverage levels are too low; 0.75 if >50% of key fishing States provide 
observer data at the required % coverage; 1 if all or almost all the key fishing States provide observer data at the 
required % coverage). 

25 Do stock assessments take account of removals of the fish stocks in addition to legal catch (including 
IUU fishing, bycatch of target species in other fisheries, discards, mortality inflicted by other 
dependent predators etc)? (Article 7.3.1 Code) (0 if no mention; 0.5 if some additional removals are included 
for some target species on an ad hoc basis; 0.75 if stock assessment includes estimates of IUU fishing, bycatch 
and discards; 1 if an ecosystem model has been developed and the results are incorporated into decision-making 
and the setting of quotas, etc.) 

26 Does the Scientific Committee base its recommendations only on target reference points, or has it also 
incorporated limit reference points (e.g. in terms of spawning biomass or stock size)? (Article 7.5.3 
Code; Annexe II.2 of UNFSA) (0 if no mention of limit reference points; 0.5 if the RFMO is assessing how to 
incorporate limit reference points into its decision-making; 0.75 if limit reference points have been established for 
a minority of target species; 1 if limit reference points have been established for the majority of target species). 

C Target fish: management and stock status 
27 Has the RFMO established management plans for all target fish species under its mandate? (Article 

7.3.3 Code4 ) (0 if management plans have been established for a minority of target fish species; 0.5 if the 
majority of target species have management plans; 0.75 if all main target species have management plans; 1 if all 
main target species have management plans and plans for regular review) 

28 Has the RFMO’s Commission over-ridden or ignored scientific advice on quotas and time/area 
closures from the Scientific Committee in recent years (since 2000)? (0 if the RFMO has ignored scientific 
advice on several occasions, 0.5 if members have ignored scientific advice on one or two occasions, or have only 
undertaken weakened forms of the recommended actions on several occasions; 0.75 if on one or two occasions the 
recommended actions have been undertaken in weakened form; 1 if the RFMO has followed the scientific advice 
on quotas and time/area closures) 

                                                          
4 The FAO Technical Consultation on the Precautionary Approach (FAO 1995) provides 
guidelines for how this could be done, including clearly specified objectives considering 
both the benefits of the fishery and possible undesirable outcomes to be avoided 
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29 In recent years (since 2000), has lack of data or uncertainty in target fish stock assessment resulted in 
precautionary management measures for target stocks, rather than a delay to decision-making? 
(Article 6.5 Code for States and RFMOs; Article 6.2 UNFSA in terms of responsibilities of States) (0 if 
uncertainty has led to a delay in establishing management measures, on more than 2 occasions; 0.5 if 
uncertainty has led to a delay in establishing management measures on 1 or 2 occasions, or if response has been 
to maintain status quo (e.g. quotas have frozen); 0.75 if cautious management has been adopted on 1 or 2 
occasions, while other times the decision has been to maintain the status quo; 1 if the RFMO has established 
cautious management procedures on several occasions) 

30 Has the RFMO established pre-agreed actions to be taken when target points are missed, trigger 
points reached or limits approached? (Article 7.5.3 Code; Annexe II of UNFSA) (0 if no mention of how 
RFMO will respond if limits are reached (or if there are no limits established); 0.5 if action is defined in terms of 
goal to be reached, not specifying action (e.g. goal is recovery to MSY) or RFMO is developing pre-agreed 
actions; 0.75 if there is pre-agreed action for some target species; 1 if pre-agreed actions have been established for 
the majority of target species) 

31 Has the RFMO established systems to monitor compliance with measures? (Articles 6.10, 8.1.4 Code; 
Articles 10h and 20.1 of UNFSA. Also 7.1.7 of Code and Articles 5(l) and 18.1 of UNFSA for 
responsibility of States) (0 if the RFMO has no compliance review procedure; 0.5 if the RFMO has a 
compliance review procedure, but this relies on data provided by the States themselves; 0.75 if independent 
systems have been established for some target species; 1 if independent monitoring systems have been established 
for most target species). 

32 Has the RFMO established procedures to review the effect of management measures? (Article 7.6.8 
Code; Article 10h of UNFSA) (0 if the RFMO has no plans to assess the effects of measures; 0.5 if monitoring 
is based on stock assessment; 0.75 if monitoring schemes are conducted, but ad hoc; 1 if monitoring is centrally 
planned) 

33 Has the RFMO coordinated action to assess excess capacity5 in one or more of its fisheries, including 
the effect of developments in technology and gear, and/or established management options for 
dealing with excess capacity? (Articles 7.2.2a, 7.4.3, 7.6.3 Code. Also 7.1.8 Code and Article 5h of 
UNFSA in terms of responsibility of States) (0 if no mention; 0.5 if the RFMO has endorsed IPOA-capacity 
and/or encouraged States to assess and limit excess capacity; 0.75 if the RFMO has set mandatory effort limits 
for some fisheries; 1 if the RFMO has conducted a regional IPOA-capacity or made capacity assessments 
mandatory, which will be coordinated by the RFMO). 

34 Have States complied with catch quotas? (Articles 6.3, 6.10 Code; Articles 10a, 19.1 and 21.1 of 
UNFSA) (0 if there are widespread problems of non-compliance, or no quotas have been set; 0.5 if the majority of 
States comply with most management requirements, most of the time; 0.75 if the majority of States comply with 
management measures all of the time; 1 if >90% States comply with measures >90% of the time) 

35 Have States complied with other target-fish management measures, such as time/area closures or size 
regulations? (Articles 6.3, 6.10 Code; Articles 10a and 21.11 of UNFSA) (0 if there are widespread problems 
of non-compliance; 0.5 if the majority of States comply with most management requirements, most of the time; 
0.75 if the majority of States comply with management measures all of the time; 1 if >90% States comply with 
measures >90% of the time) 

36 Do external reviewers consider that target fish populations are at/above MSY or, if depleted, 
recovering? (Articles 7.2.2e, 7.6.10 Code; Article 10a, Annexe II.4 of UNFSA). (0 if >50% target stocks are 
depleted below MSY and are considered not recovering or are still declining; 0.5 if 50-70% are at or above MSY, 
or are recovering; 0.75 if 70-90% are at or above MSY, or are recovering; 1 if >90% are at or above MSY, or are 
recovering) 

                                                          
5 Capacity is used here as defined by FAO (FAO, 2000): Fishing capacity is, for a given 
resource condition, the amount of fish (“technical capacity”) or alternatively the amount 
of fishing effort that can be produced over a period of time (eg a year) by a vessel or a 
fleet if ‘fully utilised’, that is as normal operation, in the absence of restrictions, not 
maximum utilisation. Over-capacity in a fishery describes a situation whereby the 
capacity of the current fleet is higher than required to ensure a target level of 
sustainable exploitation. 
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37 Do external reviewers consider that management measures are appropriate for the current state of the 
fishery resources (if target species are depleted, do the measures allow recovery to a level compatible 
with MSY)? (Articles 7.2.2e, 7.6.10 Code; Article 10a, Annexe II.4 of UNFSA) (0 if current management 
measures are considered insufficient to prevent the decline of the majority of target stocks; 0.5 if current 
management measures are considered sufficient to prevent further declines, but insufficient to allow the recovery 
of stocks; 0.75 if current management measures are sufficient to allow the recovery of some target species, and 
sustainable for the remainder; 1 if current management measures are sufficient to support healthy stocks or 
allow the recovery of all main target species) 

D Combating IUU fishing (Articles 6.10, 7.1.7, 7.7.3, 8.1.4 Code; Articles 20.1, 8.4, 10h of UNFSA; IPOA-
IUU and Compliance Agreement).  

38 Has the RFMO established a sub-group of the Commission to address IUU fishing and compliance 
issues? (0 if no mention; 0.5 if the sub-group considers compliance by members only; 0.75 if the sub-group 
collects compliance and IUU fishing data on members and non-members; 1 if the sub-group collects compliance 
and IUU fishing data on members and non-members and considers measures to combat IUU fishing) 

39 Has the RFMO taken practical measures to support IPOA-IUU or the Compliance Agreement? (Article 
8.2.6 Code) (0 if no mention; 0.5 if the RFMO has expressed support of the IPOA and encouraged members to 
complete NPOAs; 0.75 if the RFMO has worked with members to put together NPOAs, or is developing a 
regional IPOA and/or made NPOAs mandatory; 1 if the RFMO has developed a regional IPOA). 

40 Has the RFMO established measures to prevent ports being available to IUU fishing vessels? (Article 
8.3 Code; Article 23 of UNFSA; IPOA-IUU) (0 if no mention; 0.5 if the RFMO has prohibited unloading and 
transhipment from IUU fishing vessels, and encouraged States to take action as allowed under their national 
jurisdictions; 0.75 if the RFMO has established mandatory port inspection and prohibits landings of IUU catch; 
1 if the RFMO requires port States to establish procedures to confiscate IUU catch, and a duty to report 
outcomes of inspections to the RFMO) 

41 Has the RFMO required that States do not flag vessels that have a history of IUU fishing, and that 
States discourage their nationals from flagging their vessels under flags of convenience? (Compliance 
Agreement and IPOA-IUU) (0 if no mention; 0.5 if the RFMO has encouraged members to assess and address 
this problem; 0.75 if the RFMO has given guidelines for assessing and addressing the problem; 1 if the RFMO 
has a centralised plan to assess and address the problem) 

42 Has the RFMO established (or is RFMO co-ordinating) catch or trade documentation schemes? (Article 
11.2.2 Code; Article 18.3f and Annexe I Article 6c of UNFSA; IPOA-IUU) (0 if no mention; 0.5 if under 
consideration or voluntary; 0.75 if a scheme exists for one, or a minority of, target species; 1 if there are schemes 
in place for the majority of the main target species) 

43 How effective are these trade documentation schemes? (Article 11.2.2 Code; Article 18.3f and Annexe I 
Article 6c of UNFSA) (0 if no mention; 0.5 if low uptake or widespread problems of misuse; 0.75 if scheme 
documents trade only; 1 if scheme documents all catch, not just trade) 

44 Has the RFMO required the use of vessel monitoring systems? (Annexe I Article 6a of UNFSA and 
IPOA-IUU for RFMOs; Article 7.7.3 Code; Article 18.3g UNFSA for States) (0 if no mention; 0.5 if being 
considered or the RFMO has a pilot project; 0.75 if mandatory for all vessels in some fisheries; 1 if mandatory for 
all vessels)  

45 How effective is the VMS scheme? (Annexe I Article 6a of UNFSA for RFMOs; Article 7.7.3 Code; 
Article 18.3g UNFSA for responsibility of States) (0 if there is no VMS scheme or only a pilot scheme, or 
data are retained by flag States; 0.5 if members pass VMS data to RFMO, but not in real time; 0.75 if the VMS 
scheme is centralised and data are sent directly to RFMO; 1 if VMS scheme is centralised, VMS data are 
collected port-to-port, data are sent directly to RFMO and used to verify catch documentation)  

46 Does the RFMO co-ordinate a list of authorised vessels and/or a blacklist of vessels? (Articles 17.4 and 
20 of UNFSA; IPOA-IUU and Compliance Agreement. Also 8.1.2 8.1.3 Code and Article 18.3c of 
UNFSA for responsibility of States) (0 if no mention; 0.5 if the RFMO coordinates a list of authorised vessels, 
but has not established how it will use the list to combat IUU fishing; 0.75 if the RFMO coordinates a list of 
authorised vessels, and has established how it will use the list to regulate vessels; 1 if the RFMO has an 
authorised list and a blacklist, and has established how it will use the lists to regulate vessels) 
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47 Has the RFMO established (or is RFMO co-ordinating) measures to limit laundering of IUU catches 
via transhipment? (Article 18.3f of UNFSA; IPOA-IUU) (0 if no mention; 0.5 if the RFMO has encouraged 
members to use their powers within national legislation to counter this problem; 0.75 if the RFMO has 
established a few of the following: standards for action, measures within catch-documentation or VMS schemes 
to address this problem, or at-sea inspection schemes; 1 if the RFMO has established several of these, with 
concerted efforts to prevent catch laundering) 

48 Has the RFMO established measures for port inspection? (Article 7.7.3 Code; Article 18.3i and Annexe 
I Article 6d of UNFSA; IPOA-IUU. Also 8.4.3 Code and Articles 18.3f, 23 of UNFSA for States) (0 if no 
mention; 0.5 if the RFMO is has plans to develop port inspection or has encouraged members to do so; 0.75 if the 
RFMO requires port inspection and given guidelines, but this does not cover all fisheries or all vessels, or the 
RFMO is not collecting port inspection data; 1 if the RFMO is coordinating a centralised port-inspection 
programme which covers all vessels). 

49 Has the RFMO established schemes for inspection on the High Seas? (Article 7.7.3 Code; Articles 18.3i 
and 21 of UNFSA; IPOA-IUU. Also 8.4.3 Code; Articles 18.3f of UNFSA for States) (0 if no mention; 0.5 
if the RFMO has encouraged members to address this; 0.75 if the RFMO is coordinating an inspection 
programme, and has given guidelines; 1 if the RFMO has established an inspection programme with 
independent inspectors). 

50 Has the RFMO assessed the extent of IUU fishing and catch by non-members within its area of 
competence?(IPOA-IUU) (0 if no mention; 0.5 if some estimates of catch by non-members; 0.75 if the 
RFMO has an estimate of total IUU fishing; 1 if the RFMO has an estimate of total IUU fishing, which 
it updates regularly) 

E Bycatch 

E1 Commitment to reducing impact of fisheries on non-target, associated or dependent species 
51 Does the RFMO include non-target species within its mandate (including non-target fish, 

elasmobranchs, turtles, marine mammals and seabirds)? (Articles 6.2, 7.2.2 Code; Article 5f and 10d of 
UNFSA) (0 if the mandate covers target fish only; 0.5 if the mandate includes a limited number of non-target 
species; 0.75 if the mandate is to collect data on all non-target species affected by the fishery; 1 if the mandate is 
to take action to conserve all non-target species affected by the fishery) 

52 Has the RFMO committed itself to reducing bycatch? (Articles 6.6, 7.2.2 Code) (0 if no mention; 0.5 if yes 
for bycatch of only a limited number of bycatch species; 0.75 if yes for a number of target and non-target bycatch 
species; 1 if for all bycatch species which are shown to be affected by fishery)  

53 Is there a sub-group of the Scientific Committee that addresses issues concerning non-target, 
associated or dependent species (including bycatch and other incidental mortality)? (0 if no group; 0.5 if 
the RFMO has occasional meetings on non-target species and bycatch issues but no working group has been 
established; 0.75 if the RFMO has established a group which considers a limited number of the non-target, 
associated and dependent species affected by the fishery; 1 if the group considers all non-target, associated and 
dependent species affected by the fishery) 

54 Does this group meet regularly? (0 if very rarely or no group; 0.5 if the group meets at least every other year; 
0.75 if the group meets at least one day per year; 1 if the group meets for more than one day per year) 

55 Are data on levels of bycatch and/or discards available to the public? (Articles 7.1.9, 7.4.2, 7.4.7 Code; 
Article 12.1 of UNFSA) (0 if no; 0.5 if some data are on the website (or on request) in background papers, but 
data have not been assembled by the RFMO (i.e. are not all in one place), are only for a limited number of States, 
or are data on discards of target species only; 0.75 if some data are on the website, covering more than just target 
species and/or several States; 1 if data have been centrally collected by the RFMO, are available on the website 
and cover a wide range of bycatch species, and may include an historical perspective, or an overall estimate of 
bycatch rates within the RFMO area). 

56 Has the RFMO established systems to monitor dependent/ecologically-related species on which 
fishing is likely to have an impact (e.g. competition for food resources)? (Article 7.2.2 Code; Articles 
6.5, 10 UNFSA) (0 if no mention; 0.5 if the RFMO is co-ordinating monitoring of one species, or is developing 
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plans to monitor several; 0.75 if the RFMO is co-ordinating monitoring of several species; 1 if the RFMO is co-
ordinating monitoring of several species, and has established reference limits and/or procedures for action if 
populations decline in ways perceived to be influenced by fishing) 

57 Has the RFMO established measures to minimise pollution, waste and lost gear? (Articles 6.6, 6.7, 
7.2.2g Code. Also Articles 8.5.1, 8.7.1, 8.7.2, 8.7.4 Code and Article 5f of UNFSA in terms of 
responsibility of States) (0 if no mention; 0.5 if the RFMO has made a general commitment to reducing waste 
and pollution, or RFMO requires States to meet minimum Marpol standards; 0.75 if the RFMO recommends 
higher standards, but these are voluntary; 1 if the RFMO sets mandatory standards, e.g. the RFMO specifies 
best practise for disposal of garbage, offal and gear). 

58 Does the RFMO organise or require an education programme for fishers, in relation to reducing 
impacts on non-target, associated and dependent species (e.g. reducing bycatch/discards)? (Articles 
7.1.10, 7.6.9, 8.1.10 Code. Also 6.16, 8.5.1 of Code in terms of responsibility of States) (0 if no mention; 
0.5 if there has been an isolated ad hoc educational activity, or if the RFMO has encouraged RFMOs to 
undertake educational activities, but without clear guidelines; 0.75 if the RFMO has coordinated several 
educational activities; 1 if the RFMO has undertaken several activities and has an on-going educational 
programme).  

59 Has the RFMO taken practical measures to incorporate FAO’s IPOA-Seabirds? (0 if no mention; 0.5 if 
the RFMO has expressed support of the IPOA and encouraged members to complete NPOAs; 0.75 if the RFMO 
has worked with members to put together NPOAs, or is developing a regional IPOA; 1 if the RFMO has 
developed a regional IPOA).  

60 Has the RFMO taken practical measures to incorporate FAO’s IPOA-Sharks? (0 if no mention; 0.5 if the 
RFMO has expressed support of the IPOA and encouraged members to complete NPOAs; 0.75 if the RFMO has 
worked with members to put together NPOAs, or is developing a regional IPOA; 1 if the RFMO has developed a 
regional IPOA). 

E2 Bycatch data (these criteria are applied in turn to 6 groups of bycatch species: target fish 
(especially juveniles), non-target fish, elasmobranchs, turtles, marine mammals, seabirds) 

• Has the RFMO requested/required States to collect data on bycatch/discards of (target fish, non-target 
fish, elasmobranchs, turtles, mammals, seabirds) e.g. through observer programmes, or has the RFMO 
organised the collection of this data through its independent observer programme? (Articles 8.4.3, 12.4 
Code; Article 10d, Annexe I Article 1.1 of UNFSA) (0 if no mention; 0.5 if the RFMO has asked States to 
voluntarily collect observer non-target data but the RFMO is not collecting data centrally, or the RFMO has 
asked States to supply discard data as part of their national catch/effort data reporting; 0.75 if the RFMO 
requires bycatch data to be recorded within observer programmes and is co-ordinating data collection and 
analysis, but RFMO has set standard for recording bycatch, or is not collecting data from all fisheries; 1 if 
mandatory, RFMO has set standards and provides recording forms, and RFMO is co-ordinating data collection 
and analysis from all fisheries) 

• Do the States provide observer bycatch/discards data on (target fish, non-target fish, elasmobranchs, 
turtles, mammals, seabirds)? (Articles 8.4.3, 12.4 Code. Also Articles 5j, 6.3d and 18.3e Code and 
Annexe I Article 1.1 of UNFSA in terms of responsibility of States) (0 if 0-25% States; 0.5 if 25-50% 
States; 0.75 if 50-75% States; 1 if >75% States) 

• Has the RFMO conducted/coordinated research on the impact of fisheries on population sizes of 
(juvenile target fish, non-target fish, elasmobranchs, turtles, mammals, seabirds)? (Article 7.2.2 Code; 
Article 10d of UNFSA. Also, Articles 6.3d of UNFSA in terms of responsibility of States) (0 if no 
mention; 0.5 if the RFMO has encouraged States to conduct research; 0.75 if the RFMO is planning research 
and/or has received research papers at one of its meetings; 1 if the RFMO has conducted research)  

• Has the RFMO initiated, or coordinated, research on the impact of gear and fishing practices on the 
bycatch of (juvenile target fish, non-target fish, elasmobranchs, turtle, mammal, seabird), including 
research on measures to reduce bycatch? (Articles 6.6, 7.6.4, 7.6.9, 8.4.8, 8.5.4 Code; Article 10d of 
UNFSA. Also 12.10 in terms of responsibility of States) (0 if no mention; 0.5 if encouraged parties to 
conduct/present research and/or has received research papers at one of its meetings; 0.75 if the RFMO has 
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coordinated/conducted research on reducing catch or reducing mortality on deck; 1 if the RFMO has 
coordinated/conducted research on both reduction of catch and reduction of mortality on deck)  

• Has the RFMO established measures (or is co-ordinating research) to monitor compliance with 
bycatch/discard-reducing measures? (Articles 6.10. 8.1.4 Code; Article 10h of UNFSA. Also 7.1.7 Code 
and Articles 5(l) and 18.1 of UNFSA in terms of responsibility of States) (0 if the RFMO has no 
compliance assessment procedure; 0.5 if this relies on  data provided by the States themselves, port-based 
assessment, or observer data, but with low % coverage; 0.75 if the RFMO has coordinated compliance 
monitoring using observer data; 1 if the RFMO coordinates an independent monitoring system to review 
compliance) 

• Has the RFMO established research to monitor the effect of bycatch/discard-reducing measures? 
(Rome Consensus on World Fisheries, 1995) (Article 7.6.8 Code; Article 6.5 of UNFSA. Also 8.5.1Code 
for feedback) (0 if no plans to assess effect (or no measures to monitor); 0.5 if the RFMO has requested States 
provide feedback on success; 0.75 if monitoring is conducted or coordinated by the RFMO; 1 if monitoring is 
conducted or coordinated by the RFMO and includes a scheme to obtain feedback from fishers) 

E3 Bycatch mitigation measures (these criteria are applied in turn to 6 groups of bycatch species: 
target fish (especially juveniles), non-target fish, elasmobranchs, turtles, marine mammals, 
seabirds) 

• Has the RFMO made recommendations on fishing gear and fishing practices, in relation to reducing 
bycatch of (juvenile target fish, non-target fish, elasmobranchs, turtles, mammals, seabirds)? (Articles 
6.6, 7.2.2, 7.6.9 Code; Article 6.3d and Annexe II.4 of UNFSA) (0 for no mention; 0.5 if the RFMO has 
encouraged States to undertake voluntary measures; 0.75 if the RFMO has set some mandatory gear standards 
or procedures;1 if the RFMO has made comprehensive recommendations) 

• Has the RFMO established bycatch limits? (0 if no mention of limits, or they are still being investigated; 0.5 
if the RFMO has established bycatch limits for a few species, but these are not subjected to scrutiny; 0.75 if the 
RFMO has established bycatch limits, and these are monitored; 1 if bycatch limits have been established and 
bycatch is monitored in real-time for at least one species, and the other limits are subjected to scrutiny, with pre-
agreed action if limits are reached) 

• Has the RFMO established/coordinated incentives or penalties for vessels/individuals (i.e. boat 
captains, fishers) to comply with bycatch measures (e.g. technical or financial assistance, or list of 
authorised captains, vessel bycatch limits with observers) (general requirement for control schemes 
outlined in Article 7.7.3 Code and Article 20.1 of UNFSA; State responsibilities for sanctions outlined 
in Articles 7.7.2, 8.2.7 and 19 of Code)? (0 if no program; 1 if yes)  
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Appendix 4. List of States that are members of each RFMO 
Key: M = Member, C = Cooperating non-member,  R = Ratified/Acceded/Approved, S = Signatory, P = non-member  
but present at meetings, Y = NPOA, D = developing NPOA, UNFSA = UN Fish Stocks Agreement, Code = Code of Conduct. 
State CCAMLRCCSBT WCPFC IOTCICCATSEAFOGalap.Ag.IPHCIATTCCEPTFA UNFSA ACAP NPOAs Code
Algeria         M                 S 

Angola         M S               S 

Argentina M                     S   S 

Australia M M M M             R R Y S 

Austria                     R     S 

Bahamas                     R     S 

Barbados         M           R     S 

Belgium M                   R     S 

Brazil M       M           R S D S 

Bulgaria S                         S 

Canada S   S   M     M C   R   D S 

Cape Verde         M                 S 

Chile M           R         S D S 

China     M M M       C         S 

Cook Islands     M               R       

Columbia             S             S 

Cormoros       M                     

Costa Rica                 M S R     S 

Cote d'Ivoire         M                 S 

Croatia         M                 S 

Cyprus                     R     S 

Denmark                     R     S 

Ecuador             R   M     R   S 

El Salvador                 M         S 

Equatorial Guinea         M                   

Eritrea       M                   S 

EC M   M M M M     C   R   D S 

Fiji Islands     M               R     S 

Finland S                   R     S 

France M   P M M       M   R S   S 

Gabon         M                 S 

Germany M                   R     S 

Ghana         M                 S 

Greece S                   R     S 

Guatemala         M       M         S 

Guinee Conakry         M                 S 

Honduras         M       C         S 

Iceland         M S         R     S 

India M     M             R     S 

Indonesia   ? S  C                   S 

Iran       M             R     S 

Ireland                     R     S 

Italy M                   R     S 

Japan M M P M M       M       Y S 

Kenya       M             R     S 

Kiribati     M                       

Republic of Korea M M M M M S     C         S 

Libya         M                 S 

Luxembourg                     R       
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State CCAMLRCCSBT WCPFC IOTCICCATSEAFOGalap.Ag.IPHCIATTCCEPTFA UNFSA ACAP NPOAs Code
Madagascar       M                   S 

Malaysia       M                   S 

Maldives                     R       

Malta                     R     S 

Marshall Islands     M               R     S 

Mauritius       M             R     S 

Mexico         M       M         S 

Micronesia     M               R       

Monaco                     R       

Morocco         M                 S 

Namibia M       M M         R P D S 

Nauru     M               R       

Nicaragua         M       M           

Netherlands S                   R     S 

New Zealand M M M               R R Y S 

Niue     M                       

Norway M       M M         R P   S 

Oman       M                   S 

Pakistan       M                   S 

Palau     S                       

Panama         M       M S       S 

Papua New Guinea     M               R       

Peru S           S   M     S   S 

Philippines   C S M M                 S 

Poland M                         S 

Portugal                     R     S 

Russia M       M           R     S 

Saint Lucia                     R     S 

Samoa     M               R     S 

Sao Tome & Principe         M                   

Senegal         M           R     S 

Seychelles       M             R       

Solomon Islands     M               R       

South Africa M ?   C M S         R R D S 

Spain M               M   R R   S 

Sri Lanka       M             R     S 

Sudan       M                   S 

Sweden M                   R     S 

Taiwan   M M   C       C       D   

Thailand       M                   S 

Tonga     M               R     S 

Trinidad & Tobago         M                 S 

Tunisia         M                 S 

Turkey         M                 S 

Tuvalu     M                       

Ukraine M                   R       

UK M   P M M S         R R FalklandsS 

US M   S   M S   M M S R P Y S 

Uruguay M       M           R     S 

Vanuatu S   S M M       M         S 

Venezuela         M       M         S 
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