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COMEEIF., RIEBEHBETHI aFO—)L - 2 =F > - RX A (Control Union
Pesca - LIREIMD & (E ME Certification) AMER L=, B#EEHEEZORRKEKRISHOE Y
FTHEAYA—FRPHYBEIZRNT S MSC ABEBE/NTY Yy IaA*AVMNERS T MREET
H5,

BEMZDREETE 8 kBA—E£FAL. FAEBAFEFEWCPOEITENTHEAT
EREEZES (WCPFC) MEBEBEEHIZHDINYTERE. 2XBHFTCHERES
(IATTC)E WCPFC D 2 ZESTEEBINTWAIATFENE VT HERFRE LTS,
BEEIINAE, BAEEZRN, BEBEICKY I/ O0RSTEREMEEEZ RIZR A, REE
B L7 5R%EIEET WCPFC £MANDKETHY . BEEXNRATEIIHEEEMEEIZL S
EEEE - MEEFNEZT-AXRAENDBLEEEREE - RETEEIATWS,

WCPO DA YAERIZDOWVWTRIADEIREEM (2016) (X, REDREEHNHTE MSY EZ D
LTES>TIEWWEH, ZOKEITEDEDDOH D LERMITz, RAESHTEEXIIZEE
E(50%SB:_,) etk #1ZH Y . FBRFRIE(20%SBr_) & SBysy Z+HLEE-THY . EESH
2(F)IE MSY KEDENIFELHESINTz, EMEDOELFRICOVLWTERTMILFRD
EIREFM(2012) LISk, EHHE TR Z > =FHMMAN SEVEIMERAH D Lo 1=,

EEBRFEFEDEVFHERTIE, RIEDOERE (ISC 2017a)T HAE (ENHAE) (X
AR IERIMNE NEE 2000 EM D EFHEHFTTLEHDND, WCPFC TEESNTWSE
REF+HLERI>TWS EEHRcNnT-, BAEDHEEIHRLALETILIIaL— 3y
FIZEYYRIVERERLESTIENDA, ETOETILRETCRREEEZ TN, ETI
X 1-SPRGREEH)ZE F 070X GEBUE) CHEL, BEXATRAED MSY B
EERTOIKELIYDLTEHTESNIZ, F,, OBRLKGREELELTEORTRES L
f=hS. Fsox (MMAZBRH-Y QOEMAHRNAENEODEOEEHE LIZRE) USHEET
MSY [EZZERT HKELY T EDIERMNHT=,

HEAREGHHHEEEEEL WCPFC DRELEEEE(CMM)XE 2017-01 I &H 5N TLY
5, ChiFAKXLTHEEEEEERAZEESTAEINDGETO" IV S UIHE LELT—
HEHOEBEBE(CK Y BEIRIcoHmT o/ OIchm BBESHEFIELTLS,

EBAEEE LT HEROMIBEEREE (WCPFC & IATTC THETEEINTLS) &
CMM2005-03 (WCPFC) & C-05-02 (IATTC)iRiE (MER LAR) ABRIATEY. W
BRI BRESZSHENTIN (2002-2004 FOREE) SYIBMLLGEWI LE"THS, &ATH
NP EEER(NCI)TIE, BREEICELNIDECA—ETHY EMEN S LVEE TR
FEULICHELEHESNATNSD, EERFIBELSAGEN O,

Fm&EJEN CMM2014-06 TEEEIh, WCPFC [FXEEEICH L AKX A REBIR(ALEATE
EEUFAERIAEESHIERE - 1BET B EICHSTWE)ZETHEE & ITERT
5ZEEEELTNS, AEESEBKOEAS CHWITEND, RITHEIXEIZ 2 ELHE
INTWS, EFEVFHERICOWTIIHHEEAELAHEINTILNS, CNITEEZEESE
BRELTWLWSEDTEHEVDS, EELSTSEFTEINWSEEIRATLFMO—EELT
ThnbdZ EIZiE-oTLNS,

OBELDEEERFTRTELT—2EAT TV LREEAREDIEENSBZELONTIS,
CORFICEEELGRZEEBIEIFELLGL, EEELTHRASNLOIKREFEEROHZ I FAD
< (Engraulis japonicus) & < A 7 <, (Sardinops melanostictus)1=hY. ZHIXEBLZFETIXALY,
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JIENININ

ITEERALE LT GRERHATDL) ANF INT, V45, TVLEENHD., BED
FENO T APLDI A, BERILECER T EORARIERLDEMEDLTL. LI
EffKERRFTOBEELEZESTCAT—IRLT—GIEICE YXFShi=-, COBRXFE
FORBTIIOND =8 (EHLEBFD) £REEDEMT T,

2ARELT. TLIDBEEDEMT
. BRYAXENAHMELBLIBER T—ILNVMRETH S Z &, RARMDIRE
AVNY IR —EDHDREIZLYRENTHY . AILERERT IRFEE
ﬁ%tM@¥F;6@F17—w&&E?6t#EU¢$b%®f&6
2. HEBEEREADA /XY EHABEIEMDRE - BEORE - IENTADBERT) ) —X
%MI&U*&(ﬁthfhé
3. HADT 4 =T THhNTLVEL,
4. EREEERBRRANDHZEIERTEIEETH D,
5. COREDANFTVREEEN, BFENICLERNICEVTL I EBRINEEXE
AEESh, F-REShTWD,
CDBEDELEH
L WYFEROAXGEEEEBE D YS - EVFHEROEEEERAAREZRIN
LTW%,
2. ERATHEDCRBICEALT, W29 FATLDHEEEYEL 2003 FLIFFHMER

ZRETHY. 2016 EO#HEE(108000t) £ By, # FED, COERICEZED
REFEL, 2R ELTERIIMAELEKEZTRS ERONERAENLETH
B, YATY [CEALTIE, ERIBRAEMAILEKELY LICHYEEFTHLHN
BREENFLEE—VKELIYT o ETICHDEADND, BERENLEMDE

W=o., ThoDiEL MSC BERICKDGBED TERICHTEELRLN., BE
F—LIFREZEMLI=(TESHE),

BEF—LOETEMERECDEEN MSC REREEZH-TLHERDOITH, LTOXRIC

FRAICEDHRERFRE L=,

R RAIR SR

[ &l AYFDR/R ELFHnB/R
[REI1 - HRE&A 85.8 82.5
[REI2 - £RER 90.3 90.3
[REI3-EERT LA 84.2 84.2

DEBEEICIE 3 DDFHEENRESINDS, FHIEETHRA 1 ICEFNUTORICEED
bNd,
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1.2.1

PEBREFEDOH YA ERIIMAEEKEIZED [2DONiEE
ENBLT S L EHERE LLBEERRAIZESL, ERMNEB

SMELDICHRFSNS LR TES L, TREELGTHE
R LBEREFHRNIHES L, BEEERAUNZERERT
BE=ODMRABEEAENRESN. BEELESNDHAESH
KEZERT D &,

1.2.2

EEHAFEFEE o FHERIIMAELEKEIE D ITONIGEE
NEDLTHEEHRE LEBRERRAIZEL. BRABRE
EEDICHBESNS CENRAR/FTES L, TEDH E, &=
FELTHERMEICH LIERGTFHRAH S - &, BEEERL
EERT H-OOMRMLGERATENRESN, BEESND
BESZSNKEEZERT S &,

1.2.2

ZT0Mt, ROREZEETFT—LALENT B,

%F 8 KBAIZLHEEAFEAIL 2016 FOXFEFFDH RV FAIVHRAERED 0.04%& Y
Via, RENBATEIRELLGE>TWVDS, LHMALEXRLATEHEARAL LTOFAICE
TH5CDERDBEFRTEEINGZYKREN, BROAZ IV FA T LERDK 84%I[IEFED
EEORXICKLEEDIDITRESINTEY .. thORBEE. V4 7P TIEHK 30%0DREN
BEEEEL - TS (2018452 A 4 B, 2ERKZE. ROKIRLEDOE)

8 KBAIZKPEEADHANICEHEBEEDR S TO—DFET S, BEBAEIEA

glmméh MATHDEFRZSEOLH-OAAREHMDEELYFHICK Y RELGEA
TEYKRELRK[LGATERLTHEARLTWLS, LML, BhE I FA IO LDERIKENE
HZ LW, BBAFEAHIIERREZHITLEVESHEERICESICAEBEZEZ 40
FRERHNTHIELEZEHET S (BlE LT, HOBRRKEDRNEAEADEHE LD ERP
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1.2 English

This report is the Final Report for the MSC full assessment of the Japanese albacore and skipjack pole
and line fishery by the Conformity Assessment Body (CAB) Control Union Pesca Ltd. (CU Pesca;
formerly ME Certification Ltd.), for the client Ishihara Marine Products, Co., Ltd of Yaizu City, Japan.

The fishery under assessment has one pole and line vessel, the Eisei Maru No.8, which fishes skipjack
tuna in the Western Central Pacific Ocean (WCPO), under the jurisdiction of the WCPFC (Western
Central Pacific Fisheries Commission), and North Pacific albacore tuna in the Northern Pacific Ocean
which is under the jurisdiction of the Inter—American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC) and the
WCPFC. More specifically, the fishery takes places in the Japanese Economic Exclusive Zone (EEZ),
the EEZ of the Federated States of Micronesia (FSM), and the High Seas. The UoC catch is all within
the WCPFC Convention area. The target species are therefore subject to both national and regional
fisheries management measures and policies.

For WCPO skipjack, the most recent stock assessment (2016) concludes that current catches are
slightly below the estimated Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY), but approaching this level. Spawning
biomass is estimated to be approximately at the target reference level (50%SB-0) and well above the
limit reference point (20%SBs-o0) as well as SBusy, and F is estimated to be approximately half the MSY
level. In terms of the biomass trajectory, the assessment suggests a strong increase in biomass since
the end of the time series used in the previous assessment (i.e. since 2012), driven by pulses of
recruitment in some regions. For North Pacific albacore, the 2017 stock assessment concludes that
SB (measured as female spawner biomass) has fluctuated without trend since 2000 and is estimated
to be higher than the limit reference point (LRP) agreed by WCPFC (20%SBs-0). The point estimate of
SB was above the LRP for all the sensitivities examined, although the risk of SB<LRP varied. The model
estimates 1-SPR (‘fishing intensity’) as a proxy for F. Fishing intensity is estimated to be below the
level which would result in SBmsy. A range of alternative proxies for Fusy were evaluated (Fo.1, Fio%-
Fso%, all expressed as fishing intensity) and F was estimated to be below them all except Fso% (the
fishing intensity resulting in spawner-per-recruit at 50% of the unfished level; biomass ~50%SBo).

The core regional management measure for skipjack is WCPFC CMM 2017-01, which provides for a
series of management measures aimed at constraining effort on tropical tunas and is intended to be
a ‘bridging measure’ while work continues towards a formal harvest strategy. For Northern albacore,
the regional management measures (harmonised between WCPFC and IATTC) are CMM 2005-03
(WCPFC) and Resolution C-05-02 (IATTC) which have the same requirements; i.e. that fishing effort
should not be increased above current levels (current being defined as Fao02-4). The most recent
meeting of the Northern Committee (NC13) concluded that no change is required to 2005-02/C-05-
02 at this point, since the constant F projections maintain the biomass above the LRP with high
probability.

Both stocks are covered by CMM 2014-06 which commits WCPFC to putting in place a formal harvest
strategy for its key stocks (the strategy for Northern albacore to be developed and recommended by
the Northern Committee), with an associated workplan. Progress towards a harvest strategy has
been slow, however, with the workplan having been revised twice already. For Northern Albacore,
an interim management plan is in place. This does not fix a TRP, but notes that this should be
determined as part of a MSE included under the Committee’s future work.

Key data sources on interactions with other species were logbooks and stakeholder-input. There are
no main Primary species in this fishery. The bait used in this fishery are Pacific Ocean Japanese
anchovy (Engraulis japonicus), and Japanese pilchard (Sardinops melanostictus). Other bycatch of
this fishery are (mostly juvenile) bigeye - (Thunnus obesus) and yellowfin tuna (Thunnus albacares),
dolphinfish (Coryphaena hippurus), and yellowtail amberjack (Seriola lalandi). Due to the nature of
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the fishery, there is little to no interaction with ETP species like sharks, turtles, marine mammals or
seabirds. The fishery, being strictly pelagic, also has no impact on (vulnerable marine) habitats.

In general, the key strengths of the fishery are:

1. Small spatial scale of the fishery in relation to both target species stock size and their range.
The impact of the Unit of Assessment (UoA) is small because the UoA (1 vessel, limited range)
is small in comparison to the stocks (North and South Pacific) and other fisheries utilizing the
resource.

2. The impact on the ecosystem is perceived to be small due both to the scale of the UoA and
to the nature of fishing, and the release of non-target species on capture.

3. Thereis no shark finning practiced in this fishery.
4. Habitat and ecosystem impacts are negligible.

5. The governance and management of the fisheries, both at national and international level,
are well documented and well implemented.

The key weaknesses in the fishery are:

1. Lack of a formal harvest strategy (skipjack) and harvest control rules (skipjack and albacore)
for the target stocks.

2. With regards to the use of bait, estimated biomass for Japanese anchovies (Engraulis
japonicus) has shown a declining trend since 2003, and the 2016 SSB estimate (108,000 mt)
still fell below the Biimit. There is no target reference point for the anchovy stock. Overall, the
stock appears to be below PRI and in need of recovery. For Japanese pilchard (Sardinops
melanostictus), available information suggests that the stock is currently above PRI and
recovering, although abundance is still far below peak levels. Due to the low amount of bait
used, the bait species have not been scored as ‘main’, but the team has seen the need to
issue a recommendation on the use of bait (see below).

The team’s provisional determination is that the fishery meets the criteria for MSC certification.

Aggregate scores for each Principle are as shown in the following table:

Final Principle Scores

Principle Score Skipjack Score Albacore
Principle 1 — Target Species 85.8 82.5
Principle 2 — Ecosystem 90.3 90.3
Principle 3 — Management System 84.2 84.2

Three conditions have been proposed; all on Principle 1:

Condition Condition Performance
number Indicator

WCPO Skipjack needs a harvest strategy that is responsive to the state of the
stock, with and the elements of the harvest strategy (monitoring, stock
assessment, harvest control rules and management actions) working
together to achieve stock management objectives.

121
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Condition Condition Performance
number Indicator

WCPO Skipjack needs a harvest control rule that ensures that the
exploitation rate is reduced as the PRI is approached and is expected to keep
2 the stock fluctuating around the target level and robust to the main | 1.2.2
uncertainties. The tools used to implement the HCR should be effective in
achieving the required exploitation levels.

North Pacific Albacore needs a harvest control rule that ensures that the
exploitation rate is reduced as the PRI is approached and is expected to keep
3 the stock fluctuating around the target level and robust to the main | 1.2.2
uncertainties. The tools used to implement the HCR should be effective in
achieving the required exploitation levels.

The following recommendation was also issued by the team:

The use of bait by the Eisei Maru No.8 is less than 0.04% of the estimated 2016 SSB for the Pacific
Ocean stock of anchovy, suggesting a negligible impact by the UoA. However, the current status of
the stock is poor, and this is considered to be due to a combination of heavy exploitation rates and
environmental factors (decadal-scale ecosystem fluctuations which tend to result in an inverse
correlation between sardine biomass and anchovy biomass). On a national scale, fishing mortality
for bait use may be significant. About 84% of Japan’s anchovy harvest is used for aquaculture feed
and bait, and for other, comparable species such as Japanese pilchard, about 30% of the harvest is
used as aquaculture feed (l. Sakaguchi, Gakusyuin University, pers. comm., 4 February 2018).

The company (Eisei Maru) has some strategies with regards to bait use: They buy limited quantities
and have incentives to maximize bait fish survival on board, and to do so fishers purchase from
different bait suppliers during different parts of the year, to try to get larger (>10 cm), healthy fish
that can better survive during fishing trip. Due to the poor status of the stock, however, it is
recommended to look into optimizing the bait sourcing strategy, e.g. to look at other bait species
with a healthy stock status, or find other means of baiting the tuna, so as to limit the need for
Japanese anchovies.
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2 Authorship and Peer Reviewers

The assessment team for this assessment consisted of Dr Jo Gascoigne (P1), Dr Jocelyn Drugan (P2),
Yoko Tamura (P3) and Cora Seip-Markensteijn (Team Leader).

Dr Gascoigne is a former research lecturer in marine biology at Bangor University, Wales. She is an
expert on fisheries science and management, with over 15 years’ experience as a consultant, working
mainly on MSC pre-assessments and full assessments, as well as FIP scoping, planning and
implementation. Jo has been involved as expert and lead auditor in a significant number of MEP and
MEC’s full MSC assessments and pre-assessments covering a range of demersal and pelagic fisheries
in the Northeast Atlantic, Mediterranean, Indian Ocean, Southern Ocean and Pacific.

Dr Drugan is a fisheries scientist with Ocean Outcomes, a global fishery improvement organization
that provides technical support to fisheries aiming to improve their sustainability. She has a B.S. in
Ecology and Evolutionary Biology from Yale University and a M.S. and Ph.D. in Fisheries Science from
the University of Washington. She was a postdoctoral research associate at the NOAA Alaska
Fisheries Science Center in Seattle prior to joining Ocean Outcomes. Jocelyn has co-authored MSC
pre-assessments of one Japanese sea perch fishery, one Chinese squid fishery, and two Russian
salmon fisheries. She also assessed the sustainability of eleven fishery species in Japan, including
yellowfin tuna and skipjack tuna, using a method based on the MSC standard. In addition to native
proficiency in English, Jocelyn has language skills in Japanese and Mandarin Chinese.

Ms Tamura is a fisheries and marine environment consultant working on broad topics on coastal
management issues in Japan and globally. Her expertise spans coastal resources management,
sustainable fisheries and international collaboration on marine conservation, and she has significant
current knowledge of the country, language, policy and local fishery context. Previously, she worked
as a technical expert for Japan International Cooperation Agency on oversea cooperation projects,
and NGOs such as Conservation International and Sustainable Fisheries Partnership. She currently
works partly with Seafood Legacy as a science specialist. Ms Tamura holds a MA in Marine Affairs
from the University of Washington and a BSc. in Marine Resource Management from the Tokyo
University of Marine Science and Technology. Yoko’s previous MSC experience includes a full
assessment of the Kyoto Danish Seine Fishery Federation flathead flounder fishery. She has also
participated in various pre-assessments and surveillance audits mostly for Japanese fisheries.

Ms. Seip acted as Team Leader with overall responsibility for the assessment. Cora meets the Fishery
Team Leader criteria in Table PC1. She has a Master’s degree in Biology from Leiden University, and
has passed the online fishery team leader training. Cora has also completed MSC traceability training
and RBF training in the past 3 years. Previously, she worked for the Dutch Fish Product Board from
2007-2013 as Policy Officer, 'Nature and Spatial Planning'. Her work focused mainly on Natura 2000
procedures and shrimp and flatfish fisheries, and included the Marine Framework Directive. She was
also shellfish Policy Officer, and worked closely with the Dutch shellfish industry (mainly mussels, but
also oysters, Ensis, and cockles). From 2013-2017 Cora has worked as an expert independent
consultant to a broad cross-section of fishing organisations. Notable achievements include working
on assessment of Dutch fisheries (both generic and specific) and their impacts, as well as working as
an advisor with regards to spatial planning, and nature conservation laws.

None of the team members have a Conflict of Interest in relation to the fishery under assessment.

The peer reviewers for this full assessment were selected from a shortlist as compiled MSC Peer
Review College. Two peer reviewers were selected from the following list:



e Jo Akroyd

e Juan Vilata
e Sophie des Clers
e Steve Kennelly

Jo Akroyd is a fisheries management and marine ecosystem consultant with extensive international
and Pacific experience. She has worked at senior levels in both the public and private sector as a
fisheries manager and marine policy expert. Jo was with the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries in
New Zealand for 20 years. Starting as a fisheries scientist, she was promoted to senior chief fisheries
scientist, then Fisheries Management Officer, and the Assistant Director, Marine Research. She was
awarded a Commemoration Medal in 1990 in recognition of her pioneering work in establishing New
Zealand’s fisheries quota management system. Among her current contracted activities, she is
involved internationally in fishery certification of offshore, inshore and shellfish fisheries as Fisheries
Management Specialist and Lead Assessor for the Intertek Fisheries Certification audit team. She has
carried out the Marine Stewardship Councils’ (MSC) certification assessment for sustainable fisheries.
Examples include NZ (hoki, southern blue whiting, albacore, hake, scallops), Fiji (longline albacore)
Japan (pole and line tuna, flatfish, snowcrab, scallops), China (scallops), Antarctica (Ross Sea
toothfish fishery).

Juan Vilata is a fisheries biologist with an MSc in Marine and Fisheries Science from the University of
Aberdeen (UK) and more than 12 years of experience working in fisheries. Currently he works as a
fisheries consultant, focusing on analyses of fisheries sustainability, providing scientific guidance for
governments, fishery stakeholders, NGOs and market actors. Mr Vilata's specialization is the analysis
of fisheries, both data-rich and data deficient. He has reviewed MSC assessment reports for the
Argentine hoki (Macruronus magellanicus) fishery, and also other preassessment reports for NGOs.
He worked in 2015-16 as the coordinator of World Wildlife Fund’s (WWF) Southern Cone Alliance,
streamlining the efforts of four WWF national fisheries teams (Argentina, Chile, Peru and Brazil)
involved in the initiative. From 2010 to 2012 he worked in a Fishery Improvement Project (FIP) for
an artisanal handline fishery for yellowfin tuna (Thunnus albacares) in the Philippines. He also has
worked as a tuna fisheries observer in the Atlantic and Indian oceans, as well as a research assistant
in various marine conservation projects. He has worked in Senegal, the Philippines, Portugal, Spain,
Italy, Chile, Brazil, Peru, Singapore, and Puerto Rico, among other countries.

Dr Sophie des Clers is an independent scientific expert in fisheries management systems. She has
over 30 years’ experience in the formulation, monitoring, and evaluation of fisheries and aquaculture
projects to build management capacity in the public and the private sector. She is trained in
databases, applied statistics, population dynamics, microeconomics, law and public policy. Her past
research and consultancy projects have taken her to fishing ports around the UK, EU, Norway, Africa
and the North Sea, Mediterranean, Atlantic, Pacific and Indian oceans. As a Principle 3 auditor, she
has taken part in the MSC assessment and pre-assessment audits of more than 20 different fisheries
including for cod, haddock, saithe, sole, herring, blue whiting, sardine, tuna, billfish, lobster and
whelks. Having completed the MSC FCR v2.0 training, Sophie is a fully qualified Team Leader.

Professor Steve Kennelly is a fisheries consultant with more than 30 years’ experience in obtaining
and providing science-based management advice to fishers, managers and ministers. He is the
former Chief Scientist of the Australian NSW Department of Primary Industries, Director of Research
for NSW Fisheries and has held many other academic and advisory roles. In particular, he has worked
extensively on bycatch and discarding issues throughout the world, including running and reviewing

large industry-based observer programs and bycatch reduction projects - he literally “wrote the book”
on the subject (Bycatch Reduction in the World’s Fisheries, published by Springer in 2007). He has
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also supervised hundreds of wild fishery, aquatic ecosystem, agriculture and aquaculture research
programs and has worked in many developing countries including Nigeria, Cameroon, Madagascar,
Papua New Guinea, Fiji and the Gaza Strip. Currently he has projects running with the United Nations
Food and Agriculture Organization, the US National Marine Fisheries Service, Papua New Guinea, the
Australian Commonwealth government and several state governments. He is a regular speaker and
organizer at international fora and conferences, has published hundreds of scientific papers and
reports, sits on the Editorial Boards of the world’s two leading fisheries journals, on evaluation panels
for Australia’s Endeavour Awards and Kazakhstan’s National Research Proposals and is a member of
the International Scientific Advisory Board for the European Union’s large “DiscardLess” program
(which informs the new Landings Obligation policy). He holds a BSc (Honours), PhD, and a Doctor of
Science Degree from the University of Sydney, and is an Adjunct Professor of Macquarie University.

3 Description of the Fishery
3.1 Unit(s) of Assessment (UoA) and Scope of Certification Sought
3.1.1 UoA and Proposed Unit of Certification (UoC)

CU Pesca confirms that the fishery under assessment is within the scope of the MSC Fisheries
Standard (7.4 of the MSC Certification Requirements v2.0):

e The target species is not an amphibian, reptile, bird or mammal;
e The fishery does not use poisons or explosives;

e The fishery is not conducted under a controversial unilateral exemption to an international
agreement;

e The client or client group does not include an entity that has been successfully prosecuted
for a forced labour violation in the last 2 years;

o The fishery has in place a mechanism for resolving disputes, and disputes do not overwhelm
the fishery;

o The fishery is not an enhanced fishery as per the MSC FCR 7.4.3; and
e The fishery is not an introduced species-based fishery as per the MSC FCR 7.4.4.

There are no other eligible fishers; the Unit of Assessment (UoA) is therefore the same as the Unit of
Certification (UoC).

3192R04A Control Union Pesca Ltd
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Table 1. Units of assessment for the Ishihara Marine Products Japanese skipjack pole and line fishery.

Species

UoA 1: Skipjack (Katsuwonus pelamis)
UoA 2 : Albacore (Thunnus alalunga)

Geographical range

Western and Central Pacific Ocean (WCPO), including Japanese EEZ, and
Federated States of Micronesia EEZ

Method of capture

Pole and Line

Stock

UoA 1: WCPO skipjack

UoA 2: North Pacific albacore

Management Systems Commission for the Conservation and Management of Highly Migratory
Fish Stocks in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean (WCPFC), Inter-
American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC), Japanese Ministry of
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF), FSM National Oceanic

Resource Management Authority (NORMA)

Client group Ishihara Marine Products, Co., Ltd. and Eisei Maru Co. ltd.

Other eligible fishers None

3.1.2 Final UoC(s)

3.1.3 Total Allowable Catch (TAC) and Catch Data

The fishery is not managed by a TAC. Catch data for skipjack and North Pacific albacore caught by
the Eisei Maru 8 are shown in Table 2

Table 3 below.

Table 2. TAC and Catch Data Skipjack

UoA/UoC share of total landings | 2015 0.13%

Total landings from the stock 2015 1,831,440 t live weight

Japanese pole and line landing | 2016
from the stock

61,947 t live weight

Total green weight catch by UoC | 2016 1,336 t live weight

2015 2,357 t live weight
2014 1,061.0 t live weight
2013 1,456.8 t live weight
3192R04A Control Union Pesca Ltd
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2012 946.6 t live weight

Table 3. TAC and Catch Data NP Albacore

UoA/UoC share of total landings | 2016 0.45%

Total landings from the stock 2016 99,410 t live weight

Japanese pole and line landings | 2016 15,013 t live weight

from the stock

Total green weight catch by UoC | 2016 445.1 t live weight
2015 207.3 t live weight
2014 562.6 t live weight
2013 629.5 t live weight
2012 647.5 t live weight

3.2 Overview of the fishery
3.21 The Client fishery

Ishihara Marine Products, Co., Ltd. was established in Yaizu City, Shizuoka Prefecture in 1964, and
has supplied fresh and processed tuna to the market for over half a century. The vessel under
assessment is owned by Eisei Maru Co. Itd , which has been in operation since 1994 and currently
operates a single pole and line vessel (Table 4Error! Reference source not found.). Eisei Maru
provides Ishihara Marine Products with pole and line caught albacore and skipjack tuna.

Table 4. The client vessel, Eisei Maru No. 8

Vessel Overall Gross
Vessel Name Registration Vessel Type length Tonnage Home Port
(FFAVID) (metre) B
Eisei Maru No.8 | 32500 Poleand Line | 6536 | 499.0 Heda, Numazu City, Shizuoka
prefecture Japan

The vessel has a crew of 25-30 people. The main bait species is sardines, which can be kept alive on
board for 1-2 months. Fishing trips closer to Japan take around 30 days, for fisheries farther away a
trip can take up to 60 days, which is the maximum time per trip, due to the amount of bait and fuel
they can take on board. The vessel makes on average 8 trips per year.

Eisei Maru 8 is a member of several cooperatives: the Japan Skipjack and Tuna Fisheries cooperative,
and the local cooperative of Heda (Shizuoka). The cooperative of Heda provides the local licenses
that are needed to fish in the coastal areas, and also has separate regulations with regards to the
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coastal area. Communication with the government (Fisheries Agency) mainly goes through the Japan
Skipjack and Tuna Fisheries cooperative, since they organise a lot of meetings with the policy officers,
but often individual meetings between the officials and the fishermen are made on the back of
association-meetings, to discuss subsidies, or smaller issues.

Eisei Maru is not a member of the Yaizu cooperative, but does land its tuna there quite regularly. The
cooperative takes care of the sales and/or bidding process, and will take a commission fee to account
for administrative costs.

3.2.2 Gear and operation of the fishery

Fishing is by pole and line using barbless hooks (see Figure 1). Artificial lures are used but hooks are
not baited. Once a school of tuna has been found, water will be sprayed to obscure the vessel, and
live bait is used to chum the area. Japanese anchovy (Engraulis japonicus) and Japanese pilchard
(Sardinops melanostictus), bought in Japan and carried live in tanks, are used as bait. Of the 25-30
person crew, around 20-25 people carry out the fishing. The others are either chumming the water
with bait, working maintenance, or processing the catch. Fishing time depends on the amount of fish
available in the school, and can take anywhere from 3 minutes to 2 hours. Fishing takes place typically
until the target skipjack or albacore tunas have moved on. They target a marketable size of skipjack
(>1.5kg), with the most desirable size 3-4 kg (although skipjack can get to 6kg). If too many smaller
fish (<1 kg) are caught, then fishing is stopped as small fish are not economically desirable.

The fish are immediately placed in a tank with chilled brine water, without being sorted. After a day
in the brine, the fish are moved to the freezer (-50°C). There is no processing on board.

Figure 1. Artificial lures with barbless hooks (photo taken by CU Pesca on site visit)

3.23 Fishing areas and seasons

The fishing seasons depend on many factors, however over the past 5 years the fishery has generally
targeted skipjack (Katsuwonus pelamis) between November to March in sub-tropical waters, while
from May to October each year the vessel targets skipjack and albacore (Thunnus alalunga) closer to
Japan (Figure 2).

In 2016, the fishery operated in the following areas (during March — April the vessels is in dock for
maintenance):

e November — March: targeting skipjack and operates between area of 10°-26° North latitude,
East 138°-150° longitude.

e May — October: targeting skipjack and albacore, and operates in area of 31°-41° North
latitude, East 138°-151° longitude.

3192R04A Control Union Pesca Ltd
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Figure 2. Areas fished by the Eisei Maru (graphic provided by Ishihara).

To choose a fishing area, the fishing master will check conditions including water temperature,
plankton distribution, currents and weather patterns. They are also in contact with other fishermen,
use radar, and look at the congregation of seabirds to determine where schools of fish occur. The
water temperature is one of the most important factors. Once the vessels arrives in an area with the
right temperature, the fish sonar is used to pin-point the location of the fish.

In locations with many seabirds, there is usually some driftwood to be found around under which
the fish congregates. Seabirds are attracted to the driftwood, since they use it as perches to rest
upon, and may hunt for the fish that gathers near the driftwood. The fishery makes use of these
naturally occurring Fish Aggregating Devices (FADs), but do not place FADs themselves.
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3.3 Principle One: Western and Central Pacific Skipjack
3.3.1 Biology and stock definition

Skipjack is not a key Low Trophic Level (LTL) species according to the definition in FCR Annex SA 2.2.9.
The WCPO skipjack stock is not involved in large portions of the trophic connections in the ecosystem;
large volumes of the energy does not pass through the stocks between lower and higher trophic
levels; and there are many other species at their trophic level through which energy can be
transmitted from lower to higher trophic levels. Further to this, it is not one of the species types
listed in Box SA1, nor do they feed predominantly on plankton.

Except where otherwise noted, this section is taken from McKechnie et al., 2016 and references
therein.

Reproduction and growth: Skipjack are the smallest and fastest-growing of the main commercial tuna
species, generally not exceeding 20 kg. The longest period at liberty for a tagged skipjack is
approximately 4.5 years. Maturity is reached at ca. 40cm (which may be attained after one 1 year,
depending on the area). Spawning seems to be related to food supplies rather than a particular
season. In the Pacific, it appears that growth varies spatially, being apparently quicker close to the
equator than in peripheral areas, although the stock assessment assumes a single Von Bertalanffy
(VB) growth curve across all regions. Recent work on skipjack growth in the western Pacific, however,
suggests that a growth model which does not a assume an asymptotic size may be a better fit (lack
of otoliths from large fish is a problem in evaluating this part of the growth curve), and also that early
growth may be slower than thought and hence maturity reached somewhat older (Ochi et al., 2016).
The implications of this work for the stock assessment, if any, is for the moment unclear.

Distribution and movement: Skipjack are found in tropical and subtropical waters in all oceans. In
the north Pacific, warm currents extend skipjack distribution seasonally to about 40°N off the coast
of Japan, but greatest abundance remains in equatorial waters, roughly corresponding to a 20°C
surface isotherm. Skipjack movement can be inferred from tagging, and seems to be highly variable;
most likely driven by oceanographic conditions and processes. In recent years (since 2012) there
appears to have been a change in skipjack distribution and dynamics, most likely due to strong El
Nifio—Southern Oscillation (ENSO) conditions, which seems to have driven a significant eastwards
shift in the centre of biomass towards the eastern equatorial region, resulting in increased catches
in Region 3 of the stock assessment, particularly in 2014-15 (see Section 3.3.2).

According to (Aoki et al., 2017), skipjack are likely to spawn in tropical areas, with a proportion of
juveniles migrating through subtropical regions to the temperate extremes of the distribution in
search of good feeding areas; these young fish (aged 1-2) are critical for Japanese coastal and
artisanal fisheries which have noted a decline in catch rates in recent years. Japanese scientists are
arguing for a stock assessment model structure which would reflect this pattern of growth and
migration in a more spatially-explicit way, in the hope that it could explain observed catch rate time
series better. SPC (South Pacific Conference) has been requested to explore this question, and a
paper was presented at SC13 (Senina et al., 2017) which uses the ecosystem model SEAPODYN to
look at connectivity between different regions. This analysis predicts that reducing fishing pressure
in tropical regions would have a limited impact on biomass around Japan, because there is already a
high biomass in the core stock area, and the authors propose that environmental conditions are a
more likely explanation of localised changes around Japan. Japanese scientists, however, are
reportedly still concerned that this issue has not been fully addressed (Dr. Nishida, National Research
Institute of Far Seas Fisheries, pers. comm.).
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Stock: Skipjack in the WCPO are considered to comprise a single stock for assessment and
management purposes. It is likely that skipjack in the far east and far west Pacific have little
exchange, but there is likely to be mixing in the central Pacific and there is certainly extensive
movement over the nominal WCPO/EPO boundary at 150°W (Figure 3); nevertheless, according to
the stock assessment (McKechnie et al, 2016), the tagging data suggest that approximating the stock
to the WCPFC Convention Area is a reasonable assumption.
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Figure 3. Map of release and recapture points for skipjack tagged in the western Pacific (Figure 2 in
McKechnie et al., 2016)

3.3.2 Stock status

SPC conducted a stock assessment of WCPO skipjack in 2016 (McKechnie et al.,, 2016). The
conclusions of the stock assessment (reference case model) are similar to those of the previous
assessment (in 2014), and can be summarised as follows:

e Current catches are slightly below the estimated MSY, but approaching this level.

e Biomass is estimated to be approximately at the target reference level (50%SB-0) and well
above the limit reference point (20%SBe-o) as well as SBsy.

e Fis estimated to be ~half the MSY level.

In terms of the biomass trajectory, the assessment suggests a strong increase in biomass since the
end of the time series used in the previous assessment (i.e. since 2012), driven by pulses of
recruitment in some regions. This pattern is driven by tagging data, which show lower recapture
rates than for previous tagging activities, and hence estimate lower fishing mortality and
consequently higher biomass. The biomass is estimated to have peaked in 2014 and declined again
in 2015. (The model sensitivity to weighting of tagging data is explored in the sensitivity analyses —
see below.) The estimated biomass trajectory for the reference case model is shown in Figure 4; the
regional structure of the stock assessment model is also given in Figure 5 (as required to interpret
Figure 4).
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Figure 4. Estimated skipjack spawning biomass from the stock assessment model, by region (regions 1-5,
bottom to top). Source: Figure 33 in McKechnie et al., 2016.

Latitude

Longitude

Figure 5. Geographic area covered by the skipjack stock assessment, and regional structure. Source: Figure
1 in McKechnie et al., 2016.

The stock assessment was presented for review to the WCPFC Scientific Committee (SC12) (WCPFC
2016b). The Scientific Committee, however, could not reach consensus about which set of model
runs should be used as the basis for management advice. The majority view was that the reference
case as proposed by the stock assessment team should be used, but not all the CCMs concurred —
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Japan had significant concerns about the details of the model as well as the regional structure and
felt that the conclusions of the reference case model may be optimistic (although at the site visit, Dr
Nishida, the Convenor of the stock assessment session for the Scientific Committee, noted that he
does not disagree with the broad-scale conclusions of the assessment; Dr Nishida, National Research
Institute of Far Seas Fisheries, pers. comm.). The origin of Japanese concerns about the stock status
of skipjack is a pronounced downward trend in catch rates of skipjack in Japanese coastal fisheries
over recent years which is not reflected in the conclusions of the stock assessment. They propose
that a reduction in biomass in the core tropical areas could have resulted in range contraction,
impacting peripheral areas for the stock such as Japan.

In any case, however, the stock assessment considers a variety of scenarios via the sensitivity
analyses. The details of the sensitivity analyses are set out in Section 3.3.8 (stock assessment) below,
but Table 5 gives the estimated stock status in relation to reference points, for the reference case
model as well as the range of values estimated over all the sensitivity analyses, giving some idea of
the confidence in the estimates. In general, the broad conclusions of the assessment are robust to a
range of sensitivities, and none of the other models approached the limit reference point or the
definitions of ‘overfished’ and ‘overfishing’. The ‘Majuro plot’ (Figure 6) show the stock trajectory in
relation to Fusy and spawner depletion reference point, for the reference case model.

Table 5. Estimated stock status in relation to reference points from the most recent skipjack stock
assessment, from the reference case model (median), and the range over the one-off sensitivities and the
entire structural uncertainty grid. Recent=2011-2014 and latest=2015; however the authors warn against
the use of latest, except for catch, because it is highly dependent on recent recruitment which is known to
be variable and poorly estimated. Source: Tables 8 and 9 in (McKechnie et al., 2016).

Ratio Ref. case | Range over all | Median from | 5% ClI from | 95% CI from
model one-off structural structural structural
sensitivites uncertainty uncertainty uncertainty

grid grid grid

Clatest/ MSY 0.89 0.81-1.06 0.89 1.04 0.76

Frecent/Fmsy 0.45 0.40-0.62 0.48 0.38 0.64

SBrecent/SBr=0 0.52 0.41-0.56 0.49 0.40 0.57

SBrecent/SBmsy 2.31 1.80-2.63 2.04 1.58 2.65
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Figure 6. Majuro plot for WCPO skipjack, showing stock trajectory in relation to unfished biomass (x-axis)
and fishing mortality (y-axis) with reference point indicated (SB<limit reference point is red area, target is
green line, orange area delineates F>Fwsy); white triangle = SBrecent/SBr-0; pink circle = SBiatest/SBr-0
(McKechnie et al., 2016).

In 2017, SPC did not conduct a stock assessment, but as usual compiled a range of indicators for
stocks which were not formally assessed that year, including skipjack (Pilling et al., 2017). This
includes projections based on fishing in 2016 and assumptions of either constant catch or constant
effort at 2016 level through 2018. These projections give estimates of median Fzo1s/Fmsy of 0.37 and
median SB2o1s/SBr=o of 0.47; in other words, the stock is predicted to drop slightly below the target
level, but remain well above the MSY level (Figure 7).

08

06 -

SRISEF=0

04 -

02

a Q5%
] B0%ile
00 4 = Medan
T T T T
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2M5

Figure 7. Stochastic projections of skipjack spawning biomass (SB/SBr=0) from 2015-2018 using actual catch
and effort levels in 2016, with confidence intervals from levels of recruitment variability over the time
series (not reflecting the full uncertainty in the projections); red and green lines are target and limit
biomass reference points. Source: Figure 8 in Pilling et al., 2017.
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333 Harvest strategy — current situation

The WCPFC harvest strategy sets agreed limit and target reference points for the stock (20% and 50%
of the unfished biomass SBe-) (target set in CMM 2015-06, limit agreed by WCPFC11). Management
actions to implement the strategy are set out in CMM 2017-01 (the most recent tropical tuna
bridging CMM), which is currently in force and runs to February 2021, unless replaced before. This
new CMM confirms the Target Reference Point (TRP) as agreed in 2015, although it remains ‘interim’
until all elements of the harvest strategy are in place.

The objective of the harvest strategy is clearly set out in paragraph 13 of CMM 2017-01:

The spawning biomass of skipjack tuna is to be maintained on average at a level consistent with the
interim target reference point of 50% of the spawning biomass in the absence of fishing, adopted in
accordance with CMM 2015-06.

CMM 2017-01 provides for a series of management measures aimed at constraining effort on tropical
tunas (including skipjack), focusing particularly on the purse seine fishery which accounts for ca.
three quarters of the catch of skipjack (2016; WCPFC Tuna Fishery Yearbook) and has an impact on
yellowfin and bigeye disproportionate to its percentage of the catch because it takes mainly
juveniles.

Measures for the purse seine fishery are as follows:

e For 2018, a three-month ban on deploying, maintaining or setting on FADs, July-September,
including the high seas and EEZs, in the area 20°N-20°S; with some exemptions for Parties to
the Nauru Agreement (PNA) vessels operating under the Vessel Day Scheme (VDS; see
Section 3.3.5). Also a further two-month ban on FAD setting in the high seas in April-May or
November-December; to be decided by the CCM; except for Kiribati and Cook Islands vessels
in high seas areas adjacent to their EEZs and Philippines vessels in HSP1 (special measures)

e A maximum of 350 instrumented FADs to be in use, per vessel, at any one time.

e Purse seine catch or effort limits to be set for each relevant EEZ (see Table 6; remaining
countries have till the end of 2018 to set limits).

e Non-SIDS (except Philippines) to set high-seas effort limits for their flag vessels for the area
200N-200S (see Table 7). The CMM also notes (para. 27): CCMs shall ensure that the
effectiveness of these effort limits for the purse seine fishery are not undermined by a
transfer of effort in days fished into areas within the Convention Area south of 200S. In order
not to undermine the effectiveness of these effort limits, CCMs shall not transfer fishing
effort in days fished in the purse seine fishery to areas within the Convention Area north of
200N. (Some exemptions for the US to transfer days between EEZs and the high seas in
support of the American Samoa cannery, for 2018 only.)

e Any overshoot of catch or effort limits to be deducted from the following year.

Table 6. Purse seine EEZ effort or catch limits under CMM 2017-01 (Table 1 in CMM 2017-01). Note: PNA
and Tokelau manage their effort together through the VDS; the Cook Islands, Fiji, Niue, Samoa, Tonga and
Vanuatu are also reportedly developing a joint management arrangement.

Coastal CCM or group of CCMs Maximum effort in vessel days, or catch limit in tonnes
PNA 44,033

Tokelau 1000

Cook Islands 1,250
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Coastal CCM or group of CCMs

Maximum effort in vessel days, or catch limit in tonnes

Fiji 300
Niue 200
Samoa 150
Tonga 250
Vanuatu 200
Australia 30,000 t skipjack, 600 t each of yellowfin and bigeye

French Polynesia

0 (purse seine ban in FP EEZ)

Indonesia not yet decided
Japan 1500

Korea not yet decided
New Zealand 40,000 t skipjack
New Caledonia 20,000 t skipjack

Philippines not yet decided
Taiwan not yet decided
USA 558

Wallis and Futuna

not yet decided

Table 7. High seas purse seine effort limits for distant water fishing nations under CMM 2017-01 (Table 2 in

CMM 2017-01)

CCM purse seine effort limit (days)
China 26

EU 403

Japan 121

New Zealand 160

Korea 207

Taiwan 95

USA 1270

Other measures in CMM 2017-01 are as follows:

e Interim bigeye catch limits for 2018 for distant water fishing nations, with other longline

fleets limited to 2000 t of bigeye.

e Capacity of freezer purse seiners >24m operating between 20°N and 20°S is limited to levels

set out in 2013-01 (and subsequent iterations), except SIDS and Indonesia; likewise freezer

longliners and freshfish longliners targeting bigeye (with additional exemption for countries

with a domestic quota system).

e Any replacement of purse seine vessels should not increase overall capacity.

e Other fisheries (i.e. not purse seine or longline) are limited to the catch level of 2004 or the
average catch 2001-4, except for those taking <2000 t who may take up to this level.
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3.3.4 Harvest strategy — progress towards a formal harvest strategy

CMM 2014-06 commits WCPFC to putting in place a formal harvest strategy for its key stocks (WCPO
skipjack, yellowfin and bigeye, and South Pacific albacore), with an associated workplan, although
the workplan has been revised twice (at WCPFC13 and WCPFC14).

The current workplan (agreed at WCPFC14; (WCPFC, 2017b); Attachment L) has no specific targets
for the skipjack harvest strategy for 2018 or 2019: SC to provide advice on candidate Harvest Control
Rules (HCRs), Technical and Compliance Committee (TCC) to consider implications of candidate HCRs,
Commission to consider advice on candidate HCRs. However, it commits WCPFC to adopting a formal
HCR for skipjack in 2020, with a harvest strategy in place from 2021. The interim target reference
point is also due for review not later than 2019; presumably this will form part of the consideration
of candidate HCRs.

According to CMM 2017-01 (paragraph 28), the Commission intends to implement the harvest
strategy in part via hard catch or effort limits in the high seas Convention Area, with a framework for
their allocation among CCMs.

3.3.5 Harvest strategy — PNA VDS

The PNA purse seine vessel day scheme, although it does not cover all of the stock, is important
because more than half the total catch is taken in PNA waters. The VDS restricts effort in the purse
seine fishery by allocating a total pool of effort in terms of ‘vessel days’ in the PNA zones.

The objective of the purse seine VDS (from a stock management perspective) is to constrain purse
seine effort to 2010 levels in the EEZs of PNA member countries (plus Tokelau); following the
requirements of CMM 2016-01 and its previous iterations. The total number of days for 2017-18
under the VDS is 45,590, and for 2019-20 provisionally 45,005 across all the EEZs!. The number of
days is calculated as follows: 44,033 days are taken as baseline (2010) effort for PNA countries (from
SPC); a percentage multiplier is added based on how the days are sold across different vessel length
classes (the details of this is a little unclear; for 2017-18 this increases the number of days by 1.3%
relative to the baseline, for 2019-20 it is set to zero); the same calculation is carried out separately
for Tokelau based on a baseline of 1000 days — these are summed together to give a Total Allowable
Effort (TAE) as set out above (PNA, 2016). Note that the length adjustment factor is not aimed at
addressing purse seine effort creep, as is made clear by PNA.

This TAE is allocated between PNA members based on a pre-agreed key, but can be traded if
necessary. Fishing companies apply at the beginning of the year for the number of days they think
they will require from each country, and pay accordingly. They may also buy more days during the
year as required, as long as they remain available (so far, days have reportedly not been limiting).

1 FSM, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, Tuvalu, Tokelau
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Determining the TAE (days)
Piciikinet Proposed  Provisional
TAE2016  TAE 2017 :Aeﬂzomas Revised TAE TAE for 2019
2018 & 2020

ima 010
Estimatad 201( 44,033 44,033 44,033 44,033 44,033
Logsheet effort
Hah oI 1.95% 1.30% 1.30% 0.0% 0.0%
factor
PNA TAE 44,890 44,605 44,605 44,033 44,033
Tokelau TAE 991 985 985 972 972
Yotal VDS TAE (PNA+ 45,881 45,590 45,590 45,005 45,005
Tokelau)

Figure 8. Determining the TAE (in days). Source: PNA, 2016
3.3.6 Harvest strategy — Japan

The provisions of CMM 2017-01 paragraph 51 (‘other commercial fisheries’) apply to the Japanese
pole and line fishery; i.e. that total catch must be limited to a maximum of the level in 2004 or the
average of 2001-4. The relevant figures are given in Table 8; this is easily being achieved by the
Japanese pole and line fleet.

Other than that, any Japanese management provisions are not particularly relevant to the
management of the skipjack stock as a whole, because Japanese-flagged vessels only take about 11%
of the total skipjack catch in the WCPFC Convention Area (2014-16 figures taken from WCPFC Tuna
Fishery Yearbook?). More information on Japanese management is given in section 3.4.5.

Table 8. Landings of skipjack by Japanese flagged pole and line vessels (from WCPFC Tuna Fishery Yearbook)

Year Japanese pole and line skipjack landings (t)
2016 70,198
2015 71,403
2014 67,227
2004 108,100
average 2001-4 108,500
3.3.7 Information

3.3.7.1 Data from this fishery

The fishery completes logbooks and a catch report (end of trip catch and effort summary) which is
provided to the Fisheries Agency (FA). The FA control, enter and archive the data, and it is provided

2 https://wcpfc.int/statistical-bulletins
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by them to the National Research Institute of Far Seas Fisheries (NRIFSF) as well as to WCPFC and
SPC.

The stock assessment for skipjack (McKechnie, Hampton, et al. 2016) is dependent on the Japanese
pole and line fishery Catch per Unit Effort (CPUE) to provide an abundance index, since it is difficult
to generate a robust abundance index from purse seine catch and effort (although this has recently
been tried; see section 3.3.7.2). This poses a difficulty for the stock assessment in as much as the
share of the catch taken by pole and line has diminished markedly over the years (although it is more
of a problem in the EPO where there is very little pole and line fishing).

Japanese pole and line CPUE is standardised as explained in Kiyofuji (2016), and quite detailed
information about the fishery is used based on operational (logbook) data, including date and
position of catch, as well as the number of poles, vessel size (GT) and the use of technology (bait
tank, NOAA satellite image receiver, bird radar, sonar).

Size-frequency data as well as otoliths are systematically collected from the Japanese pole and line
fishery at Yaizu and two other ports by the prefecture scientists; this is provided to NRIFSF and is
used in the stock assessment.

3.3.7.2 Information available for the stock assessment

The data available for the skipjack stock assessment (McKechnie et al., 2016) are summarised in
Figure 9Figure 9. CMM 2017-01 includes a requirement (paragraph 54) for CCMs to cooperate in
providing operational-level data for stock assessments if requested by SPC, on top of the
requirement to provide aggregate data to WCPFC which already exist.
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Figure 9. Catch, standardised CPUE and length-frequency data available for the skipjack stock assessment,
by year (x-axis) and fishery (y-axis; see explanation below); red = pole and line, blue = purse seine, green =
longline and yellow = misc. (Figure 3 in McKechnie et al., 2016). This fishery is P-JPN-1 at the bottom.

In terms of the information available for other inputs to the stock assessment, this is summarised as
follows (taken from (McKechnie et al., 2016) except where otherwise indicated):

Catch: Reported by weight for all fisheries; discards are assumed negligible. Purse seine catch
(ca. 90%) is analysed by location, date and set type (free, FAD, natural log, whale, dolphin, whale
shark). The species composition is corrected for grab sample bias, which tends to over-estimate the
proportion of skipjack at the expense of yellowfin and bigeye (method given in Hampton & Williams
(2011); this is, however, not done for the Japanese fleet where there is sufficient confidence in the
sampling that the reported species proportions are used directly rather than re-estimated.

Effort: Pole and line effort is measured in fishing days, and the input information for standardising
pole and line effort and CPUE is described above. Purse seine effort is measured in days fishing and
days searching, broken broken down by set type according to the proportion of fishing on each set
type (i.e. free school, FAD etc.). SPC express some concern that recent reporting has moved in some
fleets towards reporting days as ‘transit’ rather than search days; effectively resulting in ‘effort
creep’. This is not dealt with directly in the stock assessment model, but catchability is allowed to
vary over time, which should deal with changes in reporting as well as technology and so on.

Abundance index: As noted above, the standardised Japanese pole and line CPUE is the key
abundance index. It is used for regions 1-3 (see map in Figure 5 above), but since effort is not
sufficient in regions 4-5, purse seine standardised CPUE was used for the first time in 2016, based on
operational data from the PNG fishery (Tremblay-Boyer et al. 2016). Again, the Japanese scientists
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met at the site visit expressed some scepticism about the appropriateness of this approach; it was
tried in the past by IATTC for the EPO skipjack stock but abandoned in favour of an indicator-based
approach (Maunder 2017).

Size data: Size data (length- or weight-frequency in the catch) are available from a wide range of
fisheries (Figure 9). Samples are weighted by catch size to ensure that samples from very small
catches are not given disproportionate weight. Purse seine length-frequency is only used where
grab-sample bias can be corrected. The 2016 assessment has been able to use a long time series of
data from the cannery in Pago Pago for the first time. Although longline fisheries do not play a big
role in relation to skipjack, there is a small longline catch of skipjack, and Japanese scientists have
been systematically collecting size-frequency data from this component of the catch; this is useful to
include in the assessment because it represents larger fish than are usually found in either the purse
seine or the pole and line catch (in the range 50-90 cm). The length-frequency data from the pole
and line fishery (see above) is also used.

Tagging data: Tagging data for skipjack are available from a series of regional tagging projects
(Skipjack Survey and Assessment Project: 1977-80; Regional Tuna Tagging Project: 1989-92; Pacific
Tuna Tagging Programme: 2006-2014) as well as a long time series of Japanese tagging cruises (1998-
2015). As described above (Section 3.3.1) Japanese research on skipjack age, growth and mortality,
including tagging is ongoing. Japanese tagging has previously focussed on the smaller individuals that
migrate into Japanese waters (ages 1-2); however they have started recently tagging larger
individuals in the tropics, as part of their ongoing work to evaluate the causes of the apparent decline
in abundance of skipjack around Japan. SPC (McKechnie et al., 2016) note that a priority from their
point of view in relation to these data would be to improve the storage and analysis of these data,
to make them easier to use.

Other fisheries: There has been gradual improvement in the data from Indonesia and the Philippines
over the last decade or so; since the last assessment, catch data from Vietnam has also been
available.

3.3.8 Stock assessment

The most recent stock assessment for WCPO skipjack, from 2016, is described in McKechnie et al.
(2016), from which the summary here is taken.

Model general description: The assessment uses data from 1972 to 2015, in quarterly timesteps (16
quarterly age classes including a plus group). The model uses data to the end of 2015 (i.e. the year
previous to the year during which the assessment was conducted). This is unusual for SPC
assessments, which usually omit data from the most recent calendar year because it is preliminary
and subject to revision. However, given the short generation time of skipjack it was considered
important to include as much information as possible about recent dynamics. In any case, the biggest
time lag in data reporting tends to come from longline fisheries, which are not very significant for
skipjack.

As with the assessments for all the main WCPFC stocks, the assessment model is run in Multifan-CL
(MFCL), which provides a Bayesian framework. MFCL requires that “fisheries’ are defined with as near
as possible constant selectivity and catchability. Purse seine data was amalagamated across flags but
stratified by region and set type (unassociated, log, FAD, whale, dolphin, unknown); pole and line
fisheries were likewise grouped by region; there were some ‘miscellaneous’ fisheries (gillnets,
ringnets, handlines) in the western equatorial area, from which only catch data were used; and a
‘longline’ fishery was created to include research and observer length-frequency data. In total, there
were 23 ‘fisheries’. Several changes were made to the definition of fisheries from the 2014



assessment (although the overall number remains the same); the ‘longline’ fisheries include
additional data from outside Japan, the area of the Indonesia/Philippines purse seine fishery was
extended and the Region 2 pole and line fishery incorporated non-Japanese data.

The overall fit of the reference case model is reported by the authors to be satisfactory. The main
divergence is Regions 2-4 since 2012, where the model predicts a larger than observed increase in
CPUE. The fit of size composition data is reasonable and the fit of tagging data is good.

Model uncertainty: Uncertainty in the model is estimated by a range of methods. There are two types
of uncertainty considered: uncertainty within a given model and structural uncertainty in the
assessment (i.e. across a range of model options). The former is considered by estimating Cls for
parameters of interest (biomass, recruitment) within the reference case model. For the latter, SPC
in recent years have generated a grid of models to explore the interactions among selected axes of
uncertainty. The grid contains all combinations of two or more parameter settings or assumptions
for each selected uncertainty axis. The axes are generally selected from the one-off sensitivities with
the aim of providing an approximate understanding of variability in model estimates due to
assumptions in model structure, not accounted for by statistical uncertainty estimated in a single
model run, or over a set of one-off sensitivities. The structural uncertainty grid for the 2016
assessment was constructed from 5 axes: steepness (3 settings), size data weighting (3), tag mixing
(2) and tag overdispersion (3), resulting in a grid of 54 models.

Another method of evaluating uncertainty is via retrospective analyses, which are used specifically
to evaluate the the influence of terminal recruitment estimates on a model outcome. This issue is
also considered in the sensitivity analyses — see below in this section. The retrospective analysis
shows that the addition of more recent data has tended to give a slightly more optimistic impression
of stock status throughout the time series, but the difference is relatively minor. An alternative
means of retrospective analysis is to compare the outputs from one stock assessment to the next;
here bigger differences would be expected because structural changes are made to the model at
each assessment as well as adding additional data. Figure 10 shows the estimated trajectory of
spawner biomass (SB) and fisheries depletion across the last four stock assessments; the trajectory
of SB is quite variable in terms of absolute estimates of biomass if less so in terms of the pattern. The
trajectory of fisheries depletion is, however, much less variable, presumably because the absolute
estimates of reference fluctuates alongside the absolute estimates of biomass and recruitment.
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Figure 10. Trajectories of spawner biomass (top) and fisheries depletion (SB/SBf-o0; bottom) across the last
four skipjack stock assessments: blue=2010, green=2011, red=2014, black=2016 (current). Taken from Figure
59 in McKechnie et al. (2016)

Age and spatial structure: The spatial area covered by the model is the WCPFC Convention Area,
excluding the IATTC overlap area (east of 150°W) and from 50°N to 20°S (catches below 20°S are
excluded by they are reported to be minor). The model is stratified into 5 regions as shown in Figure
5 above. The regional structure used in the stock assessment model has been adjusted over time;
the 2005 assessment used 6 regions, the 2011 assessment three regions and the current structure
has been used since 2014, based on an analysis of tagging data. Japanese scientists are concerned,
however, that it still does not allow for a realistic representation of skipjack movement in the north
Pacific, and notably does not fully take account of north-south movements (i.e. between Region 1
and the other equatorial regions). Based on tagging and larval data, Kiyofuji & Ochi (2016) propose
an alternative structure of seven regions, with the region boundaries significantly redrawn. There is
no way of knowing what impact this this would have on the stock assessment.

Growth and maturity: The model assumes a VB growth model, fit based on otolith data. Ochi et al.
(2016) considered a suite of alternative models fit to Japanese otolith and tagging data, and note
potential uncertainties around Lins as well as the juvenile (pre-maturity) growth rate. The stock
assessment considered some alternative growth functions as part of the sensitivity runs (see below).
Sexual maturity was assumed to start at age 3 and not to vary over time, by region or by sex. (Unlike
for yellowfin and bigeye, there is no evidence in skipjack for variable sex ratios with size.)

Stock-recruit _relationship: The reference case model assumes a Beverton-Holt stock-recruit
relationship (SRR) with h=0.8; h=0.65 and 0.95 tested as sensitivities (standard practice across all SPC
tuna assessments). The SRR is assumed to be weak (i.e. weak penalty for model deviation from the
SR curve).

Recruitment: Recruits are defined as age 1 fish (~10cm, although they can grow to 40cm in the first
year, depending on the are) and is assumed to occur instantaneously at the start of each quarter.
Initial recruitment is defined according to the oceanographic analysis in Lehodey (2001), and then
estimated within the model by region. The variance of the prior on deviations from the stock-recruit
relationship was set such that in aggregate, recruitments of about three times average and one third
average would occur about once every 25 years on average; the basis for this is not explained but it
is presumably a pragmatic decision. Terminal recruitment was set at the mean of the model period
(to avoid model instability); this was considered as part of the sensitivities.
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Natural mortality: M was assumed to vary by age but not by region or over time. The M vector for
the reference case model estimates that M increases to a maximum at ~age 2-3 before declining to
aminimum at age 5 and subsequently increasing again; some alternative assumptions are considered
as part of the sensitivities.

Selectivity: Modelled using a variety of functions and methods (cubic spline smoothing, logistic
function), depending on the fishery. Fisheries can ‘share’ selectivity if their characteristics are similar,
to reduce the number of model parameters.

Catchability: Constant catchability is assumed for fisheries where there is standardised CPUE (i.e. the
model assumes that standardised CPUE is an index of abundance); otherwise catchability is allowed
to vary over time (every 2 years); this deals for example with the issue of purse seine effort creep
noted in Section 3.3.7 above.

Tag dynamics: Tag reporting rates were estimated outside the model by fishery and by tagging
programme. Tag mixing is assumed to be complete one quarter after release in the reference case
model.

Model runs: SPC start with the previous stock assessment reference case model (2014) and introduce
updates and changes one by one, so that their impact on the stock assessment outcome can be
evaluated. For the 2016 assessment, the progress of these changes was as follows: 2014 reference
case model 2 add new MFCL executable = new tagging file (McKechnie et al., 2016) truncated to
tagging period used in 2014 - all data inputs updated to end 2015 - reduced effort deviation
penalties on fisheries without standardised CPUE (to reduce their influence on population trends) >
addition of new fisheries as described above in this section = terminal recruitment (last two
quarters) set at arithmetic rather than geographic mean, and with new tag reporting rate penalties?
- some changes to which fisheries are grouped together for selectivity = SRR estimated assuming
that annual rather than quarterly recruitment is related to SB (2016 reference case model).

Sensitivities: The assessment process involved several hundred sensitivity runs, but the authors
present a subset of one-off changes to the reference case model which are considered to represent
the ‘bounds of plausible model sensitivity’. A subset of these sensitivites were used to construct the
model uncertainty grid. The key sensitivites are set out in Table 9. Of these, steepness, length
composition weighting, tag mixing and tag data weighting were used to construct the structural
uncertainty grid (54 models in total).

Table 9. Key sensitivity runs selected to represent the range of uncertainties in the skipjack stock assessment
(McKechnie et al., 2016)

Sensitivity Description Tested values (reference | Consequence for model
case model in bold) outcome

steepness (h) parameter defining shape | 0.65, 0.8, 0.95 0.65 more pessimistic, 0.95

of SR curve (proportion of more optimistic,

full recruitment at 20%SBo) particularly for yield-based

reference points (i.e. MSY);
depletion reference points
are less sensitive to h

3 These two changes were made at once because the consequence of the second in terms of model output had
already been established to be negligible.
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Sensitivity Description Tested values (reference | Consequence for model
case model in bold) outcome

length Testing the impact of | effective sample size 100, | upweighted more

composition different assumptions | 50, 20 pessimistic and

data weighting about effective sample size downweighted more

for the size-frequency data optimistic for MSY

reference points; similar
for depletion reference
points

growth function | size/age curve VB with fixed parameters as | similar for all models
2014, VB with estimated
parameters but  fixed
parameter variance, VB
with all parameters
estimated, growth function
from Tanabe et al. (2003)*

tag Variance of tag-recapture | fixed variance as 2014, | both sensitivities more
overdispersion probability distribution; to | estimated in model, fixed | pessimistic than reference
test the effect of | half-way between the 2014 | case  model for all
downweighing the tagging | and estimated reference points

data to account for various
kinds of process error in

tagging
age / movement | seasonal movement | estimated by age using | similar for all models
between regions tagging data, fixed across
age classes
SRR timeframe timeframe over which | quarterly, annual model dynamics  and
recruitment is related to depletion reference points
spawner biomass very similar, but more
pessimistic relative to MSY
reference points
terminal recruiment in last few | last two quarters set at | similar for all models
recruitment quarters arithmetic mean of time
series, last four quarters set
at arithmetic mean of time
series, all freely estimated
tag mixing | time taken for tag fish to | one quarter, two quarters similar for all models
period mix randomly into the
population

Interpretation: The model is interpreted by using it to estimate stock status relative to reference
points. MSY reference points are estimated using yield analysis. The time series of fishery depletion
(SBt/SB¢=0,) is produced by running the model with fishing mortality ‘turned off’ for each fishery and
region. Recruitment is also adjusted to allow for the reduction in recruitment according to the
reduction in spawner biomass in the fished scenario, based on the SRR. This method is also used to
estimate the formal reference points (20% and 50%SBs-o), noting that these are averages over the
time period 2005-2014.

4 model unstable; not used

3192R04A Control Union Pesca Ltd

MSC Full Assessment Reporting Template FCR v2.0 (8th October 2014) Pesca V1.2 (2nd October 2017) 34



{

” CONTROI
CUN I RUI
o>

NIIZAYN |
\] |\

|
ey e B 0 e S\ NI/ N

3.4 Principle One: North Pacific Albacore
3.4.1 Biology and stock definition

Albacore is not a key Low Trophic Level (LTL) species according to the definition in FCR Annex SA
2.2.9. The WCPO Albacore stock is not involved in large portions of the trophic connections in the
ecosystem; large volumes of the energy does not pass through the stocks between lower and higher
trophic levels; and there are many other species at their trophic level through which energy can be
transmitted from lower to higher trophic levels. Further to this, it is not one of the species types
listed in Box SA1, nor do they feed predominantly on plankton.

The information in this section is summarised from the Albacore Working Group (ISC, 2017b) and
references therein, except where otherwise indicated.

Reproduction and growth: Growth in the first year of life is uncertain because year 1 fish are rarely
taken in fisheries in the North Pacific Ocean; they recruit to surface fisheries at age 2, from when
growth information is available. Size at maturity for albacore varies from 83 cm FL in the western
Pacific to 93 cm north of Hawaii. After maturity, males appear to grow faster and have lower
mortality than females (estimated maximum size / age for males: 114 cm / 14 years vs. for females:
104 cm / 10 years); the stock assessment uses sex-specific age and growth functions. Spawning
occursintropical and sub-tropical waters and is thought to peak in March-April in the western Pacific,
although it extends over a longer period (March-September).

Distribution and movement: North Pacific (NP) albacore are highly migratory, with movements
thought to be influenced by oceanographic conditions. There is some evidence of migration of
juveniles across the Pacific from west to east, particularly tracking meanders in the Kuroshio current;
there also may be seasonal movements back and forth. Older juveniles and adults then move
gradually southwards to spawn in lower latitudes.

Stock: Pacific Ocean albacore is divided into a northern and a southern stock, supported by low catch
rates of albacore close to the equator, as well as tagging and genetic data. Since there is evidence of
widespread east-west migration, the eastern and western Pacific are not separated into distinct
stocks, unlike for the tropical species. This means that the NP albacore stock occurs in both the
WCPFC and the IATTC Convention areas.

3.4.2 Stock status

Stock assessments for NP albacore are carried out by ISC; the International Scientific Committee for
Tuna and Tuna-like Species in the North Pacific Ocean. ISC is the science service provider for the
Northern Committee, but NP albacore is not officially designated as a northern stock. Nevertheless,
ISC and the Northern Committee have de facto taken it on. In 2012-13 there was a request to
formalise this situation, but it was not supported by the Scientific Committee of WCPFC. Unlike SPC,
ISC does not have its own office or infrastructure, and works by convening working groups of
scientists from member countries to address different issues.

The ISC Albacore Working Group conducted a stock assessment of NP albacore in 2017 (ISC, 2017b).
The conclusions of the stock assessment in terms of current stock status can be summarised as
follows:

e SB (measured as female spawner biomass) has fluctuated without trend since ~2000 and is
estimated to be higher than the LRP agreed by WCPFC (20%SB¢-o) (although note that this is
evaluated from the terminal year of the model, not the average of the last 10 years as



specified by WCPFC). The point estimate of SB was above the LRP for all the sensitivities
examined, although the risk of SB<LRP varied.

e The model estimates 1-SPR (‘fishing intensity’) as a proxy for F. Fishing intensity is estimated
to be below the level which would result in SBusy. A range of alternative proxies for Fusy were
evaluated (Fo1, Fi0%-Fso%, all expressed as fishing intensity) and F was estimated to be below
them all except Fso% (the fishing intensity resulting in spawner-per-recruit at 50% of the
unfished level; biomass ~50%SBy).

Table 10 gives various ratio values for the base case model and the two key sensitivities; the stock
assessment report does not provide figures (median and Cls) for a structural uncertainty grid
including all sensitivities. The sensitivities and their impact on the assessment conclusions are
described in Section 3.4.7 (stock assessment) below, but it is important to note that the change in
assumptions regarding natural mortality (M) from the previous assessment has had a significant
impact on the assessment conclusions, making this assessment significantly more optimistic than the
previous one (sensitivity M=0.3/yr as given in Table 10 is the setting for M used previously). Another
important point is that SSBwsy is estimated to be ~14%SSBo or ~15%SSB2o1s,¢-0, i.€. lower than the LRP.

Table 10. Point estimates of various ratios as estimated by the most recent NP albacore stock assessment;
base case model and the two key sensitivities. Note that F is 1-SPR — fishing intensity rather than
instantaneous fishing mortality. Taken from Tables 5.3 and 5.4 in ISC (2017b).

Ratio Base case M=0.3 /yr Growth (CV on Linf)
SSB2015/SSBo 0.47 0.25 0.41
SSB2015/LRP 2.47 1.31 2.15
SSB2015/SSBwmsy 3.25 1.62 2.85
SSBwmsy/LRP 0.76 0.81 0.75
F2012-14/Fmsy 0.61 0.89 0.68
F2012-14/Fo.1 0.58 0.90 0.65
F2012-14/F30% 0.72 1.04 0.81
F2012-14/ Fao% 0.85 1.21 0.96
F2012-14/Fs0% 1.01 1.47 1.16

Figure 11 gives Kobe plots showing i) the trajectory of SSB and F (i.e. 1-SPR) over the duration of the
time series (1993-2015) for the base case model and ii) the final (2015) point estimate for the base
case and the two key sensitivities as per Table 10. For 2015, the lower 5% Cl for SSB is below the LRP
in all cases, mainly because uncertainty around the estimate is high. The trajectory shows that there
has likely not been a great deal of change in the stock biomass over the course of the fishery.
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Figure 11. Kobe plots showing the status of NP albacore relative to the LRP (x-axis), and equivalent fishing
intensity (F20%; i.e. 1-SPR20%) (y-axis). Left: Trajectory over time series (1993-2015) for the base case model;
blue triangle=start year, black circle with 5% and 95% Cls= 2015. Right: 2015 point estimate and Cls for the
base case model (black), M = 0.3 /yr (blue), CV = 0.06 for Linf (white). Source: Figure 5.15 in ISC (2017b).

The stock assessment analysis also provides some 10-year projections (2015-2025) based on the base
case model. These assume the status quo based either on constant fishing intensity or on constant
catch. Because of low recruitment estimated for 2011, which recruits to the SB in 2015 (Year 1 of the
projections) the biomass is estimated to decline over the projection period. Hence constant F
projections result in reduced catch over the projection period, but a low (<0.1%) probability of the
biomass declining below the LRP. Constant catch projections, however, result in increased F and
reduced biomass, with a non-negligible risk (~30%) of the biomass dropping below the LRP by 2025
in this case (Figure 12).
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Figure 12. Results of 10-year projections from the base case model: Top: constant F projections; Bottom:
Constant catch projections. First and third down: Time series of SB: historical (5% Cls in blue) and projections
to 2025 (5% Cls from base case in orange); Second down: box plot of total catch relative to 2012-14 average
(red line) at constant F, 2016-2025; Fourth down: box plot of F (1-SPR) relative to 2012-14 average (red line)
at constant catch, 2016-2025. Source: Figures ES8 and ES9 in ISC (2017b).

343 Harvest strategy — current situation

Reference points: NP albacore has an agreed LRP of 20%SB¢-o, in line with the other stocks managed
by WCPFC. The management strategy formerly incorporated a reference point Fssgathe (fishing
mortality projected to result in SB falling below the Average of the Ten Historical Lowest), but this
appears to have been dropped; the most recent stock assessment makes no mention of it.

In 2017, the WCPFC Northern Committee passed an ‘interim harvest strategy’ for North Pacific
albacore (see WCPFC, 2017a; Attachment H); this was endorsed by the WCPFC plenary (WCPFC,
2017b; paragraph 206). This incorporates the LRP of 20%SB¢-o. It does not fix a TRP but notes that
this should be determined as part of a MSE included under the Committee’s future work. (ISC have
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held three MSE workshops covering NP albacore; the third in October 2017 as well as one in 2015
and 2016, but the reports from these workshops do not appear to be publically available.)

Management objective and decision rule: The agreed interim harvest strategy incorporates a
management objective and a decision rule relating to the LRP, as follows:

e Management objective (para. 1): The management objective for the North Pacific albacore
fishery is to maintain the biomass, with reasonable variability, around its current level in
order to allow recent exploitation levels to continue and with a low risk of breaching the limit
reference point.

e Decision rule (para. 3): In the event that, based on information from ISC, the spawning stock
size decreases below the LRP at any time, NC will, at its next reqular session or intersessionally
if warranted, adopt a reasonable timeline, but no longer than 10 years, for rebuilding the
spawning stock to at least the LRP and recommend a CMM that can be expected to achieve
such rebuilding within that timeline.

It is worth noting that the decision rule contradicts the management objective, in that the objective
is to maintain the stock at a level which has a low risk of breaching the LRP, while the decision rule
does not require any action until the stock has actually breached the LRP. It likewise contradicts a
statement in the same section of the Northern Committee report, i.e. ‘NC recommends a
management strategy for the stock that ensures that the risk of the biomass decreasing below the
LRP js low’ (WCPFC, 2017a, p. 50), as well as WCPFC’s decision (WCPFC, 2016a) that harvest strategies
should ensure that the risk of falling below the LRP is not higher than 20%.

Management measures: Aside from this newly agreed harvest strategy, WCPFC and IATTC still have
harmonised management measures in place, which have applied since 2005: i.e. CMM 2005-03
(WCPFC) and Resolution C-05-02 (IATTC) which have the same requirements, which are in summary
that fishing effort should not be increased above current levels (current being defined as Fao02-4). The
most recent meeting of the Northern Committee (NC13) (WCPFC, 2017a) concluded based on the
projections (given in Figure 12 above) that no change is required to 2005-02/C-05-02 at this point,
since the constant F projections maintain the biomass above the LRP with high probability. The most
recent estimate of fishing intensity (F proxy) is roughly at the same level as in 2002-4 (Figure 13) so
implementation of 2005-03/C-05-2 means that effort cannot increase and catch needs to decrease
from current levels (Figure 12). Nevertheless, the figures suggest that recent catch is significantly
lower than the reference period for 2005-03 (2002-4), for pole and line vessels, for Japanese-flagged
vessels and in total (Table 11).
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Figure 13. Fishing intensity (1-SPR; proxy for F) for NP albacore as estimated by stock assessment model
(base case in dark blue and retrospective analyses in other colours) (Figure 5.8 in ISC (2017b))

Table 11. Landings of albacore from the North Pacific, from the WCPFC Tuna Fishery Yearbook 2016 (tonnes
live weight)

Japan Total
Year

total landings p&l landings total landings p&I landings
2002 76655 48454 105285 48832
2003 58850 36114 94536 36173
2004 57713 32255 93787 32380
average 2002-04 64406 38941 97869 39128
2014 51841 29433 80538 29433
2015 43819 21294 71809 21294
2016 35452 15086 58204 15086
average 2014-16 43704 21938 70184 21938

3.4.4 Harvest strategy — Progress towards a formal regional harvest strategy

CMM 2014-06, committing WCPFC to the development of formal harvest strategies and harvest
control rules, applies to NP albacore as well as skipjack and the other tropical stocks. The work to
develop the harvest strategy has, however, been delegated to the Northern Committee. The
Northern Committee have, like WCPFC, agreed a harvest strategy workplan for NP albacore; see
WCPFC (2017a); Attachment [). The workplan foresees that the MSE work (to establish a TRP and
‘other elements of harvest strategies’) should end in 2020, and in the meantime, the Northern
Committee should continue to review both the requirements and the implementation of CMM 2005-
03 and recommend changes where necessary. The US is providing funding to support the MSE
process for NP albacore, with an expert based at IATTC (Tony Beeching, WCPFC, pers. comm.).

3.45 Harvest strategy — Japan

Japan is the largest contributor to catches of NP albacore, account for over half (Figure 14). Japan
has set limits on the number of licences available for vessels to fish NP albacore. Licences must be
renewed every five years, and a total number of licences is agreed by the Fisheries Agency prior to
the renewal process. Vessel have to reapply for licences, and the total fishing capacity of licenced
vessels is taken into account in setting the licence limit (i.e. higher capacity for some licencees has to
be compensated by fewer licences overall). Licences were last renewed in August 2017, resulting in
a total of 41 licences for pole and line vessels and 240 licences for tuna pole and line plus longline,
as compared to 313 (43 pole and line) at the last licencing round in 2012. Through this system, Japan
seeks to ensure that increase fishing effort should not increase above current levels.
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Figure 14. Total annual reported catch of north Pacific albacore (Thunnus alalunga) by ISC member and
non-member countries, 1952-2015. Non-ISC member countries are grouped in the Other category and may
include catches from Tonga, Belize, Cook Islands, Ecuador, Vanuatu, and Vietnam. Source: Figure 2.1 from
WCPFC, 2017

3.4.6 Information

The GLMM-standardised Japanese longline CPUE (Ochi et al., 2017) is the key dataset for the stock
assessment, although the Albacore Working Group reviewed a whole series of abundance indices,
including Japanese pole and line, and Taiwanese and US longline. The Japanese longline index was
considered to be the most useful because it is located in the core area for the stock and has good
contrast. The Japanese pole and line CPUE (Kinoshita et al., 2016) was not included in the base case
model because it appeared that catchability and selectivity were highly variable; perhaps partly
because of variability in targeting behaviour between albacore and skipjack. The size data were also
very variable by season and by year, with sampling perhaps not representative of the catch. The data
were, however, used as part of a sensitivity run (described below). The other potential indices were
not used, having proved in past assessments (2011, 2014) not to be useful (ISC, 2017b).

3.4.6.1 Data from this fishery

Data are provided from this fishery as for skipjack. Unlike for skipjack, and unlike in previous NP
albacore stock assessments, the most recent assessment does not use Japanese standardised pole
and line CPUE as a juvenile abundance index, for reasons explained below; rather it depends on an
abundance index from the Japanese longline fishery.

3.4.6.2 Information available for the stock assessment

The data available for the NP albacore stock assessment is summarised in Figure 9. Resolution C-13-
03 of IATTC strengthens the data requirements from C-05-02 / CMM 2005-03, with templates for
both catch and effort data.
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Figure 15. Catch, standardised CPUE and length-frequency data available for the NP albacore stock
assessment, by year (x-axis) and fishery (y-axis). (Figure 3.1 in ISC (2017b)). The fishery under assessment is
F16, F17 and F18 (according to quarter and area).

The information available for other inputs to the stock assessment are summarised below (taken
from ISC (2017b) except where otherwise indicated):

Catch: The stock assessment uses catch by quarter, 1966-2015 (although ultimately the base case
model was started from 1993). China and Vanuatu are not participants in the Northern Committee,
and are not providing data to ISC according to the NC13 report (WCPFC, 2017a), but catch data are
nevertheless available for these fisheries via SPC (Figure 15; fisheries F24, F25 and F26).

Abundance index: 13 abundance indices were available to the stock assessment working group, from
Japanese, Taiwanese and US fisheries; longline and pole and line. Ultimately only one of these indices
was used as an index of adult abundance, for reasons explained further on.

Size data: The assessment uses length composition data from 1993-2015, from 19 of the 29 fisheries
in the base case model; although the length-sampling data could only be raised to catch-at-size for
15 of the fisheries; for the other fisheries, selectivity was assumed to be the same as other fisheries
with similar operations and gear. Size composition data is collected either through port sampling or
through on-board sampling by crews or observers. Data from Japan, the US, Canada and Taiwan were
used.
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Sex composition: Information on sex ratios is derived from Japanese training and research vessels,
because these data are not normally collected from commercial fisheries. These data show that
males reach a larger size on average than females, and hence the sex ratio is male-biased in the
largest size classes (>100 cm). The data were, however, submitted late and therefore not used in the
assessment; but the assessment incorporates sex-specific growth and natural mortality rates, so the
data were used to compare with model outputs.

Tagging data: The stock assessment model is not spatially-explicit (see below) so does not use tagging
data to estimate movement between areas; this is because the tagging studies for NP albacore have
not been consistent or appropriately designed. Tagging data are used indirectly as part of the work
to estimate growth and natural mortality.

Other fisheries: Unlike the tropical stocks, there are no major issues with NP albacore in terms of
fisheries where data are lacking. Japan, the USA, Canada and Taiwan between them take nearly all
the landings of NP albacore (see Figure 2.1 in ISC, 2017b).

3.4.7 Stock assessment

Stock assessments are carried out by the Albacore Working Group (AWG) of ISC. The most recent
stock assessment of NP albacore was in 2017, described in ISC (2017a and 2017b), from which the
summary here is taken.

Model general description: The assessment uses data through 2015 (starting year variable — see
below), in quarterly timesteps to a plus group at 15 years. The stock assessment uses Stock Synthesis
(SS), which provides a Bayesian framework similar in general structure to Multifan-CL. The
assessment covers the Pacific Ocean from the equator to 55°N and from 120°E to 100°W (i.e.
including both the WCPFC and the IATTC Convention Areas). The model is not spatially explicit, but
defines fisheries by region (five regions in total).

The model inputs were divided into 29 fisheries which were defined based on gear, area, season and
unit of catch (weight vs. number), the aim being to define fisheries with relatively small changes in
selectivity and catchability over the time series. These fisheries included 23 longline fisheries, three
pole and line fisheries (all from Japan), one combined surface gear fishery (Canada-US-Mexico), one
drift net (historical) and one ‘miscellaneous’ (catch only).

13 longline CPUE indices were reviewed during the stock assessment, but it was decided for the base
case model to use only the Japanese longline index in Area 2, Q1 (1996-2015). Operational data were
available for this fishery (i.e. haul-by-haul logbook data rather than aggregated catch/effort data)
(Ochi et al. 2017). The other indices were not used based on previous experience (2011 and 2014
assessments) or in the case of the Japanese pole and line index because preliminary runs found that
the index was not well fit and conflicted with the other data; in addition, the pole and line size
composition data suggested either variable selectivity / catchability or unrepresentative sampling of
the catch.

There were three major changes to the 2017 base case model compared to the 2014 assessment:

e The model start date was moved from 1966 to 1993, to eliminate the influence of poorly fit
size composition data in the 1975-1992 period, and a conflict between these size
composition data and the primary adult albacore index.

e A new procedure was used to standardize the Japanese longline abundance index (Ochi et
al., 2017). The AWG considered that this new standardised time series had good contrast
and was informative on both population trend and scale.



e Sex-specific M-at-age vectors were developed from a meta-analysis (Teo, 2017) (see below).
The AWG considers this an improvement because support for the previous assumption (M
fixed at 0.3 y-1 for both sexes at all ages) from the scientific literature is poor.

In terms of overall fit for the base case model, model diagnostics suggested that the estimated catch-
at-age and productivity parameters were able to explain the trends in the abundance index; unlike
in previous years when the abundance indices and catch-at-age data tended to conflict. Since
exploitation rates are estimated by the model to be relatively low, the production function is not
particularly informative about stock size, particularly in relation to the upper bounds. However, the
primary purpose of the assessment is to evaluate the lower bounds (i.e. in relation to the LRP), which
were better defined. Overall, the AWG considered the assessment a significant step forward
compared to previous assessments.

Model uncertainty: Uncertainty within the base case model (from data and model parameter
estimates) is quantified via 5% and 95% Cls. Unlike SPC stock assessments, the assessment does not
provide a structural uncertainty grid, but provides the results of a series of one-off sensitivity
analyses. A retrospective analysis was conducted on the base case model (removing 1-5 years of
data). The AWG highlight uncertainties in growth and natural mortality, a lack of sex-specific size
data and the simplified spatial structure as likely key sources of uncertainty (see also under
‘sensitivities’ below).

Growth and maturity: The model used sex-specific growth curves based on analysis in Xu et al. (2014).
Length at 50% maturity for females is estimated to be 86 cm (Ashida et al., 2016), which corresponds
in the growth curve to age 5, so the model assumes that 50% of age 5 fish are mature, and 100% of
fish age 6+ (the same maturity ogive as in previous assessments).

Natural mortality: M was set at 0.38 /yr (males) and 0.49 /yr (females) for age 3+, and for ages 0-2 a
non-sex specific vector that scaled with size, based on a meta-analysis (Teo, 2017) and estimates
from tagging (0.45 /yr for males and 0.5 /yr for females). Previous assessments assumed constant
M=0.3 /yr. (Note that all else being equal, a higher M will result in a more optimistic assessment of
stock status.)

Sex ratios: Male-biased sex ratios observed in the largest size classes were modelled via differential
growth and M, but the outcome in terms of sex ratio by age class was cross-checked visually with
sex-ratio data from Japanese surveys.

Recruitment / stock-recruit relationship: Based on studies of maturity and reproduction, the stock is
assumed to have one spawning and recruitment period in Q2. The model assumes a Beverton-Holt
stock-recruit relationship. There have been two independent attempts to estimate steepness (h) for
NP albacore (Brodziak et al., 2011; Iwata et al., 2011), which resulted in estimated values of 0.84 and
0.95. This assessment therefore assumes a value of h of 0.9 (base case); alternative lower values
were included in the one-off sensitivity runs (see below). This is the same approach as in the 2014
assessment.

Because the time series for the base case model was started in 1993, it is not possible to assume
virgin recruitment at the start of the time series, as can be done when the time series starts close to
the start of industrial fishing. The model therefore estimated 10 years of recruitment deviations prior
to the start of the time series (i.e. 1983-92), for input into the model initial conditions.

Initial conditions: Since an unfished stock could not be assumed at the start of the time series, initial
conditions were estimated based on an assumption of equilibrium conditions. Initial fishing mortality
rates were estimated using the Taiwanese longline fishery in Areas 3 and 5, because it takes a wide
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range of sizes. Then, instead of fitting this F to catches pre-1993, they were used to compute the
depletion which gives equilibrium conditions for this F. The initial age structure was also adjusted
based on the 10 years of recruitment deviations 1983-92, as explained above. This approach was
addressed in the sensitivities via an alternative run (Table 12).

Selectivity: Fishery selectivity is not sex-specific (insufficient data), but is fit to catch-at-size or -age
data. For fisheries with limited size data, selectivity was inferred from similar fisheries.

Catchability: Catchability was assumed to be constant over time for each abundance index.

Sensitivities: The sensitivities runs performed during the stock assessment are set out in Table 12.
From these we can infer that the key uncertainties for the assessment include the estimates of
natural mortality and growth curves.

Table 12. Key sensitivity runs selected to try and quantify the range of structural uncertainty in the NP
albacore stock assessment (ISC, 2017b)

Sensitivity Description Tested values (base case | Consequence for model
model in bold) outcome
M natural mortality sex-specific M vector, | significant impact on

constant 0.38/y for males | outcome; lower M values
and 0.49/y for females, | > more pessimistic

constant 0.3 for all estimate of stock status
h steepness of SR function 0.75,0.8,0.85,0.9 no major impact on
outcome
CV Linf variance in asymptotic size | 0.4, 0.6, 0.8 some impact; high variance

-> more pessimistic

start year initial year of abundance | 1966, 1993 no major impact
index
abundance choice of abundance | longline abundance index | results with pole and line
index indices only; longline and pole and | index not  considered
line abundance indices plausible
size weighting of the size | downweighed; not | no major impact
composition composition of 5 fisheries | downweighed
data
selectivity selectivity function for US | dome-shaped; asymptotic negligible impact

longline fisheries

initial conditions | starting point for model in | estimated as described | no major impact
1993 above; estimated for each
fishery individually

model structure | overarching model | new structure; 2014 | results with 2014 structure
structure (definitions of | structure not considered plausible
fisheries etc.)

Interpretation: The model is run and interpreted in terms of female spawner biomass. The stock
status is estimated in relation to the LRP (a depletion reference point: 20%SB¢-o) and the equivalent
fishing intensity (proxy for fishing mortality), i.e. 1-SPRyo%. The LRP is evaluated from the model
terminal year, rather than the average of last 10 years as is the practice for the tropical tunas.
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The AWG notes that even with alternative, more pessimistic scenarios on M and growth, the central
estimate of female SB does not fall below the LRP, although the risk level (proportion of Cls below
the LRP) increases.

MSY biomass reference points (i.e. MSY and SBusy) were also estimated from the base case model
only (i.e. not incorporating alternative hypotheses); note however that these are in different units —
i.e. MSY is estimated for total biomass, while SBusy is estimated for female spawner biomass. Fusy
and various F proxies (Fo.1, Fio%-Fso%) are estimated in the same way as Foxsee=0) (i.€. fishing intensity
not instantaneous fishing mortality).
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3.5 Principle Two: Ecosystem Background
3.5.1 Designation of species under Principle 2

The fishery’s impact of non-target species is analysed differently if the species is from a “managed”
stock or not, or considered Endangered, Threatened or Protected (ETP). These are defined as
follows:

Primary species (MSC Component 2.1):

e Species in the catch that are not covered under P1

e Species that are within scope of the MSC program, i.e. no amphibians, reptiles, birds or
mammals

e Species where management tools and measures are in place, intended to achieve stock
management objectives reflected in either limit (LRP) or target reference points (TRP).
Primary species can therefore also be referred to as ‘managed species’.

Secondary species (MSC Component 2.2):

e Species in the catch that are not covered under P1

e Species that are not managed in accordance with limit or target reference points, i.e. do not
meet the primary species criteria

e Species that are out of scope of the programme, but where the definition of ETP species is

not applicable (see below).

ETP (Endangered, Threatened or Protected) species (MSC Component 2.3) are assigned as follows:

e Species that are recognised by national ETP legislation

e Species listed in binding international agreements (e.g. CITES, Convention on Migratory
Species (CMS), ACAP, etc.)

e Species classified as ‘out-of scope’ (amphibians, reptiles, birds and mammals) that are listed

in the IUCN Redlist as vulnerable (VU), endangered (EN) or critically endangered (CE).

Both primary and secondary species are defined as ‘main’ if they meet the following criteria:

e The catch comprises 5 % or more by weight of the total catch of all species by the UoC;

o The species is classified as ‘less resilient’ and comprises 2 % or more by weight of the total
catch of all species by the UoC. Less resilient is defined here as having low to medium
productivity, or species for which resilience has been lowered due to anthropogenic or
natural changes to its life-history;

e The species is out of scope but is not considered an ETP species (secondary species only);

e Exceptionsto the rule may apply in the case of exceptionally large catches of bycatch species.
3.5.2 Supportive evidence

The fishing vessel crew records all catches in logbooks (Table 13), which are submitted to the
Fisheries Agency (FA), together with the landing records, as check by the Cooperative (see Section
5.2). Neither the WCPFC nor the Japanese government require pole and line vessels to use
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independent observers, and thus the Eisei Maru has never had an observer on board. Information
on ETP interactions and discards is based on stakeholder inteviews conducted at the site visit (see
Scetion 4.3.1 and 4.3.2). Overall, pole and line fishing is known to produce very little bycatch, and
assessments of comparable fisheries have similarly determined that ETP species are not caught
(Acoura, 2016).

In addition to the two species under assessment, bigeye tuna (Thunnus obesus), yellowfin tuna
(Thunnus albacares), yellowtail amberjack (Seriola lalandi), and dolphinfish (Coryphaena hippurus)
are caught, although catch proportions of these other species are modest (each less than 5%; Table
13). No other species were reported to be caught. In general, tuna pole and line gear is known to
produce very little bycatch (Gilman and Lundin, 2010).

Table 13. UoA catches/use and proportion of total catch for primary and secondary species from 2012 to
2016.

Year | Bigeye Yellowfin J. anchovy and | Yellowtail Dolphinfish
pilchard amberjack
Catch % of | Catch % of | Catch % of | Catch % of | Catch | % of
(mt) total | (mt) total (mt) total (mt) total (mt) total
2012 21.4 1.3 4.2 0.3 40.4 2.5 0 0 0.4 0.02
2013 98.4 4.5 13.1 0.6 56.7 2.6 1.1 0.05 0 0
2014 | 36.7 2.2 3.6 0.2 57.9 3.5 0 0 0 0
2015 7.2 0.3 6.9 0.3 56.0 2.2 0.03 <0.01 0 0
2016 | 4.1 0.2 8.3 0.5 50.9 2.8 0 0 0 0

Barbless hooks are used for fishing (confirmed by visual inspection during the site visit, see also
Figure 1), so that when a non-target species is hooked, fishers can simply loosen or cut the line to
release the fish alive without bringing it on deck (K. Yoshinaga, Ishihara Marine Products, personal
communication, 08 Feb 2017). Non-target animals are almost never brought in because doing so
takes effort and can be dangerous, especially when the animals are large. The crew specifically tries
not to catch sharks because there are strict regulations regarding shark harvests (e.g. CMM 2010-07,
CMM2013-08 and CMM2011-04). Incidental captures are rare; crew members report that the Eisei
Maru 8 may incidentally hook 2 or 3 sharks per fishing trip, and the hooks are too small to stay
attached to the shark (T. Arakawa, owner of Eisei Maru,pers. comm., 23 January 2018). Sharks are
not brought on board, and the species are not identified. The most common shark species found
around Japan are shortfin mako and blue sharks, so those are the species most likely to be
encountered (H. Nishida, NRIFSF, pers. comm., 24 January 2018).

Fishermen report that seabirds and sea turtles are not incidentally caught, and other stakeholders
confirm that pole and line fisheries are not a significant source of mortality on these species (T.
Arakawa, Eisei Maru, pers. comm., 23 January 2018; H. Nishida, NRIFSF, pers. comm., 24 January
2018). There are also no modifications to the gear or the vessel, as observed by the team during the
site visit, to scare off seabirds. Dolphins, whales, and whale sharks may approach the fishing vessel,
particularly when tuna are present, but they are far too large to be accidentally caught by the gear.

In addition to the species targeted in the fishery, two species are used as live bait: Japanese anchovy
(Engraulis japonicus) and Japanese pilchard (Sardinops melanostictus). Bait fish is purchased alive
prior to each fishing trip. The bait fish are harvested by purse seine or set nets (traps), typically from
the Pacific Ocean off the Japan coast, and kept in net pens in Nagasaki, Hyogo, Kanagawa, Miyagi,



Iwate, and Aomori prefectures (K. Yoshinaga, Ishihara Marine Products, personal communication, 25
January 2018). The species are not differentiated during handling and sales, so bait statistics
described here are for both species combined. Fishers purchase from different bait suppliers during
different parts of the year, to try to get larger (>10 cm), healthy fish that can better survive during
fishing trips.

The WCPFC Scientific Committee most recently conducted stock assessments for bigeye and
yellowfin tuna in 2017. The Japan Fisheries Research Agency (FRA) conducts annual assessments of
Japanese anchovy and Japanese pilchard stocks, and also assesses the stock status of Japanese
amberjack (Seriola quinqueradiata) using catch data for three amberjack species (S. quinqueradiata,
S. dumerili, and S. lalandi). However, there is no assessment specific to yellowtail amberjack. There
is no formal assessment of dolphinfish. Based on this information, bigeye, yellowfin, anchovy, and
pilchard were considered primary species, while yellowtail amberjack and dolphinfish were
considered secondary species (Table 14).

Each Principle 2 species was less than 5% of the total catch by weight. The bait species (combined
since they cannot be separated in the data) make up >2%, so may be considered as ‘main’ if
vulnerable or less resilient. The stock status of Japanese anchovy is current poor, and this is
considered to be due to a combination of heavy exploitation rates and environmental factors
(decadal-scale ecosystem fluctuations which tend to result in an inverse correlation between sardine
biomass and anchovy biomass). However, Japanese anchovy are not themselves a ‘less resilient’
species, having a typical ‘small pelagic’ life history (short life span, early maturity and high
productivity). (Further details and references for this information are provided in Section 3.5.3.3
below.) On this basis, the team concluded that they are not vulnerable to this fishery and so were
designated as minor species (Table 14).

Table 14. Overview of Principle 2 species and mean catch (or bait use) volume from 2012 to 2016. Data
from Ishihara Marine Products Co based on logbook data from the Eisei Maru No.8 vessel, as provided by
the client.

Species Volume % of total | Classification
(mt) catch
Bigeye tuna (Thunnus obesus) 33.6 1.7 Minor primary
Yellowfin tuna (Thunnus albacares) 7.2 0.4 Minor primary
Yellowtail amberjack (Seriola lalandi) 0.2 <0.1 Minor secondary
Dolphinfish (Coryphaena hippurus) 0.1 <0.1 Minor secondary
Japanese anchovy (Engraulis japonicus) and | 52.4 2.7 Minor primary
Japanese pilchard (Sardinops melanostictus)

3.5.3 Primary species

3.5.3.1 Bigeye tuna

This fishery catches bigeye tuna from the Western Central and Pacific Ocean (WCPO) stock. The
preliminary 2016 global catch quantity was 145,900 mt, an increase of 5% from the 2015 catch (ISSF,
2017). The WCPO bigeye tuna stock was most recently assessed in 2017. This stock assessment
differed substantially from the one previously conducted in 2014, being based on different model
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parameters and coming to a different conclusion about stock status. Specifically, the newest
assessment concludes that WCPO bigeye are not overfished, and that overfishing is not occurring
(McKechnie et al., 2017a). Adjustments made to the stock assessment model included use of a
different growth curve based on newly acquired information about age, growth and maturity. Stock
assessment results are shown graphically in a Kobe plot (Figure 16), which has the ratio of current
spawning stock biomass to spawning stock biomass at MSY (SSBcurrent/SSBmsy) on the X-axis and the
ratio of current fishing mortality to fishing mortality at MSY on the Y-axis (Fcurrent/Fmsy). The limit
reference point (LRP) for the stock is 20%SSBe-o, or 20% of the equilibrium spawning biomass that
would be expected in the absence of fishing under current environmental conditions (most recent
10 years of the current assessment, excluding the last year).

FiFmsy

SSB/SSBmsy

Figure 16. Kobe plot showing the 2017 estimate of WCPO bigeye tuna stock status (F..../F., = 0.83,
SSB...../SSB.s, = 1.23) as a dot with the range of estimates depicted as vertical and horizontal lines. The
dashed black line shows the limit reference point. Figure from ISSF (2018).

There is a short-term target reference point of F < Fusy by the end of 2017, but no harvest control
rules have been defined for the stock (CMM 2017-01). Specific harvest limits for Japan have been
placed on high seas purse seine effort and longline catches. Bigeye catch limits have not been
implemented in Japanese pole and line fisheries, but pole and line catches are relatively modest
(mean of 1894 mt from 2007-2016), comprising about 8% of Japan’s total bigeye catch (WCPFC,
2016a). The UoA targets smaller sized skipjack and albacore tuna, so catches of bigeye tuna are small
and in fact have decreased in recent years (Table 14).

3.5.3.2 Yellowfin tuna

This fishery catches yellowfin tuna from the Western Central and Pacific Ocean (WCPO) stock. The
preliminary 2016 global catch quantity was 633,800 mt, a 10% increase from the 2015 catch (ISSF,
2017). The WCPO yellowfin tuna stock was most recently assessed in 2017, and the assessment
concluded that the stock is not overfished, and overfishing is not occurring (Tremblay-Boyer et al.,
2017). These conclusions were similar to those drawn from the previous assessment conducted in
2014. Stock assessment results are shown graphically in a Kobe plot (Figure 17), which has the ratio
of current spawning stock biomass to spawning stock biomass at MSY (SSBcurrent/ SSBmsy) on the X-axis
and the ratio of current fishing mortality to fishing mortality at MSY on the Y-axis (Fcurrent/Fumsy). The
limit reference point (LRP) for the stock is 20%SSB¢-o, or 20% of the equilibrium spawning biomass
that would be expected in the absence of fishing under current environmental conditions (most
recent 10 years of the current assessment, excluding the last year).
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Figure 17. Kobe plot showing the 2017 estimate of WCPO yellowfin tuna stock status (F..../Fu = 0.74,
SSB...../SSB.s, = 1.39) as a dot with the range of estimates depicted as vertical and horizontal lines. The
dashed black line shows the limit reference point. Figure from ISSF (2018).

There is no target reference point, and no harvest control rules have been defined for the stock. The
WCPFC has stated an objective to maintain fishing mortality at a level that does not exceed Fusy, i.e.
so that F/Fmsy < 1 (CMM 2017-01). UoA catches of yellowfin tuna are very small small and have not
exceeded 0.6% of the total catch during the past five years (Table 13).

3.5.3.3 Japanese anchovy

The bait suppliers harvest Japanese anchovy from the Pacific Ocean stock (distribution shown in
Figure 18). The Japan Fisheries Research Agency (FRA) conducts an annual stock assessment, with
the 2017 assessment being the most recent. The assessment scientists used cohort analysis to
estimate biomass at age and evaluate spawning stock biomass (SSB) against a Bjmit of 130,000 mt to
determine stock status. Biimit is the SSB below which recruitment is thought to be poor, based on high
variability in estimated catchability coefficients for age 1 fish at that level, which was observed in
1988 (Uemura et al., 2018). Estimated biomass has shown a declining trend since 2003, and although
it was higher than the 2015 estimate (71,000 mt), the 2016 SSB estimate (108,000 mt) still fell below
the Bimit (Figure 19). There is no target reference point for the anchovy stock. Overall, the stock
appears to be below PRI and in need of recovery.

g7

Figure 18. Distribution of the Pacific Ocean stock of Japanese anchovy, outlined in pink. Image from:
http://abchan.fra.go.jp/digests2017/html/2017 24.html
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Figure 19. Estimates of SSB (blue dots, left y-axis with units in thousands of mt) and recruitment (white dots,
right y-axis with units in numbers of fish per kg) over time for the Pacific Ocean stock of Japanese anchovy.
The top dashed line shows the threshold between high and medium stock status, while the lower dashed
line shows the Bimt and threshold between medium and low status. Image from:
http://abchan.fra.go.jp/digests2017/html/2017 24.html

Estimated catches of Pacific stock anchovy reached over 400,000 mt in the early 2000s, then fell to
210,000 - 250,000 mt in 2007 — 2010. The 2016 catch was only 80,000 mt. In the stock assessment,
scientists recommend an acceptable biological catch (ABC) that is calculated to maintain a certain
fishing mortality level on one-year-old fish. Because SSB fell below Bijimit in 2016, the 2018 ABC was
calculated with a goal to support stock recovery and maintain current biomass (see
http://abchan.fra.go.jp/digests2017/html|/2017 24.html). However, the ABC is not used to set
harvest limits or harvest control rules, and there is no recovery plan in place for the Pacific anchovy
stock, although one existed for the Seto Inland Sea stock in 2011
(http://www.jfa.maff.go.jp/i/suisin/s kouiki/setouti/pdf/s21-2-2.pdf).

Japanese anchovy are not managed by total allowable catch (TAC), and direct management of
harvest is lacking, outside of input and technical controls (e.g. limited numbers of fishing licenses).

Catches of Japanese anchovy have shown cyclical patterns over time that are correlated with climate
oscillations and environmental conditions, a phenomenon observed for many small marine forage
fishes (Lluch-Belda et al., 1989; Zhou et al., 2015).

Additionally, Japanese pilchard and anchovy show inverse patterns in relation to each other, with
pilchard catches tending to be larger when anchovy catches are smaller, and vice versa (Takasuka et
al., 2008; Figure 20). Although environmental conditions may be an important contributor to the
currently low abundance of anchovy, exploitation rates are significant, and fishery impacts on the
stock should be considered and managed appropriately.
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Figure 20. Catches (thousands of mt) of Japanese pilchard (blue line; left y-axis) and Japanese anchovy
(orange line; right y-axis) over time. From FRA News vol. 51, published July 2017.

Each year the Eisei Maru No.8 uses about 52 mt of Japanese anchovy and pilchard combined as bait,
and hence the 52 mt is a maximum quantity of anchovy (Table 13). This volume was less than 0.06%
of Japan’s 2016 catch and less than 0.04% of the estimated 2016 SSB for the Pacific Ocean stock of
anchovy, suggesting a negligible impact by the UoA.

3.5.3.4 Japanese pilchard

The bait suppliers harvest Japanese pilchard from the Pacific Ocean stock (distribution shown in
Figure 21). The FRA conducts an annual stock assessment, with the 2017 assessment being the most
recent. The assessment scientists use cohort analysis to estimate biomasses at age and evaluate SSB
against a Bjimit of 221,000 mt to determine stock status. Bjmit Was the estimated SSB in 1996, a level
below which recruitment is thought to be poor (Furuichi et al., 2018). Estimated biomass has shown
an increasing trend since 2009, although abundances are much lower than they were in the 1980s
and early 1990s. The 2016 SSB estimate (891,000 mt) was above the Bjmit (Figure 22). Available
information suggests that the stock is currently above PRI and recovering, although abundance is still
far below peak levels.
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Figure 21. Distribution of the Pacific Ocean stock of Japanese pilchard, outlined in pink. Spawning areas are
shown in orange. Image from: http://abchan.fra.go.jp/digests2017/html/2017 01.html
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Figure 22. Estimates of SSB (blue dots, left y-axis with units in thousands of mt) and recruitment (white dots,
right y-axis with units in numbers of fish per kg) over time for the Pacific Ocean stock of Japanese pilchard.
The top dashed line shows the threshold between high and medium stock status, while the lower dashed
line shows the Bimt and threshold between medium and Ilow status. Image from:
http://abchan.fra.go.jp/digests2017/html/2017_01.html

Estimated catches of Pacific stock Japanese pilchard catches were high in the 1980s at over
2.5 million mt per year, then declined sharply to fluctuate around 100,000-300,000 mt from 1995 to
2001. Catches were lowest (less than 100,000 mt) from 2002 to 2010, but gradually increased and
reached 314,000 mt in 2016. Each year the Eisei Maru uses about 52 mt of Japanese anchovy and
pilchard combined as bait (Table 13), which was less than 0.02% of Japan’s 2016 Pacific Ocean
pilchard catch and less than 0.01% of the estimated 2016 SSB. In the stock assessment, scientists
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recommend an ABC. ABCs are used to set a combined total allowable catch (TAC) for the Pacific
Ocean and Tsushima Warm Current stocks, which is allocated among prefectures that catch pilchard.

3.5.4 Secondary species

3.5.4.1 Yellowtail amberjack

The FRA amberjack stock assessment is based on combined catches of three amberjack species,
including yellowtail amberjack. The most recent assessment conducted in 2016 determined that the
amberjack stock currently has high status (summary available at:
http://abchan.fra.go.jp/digests2017/html|/2017 42.html). However, the majority of Japan’s harvest
is of Japanese amberjack (Tian and Watari 2015), making the assessment less reflective of yellowtail
amberjack status. Other information about population abundance is limited, but this species is
generally reported to be abundant (Smith-Vaniz and Williams, 2015). Japan has no defined harvest
strategy or harvest control rules for this species.

The UoA does not target yellowtail amberjack and may not catch them every year (Table 13).
Stakeholder interviews confirmed that yellowtail amberjack are rarely caught in tuna pole and line
fisheries (H. Nishida, NRIFSF, pers. comm., 24 January 2018).

3.5.4.2 Dolphinfish

Dolphinfish is a highly migratory species found in tropical and subtropical oceans around the globe.
They are fast growing and mature at an early age, suggesting fairly high resilience. Although the
species is harvested throughout its range, there has been no indication of population declines
(Collette et al., 2011). Japan has no defined harvest strategy or harvest control rules for this species.

The UoA does not target dolphinfish and may not catch them every year (Table 13). Stakeholder
interviews confirmed that dolphinfish are rarely caught in tuna pole and line fisheries (H. Nishida,
NRIFSF, pers. comm., 24 January 2018).

3.5.5 ETP Species

Japan has a Red Data Book identifying ETP species found within the country (Ministry of the
Environment, 2015). In terms of national legislation, there is a Law for the Conservation of
Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (Law No. 75) that aims to conserve endangered species
and contribute to conservation of the natural environment (Ministry of the Environment, 2016a).
There is also a Wildlife Protection and Hunting Law (Law No. 32) that protects birds and mammals
by establishing wildlife protection areas (Ministry of the Environment, 2016b).

No ETP species were identified for this fishery. According to interviews with the fishing vessel crew
and scientists, sea turtles, seabirds, marine mammals, and sharks (including sharks of conservation
concern such as silky shark, Carcharhinus falciformis, and oceanic whitetip shark, Carcharhinus
longimanus) are not caught (T. Arakawa, pers. comm., 23 January 2018; H. Nishida, pers. comm., 24
January 2018). The WCPFC requires longline vessels to release any incidentally caught seabirds and
sea turtles with the least possible harm (CMMs 2017-06 and 2008-03), and the vessel operators are
aware of these requirements, even though the CMMs do not apply directly to pole and line fishery.
In addition, the fishery does not use artificial FADs, which reduces risks of encountering potential
ETP species. Neither the WCPFC nor the Japanese government require pole and line vessels to use
independent observers, and thus the Eisei Maru has never had an observer on board. However, pole
and line fishing is known to produce very little bycatch, and assessments of comparable fisheries
have similarly determined that ETP species are not caught (Acoura, 2016).


http://abchan.fra.go.jp/digests2017/html/2017_42.html

{

” CONTROI
CUN I RUI
o>

NITTZAYN |

|
ey e B 0 e S\ NI/ N

3.5.6 Habitats

The main habitats in the UoA can be considered the pelagic layers of the Pacific Ocean in two main
areas: (1) adjacent to the coast of Japan off the eastern coast of Honshu and (2) in the tropical Pacific,
largely in international waters east of the Mariana Islands, east of the Federated States of Micronesia
(FSM), and around the Marshall Islands (Figure 2).

Because fishing takes place in the upper layer of the water column using pole and line, the gear does
not interact with bottom habitats. Fishers spray water and throw in the bait to bring tunas to the
ocean surface, and then hook and fling the fish onto the vessel. The fishing poles are lightweight
(confirmed by visual inspection during the site visit) and occasionally snap when large fish are caught,
so that the snapped end falls into the ocean. Alternatively, an entire pole may be lost. Poles snap
about two to three times per fishing trip, while entire poles are lost only once or twice per year (K.
Yoshinaga, Ishihara Marine Products, personal communication, 08 Feb 2017). Hooks are barbless,
and lost pole and line gear is not expected to have substantial ghost fishing impacts.

Although the main encountered habitats themselves are not vulnerable, coral reefs exist within some
of the jurisdictions where fishing takes place. The Japan Coast Guard hosts a map website (CeisNet:
http://www2.kaiho.mlit.go.jp/) that includes maps of benthic habitats and sensitive areas such as
coral reefs. According to CeisNet, some reefs occur off Miyake and Hachijo islands south of Tokyo
Bay. Reefs off the islands in the tropical Pacific have been mapped by the U.S. National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and other institutes (Edwards et al. 2012; CoRIS; PIBHMC).

However, the Eisei Maru has no incentive to fish near reefs and actively avoids doing so.

The Eisei Maru keeps logbook records of fishing operations, including fishing days and GPS
coordinates of fished areas. The vessel does not fish near seamounts or reefs and avoids marine
protected areas (K. Yoshinaga, Ishihara Marine Products, personal communication, 08 Feb 2017).
When fishing within EEZs of other nations (e.g. FSM), the vessel follows their regulations, including
those relating to exclusion zones. For example, FSM prohibits fishing vessels from approaching within
1 mile of submerged reefs, and gear cannot be deployed outside vessels in reef areas. Overall, habitat
impacts from this fishery are minimal.

3.5.7 Ecosystem

Near Japan, the most relevant large marine ecosystems (LMEs) to this fishery are the Oyashio and
Kuroshio LMEs. No specific LME has been identified in the tropical Pacific fishing area, but the
Oceanic Fisheries Programme of the Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC) maintains a website
(http://oceanfish.spc.int/) that describes local ecosystems. Key elements of these ecosystems
include oceanic conditions, primary production, dynamics of fish populations (Yatsu et al., 2013).

Based on this information, UoA ecosystem impacts relate mostly to removal of albacore and skipjack
tuna. In 2016 the total global harvest of North Pacific albacore was about 51,200 mt, and for Western
Central Pacific skipjack the total harvest was 1,740,300 mt (ISSF, 2017). The 2016 UoA catches of
albacore and skipjack comprised approximately 0.87% and 0.08% of the global harvests, respectively,
so the impact of the UoA itself is limited.

The ecosystem role and food web connections of tuna species have been well studied, with albacore
being considered a top level predator. Declines in tuna abundance may therefore affect abundance
of their prey species and the structure of their marine community (Baum and Worm, 2009). Some
research has been conducted on how trophic structure may be impacted by tuna harvests, but
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detectable effects are minor and unlikely to disrupt ecosystem structure (Cox et al., 2002; Sibert et
al., 2006).

At the RFMO level, the WCPFC Convention states that participants will be “conscious of the need to
avoid adverse impacts on the marine environment, preserve biodiversity, maintain the integrity of
marine ecosystems and minimize the risk of long-term or irreversible effects of fishing operations”
(WCPFC, 2013). Thus fishery impacts on ecosystems are considered, and the RFMO goal of managing
stocks to MSY levels implicitly relates to ecosystem maintenance to some extent. However, an
ecosystem-based management strategy has not yet been implemented. Similarly, Japan’s Fisheries
Policy of 2001 states that ecosystems should be conserved (Makino, 2011), but an explicit ecosystem
management strategy has not yet been adopted. However, the WCPFC has started testing ecosystem
indicators (Smith et al., 2016) and monitors data related to ecosystem components such as target
and non-target species.
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3.6 Principle Three: Management System Background
3.6.1 Jurisdictions within the area of operation

The UoC catch is all within the WCPFC Convention area. The Eisei Maru No.8 fishes skipjack tuna in
the Western Central Pacific Ocean (WCPQ), under the jurisdiction of the WCPFC (Western Central
Pacific Fisheries Commission). North Pacific albacore tuna in the Northern Pacific Ocean is under the
jurisdiction of the Inter—American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC) and the WCPFC, since the NP
albacore stock occurs in both the WCPFC and the IATTC Convention areas. Stock assessments for NP
albacore are carried out by ISC; the International Scientific Committee for Tuna and Tuna-like Species
in the North Pacific Ocean. ISC is the science service provider for the Northern Committee, but NP
albacore is not officially designated as a northern stock. Nevertheless, ISC and the Northern
Committee have de facto taken it on. In 2012-13 there was a request to formalise this situation, but
it was not supported by the Scientific Committee of WCPFC. Unlike SPC, ISC does not have its own
office or infrastructure, and works by convening working groups of scientists from member countries
to address different issues.

Japan’s ‘Our Countries Marine Biological Resources Management Policy’ states that highly migratory
fish species that migrate through several EEZs and/or several high seas are managed by cooperation
among coastal and fishing countries and countries who are fishing in the area, directly or based on
the decisions of relevant Regional Fisheries Management Organisations (RFMOs), which is
established by Article 63 or 64 of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS)
(MAFF, 2017).

In international waters, RFMO measures applicable for each species and fisheries must be observed,
while within national jurisdictions, such as inside Japan’s or Federated States of Micronesia’s EEZ
(with valid fishing permit), each state’s national regulations must be observed.

The catch data are reported under MAFF regulations, through the FA to the Scientific Committee of
WCPFC and the International Scientific Committee for Tuna and Tuna-like Species in the North Pacific
Ocean.

3.6.2 Legal framework

Regarding the management of skipjack and tuna resources, two RFMOs have established
international cooperation mechanisms to manage the shared highly migratory resources. The WCPFC
and IATTC share the management responsibilities of skipjack and albacore resources in the western
and central Pacific Ocean (WCPO). The RFMOs have concluded a number of Memoranda of
Understanding (MOU) with related organisations. There are shared responsibilities between RFMOs,
mainly WCPFC, IOTC, IATTC and CCSBT. WCPFC also cooperates with numerous other organisations
in the region including the Secretariat of the Pacific Community (Oceanic Fisheries Programme),
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA), the International Scientific Committee for Tuna and
Tuna-like Species in the North Pacific Ocean (ISC), the Secretariat for the Pacific Regional
Environment Programme (SPREP), and the Commission for the Conservation of Antarctic Marine
Living Resources (CCAMLR).

The decisions taken by RFMOs are binding, and Japan is a member of both WCPFC and IATTC.

The Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC) was established by the Convention
for the Conservation and Management of Highly Migratory Fish Stocks in the Western and Central
Pacific Ocean (WCPF Convention) which entered into force on 19 June 2004. The WCPF Convention



{

” CONTROI
CUN I RUI
o>

NITTZAYN |

|
ey e B 0 e S\ NI/ N

draws on many of the provisions of the UN Fish Stocks Agreement (UNFSA), reflecting the special
political, socio-economic, geographical and environmental characteristics of the WCPO region. The
WCPFC Convention states the need to avoid adverse impacts on the marine environment, preserve
biodiversity, maintain the integrity of marine ecosystems and minimize the risk of long-term or
irreversible effects of fishing operations. It seeks to implement catch limits and effort limits, and
adopt measures to minimize waste, discards, catch by lost or abandoned gear, pollution originating
from fishing vessels, catch of non-target species, and impacts on associated or dependent species, in
particular endangered species and promote the development and use of selective, environmentally
safe and cost-effective fishing gear and techniques (WCPFC, 2000)

The Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission was created by the “Antigua Convention”, a
Convention for the Establishment of an Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission, signed between
the United States and Costa Rica on May 31, 1949. The IATTC is responsible for the conservation and
management of tuna and other marine resources in the eastern Pacific Ocean, and tasked to co-
ordinate scientific research to make recommendations designed to maintain populations of tuna at
levels which will permit maximum sustainable yield. The Convention’s management covers both the
high seas and EEZs of national jurisdiction.

The Antigua Convention explicitly recognizes the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea
(UNCLOS) of 1982, the Rio Declaration on Environment and Development and Agenda 21, the
Johannesburg Declaration and Plan of Implementation adopted by the World Summit on Sustainable
Development (2002), the FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries (1995), and the 1995 UN
Fish Stocks Agreement (UNFSA).

Both the WCPFC and IATTC have an intention and a management system that observes the legal
rights created explicitly or established by custom for people dependent on fishing for food or
livelihood in a manner consistent with the objectives of MSC Principles 1 and 2: The WCPFC considers
common allocation principles such as historical participation, the rights of Coastal States and the
rights of developing States, but historical data are not yet formally part of the allocation process.

While IATTC has demonstrated the intention to develop and implement methods to allow a fair
distribution and mechanisms to achieve this objective, such mechanisms are not formal
commitments.

Japan has signed and ratified the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) in 1996,
the United Nations Fish Stock Agreement (FSA) and FAO Code of conduct for responsible Fisheries,
and supports four International Plans of Action (IPOA) on management of seabirds, sharks, fishing
capacity and lllegal, Unreported and Unregulated (IUU) fishing.

Chapter 1, Article 2 of the Fisheries Basic Act (2001), the overarching framework for the management
of fisheries in Japan, requires conservation and management of fisheries resources, to ensure its
sustainable use as a component of the marine ecosystem, in line with UNCLOS. The Law of
Conservation and Management of Marine Living Resources guides to protect Japan’s surrounding
ecosystem and habitat. The Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF) is responsible for
management of marine biological resources and fishery production activities, administered by the
Fisheries Agency (FA). All distant-water fisheries are managed directly by the Ministry and the
fisheries are operated with Minister-issued licenses (see Section 3.6.6), although skipjack tuna and
albacore are not managed through a TAC.
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3.6.3 Stakeholders and Consultations

The key industry stakeholder groups for distant-water tuna fisheries includes the Japan Tuna and
Skipjack Fisheries Co-operative Association (JTSFCA), the Japan Distant Water Tuna Fishery
Association (JDWTFA), the Japan Adjacent Sea Tuna Fishery Association (JASTFA) and the Japan Far
Seas Purse Seine Fishing Association (JFSPSFA). These organizations represent the interests of the
tuna fisheries at regular consultation meetings organized by the government, and participate in
RFMO meetings with stakeholders to ensure collective opinions of stakeholders are reflected in
Japan’s proposal and negotiations.

JTSFCA, a Fisheries Cooperative (FC) that the Eisei Maru No.8 belongs to, regularly holds discussion
meetings. There are 2 main committees within JTSFCA to gather fisher’s opinions. The Distant-water
Skipjack Fisheries Issue Committee coordinates both the pole and line fishery and purse seine fishery
targeting skipjack to form a corrective opinion to be reflected to governments. The other committee,
the distant-water skipjack pole and line vessel owner meeting, discusses more practical operation
issues such as bait sourcing, and surveys the needs of the fishery operators to convey their opinions
to research agencies and the FA. JTSFCA actively participates in international meetings such as
WCPFC with the FA, and conducts its own lobbying activities. It also negotiates directly with Pacific
island nations to gain entry to their EEZs as necessary for their members, and pays the entry fee if
necessary. JTSFCA establishes a Resources Management Plan for its members (who are consulted in
the drafting process) , and reports their voluntary management measures to FA, while guiding fishers
to implement them.

The National Research and Development Agency, Japan Fisheries Research and Education Agency
(FRA) was established on April 1, 2016 through a merger of the Fisheries Research Agency and the
National Fisheries University. The FRA aims to maximize research and development (R&D) outcomes
as the only comprehensive fisheries R&D organization in Japan. The National Research Institute of
Far Seas Fisheries (NRIFSF) was established at Shizuoka city in 1967. As one of the national research
institutes of the FA, NRIFSF covers the research for tunas, whales, and other international stocks
commercially fished by Japan, and works in collaboration with RFMOQO’s scientific committees globally
in providing data and scientific analysis.

World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) is an active tuna-lobbying environmental NGO, and participates
in international meetings including RFMOs. They regularly update reports of the meetings on their
website, and inform the public on the proceedings. Because of its large presence, it is usually the
only NGO that is invited to the Japanese government tuna discussions, if they are open to NGOs. E.g.,
the WWEF is involved in the management objectives and commission processes as part of the
Japanese delegation to the WCPFC. These discussions were not open to all NGOs or interested
stakeholders, but in 2017, FA and the International Scientific Committee for Tuna and Tuna-like
Species in the North Pacific Ocean (ISC) held a call for all interested stakeholders to participate in the
discussion, before a decision was brought to the WCPFC meeting. It is currently not clear if this
practice becomes routine.

The WCPFC has three subsidiary bodies to support the decision-making of the Commission and which
meet prior to the Commission meeting held every December: these are the Scientific Committee
(SC), Technical and Compliance Committee (TCC), and The Northern Committee (NC). Each
committee is comprised of representatives of member states. Decisions taken by the Commission
are generally done by consensus, however if consensus cannot be reached, voting, grounds for
appealing decisions, conciliation and review are all part of the decision making process, as described
in Article 20 of the Convention. Decisions made in the scientific committee, at the commission and
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other committees are usually explained in its documents published and available through the
RFMOQ’s website.

The IATTC accepts stakeholders such as fishing industry representative, NGOs, and other affected or
interested individuals. Same as WCPFC, there are established guidelines for observer participation at
IATTC. The opportunity to become a member or a cooperating non-member is open to all countries.

3.6.4 Decision Making

According to Article 20 of the WCPFC Convention, decision-making by the WCPFC is generally made
by consensus (i.e., without formal objections when the decision was made). If all efforts to reach
consensus have failed, decisions on questions of substance can be passed by a vote of three-fourths
of the members of the Commission voting and present
(http://www.internationalwatersgovernance.com/western-and-central-pacific-fisheries-
commission-wcpfc.html). ARTICLE IX of the Antigua Convention states that decision making is by
consensus. All members of the Commission have the opportunity to express their views on the
proposed decisions, which the Parties shall take into account in reaching the final decision. (IATTC,
2003) Adopted conservation and management measures (CMMs) are binding. For implementation
of adopted measures, independent reviews are conducted by external consultants to review
Member State’s performance(these are the so-called Part 2 reports, which are confidential). The
‘Part 1 reports’ give an annual overview of fishing activities, gear type, annual catch, fishing patterns
and estimated total catches of non-target, associated and dependent species. The Part 1 reports are
drsafted by the Member State and published formally. Reports from plenary sessions are also
published and available publicly.

WCPFC is subject to regular internal review as demonstrated by the various committees and working
groups that meet regularly and report their findings to the Commission. The WCPFC completed an
external performance review in 2012.

Article 6 and Annex Il of the WCPFC Convention, and the Article IV of IATTC’s Antigua Convention
require that members apply the precautionary approach and the Commission to be more cautious
when information is uncertain, unreliable or inadequate. However, the absence of adequate
scientific information shall not be used as a reason for postponing or failing to take conservation and
management measures.

IATTC convene technical meetings annually with specialist working groups. Based on the scientific
recommendation and analysis derived from the meetings, decisions are made to provide
management advice.

IATTC is subject to regular internal review. This is demonstrated by the various committees and
working groups that meet regularly and report their findings to the Commission and which are
published. The IATTChas_carried out an external performance review in 2016.

The Fisheries Agency of Japan participates in WCPFC and IATTC meetings and in their decision-
making process. The FA is responsible for distribution and publication of Convention decisions and
outcomes to the relevant agencies and fishing industries in Japan. It is also responsible for any
changes in Japanese legislation and regulations to enforce decisions. As a member of FC, Eisei Maru
Co. Ltd. (the vessels’ company) has opportunities to provide information to the Japanese government
to be reflected into the Convention’s decision making process, either individually or through the
JTSFCA. The determined RFMO decisions are communicated to JTSFCA from MAFF, then JTSFCA
disseminates the information to each member. When Eisei Maru receives the information, it is
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communicated to the Fishing Master by radio to ensure that the fishing operations are compliant
with RFMO decisions.

3.6.5 Long and short term objectives

Chapter 1, Article 2 of the Fisheries Basic Act (2001), is the overarching framework for the
management of fisheries in Japan and requires conservation and management of fisheries resources
to ensure its sustainable use as a component of marine ecosystem, following UNCLOS, which Japan
ratified in 1996.

The Law of Conservation and Management of Marine Living Resources (1996) legally enshrines
Japan’s commitment to “maximum sustainable production” and sets TAC and TAE systems and ABC
calculation rules. The law also guides to protect surrounding ecosystem and habitat. Japan formally
accepted the 1992 UN Convention on Biological Diversity. This formally commits Japan to the
Precautionary Principle.

The National Fisheries Master Plan of 2017 shows the commitment to full utilization of fishery
resources with sustainable management, to provide stable supply of products and contribute to the
development of fishing communities. The Fishery White Paper 2017 part 2 shows the governmental
aims to set measurable objectives and apply the precautionary approach, beginning with major
commercial fisheries. The implementation of the Fishery White Paper is expected in the near future.
Until then, local-level initiative through co-management framework is the main form of sustainable
management, but this local management is already in accordance with MSC Principles 1 and 2.

The overall renewal process of “fishery permits for designated fisheries” set in the Japan’s Marine
Biological Resources Management Policy (MAFF, 2017) states that Japan manages skipjack resources
through introduction and implementation of management measures by working with/ complying
with WCPFC decisions. In addition, there is the establishment of voluntary management measures
by each fishery cooperative (through their Resources Management Plan), such as voluntary off-
fishing days.

The same policy (MAFF, 2017) does not state specific management objectives for albacore resources,
thus only RFMO decisions are considered for management. RFMQ’s decision on management
measures of both species are summarized in Table 15 below.

Table 15. Summary of management measures of Albacore and Skipjack

Skipjack (WCPO) Albacore (North Pacific)
RFMO WCPFC WCPFC, IATTC
Scientific body SPC ISC
RFMO management | 50%SBe-o Maintain current biomass, with low risk
objective of biomass falling below 20%SBr-o
RFMO Management | Bigeye, yellowfin, skipjack CMM | Not increasing effort relative to period
measures 2017-01: purse seine closed season | 2002-4 (WCPFC, 2005) (IATTC, 2005)

in EEZ and high seas (shortened

from last year), number of FAD limit

(none for pole and line)
MAFF biological | Compliance is a Japanese | RFMO measure compliance, voluntary
resources management | responsibility, but reported to the | management (off-fishing days)
po!icy,' fisheries | RFMO License limit for pole and line skipjack
objective and tuna fishery: 5 year renewal of
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Skipjack (WCPO) Albacore (North Pacific)
License limit for pole and line | license, License numbers are not
FA license management | skipjack and tuna fishery, applied | increased but decreased constantly.
though prefecture.
FA Resources | Reviewed Resources Management
Management Plan once in 3 months, with VMS
Committee and port entry/departure dates.
Japan Fisheries | 5 year Resources management plan
Cooperative (Voluntary | made by JSTFCA and compliance by
management) its members.
Resources management | \jore than 12 days of volunteer off-
plan fishing days (vessel moored at port)
Ishihara Suisan’s | Juvenile Skipjack (less than 1.5kg): | Juvenile albacore (less than 4kg): not
company target not exceeding 5% of total catch exceeding 10% of total catch
Bigeye tuna bycatch : less than 1% Bigeye tuna bycatch : less than 1%

The client group has established its own target as below (see also Table 15). As the pole and line
fishery is generally considered as an eco-friendly fishing method in comparison with other fishery
methods, WCPFC and FA had not established numerical catch rules for reduction of bycatch and
small-sized fish so far. To express its commitment to sustainable resources management, Ishihara
Suisan in cooperation with Eisei Maru, has elaborated its previously implicit catch rules in a written
document as presented to the team on January 25%, 2018.

e Juvenile Skipjack (less than 1.5kg): not exceeding 5% of total catch
e Juvenile albacore (less than 4kg): not exceeding 10% of total catch

e Bigeye tuna bycatch : less than 1%
3.6.6 Licensing

The Ministry Order for Designated Fisheries Permit and Controls (Article 5, MAFF 1963) governs the
restrictions on the catch or handling of general aquatic animals and plants, their (or derived products)
sale and possession, conditions and restrictions on fishing gear and vessel capacity, and is further
stipulated in the Fisheries Law and the Law for Conservation of Fisheries Resources.

Fishing licenses are devided by tonnage: ‘coastal’ licenses are for vessels < 20 t, ‘near shore’ licenses
for vessels 20— 80 t, ‘offshore’ licenses for vessels 80-120 t and for >120 t the license/permit is called
a ‘distant-water skipjack and tuna fishery permit’. The latter is the kind of license owned by the vessel
under assessment. For all licenses, the number provided is limited and controlled by the FA. Distant-
water skipjack and tuna fishery permits are separate for pole and line and longline. MAFF announced
in 2017 its policy to continuously reduce permit numbers on designated fisheries including the
distant-water pole and line fishery by restricting permit issuance on only active vessels with recent
catch records, thus limiting the number of licenses. Five years ago there were 43 Japanese pole and
line vessels permitted in total, whereas in August 2017 only 42 licenses were renewed.

The vessel capacity ranks (based on gross tonnage) are set, and for each rank the number of permits
are determined every 5 years, by reviewing the already permitted active vessels. The total number
of permits to be issued are determined at the Fisheries Policy Council, by deducting the number of
vessels that went out of business or have become inactive from the previously permitted vessel



numbers for each rank of vessel capacity, in consideration of the target species stock status. The total
numbers of permits are announced in the official gazette (the total of longline and pole and line
permits only). Before decision making at the Fishery Policy Council, several resources management
working group meetings are held, where prefectural and local fishermen’s opinions are invited (FA,
2016).

The license is requested by fishers through their local FC (in the case of this fishery, the Heda Fisheries
Cooperative) to their local prefecture (in this case Shizuoka prefecture), which in turn submits the
request to MAFF. Based on the track record of catches, and compliance with regulations, the license
can be renewed when requested by the local cooperative. However, with a dwindling number of
fishermen, currently Eiseimaru No.8 is the only permit holder for distant-water skipjack and tuna
pole and line fishery within the Heda fishing cooperative, where there were 20-25 such permit
holders in the past.

All vessels, including the UoC vessels, must carry VMS and provide catch and effort returns. While
fishing in other national EEZs, the vessels must obey all fishing rules and regulations of that country.
This is set out in the fishing permit conditions. Other requirements include measures to reduce
bycatch mortality of seabirds, sea turtles and sharks.

3.6.7 Monitoring Control Surveillance and Enforcement

MAFF controls the fishing effort of the distant-water pole and line tuna fishery by setting a ceiling in
the number of licenses, as discussed in the previous section.

Article 28 of Ministerial Order on Designated Fisheries Permits and Control stipulates the fishermen’s
obligation to report the catch amount from each distant-water tuna fishery trip within 30 days from
returning to the port with a format provided by the MAFF. The catch data are consolidated and
provided to the NC and ISC for scientific analysis. Other measures applicable as RFMO members,
following the agreed upon CMMs, come as the condition to the license, and vessels must comply to
maintain the license. Vessels must submit documentation (self reporting on bycatch, and landing
reports) to prove compliance at the license renewal.

Sanctions may be applied through the Ministerial Order on Designated Fisheries Permits and Control,
based on the Fisheries Law and the Law on Marine Resources Protection, in case of violation of the
regulations on fishery permits and relevant conditions, vessel capacity, catch reporting, surveillance
compliance, VMS, transshipment and landing of fish. The sanctions are either imprisonment, fines,
permit removals or suspensions, confiscation of catch, boat or gear or a combination of these,
depending on the infraction.

Both the WCPFC and IATTC have established vessel registration, and catch and effort monitoring.
There is an established “positive list” of registered vessels shared among all RFMOs for 1UU
prevention. The Eisei Maru No.8 carries a current valid license and VMS. The pole and line fishery is
not subject to the WCPFC’s Regional Observer Program. At-sea inspections and surveillance are
carried out by national authorities and reported to WCPFC.

The WCPFC has a Compliance Monitoring Scheme (CMS) in place that assesses members’ compliance
with obligations and regulations, identifies areas of conservation and management that may need
refinement, responds to non-compliance, and monitors and resolves non-compliance issues.
Independent reviews of the CMS are also conducted to ensure its effectiveness. The Technical and
Compliance Committee (TCC) meets in October and is the “enforcement” committee of the
Commission. The TCC reviews members’ adherence to Commission decisions and monitors individual
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countries’ implementation of those measures through their reports (the aforementioned Part 2
reports). The TCC also makes recommendations to the Commission with respect to encouraging,
improving and enforcing compliance by members with the decisions of the Commission.

3.6.8 Management in Federated States of Micronesia (FSM)

Development and management of the marine resources of FSM, including the licensing of foreign
fishing vessels, falls under the jurisdiction of the National Oceanic Resources Management Authority
(NORMA). Title 18 of the FSM Code establishes NORMA's jurisdiction over the territorial sea from
12nm to 200nm EEZ. (Inside 12nm the individual states have juridiction, but this does not apply to
this fishery.) The functions, roles and responsibilities of NORMA and its staff are defined under Title
24 of the FSM Code. The duties and functions of NORMA include providing technical assistance for
fisheries management, in the negotiation of foreign fishing agreements and for participation in
international bodies (i.e. WCPFC), licensing domestic and foreign vessels in the offshore (tuna) fishery,
monitoring and data collection (catch, effort and other data) and compliance and enforcement. FSM
has a Tuna Management Plan (FSM, 2015) to guide national policy and actions. FSM is a member of
the PNA, and implements the purse seine and longline vessel days schemes (but neither of these
apply to this fishery).

Japanese fisheries cooperatives jointly negotiate and establishe EEZ fishing entry agreements with
NORMA to aqcuire fishing rights within FSM. JTSFCA also establishes fishery operational conditions
on pole and line fisheries within the FSM EEZ, to promote compliance with the EEZ fisheries
agreement with FSM. The coastal area within 24 nm, and within 2 nm from a fixed FAD set by FSM
residents, are prohibited for entry, as well as within 1 nm from all submerged reefs. All fishing gears
must be stored during navigation in these areas.

Vessels must accept observers all through the year, pay the observer fees agreed for fishing entry
and other associated fees. Vessels must enable Automatic Location Communicators (ALCs) at all
times, and comply with the surveillance inspections requested by FSM authority.

Total catch, including numbers and species of discards and bycatch are to be recorded daily and
reported to JTSFCA using SPC / FFA Regional Pole and Line Logsheet (a common format for all Pacific
islands fishery managed through SPC) within 3 days after the catch, which will be reported to NORMA.
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4 Evaluation Procedure

4.1 Harmonised Fishery Assessment

This fishery overlaps with a number of other North Pacific albacore and WCPO skipjack fisheries in
the MSC programme:

Table 16. Overlapping fisheries with which harmonisation is required.

Fishery Stock

PNA Western and Central Pacific skipjack and yellowfin, unassociated / non FAD | WCPO skipjack
set, tuna purse seine

Solomon Islands skipjack and yellowfin tuna purse seine and pole & line WCPO skipjack
Tri Marine Western and Central Pacific skipjack and yellowfin tuna W(CPO skipjack
Japanese Pole and Line skipjack and albacore tuna fishery W(CPO skipjack

Northern Pacific Albacore
PT Citraraja Ampat, Sorong pole and line Skipjack and Yellowfin Tuna WCPO skipjack
CHMSF British Columbia Albacore Tuna North Northern Pacific Albacore
AAFA and WFOA North Pacific albacore tuna Northern Pacific Albacore
Talley’s New Zealand Skipjack Tuna Purse Seine WCPO skipjack

In April 2016, MSC held a harmonization workshop which aimed to align P1 scores across WCPFC
stocks (MSC, 2016), including WCPO skipjack and NP albacore. MSC requires the assessments are
harmonized between fisheries in relation to outcomes (pass/fail and conditions). Therefore the
assessment of Principle 1 for this fishery has taken the conclusions of the harmonization workshop
into consideration. However, since the harmonisation process, there has been a new stock
assessment for both stocks, as well as a new CMM for tropical tuna species managed by WCPFC and
a new harvest strategy for NP albacore; hence the conclusions of the harmonisation process are
increasingly irrelevant.

There are also several overlapping fisheries, already certified with these stocks as target species
(Table 16). The scoring of these fisheries is similar across the board for Principle 1. All have been
audited since the new stock assessments, but none have taken into account the new harvest
strategies for each species (CMM 2017-01 for skipjack and new harvest strategy for NP albacore).
This means that for P11.2.1d for NP Albacore, the scoring (SG80) is a change from the agreed
harmonised scores (MSC, 2016; see Appendix 2), but this is appropriate given that progress has been
made since April 2016 when the workshop took place.

A comparison of scores indicates that despite small differences in scoring, these all occur within the
SG80 — 100 range, indicating no material difference in outcome.

This fishery under assessment is currently the only ongoing full-assessment for NP Albacore. We have
reached out to the other CABs to inform them of our scores.
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Table 17. Principle 1 scoring of overlapping fisheries

Stock Fishery 111 | 121 | 122 | 123 | 1.24

W(CPO skipjack | MSC harmonized scoring (April 2016 workshop) | 100 70 60 90 95

Japan pole and line skipjack and albacore 100 70 60 90 95

Solomon Islands skipjack and yellowfin purse | 100 70 60 90 95
seine and pole and line

TriMarine West Pacific skipjack and yellowfin 100 70 60 90 95
PNA skipjack 100 70 60 90 95

Talley’s New Zealand skipjack purse seine 100 70 60 90 95

Ishihara Marine Products Albacore and Skipjack | 100 70 60 90 95
pole and line

North  Pacific | MSC harmonized scoring (April 2016 workshop) | 100 80 60 90 100
albacore

Japan pole and line skipjack and albacore 100 80 60 90 100
CHMSEF British Columbia albacore 100 90 60 90 100
AAFA/WFAO North Pacific albacore 100 85 60 100 100

Ishihara Marine Products Albacore and Skipjack | 80 85 60 90 100
pole and line

4.2 Assessment Methodologies

This assessment was conducted in accordance with the MSC Fisheries Standard v2.0 and MSC Full
Assessment Reporting Template version 2.0, and used the Default Assessment Tree without
adjustments.

4.3  Evaluation Processes and Techniques
43.1 Site Visit and consultations

The site visit was held at Yaizu City, Shizuoka Prefecture Japan on 23™-26™ January 2018. The
individuals met during the site visit and their roles in the fishery are listed in Table 18.

The team initially met at the office of the client in Yaizu City, but also visited the National Research
Institute of Far Seas Fisheries at Shizuoka, and the Yaizu Fisheries Cooperative, where they had the
opportunity to visit the vessel itself (see Figure 23).
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Figure 23. The Eisei Maru No.8. Right: view from the captain’s cabin. Photos taken during site visit.

The captain was briefly interviewed. The team was also able to witness the unloading process from
another tuna vessel, offloading at the cooperative.

Originally, the fishery was announced for the Japanese EEZ and high seas. During the site visit, the
team learned that the vessel not only operates in the Japanese EEZ and High Seas, but may also
obtain licenses to fish in other EEZs in the Pacific. As this fishery has operated in the EEZ of the
Federated States of Micronesia for the last few years, and was able to supply the team with the
relevant catch data, the CAB submitted a Variation Request to MSC to get permission to include the
FSM EEZ in this assessment. This Variation Request was granted on 12 June 2018 and subsequently
additional stakeholders with a potential interest in the FSM EEZ were notified of the addition.

Table 18. List of attendees at the on-site meetings.

Affiliation Name Date

Control Union Japan Kazumi Watanabe 23rd January

MSC Japan Hiroki Takamiyagi 23rd-25th January
Ishihara Marine Products Co. Ltd. Toshitaka Kumashiro 23rd and 25th January
Ishihara Marine Products Co. Ltd. Katsuhiko Yoshinaga 23rd-25th January
Ishihara Marine Products Co. Ltd. Takayuki Kondo 23rd and 25th January
Eisei Maru Taichi Arawaka 23rd January

Hiroshi Nishida Fisheries Research and Education | 24th January

Agency (NRIFSF)

Isao Sakaguchi (remote through Skype) Gakusyuin University (Environmental | 24th January

policy)

Yaizu Fisheries Cooperative Association Yasuharu Aoki 24th January

Yaizu Fisheries Cooperative Association Shingo Suzuki 24th January

Yaizu Fisheries Cooperative Association Toshiyuki Kinpara 24th January

Fisheries Agency (remote, by phone call) | Teruo Kitade 25th January

Control Union Pesca Cora Seip 23rd-25th January

Control Union Pesca Yoko Tamura 23rd-25th January
3192R04A Control Union Pesca Ltd
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Control Union Pesca Jo Gascoigne 23rd-25th January
Control Union Pesca Jocelyn Drugan 23rd-25th January

The information obtained during the site visit has been incorporated throughout the main report;
however key points are summarised below:

e |shihara Marine Products/ Eisei Maru: Information about traceability from capture to 1°
point of sale, details on fishing operations, gear use, bait use, bycatch avoidance tactics, ETP
interactions, gear loss

e NRIFSF: Information on stock assessment, and other data collection regarding (tropical) tuna,
information on interactions with other species and potential by-catch

e Yaizu Cooperative: Information about traceability from capture to 1% point of sale,
information about the data collection and reporting to the Fisheries Agency.

e Fishery Agency: Information about the management and implementation of the fishery
(operations, data gathering and analysis, management structures, decision making process
and responsibilities, management plans, regulations, enforcement etc

43.2 Evaluation Techniques

a) Media announcements: CU Pesca selected the MSC as media outlet. The MSC press release
targeted a wide range of stakeholders within the sustainable seafood industry, ensuring that key
stakeholders were notified of this fishery’s announcement. MSC Japan, in cooperation with Control
Union Japan (a sister-company of CU Pesca), also published a separate press release about the
assessment.

Aside from the general communication to stakeholders about the assessment, the team also reached
out to a few stakeholders directly, to ensure their participation during the site visit. This was done
by team member Yoko Tamura in Japanese.

b) Methodology for information gathering: Review of data and documentation, interview of
stakeholders.

c) Scoring process: Scoring was agreed by the team via email correspondence. Consensus was
reached for all scores.

The scores were decided as follows:

How many scoring | SG60 SG80 SG100
issues met?

All 60 80 100
Half FAIL 70 90
Less than half FAIL 65 85
More than half FAIL 75 95
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Note that where there is only one scoring issue in the SG, the issue can be partially scored — in this
case the team used their judgement to determine what proportion of it was met, e.g. at the 100 level,
a small part met = 85, about half met = 90, nearly all met = 95.

d) Decision rule for reaching the final recommendation: The decision rule for MSC certification is as
follows:

e No Pls scores below 60;
e The aggregate score for each Principle, rounded to the nearest whole number, is 80 or above.

e The aggregate score for each Principle is the sum of the weighted score of each Performance
Indicator within that Principle.

e) Scoring elements: The set of scoring elements considered in the assessment is listed in Table 19.

Table 19. Scoring elements

Component Scoring elements Main/Not | Data-deficient
main or not

Target species - NP albacore N/a No

NP albacore

Target species — W(CPO skipjack N/a No

W(CPO skipjack

Primary Species Japanese pilchard (Sardinops melanostictus) Not main | No

WCPO bigeye, WCPO yellowfin, Japanese anchovy (Engraulis | Not main | No
japonicus)

See Table 13 and Table 14

Secondary species | Yellowtail amberjack (Seriola lalandi), dolphinfish | Not main | No
(Coryphaena hippurus)

See Table 13 and Table 14

ETP species Elasmobranchs, sea turtles, seabirds and cetaceans N/a no

Habitats None N/a N/a

f) Use of the RBF

Originally, the fishery’s assessment was announced with the use of the RBF, as there are no observer
data available for this fishery (the pole and line fishery is not required to take observers, as per
WCPFC CMM-2007-001). It was therefore anticipated that the RBF would be needed to determine
the likely Primary (Pl 2.1.1), Secondary (Pl 2.2.1) and ETP species (Pl 2.3.1) that this fishery interacts
with. In addition, under Secondary species (2.2.1), stock status reference points for some out of
scope species were unlikely to be available. The RBF would thus be required to determine the impact
of the fishery on these species.

During the site visit, consultation with Dr Nishida of the National Research Institute of Far Seas
Fisheries at Shizuoka and Dr Sakaguchi from Gakusyuin University confirmed that the fishery
interacts with a limited amount of species, aside from the target species, and that the catch data
were a good reflection of the catch composition. No other species that the fishery would interact
with were identified by the stakeholders. As discussed in Section 3.2.1, the fishermen report that
seabirds and sea turtles are not incidentally caught, and other stakeholders confirmed that pole and
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line fisheries are not a significant source of mortality on these species, nor is there significant

interaction with marine mammals.

After the site visit, the CAB therefore informed stakeholders of a change in the use of the RBF and
announced that the Default Assessment Tree would be used to score the Primary, Secondary and
ETP species outcomes.
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5 Traceability

5.1 Eligibility Date

The eligibility date shall be the date of publication of the PCDR. Any product caught after the 18
December 2018, by the Eisei Maru No.8 and conforming to the UoA detailed in Section 3.1Error!
Reference source not found. shall thus be eligible to bear the MSC ecolabel, pending the successful
outcome of this evaluation , subject to the traceability conditions given in Section 5.2 as well as
Clause 5.6 of the MSC CoC Default Standard v4.0 for under-assessment product.

5.2  Traceability within the Fishery

After hauling, the fish are put on the deck, and are immediately placed in a tank with chilled brine
water. The fish are not sorted. After a day in the brine, the fish are moved to the freezer at -50°C.
There is no processing on board apart from adult bigeye and yellowfin tunas: from these incidentally
caught specimens, the tail, fins, and gills are removed to drain the blood and keep the quality better
during storage. The remainder of the fish remain whole and are identifiable to species level. The
catch is sorted by species and size during landing at the quayside, by employees from the Fishery
Cooperative.

Each catch is noted in the vessel’s logbook, and verified by the Cooperative at landing.

At the end of each fishing trip, the vessel has to notify the port of landing (the Fishery Cooperative
on site) approximately 1.5 working days in advance of landing the fish. The vessel also provides the
cooperative with a list of the catch that is on board, which the cooperative in turn shares with
potential buyers. The fishing company (Eisei Maru) decides whether they want to have an auction to
sell off the catch, or whether they sell their catch directly to a buyer, which often is Ishihara Marine
Products (though not exclusively). Activities (storage, processing) by Ishihara Marine Products,
though the client for this assessment on behalf of the vessel, are not covered by this certificate, but
as a buyer and processor have their own Chain of Custody certificate.

After docking, the cooperative’s task is to land the catch; the fishing crew only removes the fish from
the hold, and may help to put the fish on the sorting machine, but the cooperative is responsible for
the landing and sorting, and will take down the final total weight of the catch.

Sales are made either directly by the vessel before landing, or through auction and the cooperative
provides only the administrative assistance to the vessel (sales document, keeping of records) on
behalf of the fishing company, even if they choose to sell directly. If the fish is sold through auction,
the cooperative is authorized by the fishing company to sell the fish on their behalf.

The cooperative keeps records of the originally reported weight, of the weight that is landed, and
what has been sold and for what price and to whom. This is reported each month by the Cooperative
to the Japanese information center (part of the Fisheries agency).

Ownership changes at processing of the sale, which usually happens directly after landing. Sale is
either directly, based on a pre-sale agreement while the vessel is still at sea, or after auction.

The cooperative does not store the fish, and only functions as administrative and facilitating
organisation. The auction only serves as an agent, taking care of sorting and administration on behalf
of the vessel, and is covered by the fishery certificate. The fish gets sorted after landing and goes into
a freezer hold, which is owned by either the fishing company (when the catch remains unsold) or the
processor (the buyer). This last part is not covered by the fisheries’ certificate.
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Sorting and selling is done on a vessel-by-vessel basis, so there is no risk of mixing.

The paperwork of the Cooperative also notes whether the catch is MSC (see Figure 24), thereby
ensuring a paper trail from vessel to cooperative to the buyer to ensure the traceability of MSC
product.

Figure 24. Catch- and landing registration at the Yaizu cooperative, noting the catch is MSC. Photos taken
by CU Pesca during the site visit.

Table 20. Traceability Factors within the Fishery

Traceability Factor Description of risk factor if present. Where applicable, a
description of relevant mitigation measures or traceability
systems (this can include the role of existing regulatory or
fishery management controls)

Potential for non-certified gear/s to be used | None —the Eisei Maru No. 8 is registered only as a pole and line
within the fishery vessel with the FFA (32500) and fitted with VMS monitoring
systems for compliance and monitoring. Fish caught from this
vessel are boxed and labelled B-1 for pole and line.

Potential for vessels from the UoC to fish | The fishery can also apply for licenses from e.g. the Marshall
outside the UoC or in different geographical | Islands and Kiribati. Currently, the fishery does not have the
areas (on the same trips or different trips) license to fish in these areas. In case fishing were to happen in
these EEZs, the catch would not be covered by this assessment,
and needs to be kept separately from MSC-catch in the freezer,
and classified as non-MSC. Currently, all fishing trips are covered
by this assessment. The client needs to inform the CAB if fishing
licenses for other areas are obtained and detail how the catch
will be kept separate on board and at landing.

Potential for vessels outside of the UoC or client | A large number of vessels outside of the UoC do fish the stock
group fishing the same stock but the chance of these fish being landed as part of the UoC is
minimal. Should full assessment result in certification, a vessel
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Traceability Factor

Description of risk factor if present. Where applicable, a
description of relevant mitigation measures or traceability
systems (this can include the role of existing regulatory or
fishery management controls)

list will be published along with the certificate to mitigate for
this risk.

Risks of mixing between certified and non-
certified catch during storage, transport, or
handling activities (including transport at sea
and on land, points of landing, and sales at
auction)

Once the fish are caught and brought onto the deck a blue sheet
is spread out to receive the fish and each fish is carried out in
front of a fish storage tank (the brine tank). In front of the
entrance to the tank, staff takes notice of the amount of fish in
the hold and the freezer and estimates the amount of fish that
is in storage according to its size rank (super big, big, mid, small)
with each class having certain weight range that differs by
species. There is no weighing on board, the crew works of off
their experience and is able to make accurate estimations.

The fish are put in the tank with brine water. Each tank holds
about 15t of fish although each tank has a different capacity.
After 24 hours in the brine system the fish are moved to the
freezer until the vessel returns to port. At landing, about 10-15
staff at the port market (fishermen’s cooperative market — thus
cooperative staff) sort the fish via a conveyor system by size and
species. The sorted fish are put into the cooperative’s box with
signed paperwork attached to show the origin vessel, species,
size etc. If there is no direct sale from the vessel to a buyer, an
auction is held in this location by the cooperative’s staff.
Ownership changes at sale, either directly, or after auction. In
both cases, the cooperative market produces a purchase slip and
keeps the trade record at the market, which is later reported to
FA (this will e.g. be used for market statistics). It is anticipated
that the fishery certificate will cease at the point of change of
ownership, which is happens at of processing of the sale by the
cooperative (most often at point of landing), and from that point
on MSC chain of custody certification will be required.

Risks of mixing between certified and non-
certified catch during processing activities (at-
sea and/or before subsequent Chain of
Custody)

None, there is no at sea processing, other than chilling and
freezing of the catch.

Risks of mixing between certified and non-
certified catch during transhipment

No transshipment occurs within this fishery and so the risk is
seen as minimal.

Any other risks of substitution between fish
from the UoC (certified catch) and fish from
outside this unit (non-certified catch) before
subsequent Chain of Custody is required

No other risks have been identified. Product is landed directly
and chain of custody will be required from the first change of
ownership. Risk of mixing of certified and non-certified product
here is therefore minimal.

5.3

Eligibility to Enter Further Chains of Custody

The assessment team have considered the risks of traceability in the fishery and have determined

that product landed by Eisei Maru 8 and originating from within the Unit of Assessment covered by

this assessment (see Error! Reference source not found.) shall be eligible to enter into further chains

of custody.
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Further chain of custody certification will be required for certified product at the first point of sale
(either directly at the point of landing or through the auction).

Western Central Pacific Ocean Skipjack and North Pacific Albacore caught by the vessel Eisei Maru
No.8 within the Japanese EEZ, High seas, and FSM EEZ and after the date of publication of the PCDR
will be eligible to enter further chains of custody. However, any trips which include EEZs other than
the Japanese and FSM EEZ shall be classed as non-MSC certified and will not be eligible to enter
further chains of custody. Currently, all fishing trips are covered by this assessment. The client needs
to inform the CAB if fishing licenses for other areas are obtained and detail how the catch will be
kept separate on board and at landing.

Point of landing are either the port of Heda, Shizuoka, at the facilities of the cooperative of Heda or
at the port of Yaizu, Shizuoka, at the Yaizu cooperative.

5.4 Eligibility of Inseparable or Practicably Inseparable (IPI) stock(s) to Enter Further Chains of
Custody

No IPI stocks were identified in this assessment.
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6 Evaluation Results

6.1 Principle Level Scores

The final principal scores are provided in Table 21.

Table 21. Final Principle Scores

Final Principle Scores

Principle Score Skipjack Score Albacore
Principle 1 — Target Species 85.8 82.5
Principle 2 — Ecosystem 90.3 90.3
Principle 3 — Management System 84.2 84.2

6.2 Summary of Pl Level Scores

Princi-
p:';nu Component Wt Performance Indicator (PI) wit :;?;:jeack Zil:;iore
1.1.1 | Stock status 0.5 100 80
Outcome 0.33
1.1.2 | Stock rebuilding 0.5 - -
1.2.1 | Harvest strategy 0.25 70 85
One
122 Harvest control rules & 0.5 60 60
Management 0.67 tools
1.2.3 | Information & monitoring | 0.25 90 20
1.2.4 | Assessment of stock status | 0.25 95 100
2.1.1 | Outcome 0.33 100 100
Prlm'ary 0.2 2.1.2 | Management strategy 0.33 80 80
species
2.1.3 | Information/Monitoring 0.33 20 90
2.2.1 | Outcome 0.33 100 100
Seco.ndary 0.2 2.2.2 | Management strategy 0.33 85 85
species
2.2.3 | Information/Monitoring 0.33 20 90
2.3.1 | Outcome 0.33 90 20
Two
ETP species 0.2 2.3.2 | Management strategy 0.33 80 80
2.3.3 | Information strategy 0.33 80 80
2.4.1 | Outcome 0.33 100 100
Habitats 0.2 2.4.2 | Management strategy 0.33 80 80
2.4.3 | Information 0.33 100 100
2.5.1 | Outcome 0.33 100 100
Ecosystem 0.2
2.5.2 | Management 0.33 80 80
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'F;Ir;nu- Component Wit Performance Indicator (PI) Wit :;?;;ck ,SA(I:z:ore
2.5.3 | Information 0.33 100 100
311 Legal &/or customary 0.33 85 85
framework
Governance .
and policy 05 |34, |Consultation, roles & ;35 | g 85
responsibilities
3.1.3 | Long term objectives 0.33 90 920
Three 3.2.1 | Fishery specific objectives | 0.25 80 80
3.2.2 | Decision making processes | 0.25 85 85
Fishery specific Compli &
pliance
management 05 3.2.3 enforcement 0.25 85 85
system
Monitoring &
3.2.4 | management 0.25 80 80
performance evaluation

6.3 Summary of Conditions
See Appendix 3. The fishery is provisionally proposed to be certified with 3 conditions.

The proposed conditions are as follows:

Condition Condition Performance
number Indicator
W(CPO skipjack needs a harvest strategy that is responsive to the state of the Skipiack
1 stock, with and the elements of the harvest strategy (monitoring, stock Ipjac
assessment, harvest control rules and management actions) working PI1.2.1a

together to achieve stock management objectives.

W(CPO skipjack needs a harvest control rule that ensures that the exploitation
rate is reduced as the PRI is approached and is expected to keep the stock

2 fluctuating around the target level and robust to the main uncertainties. The Skipjack PI1.2.2
tools used to implement the HCR should be effective in achieving the
required exploitation levels.
North Pacific albacore needs a harvest control rule that ensures that the

3 exploitation rate is reduced as the PRI is approached and is expected to keep NP Albacore

the stock fluctuating around the target level and robust to the main PI1.2.2
uncertainties. The tools used to implement the HCR should be effective in
achieving the required exploitation levels.

6.4 Recommendations

The following recommendation was also issued by the team:

The use of bait by the Eisei Maru No.8 is less than 0.04% of the estimated 2016 SSB for the Pacific
Ocean stock of anchovy, suggesting a negligible impact by the UoA. However, the current status of
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the stock is poor, and this is considered to be due to a combination of heavy exploitation rates and
environmental factors (decadal-scale ecosystem fluctuations which tend to result in an inverse
correlation between sardine biomass and anchovy biomass). On a national scale, fishing mortality
for bait use may be significant. About 84% of Japan’s anchovy harvest is used for aquaculture feed
and bait, and for other, comparable species such as Japanese pilchard, about 30% of the harvest is
used as aquaculture feed (l. Sakaguchi, Gakusyuin University, pers. comm., 4 February 2018).

The company (Eisei Maru) has some strategies with regards to bait use: They buy limited quantities
and have incentives to maximize bait fish survival on board, and to do so fishers purchase from
different bait suppliers during different parts of the year, to try to get larger (>10 cm), healthy fish
that can better survive during fishing trip. Due to the poor status of the stock, however, it is
recommended to look into optimizing the bait sourcing strategy, e.g. to look at other bait species
with a healthy stock status, or find other means of baiting the tuna, so as to limit the need for
Japanese anchovies.

6.5 Determination, Formal Conclusion and Agreement

Following consideration of all stakeholders’ inputs and comments to the Public Comment Draft
Report (PCDR), the fishery assessment team concluded that the fishery should be certified against
the MSC standard. This determination remains a recommendation pending the completion of the
formal objections process and the final certification decision by the MEC official decision making
entity.

1. The report shall include a formal statement as to the certification action taken by the CAB'’s
official decision-makers in response to the Determination recommendation.
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Appendices

Appendix 1 Scoring and Rationales
Appendix 1.1 Principle 1 scoring rationales — WCPO Skipjack

Evaluation Table for Pl 1.1.1 — Stock status (Skipjack)

Pl 1.1.1 The stock is at a level which maintains high productivity and has a low probability of recruitment overfishing
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100
a Stock status relative to recruitment impairment

Guidep | It is likely that the stock is above the point | It is highly likely that the stock is above the | There is a high degree of certainty that the stock is
ost where recruitment would be impaired (PRI). PRI. above the PRI.

Met? Y Y Y

Justifica | The 2016 SC meeting was not able to reach consensus on the model runs that should be used to characterise stock status. The majority supported
tion using the ‘reference case’ model (see Section 3.3.2), the conclusions of which are that SB is close to the agreed TRP (50%SB¢-0) and more than double
SBwmsy (Table 5). Some participants, however, considered that this model was too optimistic, based on observed declines in CPUE at the stock periphery
(close to Japan). Considering the full range of the structural uncertainty grid (5% and 95% Cls; see Table 5) SB ranges from ~40-57% of SBe-o. For the
purposes of scoring this SI, we take the PRI to be the agreed limit reference point (20% SB-0). Across the whole structural uncertainty grid from the
stock assessment, we can infer that the SB has a <<5% probability of being below this point. Projections to 2018 show the stock dropping below the
TRP, but the 5% Cl remains above the LRP (median estimate of Fa018/Fmsy=0.37; median SB2018/SBr-0=0.47; see Figure 7). On this basis, SG100 is met.

b Stock status in relation to achievement of MSY
Guidep The stock is at or fluctuating around a level | There is a high degree of certainty that the stock has
ost consistent with MSY. been fluctuating around a level consistent with MSY
or has been above this level over recent years.
Met? Y Y
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Justifica | SBwmsy is estimated (median estimate) at 23%SBr-0. MSC provide a default value for Bmsy in terms of Bo of 40%, but the guidance notes that this is only
tion used if Bwsy is not analytically determined (GSA 2.2.3.1). Therefore, for the purposes of scoring here the team have used the analytically determined
value of SBwsy (i.e. 23%SB0). It is worth noting, however, that this is only just above the LRP used as a proxy for the PRI above.

Estimates of SBrecent/SBMSYZ
reference case model: 2.31; median of structural uncertainty grid: 2.04; lower 5% confidence interval of uncertainty grid: 1.58

In other words, there is a probability <5% that the stock is below SBwmsy. According to the status quo projections (see Figure 7), the lower 5% Cl of SB is
not projected to drop below SBwmsy through 2018. SG100 is met.

References (WCPFC 2017c; McKechnie, Hampton, et al. 2016; Pilling et al. 2017; WCPFC 2016b)

Stock Status relative to Reference Points

Type of reference point Value of reference point Current stock status relative to reference point
Reference point used in scoring stock | Depletion 20% SBe-=0 SBrecent = 52% SBe=o (ref. case model)
relative to PRI (Sla)
Reference point used in scoring stock | Depletion 50%SBe-=0 SBrecent = 2.31 SBwisy (ref. case model)
relative to MSY (Slb) MSY SBmsy = ~23%SBr-o (ref. case
model)
OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 100
CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/a
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Evaluation Table for Pl 1.1.2 — Stock rebuilding (Skipjack). Not applicable, not scored.

Evaluation Table for Pl 1.2.1 — Harvest strategy (Skipjack)

Pl 1.2.1 There is a robust and precautionary harvest strategy in place

Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100

a Harvest strategy design
Guidep | The harvest strategy is expected to | The harvest strategy is responsive to the state of the | The harvest strategy is responsive to the state of
ost achieve stock management objectives | stock and the elements of the harvest strategy work | the stock and is designed to achieve stock

reflected in P1 1.1.1 SG80. together towards achieving stock management | management objectives reflected in PI 1.1.1 SG80.
objectives reflected in Pl 1.1.1 SG80.

Met? Y N N
Justifica | MSC defines a harvest strategy as ‘the combination of monitoring, stock assessment, harvest control rules and management actions, which may
tion include an MP or an MP (implicit) and be tested by MISE’ (MSC — MSCI Vocabulary v1.1).

The stated objective of the WCPFC harvest strategy for skipjack as defined in CMM 2017-01 is to maintain the biomass on average at a level consistent
with the agreed interim target reference point (50% SBr-0; CMM 2015-06).

CMM 2014-06 commits WCPFC to developing a formal harvest strategy for skipjack and the other key stocks; unlike the other stocks, some tangible
progress has been made for skipjack (i.e. agreement of a TRP). The workplan was updated at WCPFC14, and commits WCPFC to implementing a
formal harvest strategy for skipjack in 2021 (see harvest strategy workplan; Attachment L in the summary report from WCPFC14). For the moment,
however, the elements of the WCPFC harvest strategy are the following:

e Data collection on the stock and fishery (considered in detail in Pl 1.2.3 below)

e  Stock assessment process (considered in detail in Pl 1.2.4 below)

e Limit reference point (20%SBr-0) and target reference point (50%SB¢-o) (see P1 1.1.1)

e  ‘Available’ HCR (see 1.2.2), with some management tools set out in 2017-01 (described in Section 3.3.3);

e  Monitoring of implementation of CMM 2017-01 via data gathering and Part 1 and 2 reports to the Commission.
This management strategy is reviewed annually during the Commission meeting.
PNA harvest strategy:

PNA operate a purse seine vessel day scheme (VDS) which limits effort by setting an overall ‘TAE’ (total allowable effort) which is divided up for each
of the parties to the agreement. The TAE is set annually based on objectives of ‘optimal exploitation’ as well as WCPFC provisions (which presumably




means MSY). The days are set based on the objective of limiting purse seine effort to 2010 levels (which was a requirement of the previous tropical
tuna CMMs, although not 2017-01).

Overall scoring:

The team considered that the current management framework (WCPFC plus PNA) can be expected to ensure that F and SB remain at appropriate
levels; this is supported by the current stock status and status quo projections (see Figure 7). The status quo projections suggest that the stock is
fluctuating around the agreed management target (dropping below but then rebuilding). Although the ‘status quo’ from 2016 was while CMM 2015-
01 rather than 2017-01 was in force, a comparison of the two CMMs does not suggest any significant difference in effort levels arising from this
change in management.) The target is well above estimated SBwmsy (see 1.1.1b) and the formal management objective is to maintain stock at the
target level ‘on average’, so the harvest strategy appears to be working. On this basis, SG60 is met.

SG80 requires that the harvest strategy is ‘responsive to the state of the stock’. Although work is ongoing in WCPFC towards a formal HCR, there is
nothing in place at present, and management has been on an ad hoc basis. In practice, a HCR should be responsive to the state of the most vulnerable
stock in a mixed fishery, which is likely bigeye or yellowfin, rather than skipjack. However, the harvest strategy was not particularly responsive to
the stock status for bigeye throughout the period when it was considered depleted (until structural changes to the 2017 stock assessment suggested
a more optimistic outcome). Likewise for PNA, there is not a clear linkage between potential catch and TAE, and the process for determining TAE is
not transparent. The team concluded that there is not sufficient evidence that the harvest strategy is responsive to the state of the stock; SG80 is
not met.

Harvest strategy evaluation

Guidep | The harvest strategy is likely to work | The harvest strategy may not have been fully tested | The performance of the harvest strategy has been
ost based on prior experience or plausible | but evidence exists that it is achieving its objectives. | fully evaluated and evidence exists to show that
argument. it is achieving its objectives including being clearly
able to maintain stocks at target levels.
Met? Y Y N
Justifica | Evidence from the stock assessment (2016) and status quo projections (2016 and 2017) suggest that the stock will remain above the LRP and SBwmsy
tion with a high degree of certainty, and will fluctuate around the TRP. Changes in WCPFC management (CMM 2015-01 = 2016-01 = 2017-01) over this

period are minor, while the VDS TAE has reduced slightly over the period 2016-2018 (Table 5), so status quo projections are considered to be
consistent with actual effort. SG80 is met. However, the harvest strategy at present is ad hoc, and has not been fully evaluated, so SG100 is not met.

Harvest strategy monitoring

Guidep
ost

Monitoring is in place that is expected to
determine whether the harvest strategy
is working.




Met? Y

Justifica
tion

Monitoring of the fishery for the purposes of stock assessment is considered in Pl 1.2.3 below, and the analysis of data is considered under Pl 1.2.4.
Monitoring of the implementation of the harvest strategy (notably CMM 2017-01) is carried out via self-assessment by CCMs, included in their Part
1 and 2 reports submitted to WCPFC annually. Met.

Harvest strategy review

Guidep The harvest strategy is periodically reviewed and
ost improved as necessary.

Met? Not evaluated

Justifica | Since SG80a is not met, this has no impact on the scoring.

tion

Shark finning

Guidep | Itis likely that shark finning is not taking | It is highly likely that shark finning is not taking | There is a high degree of certainty that shark

ost place. place. finning is not taking place.

Met? n/a n/a n/a

Justifica | The target species is not a shark.

tion

Review of alternative measures

Guidep | There has been a review of the potential | There is a regular review of the potential | There is a biannual review of the potential

ost effectiveness and  practicality  of | effectiveness and practicality of alternative | effectiveness and practicality of alternative
alternative measures to minimise UoA- | measures to minimise UoA-related mortality of | measures to minimise UoA-related mortality of
related mortality of unwanted catch of | unwanted catch of the target stock and they are | unwanted catch of the target stock, and they are
the target stock. implemented as appropriate. implemented, as appropriate.

Met? n/a n/a n/a
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Justifica | There is no unwanted catch of the target stock from this fishery. This fishery targets skipjack (and NP albacore) specifically, and there are no
tion requirements such as minimum or maximum landing sizes or quotas which could lead to any of this catch being unwanted. Discarding rates for
skipjack are minimal, according to the stock assessment report. Hence there is no ‘unwanted catch’ of skipjack in this fishery.
References (McKechnie, Hampton, et al. 2016; WCPFC 2017b; Pilling et al. 2017); CMMs 2017-01, 2016-01, 2015-01, 2015-06, 2014-06
OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 70
CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): 1
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Evaluation Table for Pl 1.2.2 — Harvest control rules and tools (Skipjack)

approached’ only in cases where:

Pl 1.2.2 There are well defined and effective harvest control rules (HCRs) in place
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100
a HCRs design and application
Guidep | Generally understood HCRs are in place or | Well defined HCRs are in place that ensure | The HCRs are expected to keep the stock fluctuating
ost available that are expected to reduce the | that the exploitation rate is reduced as the | at or above a target level consistent with MSY, or
exploitation rate as the point of recruitment | PRI is approached, are expected to keep the | another more appropriate level taking into account
impairment (PRI) is approached. stock fluctuating around a target level | the ecological role of the stock, most of the time.
consistent with (or above) MSY, or for key
LTL species a level consistent with ecosystem
needs.
Met? Y N Not scored
J}Jstifica SA2.5.2 In scoring issue (a) at the SG60 level, teams shall accept ‘available’ HCRs (instead of HCRs that are ‘in place’) in cases where:
tion a. Stock biomass has not previously been reduced below the MSY level or has been maintained at that level for a recent period of
time that is at least longer than 2 generation times of the species, and is not predicted to be reduced below BMSY within the next
5 years; or
b. In UoAs where BMSY estimates are not available, the stock has been maintained to date by the measures in use at levels that
have not declined significantly over time, nor shown any evidence of recruitment impairment.
SA2.5.3 Teams shall recognise ‘available’ HCRs as ‘expected to reduce the exploitation rate as the point of recruitment impairment is

a. HCRs are effectively used in some other UoAs, that are under the control of the same management body and of a similar size and

scale as the UoA; or

b. An agreement or framework is in place that requires the management body to adopt HCRs before the stock declines below BMSY.

WCPO skipjack stock biomass has not previously been reduced below the MSY level, according to the stock assessment (see Figure 7). Short-term
projections suggest that biomass will decline below the agreed TRP in 2018 but in the longer term will increase again, and will be maintained
consistently above the MSY level (see 1.1.1b). Unlike bigeye and yellowfin, there is no consistent downwards trend in skipjack biomass across the

region over the time series.




WCPFC have an agreed, legally-binding framework in place to establish formal harvest strategies and control rules for their main stocks, including
WCPO skipjack (see CMM 2014-06 and associated workplans; Section 3.3.4). SA2.5.3b is therefore met. On this basis, for a HCR can be considered to
be ‘available’ for this stock. SG60 is met. Since the harvest strategy is not ‘in place’, SG80 is not met.

b HCRs robustness to uncertainty
Guidep The HCRs are likely to be robust to the main | The HCRs take account of a wide range of
ost uncertainties. uncertainties including the ecological role of the
stock, and there is evidence that the HCRs are robust
to the main uncertainties.
Met? N Not scored

Justifica | Since there is no HCR ‘in place’, it cannot be robust to the main uncertainties. SG80 is not met.
tion

C HCRs evaluation

Guidep | There is some evidence that tools used or | Available evidence indicates that the tools | Evidence clearly shows that the tools in use are
ost available to implement HCRs are appropriate | in use are appropriate and effective in | effective in achieving the exploitation levels required
and effective in controlling exploitation. achieving the exploitation levels required | under the HCRs.

under the HCRs.

Met? Y N Not scored

Justifica | Under SA2.5.5, in order to conclude that ‘available’ HCRs are ‘effective’ (SG60), MSC requires evidence of i) the use of effective HCRs in other stocks
tion or fisheries under the same management body; or ii) a formal agreement or framework with trigger levels which will require the development of a
well-defined HCR. It also requires consideration of current exploitation rates in relation to biological reference points and the agreed trigger level
(guidance for SA2.5.6: ‘evidence that current F is equal to or less than Fusy should usually be taken as evidence that the HCR is effective’).

A formal framework is in place for the development of a harvest strategy for the stock (CMM 2014-06 and workplans; see above). F is estimated to be
0.45Fwsy (reference case model); 95% Cl 0.64Fwmsv. The criteria for ‘available’ tools at SG60 are therefore met. SG80 is not met because there is not a
well-defined HCR.

References (McKechnie, Hampton, et al. 2016; Pilling et al. 2017); CMMs 2017-01, 2016-01, 2015-01, 2015-06, 2014-06
OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 60
CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): 2




Evaluation Table for Pl 1.2.3 — Information and monitoring (Skipjack)

Pl 1.2.3 Relevant information is collected to support the harvest strategy
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100
a Range of information
Guidep | Some relevant information related to | Sufficient relevant information related to stock | A comprehensive range of information (on stock
ost stock structure, stock productivity and | structure, stock productivity, fleet composition | structure, stock productivity, fleet composition, stock
fleet composition is available to | and other data is available to support the | abundance, UoA removals and other information such
support the harvest strategy. harvest strategy. as environmental information), including some that
may not be directly related to the current harvest
strategy, is available.
Met? Y Y Y
Justifica | The information available for the stock assessment is summarised in Section 3.3.2 and Figure 4. For stock structure, tagging data suggest that using
tion the WCPFC Convention Area is a reasonable assumption, according to the stock assessment (McKenchnie et al, 2016a). For stock productivity, there
is also aging from otoliths, as well as information on size and age at maturity, fecundity. Recruitment is estimated from an oceanographic model,
based on information on likely spawning areas. Fleet composition is well understood for most fishing nations, and for those where it is problematic
(e.g. Indonesia, Philippines, Vietnam) there have been significant improvements in recent years, with at least catch data available. All the data
required to support the harvest strategy are available; SG80 is met. There is also additional information, such as data on environmental conditions
which is known to be important for understanding population and distribution shifts (e.g. Ochi et al, 2016). SG100 is met.
b Monitoring
Guidep | Stock abundance and UoA removals | Stock abundance and UoA removals are | All information required by the harvest control rule is
ost are monitored and at least one | regularly monitored at a level of accuracy and | monitored with high frequency and a high degree of
indicator is available and monitored | coverage consistent with the harvest control | certainty, and there is a good understanding of
with sufficient frequency to support | rule, and one or more indicators are available | inherent uncertainties in the information [data] and
the harvest control rule. and monitored with sufficient frequency to | the robustness of assessment and management to this
support the harvest control rule. uncertainty.
Met? Y Y N
Justifica | Fishery removals are monitored by individual CCMs via logsheets and port sampling, and are required to be submitted to the Commission annually,
tion in the form of estimates of total catch plus catch and effort data broken down by gear and either aggregated (5° squares by month) or (preferably)
at operational level (individual logsheets). Despite some gaps in this dataset, coverage is good overall. This catch, effort and CPUE dataset is the key




indicator for stock assessment. Other key fisheries data which support management are size-frequency data (collected via port sampling and
observer programmes) and tag returns. Biological data are also collected via research programmes (e.g. ‘Project 62’ on
oceanography/distribution/migration (Lehodey et al. 2013), also Ochi et al. (2016), Tanabe et al. (2003) etc.).

Formal stock assessments have taken place quite regularly (2010, 2011, 2014, 2016). In between formal stock assessments, SPC provide some
information on trends in fishery indicators (total catch, nominal CPUE, catch at length and at weight), to guide management (e.g. Pilling et al. (2016)
and Pilling et al. (2017)).

On this basis, the team felt that SG80 was met. SG100 is not met, for the following reasons:

e The assessment depends to a large extent on pole and line CPUE, which is a small proportion of the overall catch and does not occur in all
areas.

e Purse seine catch and length-frequency data can be biased by grab-sampling techniques used to estimate species composition (although
there is an agreed methodology used to avoid bias as far as possible; see Hampton & Williams (2017)).

e Some data gaps remain in fishery-dependent data (see Figure 9)
e The requirement to ‘raise’ logsheet data by estimates of total catch (to account for missing logsheets) results in some loss of precision
e Historical data are often lacking in precision

e The uncertainty in the most recent stock assessment is difficult to quantify, although this is attempted by various means (discussed in
Section 3.3.7); and it is not completely clear how robust the management is to uncertainty — the management system is still a work in

progress.
c Comprehensiveness of information
Guidep There is good information on all other fishery
ost removals from the stock.
Met? Y
Justifica | In 2017 all CCMs submitted aggregate catch data by the WCPFC deadline. Some of these datasets are higher quality than others. Catches of tuna are
tion measured and monitored well enough for stock assessment and the harvest strategy. Although monitoring of catches in some areas is far from
perfect, these do not pose an unacceptable risk to the harvest strategy. There are a number of on-going initiatives to strengthen data collection of
member states. Overall, this meets SG80.
(McKechnie, Hampton, et al. 2016; Williams 2017; Hampton & Williams 2017; Pilling et al. 2016; Ochi et al. 2016; Lehodey et al. 2013; Pilling et al.
References
2017; Tanabe et al. 2003)
OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 90
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Evaluation Table for Pl 1.2.4 — Assessment of stock status (Skipjack)

Pl 1.24 There is an adequate assessment of the stock status
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100
a Appropriateness of assessment to stock under consideration
Guidep The assessment is appropriate for the stock and | The assessment takes into account the major features
ost for the harvest control rule. relevant to the biology of the species and the nature of
the UoA.
Met? Y Y
Justifica | The most recent assessment of skipjack tuna in the WCPO was conducted in 2016 using the Multifan-CL software. The model is age-structured (16
tion quarterly age classes) and spatially-structured (5 regions). The catch, effort, size composition and tagging data used in the model are classified by 23
fisheries and rus to the end of 2015. The assessment included a range of model options and sensitivities that were applied to investigate key structural
assumptions and sources of uncertainty in the assessment (see Section 3.3.7.2). The model has and continues to be developed over the years with
frequent supporting analysis and research and workshops. It is able to account for major features of the biology of the species (e.g. estimates of
age/growth, natural mortality at age, maturity at age, movement, recruitment) and makes use of the available data, meeting SG100.
b Assessment approach
Guidep | The assessment estimates stock status | The assessment estimates stock status relative
ost relative to generic reference points | to reference points that are appropriate to the
appropriate to the species category. stock and can be estimated.
Met? Y Y
Justifica | The assessment estimates spawner biomass and fishing mortality relative to a range of reference points which can be estimated (although some with
tion more certainty than others), including MSY reference points (Fwvsy, SBmsy) and depletion-based reference points (SBr-0); see Table 5. SG80 is met.
c Uncertainty in the assessment
Guidep | The assessment identifies major | The assessment takes uncertainty into account. | The assessment takes into account uncertainty and is
ost sources of uncertainty. evaluating stock status relative to reference points in a
probabilistic way.
Met? Y Y Y




Justifica | New developments to the stock assessment include addressing the recommendations of the 2014 stock assessment report, exploration of
tion uncertainties in the assessment model, particularly in response to the inclusion of additional years of data, and to improve diagnostic weaknesses of
previous assessments.
In addition to a single reference case model, one-off sensitivity models were used to explore the impact of key data and model assumptions for the
reference case model on the stock assessment results and conclusions. They also undertook a structural uncertainty analysis (model grid) for
consideration in developing management advice where all possible combinations of those areas of uncertainty from the one-off models were included
(see Section 3.3.8).
These outputs are useful for evaluating uncertainty relative to general determinations of stock status, and it is clear that uncertainty is taken into
account, meeting SG80. Probability-based estimates are reported, and “Kobe-type” plots are presented to assist risk-based decisions. SG100 is met.
d Evaluation of assessment
Guidep The assessment has been tested and shown to be robust.
ost Alternative hypotheses and assessment approaches have
been rigorously explored.
Met? Y
Justifica | Alternative model structures and sensitivity analyses have been applied to the available data and results are reported as a range of outcomes resulting
tion from the model structures. The assessment and its alternatives provide results that are robust as to their general determinations of stock status.
Evidence shows that the set of hypotheses that have been considered in sensitivity analyses, for example, cover likely possibilities. This meets SG100.
e Peer review of assessment
Guidep The assessment of stock status is subject to peer | The assessment has been internally and externally peer
ost review. reviewed.
Met? Y N
Justifica | The assessment is subject to internal peer review through the WCPFC SC, meeting SG80. The WCPFC is also beginning to apply an external peer review
tion process but this has not been applied directly to this assessment. Nevertheless, recommendations were taken from the bigeye assessment to apply
to this assessment. Given the similarities between the data and methods, this could be accepted as a partial external review. However, differences of
this assessment to the yellowfin and bigeye assessments are probably significant enough not to accept this as a full external peer review, so SG100 is
not met.
References (McKechnie, Hampton, et al. 2016; lanelli et al. 2012; McKechnie et al. 2017; Pilling & Brouwer 2016)
OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 95
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Appendix 1.2 Principle 1 scoring rationales — NP Albacore

Evaluation Table for Pl 1.1.1 — Stock status (Albacore)

Pl 1.1.1 The stock is at a level which maintains high productivity and has a low probability of recruitment overfishing

Scoring Issue SG 60

SG 80

SG 100

a Stock status relative to recruitment impairment

Guidep | It is likely that the stock is above the point
ost where recruitment would be impaired (PRI).

It is highly likely that the stock is above the
PRI.

There is a high degree of certainty that the stock is
above the PRI.

Met? Y

Y

N

tion

20%SBe-=o.

Justifica | In this context, ‘highly likely’ is defined by MSC as a 80% probability, and a ‘high degree of certainty’ as a 95% probability.

The PRI for the stock is not known. Attempts have been made to estimate h (steepness) directly, resulting in estimates in the range 0.84-0.95; the
stock assessment assumes h=0.9 on this basis. This means that at 20%SBo (or 20%SB¢-0 — the LRP), mean recruitment would be reduced to 90% of the
level at unfished biomass; a reduction that would most likely not be detectable. The default PRI is taken here to be the LRP agreed by WCPFC, i.e.

The most recent stock assessment by the Albacore Working Group of ISC was in 2017. The assessment estimated SB (base case model) to be ~2.5
times above the LRP. Projections at constant fishing intensity from the base case model suggest a high degree of certainty that the SSB will not fall
below the LRP in 2020 and 2025 (Figure 12). Estimates of relative SB taking into account a wider range of uncertainties including the most significant
one-off sensitivities (see Figure 11) show all point estimates of SB above the LRP, but with 5% Cls overlapping the LRP in all cases. Wide Cls because of
significant uncertainties in the assessment mean that that lower 5% Cl for SB has marginally overlapped the LRP throughout the time series, as
estimated by the stock assessment (see Figure 25 below). On this basis, SG80 is met but SG100 is not quite met.
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Figure 25. Time series of female spawning biomass, with approximate 5% and 95% Cls (blue dotted lines) and the LRP (red line); the black dot and bars

tion

40%SBr=o0 could be used as a suitable proxy for SSBwmsy in the sense intended by MSC.

b Stock status in relation to achievement of MSY
Guidep The stock is at or fluctuating around a level | There is a high degree of certainty that the stock has
ost consistent with MSY. been fluctuating around a level consistent with MSY
or has been above this level over recent years.
Met? Y N
Justifica | The 2017 stock assessment estimates SSBmsy to be lower than the WCPFC LRP (~15%SSB2o1s,f-0). In this circumstance, MSC proposes that 2xPRI /

The Albacore Working Group set out three different model scenarios in the report: the base case and the two key one-off sensitivities; i.e. an
alternative with M=0.3/yr instead of a sex- and age-specific M ogive, and an alternative with a slightly different growth model. For the base case and
the alternative growth model, point estimates of SB2o1s are estimated to be >2 times higher than the LRP (2.47 times higher for the base case model,
2.15 times higher for the alternative growth model) i.e. above 40%SBF=0 (taken as a proxy for SSBwmsy. For the M=0.3 model, however, SSB2o1s is

estimated to be 1.31 x LRP or 0.26 x SBe-=o; i.e. below the proxy.

The assessment cites research (a meta-analysis) suggesting that M=0.3/y (used elsewhere for albacore assessments) is not well supported, while their
M values are based on work done by ICCAT and a previous analysis of tagging data from this stock. (The stock assessment for South Pacific albacore
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previously used M=0.4/y because it gave the best model fit, but the most recent assessment changed to assuming M=0.3/y for improved consistency
with other albacore stock assessments.)

Considering F, and taking Faox% (the fishing intensity resulting in spawner-per-recruit at 40% of the unfished level), the situation is the same in that the
base case model and growth sensitivity estimate current (2015) fishing intensity to be below this level, and the M=0.3/y model estimate it to be above
(Table 10).

On this basis, we can reasonably say that it is highly likely that SB is at or above a level consistent with MSY, as defined in a precautionary way by MSC,
but there may not be a ‘high degree of certainty’ that the stock is above that level. SG80 is met but SG100 is not met.

References Estimates of h and estimates of M, derived from ICS, 2017; Albacore-Working-Group, 2017

Stock Status relative to Reference Points

Type of reference point Value of reference point Current stock status relative to reference point
Reference point used in scoring stock | Depletion 20%SBe-0 2.47LRP (base model); 2.15LRP (alternative growth
relative to PRI (Sla) model); 1.31LRP (M=0.3/y model)
Reference point used in scoring stock | Depletion 40% SBe-o0 1.24 (base); 1.08 (growth); 0.65 (M=0.3)
relative to MSY (Slb)
OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 80
CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/a
3192R04A Control Union Pesca Ltd
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Evaluation Table for Pl 1.1.2 — Stock rebuilding (Albacore). Not applicable — not scored

Evaluation Table for Pl 1.2.1 — Harvest strategy (Albacore)

Pl 1.2.1 There is a robust and precautionary harvest strategy in place

Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100

a Harvest strategy design
Guidep | The harvest strategy is expected to | The harveststrategy is responsive to the state of the | The harvest strategy is responsive to the state of
ost achieve stock management objectives | stock and the elements of the harvest strategy work | the stock and is designed to achieve stock

reflected in P1 1.1.1 SG80. together towards achieving stock management | management objectives reflected in P1 1.1.1 SG80.
objectives reflected in Pl 1.1.1 SG80.

Met? Y Y N
Justifica | MSC defines a harvest strategy as ‘the combination of monitoring, stock assessment, harvest control rules and management actions, which may
tion include an MP or an MP (implicit) and be tested by MISE’ (MSC — MSCI Vocabulary v1.1).

The NP albacore harvest strategy is in two parts: i) the interim harvest strategy as proposed by the NC and accepted by WCPFC in 2017 and ii) CMM
2005-03 / Resolution C-05-02, which are both still in force.

The interim harvest strategy includes a decision rule which only applies to stock rebuilding, and does not specify any tools. It can therefore be
considered more of a statement of intent than a genuinely useful method for stock management (it is called ‘interim’ and MSE work towards a full
harvest strategy is ongoing; see http://isc.fra.go.jp/working groups/index.html). On this basis, it is more pertinent here to score this Pl against the
harvest strategy set out in CMM 2005-03 / C-05-02.

Both have essentially the same management objective, which is to maintain the stock at ‘current’ levels (‘current’ being a different time period
between the two; i.e. 2015 for the interim harvest strategy and 2002-4 for 2005-03/C-05-02, but similar levels of SB and F (ISC 2017b) (see also
1.1.1). This level is perceived to have a low risk of the biomass declining below the LRP (see Figure 11 and Figure 12).

The elements of the NP albacore harvest strategy are the following:
e Limit reference point (20%SB¢-o)
e Management target: status quo; avoiding LRP with high probability (see Pl 1.1.1)
e Data collection on the stock and fishery (considered in detail in Pl 1.2.3 below)
e  Stock assessment process (considered in detail in Pl 1.2.4 below)
e ‘Available’ HCR (see 1.2.2); so far management tools have not been required (described in Section 3.4.3);
e  Monitoring of implementation of CMM 2005-03/C-05-02 via data gathering and reporting to WCPFC / IATTC.



http://isc.fra.go.jp/working_groups/index.html

This management strategy is reviewed annually during the Northern Committee meeting (e.g. see WCPFC (2017a)). NC13 (2017) considered that
there was no need to revise the stock management requirements, because based on the status quo projections (constant effort, as required by
2005-03/C-05-02), the SB is predicted to be maintained above the LRP with a high probability (see Figure 11).

Japan takes more than half the catch of NP albacore, so the Japanese harvest strategy is also relevant. The Japanese harvest strategy (by which
means it implements 2005-03/C-05-02) is to ensure that fishing capacity for NP albacore does not increase. Licences are re-attributed every 5 years,
to a limit in total licences and fishing capacity (see Section 3.4.5). In practice, demand for licences has declined over the last 15 years (see Section
3.6.6), meaning that this limit has not been a problem to enforce.

On this basis, the harvest strategy is clearly expected to achieve stock management objectives; SG60 is met.

SG80 requires that the harvest strategy be responsive to the status of the stock. The stock status has varied very little over the stock assessment
time series (see Pl 1.1.1) making this difficult to judge (no response has been required). The conclusions of the MSC harmonisation workshop (MSC
2016, see also Appendix 2) in relation to this Pl were that since there is a regular review of 2005-03 / C-05-02 by the Northern Committee in relation
to the most recent stock assessment and status quo projections, the framework is available to respond to the stock status, and the various elements
of the harvest strategy (i.e. monitoring, stock assessment, management targets) work together to ensure that this happens. On this basis, it was
agreed that SG80 is met in relation to the regional harvest strategy. Since the harvest strategy has not changed, this analysis still applies.

The harvest strategy is not designed to achieve stock management objectives, in as much as the stock management objectives themselves are rather
ad hoc. SG100 is not met.

Harvest strategy evaluation

Guidep | The harvest strategy is likely to work | The harvest strategy may not have been fully tested | The performance of the harvest strategy has been
ost based on prior experience or plausible | but evidence exists that it is achieving its objectives. | fully evaluated and evidence exists to show that
argument. it is achieving its objectives including being clearly
able to maintain stocks at target levels.
Met? Y Y N
Justifica | Status quo projections based on the harvest strategy (i.e. no increase in effort) suggest that the harvest strategy is able to maintain stock biomass
tion above the LRP with a high probability (see Figure 12). SG80 is met. The performance has not, however, been fully evaluated (e.g. via an MSE). The

stock assessment is somewhat uncertain. SG100 is not met.

Harvest strategy monitoring

Guidep
ost

Monitoring is in place that is expected to
determine whether the harvest strategy
is working.




Met? Y

Justifica

tion below. The Guidepost is Met.

The most recent stock assessment was in 2017, and included projections under two different scenarios (constant effort, constant catch). See P11.2.3

Harvest strategy review

Guidep The harvest strategy is periodically reviewed and
ost improved as necessary.

Met? Y

Justifica | A large-scale review of the harvest strategy started in 2015, triggered by the requirement for the implementation of formal harvest strategies and
tion HCRs for WCPFC stock agreed in CMM 2014-06. The interim harvest strategy (see above and Section 3.4.4) can be considered a ‘place-holder’ for

change was required. Met.

this work, and meanwhile MSE work is ongoing (two workshops held and more planned). This work is due to end in 2020. Meanwhile, the most
recent NC meeting (NC13) reviewed the current harvest strategy based on the status quo projections, and concluded that in the short-term no

Note: This scoring is a change from the agreed harmonised scores (MSC, 2016), but this is appropriate given that progress has been made since April
2016 when the workshop took place. We have reached out to the other CABs with NP Albacore stocks to inform them of our scores.

Shark finning

Guidep | Itis likely that shark finning is not taking | It is highly likely that shark finning is not taking | There is a high degree of certainty that shark
ost place. place. finning is not taking place.

Met? n/a n/a n/a

Justifica | The target species is not a shark.

tion

Review of alternative measures

Guidep | There has been a review of the potential | There is a regular review of the potential | There is a biannual review of the potential
ost effectiveness and  practicality  of | effectiveness and practicality of alternative | effectiveness and practicality of alternative

alternative measures to minimise UoA-
related mortality of unwanted catch of
the target stock.

measures to minimise UoA-related mortality of
unwanted catch of the target stock and they are
implemented as appropriate.

measures to minimise UoA-related mortality of
unwanted catch of the target stock, and they are
implemented, as appropriate.
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Met? n/a n/a n/a

Justifica | There is no unwanted catch of the target species in this pole-and-line fishery. This fishery targets NP albacore (and skipjack) specifically, and there
tion are no requirements such as minimum or maximum landing sizes or quotas which could lead to any of this catch being unwanted. Discarding rates
for NP Albacore are minimal, according to the stock assessment report. Hence there is no ‘unwanted catch’* of skipjack in this fishery.

References ISC, 2017; MSC, 2016
OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 85
CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/a
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Evaluation Table for Pl 1.2.2 — Harvest control rules and tools (Albacore)

approached’ only in cases where:

Pl 1.2.2 There are well defined and effective harvest control rules (HCRs) in place
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100
a HCRs design and application
Guidep | Generally understood HCRs are in place or | Well defined HCRs are in place that ensure | The HCRs are expected to keep the stock fluctuating
ost available that are expected to reduce the | that the exploitation rate is reduced as the | at or above a target level consistent with MSY, or
exploitation rate as the point of recruitment | PRI is approached, are expected to keep the | another more appropriate level taking into account
impairment (PRI) is approached. stock fluctuating around a target level | the ecological role of the stock, most of the time.
consistent with (or above) MSY, or for key
LTL species a level consistent with ecosystem
needs.
Met? Y N N
J}Jstifica SA2.5.2 In scoring issue (a) at the SG60 level, teams shall accept ‘available’ HCRs (instead of HCRs that are ‘in place’) in cases where:
tion a. Stock biomass has not previously been reduced below the MSY level or has been maintained at that level for a recent period of
time that is at least longer than 2 generation times of the species, and is not predicted to be reduced below Bwmsy within the next 5
years; or
b. In UoAs where BMSY estimates are not available, the stock has been maintained to date by the measures in use at levels that
have not declined significantly over time, nor shown any evidence of recruitment impairment.
SA2.5.3 Teams shall recognise ‘available’ HCRs as ‘expected to reduce the exploitation rate as the point of recruitment impairment is

a. HCRs are effectively used in some other UoAs, that are under the control of the same management body and of a similar size and

scale as the UoA; or

b. An agreement or framework is in place that requires the management body to adopt HCRs before the stock declines below BMSY.

According to the most recent stock assessment (2017), NP albacore stock biomass has not previously been reduced below the LRP, nor below SBmsy
as estimated by the stock assessment (which is below the LRP), nor below 2xLRP, which is used in PI1.1.1 as a more precautionary proxy for SBmsy
except for one of the two key sensitivity runs (which, however, the Albacore Working Group do not consider plausible). Status quo projections based
on constant effort and the base case model suggest that the SB will be maintained above the LRP with high probability, declining to ~2xLRP
(precautionary SBwmsy proxy) by 2025. Status quo projections with constant catch suggest that it will decline to below this level, but this scenario is not
consistent with the harvest strategy (see PI11.2.1).




WCPFC have an agreed, legally-binding framework in place to establish place formal harvest strategies and control rules for their main stocks, including
NP albacore (see CMM 2014-06 and associated workplans; Section 3.4.4). SA2.5.3b is therefore met. On this basis, for a HCR can be considered to be
‘available’ for this stock. SG60 is met. Since the harvest strategy is not ‘in place’, SG80 is not met.
Based on the above information, the conditions are met such that a HCR for NP albacore can be considered to be ‘available’, meeting the requirements
at SG60. Since there is no HCR ‘in place’, SG80 is not met.
b HCRs robustness to uncertainty
Guidep The HCRs are likely to be robust to the main | The HCRs take account of a wide range of
ost uncertainties. uncertainties including the ecological role of the
stock, and there is evidence that the HCRs are robust
to the main uncertainties.
Met? N N
Justifica | Since there is no HCR ‘in place’, it cannot be robust to the main uncertainties. SG80 is not met.
tion
c HCRs evaluation
Guidep | There is some evidence that tools used or | Available evidence indicates that the tools | Evidence clearly shows that the tools in use are
ost available to implement HCRs are appropriate | in use are appropriate and effective in | effective in achieving the exploitation levels required
and effective in controlling exploitation. achieving the exploitation levels required | under the HCRs.
under the HCRs.
Met? Y N N
Justifica | Under SA2.5.5, in order to conclude that ‘available’ HCRs are ‘effective’ (SG60), MSC requires evidence of i) the use of effective HCRs in other stocks
tion or fisheries under the same management body; or ii) a formal agreement or framework with trigger levels which will require the development of a
well-defined HCR. It also requires consideration of current exploitation rates in relation to biological reference points and the agreed trigger level
(guidance for SA2.5.6: ‘evidence that current F is equal to or less than Fusy should usually be taken as evidence that the HCR is effective’).
A formal framework is in place for the development of a harvest strategy for the stock (CMM 2014-06 and workplans; ISC MSE process; see above). F
is estimated for the base case model to be below Fumsy, Fo.1 and Fio%-Fao% (although not Fsox).
The criteria for ‘available’ tools at SG60 are therefore met. SG80 is not met because there is not a well-defined HCR.
References ISC, 2017a; (2017a) Attachment |
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OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 60

CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): 3
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Evaluation Table for Pl 1.2.3 — Information and monitoring (Albacore)

Pl 1.2.3 Relevant information is collected to support the harvest strategy
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100
a Range of information
Guidep | Some relevant information related to | Sufficient relevant information related to stock | A comprehensive range of information (on stock
ost stock structure, stock productivity and | structure, stock productivity, fleet composition | structure, stock productivity, fleet composition, stock
fleet composition is available to | and other data is available to support the | abundance, UoA removals and other information such
support the harvest strategy. harvest strategy. as environmental information), including some that
may not be directly related to the current harvest
strategy, is available.
Met? Y Y Y
Justifica | The stock assessment uses fishery-specific catch data, size data and various abundance indices; the assessment had a choice of 13 possible indices
tion of relative abundance, although ultimately it only used one for the base case model. Biological data including age and growth and sex composition
data are also available, although some uncertainties remain, e.g. in relation to growth. Tagging data are available, although not directly used in the
model due to problems with experimental design and consistency. Historical data may also be uncertain; the most recent assessment moved the
start of the time series from 1966 to 1993, due to poor fits and data conflict in the earlier part of the time series. Overall, however, data are
comprehensive, and data not used directly in the stock assessment, such as environmental studies, are also available. SG100 is met.
b Monitoring
Guidep | Stock abundance and UoA removals | Stock abundance and UoA removals are | All information required by the harvest control rule is
ost are monitored and at least one | regularly monitored at a level of accuracy and | monitored with high frequency and a high degree of
indicator is available and monitored | coverage consistent with the harvest control | certainty, and there is a good understanding of
with sufficient frequency to support | rule, and one or more indicators are available | inherent uncertainties in the information [data] and
the harvest control rule. and monitored with sufficient frequency to | the robustness of assessment and management to this
support the harvest control rule. uncertainty.
Met? Y Y N
Justifica | The harvest strategy is based on fishing effort, which can be measured in the stock assessment (as fishing intensity, 1-SPR) using the data described
tion above. Female SB is also estimated relative to various reference points including the WCPFC LRP which is used in the proposed NC interim harvest
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strategy. The time series also allows catch and effort to be compared to historical levels, as required for CMM 2005-03 / C-05-02. On this basis, data
are sufficient for the requirements of the harvest strategy; SG80 is met.

In relation to SG100, the stock assessment report and ISC note a variety of uncertainties in the data which impact on the uncertainty in the stock
assessment; e.g. in age/growth, sex-specific growth, historical data and natural mortality. The key sensitivities highlighting uncertainty in the stock
assessment conclusions derive from these uncertainties; notably in relation to estimates of natural mortality and growth. SG100 is not met.

c Comprehensiveness of information
Guidep There is good information on all other fishery
ost removals from the stock.
Met? Y

Justifica | Figure 15 shows the provision of catch data from the full set of 29 fisheries defined in the model. Only F13, F24 and F28 show significant recent gaps.
tion F13 was created for some historical Japanese longline data (by weight instead of number) and F28 is also a historical driftnet fishery which no longer
operates. F24 is one of two Chinese fisheries. China, along with Vanuatu (relatively recent entrants to the fishery), does not participate in the NC,
but nevertheless there appears to be a time series of catch data from their fisheries (F24=Chinese longline in Areas 3 and 5, F25=ditto in Areas 2 and
4, F26=Vanuatu fishery); it could be that the Chinese fishery in Areas 3 and 5 is only intermittent. The stock assessment treats catch as known with
low error. The WCPFC Secretariat notes considerable improvements in data submission in 2017. Overall, Figure 14 shows that removals from the
stock can be quantified well. Met.

(Williams 2017; ISC 2017b; Ochi et al. 2017; Kinoshita et al. 2016; ISC 2017a; Teo 2017; Xu et al. 2014; Ashida et al. 2016; Brodziak et al. 2011; Iwata

G REESs et al. 2011; Kimura et al. 1997)
OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 90
CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/a
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Evaluation Table for Pl 1.2.4 — Assessment of stock status (Albacore)

Pl 1.24 There is an adequate assessment of the stock status
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100
a Appropriateness of assessment to stock under consideration
Guidep The assessment is appropriate for the stock and | The assessment takes into account the major features
ost for the harvest control rule. relevant to the biology of the species and the nature of
the UoA.
Met? Y Y
Justifica | North Pacific albacore stock was assessed in 2017 using the Stock Synthesis 3 modelling framework. This is a modern well-tested statistical catch-at-
tion age modelling approach that has wide application across a large number of fisheries. 29 fisheries were defined on the basis of gear, area, quarter, and
the unit of catch (numbers or weight). Quarterly indices of relative abundance were developed for 13 fisheries, although only one was finally used.
These data have been sufficient to conduct assessments and to evaluate the harvest strategy. Stock structure data are limited, but are consistent with
a North Pacific Ocean-wide stock (see Section 3.4.6.2). Species biology is incorporated into the stock assessment model (e.g. catch-at-size, sex-specific
growth, estimates of natural mortality, estimates of steepness). Overall, the assessment makes best use of the data available. SG100 is met.
b Assessment approach
Guidep | The assessment estimates stock status | The assessment estimates stock status relative
ost relative to generic reference points | to reference points that are appropriate to the
appropriate to the species category. stock and can be estimated.
Met? Y Y
Justifica | The stock assessment estimates female SB and fishing intensity (F; 1-SPR) in relation to a wide range of reference points (e.g. SB and F at MSY, F over
tion a range of %SPR, Fo.1, SSBr-0). See Table 10. SG80 is met.
c Uncertainty in the assessment
Guidep | The assessment identifies major | The assessment takes uncertainty into account. | The assessment takes into account uncertainty and is
ost sources of uncertainty. evaluating stock status relative to reference points in a
probabilistic way.
Met? Y Y Y




Justifica | The stock assessment takes into account uncertainty within the base case model (from data and parameter estimates) by estimating 5% and 95% Cls
tion (e.g. see Figure 11, Pl 1.1.1), as well as via retrospective analysis (Figure 13). It also takes into account structural uncertainty, via a range of one-off
sensitivity runs (Table 9, Figure 11). From this, the probability of the stock being above/below any of the reference points can be estimated. The stock
assessment report also provides some projections (only from the base case model) with estimates of the probability of SB falling below the LRP at any
point up to 2025. SG100 is met.
d Evaluation of assessment
Guidep The assessment has been tested and shown to be robust.
ost Alternative hypotheses and assessment approaches have
been rigorously explored.
Met? Y
Justifica | There is sufficient evidence that the model structure has been explored extensively. Various sensitivity analyses are used to evaluate alternative
tion assumptions and model structures, selected during the stock assessment meeting as well as in preliminary preparation workshops. Diagnostics are
presented (model fit to data, diagnostics via an age-structured population model (Maunder & Piner 2015), and retrospective analysis) and suggest the
assessment is robust, so SG100 is met.
e Peer review of assessment
Guidep The assessment of stock status is subject to peer | The assessment has been internally and externally peer
ost review. reviewed.
Met? Y Y
Justifica | The stock assessment report is reviewed by ISC in their plenary. The original SS3 stock assessment of North Pacific albacore was externally reviewed
tion (3 separate reviewers) (D. G. Chen 2012; Y. Chen 2012; Cordue 2012) in 2011 and recommendations were incorporated into subsequent assessments.
In 2017, ISC was working to commission further independent review of its stock assessments (see plenary report). SG100 is met.
References (ISC 2017b; ISC 2017a; D. G. Chen 2012; Y. Chen 2012; Cordue 2012; Maunder & Piner 2015)
OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 100
CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/a




Appendix 1.3 Principle 2 scoring rationales

Evaluation Table for Pl 2.1.1 — Primary species outcome

Pl 2.1.1

The UoA aims to maintain primary species above the PRI and does not hinder recovery of primary species if they are below the PRI.

Scoring Issue

SG 60

SG 80

SG 100

a Main primary species stock status
Guidepost Main primary species are likely to be above | Main primary species are highly likely to be | There is a high degree of certainty that main
the PRI above the PRI primary species are above the PRI and are
OR OR fluctuating around a level consistent with
. .. . MSY.
If the species is below the PRI, the UoA has | If the species is below the PRI, there is either )
measures in place that are expected to | evidence of recovery or a demonstrably
ensure that the UoA does not hinder | effective strategy in place between all MSC
recovery and rebuilding. UoAs which categorise this species as main,
to ensure that they collectively do not hinder
recovery and rebuilding.
Met? Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable
Justification The primary species identified for this fishery are bigeye tuna, yellowfin tuna, Japanese anchovy, and Japanese pilchard. For all of these
species, the proportion of the total UoA catch is less than 5% and all were evaluated as minor species (see Section 3.5.3). In the absence of
main species, this scoring issue is not applicable.
b Minor primary species stock status

Guidepost For minor species that are below the PRI,
there is evidence that the UoA does not
hinder the recovery and rebuilding of minor
primary species

Met? Y

Justification

The minor primary species identified for this fishery are bigeye tuna, yellowfin tuna, Japanese anchovy and Japanese pilchard.
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The Pacific Ocean stock of Japanese anchovy may be below the PRI based on the estimated spawning stock biomass (SSB) of 108,000 t in
2016, which was below the Bimit of 130,000 t (http://abchan.fra.go.jp/digests2017/html/2017 24.html). The Biimit is the SSB below which
recruitment is thought to be poor, based on high variability in estimated catchability coefficients for age 1 fish observed at that level (Uemura
et al. 2018). There is no evidence yet of stock recovery, but anchovy abundances are cyclical and associated with climate regimes, so
abundance may shift in the future (Zhou et al. 2015). On a broad scale, the amount of bait used by the UoA (~52 mt per year) is negligible,
representing less than 0.06% of Japan’s 2016 catch and less than 0.04% of the estimated 2016 SSB for the Pacific Ocean stock of anchovy.
The limited amount of bait used can be considered as evidence that the fishery does not hinder recovery, and thus SG 100 is met for Japanese
anchovy.

The WCPO bigeye tuna stock is not below the PRI based on the latest 2017 stock assessment (McKechnie et al. 2017), although some
uncertainty exists regarding that determination, and the prior assessment concluded that the stock was overfished (Harley et al. 2014). The
UoA targets smaller-sized tuna, and bigeye catches have been limited and especially small during the past two years (Table 14). SG100 is met
for bigeye.

WCPO yellowfin tuna are not below the PRI based on the 2017 stock assessment (Tremblay-Boyer et al. 2017), a result consistent with the
previous assessment (Davies et al. 2014). SG100 is met for yellowfin.

The Pacific Ocean stock of Japanese pilchard is not below the PRI according to the FRA assessment conducted in 2017
(http://abchan.fra.go.jp/digests2017/html/2017 01.html). SG100 is met for Japanese pilchard.

As for unobserved fishering mortality: The fishing poles are lightweight (confirmed by visual inspection during the site visit) and occasionally
snap when large fish are caught, so that the snapped end falls into the ocean. Alternatively, an entire pole may be lost. Poles snap about two
to three times per fishing trip, while entire poles are lost only once or twice per year (K. Yoshinaga, personal communication, 08 Feb 2017).
Hooks are barbless, and lost pole and line gear is not expected to have substantial ghost fishing impacts.

SG100 is met overall.

Davies et al. 2014, Furuichi et al. 2018, Harley et al. 2014, McKechnie et al. 2017, Tremblay-Boyer et al. 2017, Uemura et al. 2018, Zhou et al.
References 2015

http://abchan.fra.go.jp/digests2017/html/2017 24.html, http://abchan.fra.go.jp/digests2017/html|/2017 01.html
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Evaluation Table for Pl 2.1.2 — Primary species management strategy

Pl 2.1.2

There is a strategy in place that is designed to maintain or to not hinder rebuilding of primary species, and the UoA regularly reviews and
implements measures, as appropriate, to minimise the mortality of unwanted catch.

Scoring Issue

SG 60

SG 80

SG 100

a Management strategy in place
Guidepost There are measures in place for the UoA, if | There is a partial strategy in place for the | There is a strategy in place for the UoA for
necessary, that are expected to maintain or | UoA, if necessary, that is expected to | managing main and minor primary species.
to not hinder rebuilding of the main primary | maintain or to not hinder rebuilding of the
species at/to levels which are likely to above | main primary species at/to levels which are
the point where recruitment would be | highly likely to be above the point where
impaired. recruitment would be impaired.
Met? Y Y N
Justification There are no main primary species so SG80 is met by default. Two minor primary species, Japanese anchovy (Pacific Ocean stock) and bigeye
tuna (WCPO stock), may be below the PRI (McKechnie et al. 2017, Uemura et al. 2018), of which Japanese anchovy was considered the ‘worst
case’ of the minor species (see Sections 3.5.3 and subsections). The fishery uses at most about 52 mt of Japanese anchovy per year, which
comprises a very small proportion (~0.06%) of the total catch of this stock by Japanese fisheries (80,000 t in 2016;
http://abchan.fra.go.jp/digests2017/html/2017 24.html). The fishing crew purchases live bait fish and tries to keep them alive in holding
tanks on the vessel, and thus they buy limited quantities and have incentives to maximize bait fish survival on board. The practical limits on
bait use may be considered an indirect management action that is expected to not hinder rebuilding of the stock. However, there is no
evidence of direct harvest management other than input controls. This species is not managed by TAC, and there is no rebuilding plan for the
stock. On this basis, there is not a ‘strategy’ for Japanese anchovy, so SG100 is not met for this stock. Taking an all or nothing approach for
minor species, the team considered that SG100 overall is not met.
b Management strategy evaluation

Guidepost The measures are considered likely to work, | There is some objective basis for confidence | Testing supports high confidence that the
based on plausible argument (e.g., general | that the measures/partial strategy will work, | partial strategy/strategy will work, based on
experience, theory or comparison with | based on some information directly about | information directly about the fishery and/or
similar fisheries/species). the fishery and/or species involved. species involved.

Met? Y Y N



http://abchan.fra.go.jp/digests2017/html/2017_24.html

Justification There are no main primary species, so SG80 is met by default. For SG100, the UoA has measures in place that limit the amount of bait used.
There is an objective basis for confidence that the measures will work, because the amount of bait used has been consistent over time and is
negligible compared to Japan’s total catches of Japanese anchovy. This means SG80 is met for Japanese anchovy. However, because the
measures have not been tested and drivers of stock biomass fluctuations and hence future stock trends are very unclear, SG100 is not met

for Japanese anchovy. Overall, therefore, SG100 is not met.

(o Management strategy implementation
Guidepost There is some evidence that the | There is clear evidence that the partial
measures/partial strategy is being | strategy/strategy is being implemented
implemented successfully. successfully and is achieving its overall
objective as set out in scoring issue (a).
Met? Y N

Justification SG80 is met by default, as there are no main primary species.

For the minor primary species Japanese anchovy, evidence exists that the measures are being implemented successfully, because the amount
of bait used each year has not exceeded 58 mt since 2012 (Table 13). Visual examination of holding tanks on the vessel were consistent with
reported amounts of bait used. There are twelve tanks on the vessel and each can hold 500 kg of fish, so that the vessel can carry 6 mt of fish
per trip. The vessel takes 6-8 fishing trips per year, which suggests that about 40-50 mt of bait is taken out to sea annually. SG80 is therefore
met. However, there is no clear evidence that a partial or full strategy is being implemented to achieve objectives related to bait fish
management so SG100 is not met .

d Shark finning
Guidepost It is likely that shark finning is not taking It is highly likely that shark finning is not There is a high degree of certainty that shark
place. taking place. finning is not taking place.
Met? n/a n/a n/a

Justification No primary species are sharks, so this issue is not scored.

e Review of alternative measures

Guidepost There is a review of the

potential
effectiveness and practicality of alternative
measures to minimise UoA-related mortality
of unwanted catch of main primary species.

There is a regular review of the potential
effectiveness and practicality of alternative
measures to minimise UoA-related mortality

There is a biennial review of the potential
effectiveness and practicality of alternative
measures to minimise UoA-related mortality
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of unwanted catch of main primary species | of unwanted catch of all primary species, and
and they are implemented as appropriate. they are implemented, as appropriate.

Met? n/a n/a n/a

Justification This scoring issue is not applicable because there is no unwanted catch of main primary species. (For MSC’s definition of ‘unwanted catch’
see FCRG SA3.1.6.). As stated above, lost pole and line gear is not expected to have substantial ghost fishing impacts.

ISSF 2017, McKechnie et al. 2017, Uemura et al. 2018, logbook data in Table 14, Table 16

References

http://abchan.fra.go.jp/digests2017/html|/2017 24.html
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Evaluation Table for Pl 2.1.3

— Primary species information

Pl 2.1.3

Information on the nature and extent of primary species is adequate to determine the risk posed by the UoA and the effectiveness of the

strategy to manage primary species

Scoring Issue

SG 60

SG 80

SG 100

a Information adequacy for assessment of impact on main species

Guidepost Qualitative information is adequate to | Some quantitative information is available | Quantitative information is available and is
estimate the impact of the UoA on the main | and is adequate to assess the impact of the | adequate to assess with a high degree of
primary species with respect to status. UoA on the main primary species with | certainty the impact of the UoA on main
OR respect to status. primary species with respect to status.
If RBF is used to score Pl 2.1.1 for the UoA: OR
Qualitative information is adegaute to If RBF is used to score Pl 2.1.1 for the UoA:
estimate productivity and susceptibility | Some quantitative information is adequate
attributes for main primary species. to assess productivity and susceptiblity

attributes for main primary species.
Met? Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable

Justification

There are no main primary species, so this scoring issue is not applicable.

b Information adequacy for assessment of impact on minor species
Guidepost Some quantitative information is adequate
to estimate the impact of the UoA on minor
primary species with respect to status.
Met? Y

Justification

Minor primary species for this fishery are bigeye tuna, yellowfin tuna, Japanese anchovy and Japanese pilchard. Catch quantities of each
species were provided and adequate to estimate the impact of the UoA on these species with respect to stock status, which has been recently

assessed for all of these species. SG100 is met.

c Information ad

equacy for management strategy
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Guidepost Information is adequate to support measures | Information is adequate to support a partial | Information is adequate to support a
to manage main primary species. strategy to manage main Primary species. strategy to manage all primary species, and
evaluate with a high degree of certainty
whether the strategy is achieving its
objective.

Met? Y Y N

Justification There are no main primary species, so SG80 is met by default. The quantitative information available for the minor primary species (amounts
used per year) is adequate to detect changes in risk levels to that species from operation of the UoA. Thus the information can support
measures, a partial strategy, or a strategy to manage that species.

A strategy for bait species is available at the vessel (Eisei Maru No.8) level: They buy a certain size (>10 cm), and look for quality of the fish
(high in fat, lively fish) to ensure the bait can be kept on board. Buying the older, larger bait fish qualifies as a partial strategy. They also make
bait choices based on regional and seasonable availability. However, there is no element of the strategy that considers the state of the bait
stock, and we were not able to get information which broke down bait use by species. A high degree of certainty whether the strategy is
achieving its objective for all bait species can therefore not be reached. SG100 is not met.

Davies et al. 2014, Furuichi et al. 2018, Harley et al. 2014, McKechnie et al. 2017, Tremblay-Boyer et al. 2017, Uemura et al. 2018;

ETETEEE http://abchan.fra.go.jp/digests2017/html|/2017 24.html, http://abchan.fra.go.jp/digests2017/html/2017 01.html
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Evaluation Table for Pl 2.2.1 — Secondary species outcome

Pl 2.2.1

The UoA aims to maintain secondary species above a biological based limit and does not hinder recovery of secondary species if they are

below a biological based limit.

Scoring Issue

SG 60

SG 80

SG 100

a Main secondary species stock status
Guidepost Main Secondary species are likely to be | Main secondary species are highly likely to | There is a high degree of certainty that main
within biologically based limits. be above biologically based limits secondary species are within biologically
OR OR based limits.
If below biologically based limits, there are | If below biologically based limits, there is
measures in place expected to ensure that | either evidence of recovery or a
the UoA does not hinder recovery and | demonstrably effective partial strategy in
rebuilding. place such that the UoA does not hinder
recovery and rebuilding.
AND
Where catches of a main secondary species
outside of biological limits are considerable,
there is either evidence of recovery or a,
demonstrably effective strategy in place
between those MSC UoAs that also have
considerable catches of the species, to
ensure that they collectively do not hinder
recovery and rebuilding.
Met? Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable
Justification This scoring issue not applicable because there are no main secondary species.
b Minor secondary species stock status

Guidepost

For minor species that are below biologically
based limits’, there is evidence that the UoA
does not hinder the recovery and rebuilding
of secondary species
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Met? Y

Justification The minor secondary species for this fishery are yellowtail amberjack and dolphinfish. These species are not caught every year, and catch
proportions are very small, averaging 0.01% or less from 2012 to 2016 (Table 13).

The FRA assesses stock status of amberjacks, but the assessment is based on combined catches of three amberjack species, including
yellowtail amberjack. The most recent assessment conducted in 2017 determined that the amberjack is currently abundant (summary
available at: http://abchan.fra.go.jp/digests2017/html/2017_42.html). However, the majority of Japan’s harvest is of Japanese amberjack
(Tian and Watari 2015), making the assessment less reflective of yellowtail amberjack status. Other information about population abundance
is limited, but this species is generally reported to be abundant (Smith-Vaniz and Williams 2015).

Dolphinfish is a highly migratory species found in tropical and subtropical oceans around the globe. They are fast growing and mature at an
early age, suggesting fairly high resilience. Although the species is harvested throughout its range, there has been no indication of population
declines (Collette et al. 2011).

Neither species is likely to be below biologically based limits, and the negligible catches are evidence that the UoA does not negatively impact
stock status or hinder recovery.

As for unobserved fishing mortality: The fishing poles are lightweight (confirmed by visual inspection during the site visit) and occasionally
snap when large fish are caught, so that the snapped end falls into the ocean. Alternatively, an entire pole may be lost. Poles snap about two
to three times per fishing trip, while entire poles are lost only once or twice per year (K. Yoshinaga, personal communication, 08 Feb 2017).
Hooks are barbless, and lost pole and line gear is not expected to have substantial ghost fishing impacts.

Based on the above, SG100 is met.

References Collette et al. 2011; Smith-Vaniz and Williams 2015; Tian and Watari 2015; http://abchan.fra.go.jp/digests2017/html/2017 42.html
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Evaluation Table for Pl 2.2.2

— Secondary species management strategy

There is a strategy in place for managing secondary species that is designed to maintain or to not hinder rebuilding of secondary species

Pl 2.2.2 . . . s .
and the UoA regularly reviews and implements measures, as appropriate, to minimise the mortality of unwanted catch.
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100
a Management strategy in place
Guidepost There are measures in place, if necessary, | There is a partial strategy in place, if | There is a strategy in place for the UoA for
which are expected to maintain or not hinder | necessary, for the UoA that is expected to | managing main and minor secondary species.
rebuilding of main secondary species at/to | maintain or not hinder rebuilding of main
levels which are highly likely to be within | secondary species at/to levels which are
biologically based limits or to ensure that the | highly likely to be within biologically based
UoA does not hinder their recovery. limits or to ensure that the UoA does not
hinder their recovery.
Met? Y Y N

Justification

There are two minor and no main secondary species. SG80 is met by default because there are no main secondary species, and thus neither
measures nor a partial strategy are necessary. The UoA does not target the minor secondary species and catches very small quantities, which
may constitute a partial strategy. However, there is no full strategy in place for managing those species, so SG100 is not met.

b Management s

trategy evaluation

Guidepost

The measures are considered likely to work,
based on plausible argument (e.g. general
experience, theory or comparison with
similar UoAs/species).

There is some objective basis for confidence
that the measures/partial strategy will work,
based on some information directly about
the UoA and/or species involved.

Testing supports high confidence that the
partial strategy/strategy will work, based on
information directly about the UoA and/or
species involved.

Met?

Y

Y

N

Justification

The UoA catches very small quantities (catch proportions < 0.01%) of the minor secondary species and does not target those species. Thus
measures are in place for managing secondary species, and SG60 is met. The data show that catches of these species are occasional and not
increasing over time, giving an objective basis for confidence that the measures taken by the vessel-crew to avoid these species do work.
Additionally, available information suggests that both secondary species are abundant. SG80 is therefore met. However, there is no testing
of a partial strategy or strategy, so SG100 is not met.

(o Management s

trategy implementation




Guidepost

the
being

There is some evidence that
measures/partial strategy is
implemented successfully.

There is clear evidence that the partial
strategy/strategy is being implemented
successfully and is achieving its objective as
set out in scoring issue (a).

Met?

Y

N

Justification

The UoA catches very small quantities (catch proportions < 0.01%) of the minor secondary species, and data show that catches of these
species are occasional and not increasing over time. This constitutes evidence that the measures from the vessel are being implemented
successfully. Stakeholder interviews confirmed that dolphinfish and yellowtail amberjack are rarely caught in these tuna pole and line fisheries
(H. Nishida). SG80 is met. Since there is no partial strategy/strategy in place, SG100 cannot be met.

d Shark finning
Guidepost It is likely that shark finning is not taking | It is highly likely that shark finning is not | There is a high degree of certainty that shark
place. taking place. finning is not taking place.
Met? Y Y Y
Justification As discussed in Section 3.5.5, sharks are rarely hooked and are not brought onto the vessel. Fishing licenses also contain requirements that
include measures to reduce bycatch mortality of sharks, and compliance appears to be high, based on stakeholder interviews. Therefore,
there is a high degree of certainty that shark finning does not take place. $G100 is met.
e Review of alternative measures to minimise mortality of unwanted catch
Justification There is a review of the potential | There is a regular review of the potential | There is a biennial review of the potential
effectiveness and practicality of alternative | effectiveness and practicality of alternative | effectiveness and practicality of alternative
measures to minimise UoA-related mortality | measures to minimise UoA-related mortality | measures to minimise UoA-related mortality
of unwanted catch of main secondary | of unwanted catch of main secondary | of unwanted catch of all secondary species,
species. species and they are implemented as | and they are implemented, as appropriate.
appropriate.
Met? n/a n/a n/a
Guidepost There is no unwanted catch of secondary species (second part of definition in SA3.1.6 does not apply), so this scoring issue is not applicable.
As stated before, lost pole and line gear is not expected to have substantial ghost fishing impacts.
References Logbook data in Table 14; H. Nishida, pers. comm., 24 January 2018
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Evaluation Table for PI 2.2.3

— Secondary species information

Pl 2.2.3

Information on the nature and amount of secondary species taken is adequate to determine the risk posed by the UoA and the
effectiveness of the strategy to manage secondary species.

Scoring Issue

SG 60

SG 80

SG 100

a Information ad

equacy for assessment of impacts on main seco

ndary species

Guidepost

Qualitative information is adequate to
estimate the impact of the UoA on the main
secondary species with respect to status.

OR

If RBF is used to score Pl 2.2.1 for the UoA:
Qualitative information is adequate to

estimate productivity and susceptibility
attributes for main secondary species.

Some quantitative information is available
and adequate to assess the impact of the
UoA on main secondary species with respect
to status.

OR
If RBF is used to score Pl 2.2.1 for the UoA:

Some quantitative information is adequate
to assess productivity and susceptibility
attributes for main secondary species.

Quantitative information is available and
adequate to assess with a high degree of
certainty the impact of the UoA on main
secondary species with respect to status.

Met?

Not applicable

Not applicable

Not applicable

Justification

This scoring issue is not applicable because there are no main secondary species.

b Information adequacy for assessment of impacts on minor secondary species
Guidepost Some quantitative information is adequate
to estimate the impact of the UoA on minor
secondary species with respect to status.
Met? Y
Justification Quantitative catch information is available for minor secondary species, which is adequate to estimate UoA impacts on their status. Met.
c Information adequacy for management strategy

Guidepost

Information is adequate to support measures
to manage main secondary species.

Information is adequate to support a partial
strategy to manage main secondary species.

Information is adequate to support a
strategy to manage all secondary species,
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and evaluate with a high degree of certainty
whether the strategy is achieving its
objective.

Met? Y Y N

Justification Quantitative catch information is available for minor secondary species, which is adequate to support management measures, a partial
strategy, or a full strategy. SG80 is met. However, information is not sufficient to evaluate whether a strategy is achieving its objective with
a high degree of certainty, considering the limited information on the status of these species. SG100 is not met.

References Logbook data in Table 14
90
CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/a
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Evaluation Table for Pl 2.3.1 — ETP species outcome

The UoA meets national and international requirements for the protection of ETP species

Pl 2.3.1
The UoA does not hinder recovery of ETP species
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100
a Effects of the UoA on population/stock within national or international limits, where applicable
Guidepost Where national and/or international | Where national and/or international | Where national and/or international
requirements set limits for ETP species, the | requirements set limits for ETP species, the | requirements set limits for ETP species, there
effects of the UoA on the population/stock | combined effects of the MSC UoAs on the | is a high degree of certainty that the
are known and likely to be within these | population/stock are known and highly likely | combined effects of the MSC UoAs are
limits. to be within these limits. within these limits.
Met? Not scored Not scored Not scored
Justification There are no formal limits set for any of the ETP species groups identified in Section 3.5.5. This scoring issue is therefore not scored.
b Direct effects
Guidepost Known direct effects of the UoA are likely to | Known direct effects of the UoA are highly | There is a high degree of confidence that
not hinder recovery of ETP species. likely to not hinder recovery of ETP species. | there are no significant detrimental direct
effects of the UoA on ETP species.
Met? Y Y N
Justification No ETP species were identified for this fishery. According to interviews with the fishing vessel crew and scientists, turtles, seabirds, marine
mammals, and sharks (including sharks of conservation concern such as silky shark, Carcharhinus falciformis, and oceanic whitetip shark,
Carcharhinus longimanus) are not caught (T. Arakawa, pers. comm., 23 January 2018; H. Nishida, pers. comm., 24 January 2018). The WCPFC
requires vessels to release any incidentally caught seabirds and sea turtles with the least possible harm (CMMs 2015-03 and 2008-03), and
the vessel operators are aware of these requirements. In addition, the Eisei Maru No.8 does not use FADs, which reduces risk of encountering
potential ETP species.
Because no interactions with ETP species have been identified, it is highly likely that the UoA does not hinder recovery of ETP species. SG80
is met. However, since there are no observer reports, or other research reports, without more data it cannot be said that there is a ‘high
degree of confidence’ according to the MSC definition. SG100 is not met.
c Indirect effects
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Guidepost Indirect effects have been considered and | There is a high degree of confidence that
are thought to be highly likely to not create | there are no significant detrimental indirect
unacceptable impacts. effects of the fishery on ETP species.

Met? Y Y

Justification Indirect effects on ETP species might include disturbance, noise or pollution. For seabirds, the vessel does not operate in coastal areas, so

generally disturbance while breeding or resting in specific areas would not apply. The vessel uses aggregations of seabirds as a tool to locate
schools of fish, so this might result in some disturbance during feeding, but the impact of a single pole and line vessel, or even the entire
WCPFC North Pacific pole and line fleet (76 active vessels in 2016) is highly likely to be negligible given the very large area of the fishery.
Neither the vessel, nor the fishing poles are fitted with bird-deterrents (as observed by the team on site). Noise might impact cetaceans, but
again, the impact of one vessel which is relatively small compared to most ocean-going vessels traffic, is highly likely to be negligible.

The Eisei Maru No.8 has a waste management plan and plastic is not permitted to be dumped at sea (see Figure 26 below. NB: in English
because many of the crew are not Japanese). Marine pollution, such as plastics, oil, garbage, including fishing gear, waste and sewage will
also be dealt with in CMM 2017-04, which will enter into force on 1% January 2019. To counter the issue of ghost fishing, CCMs are encouraged
to develop communication frameworks to enable the recording and sharing of information on fishing gear loss in order to reduce loss and
facilitate recovery of fishing gear.

3192R04A Control Union Pesca Ltd
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c CONTROLUNION

Figure 26. Requirements for discharging garbage into the sea under the Japanese Law (photo taken by CU Pesca during site visit)

Based on the above, there is a high degree of confidence that indirect effects on ETP species are not significant, and SG100 is met.

References T. Arakawa, pers. comm., 23 January 2018; H. Nishida, pers. comm., 24 January 2018; WCPFC Tuna Fishery Yearbook
OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 90
CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/a
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Evaluation Table for Pl 2.3.2 — ETP species management strategy

Pl 2.3.2

The UoA has in place precautionary management strategies designed to:
meet national and international requirements;

ensure the UoA does not hinder recovery of ETP species.

Also, the UoA regularly reviews and implements measures, as appropriate, to minimise the mortality of ETP species.

Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100
a Management strategy in place (national and international requirements)

Guidepost There are measures in place that minimise | There is a strategy in place for managing the | There is a comprehensive strategy in place
the UoA-related mortality of ETP species, and | UoA’s impact on ETP species, including | for managing the UoA’s impact on ETP
are expected to be highly likely to achieve | measures to minimise mortality, which is | species, including measures to minimise
national and international requirements for | designed to be highly likely to achieve | mortality, which is designed to achieve
the protection of ETP species. national and international requirements for | above national and international

the protection of ETP species. requirements for the protection of ETP
species.

Met? Y Y N

Justification

MSC definitions:

A “strategy” represents a cohesive and strategic arrangement which may comprise one or more measures, an understanding of how it/they
work to achieve an outcome and which should be designed to manage impact on that component specifically. A strategy needs to be
appropriate to the scale, intensity and cultural context of the fishery and should contain mechanisms for the modification fishing practices
in the light of the identification of unacceptable impacts.

A “comprehensive strategy” (applicable only for ETP component) is a complete and tested strategy made up of linked monitoring, analyses,
and management measures and responses.

The vessel has implemented several measures to ensure the interaction with ETP species is limited/non-existent:

Barbless hooks are used for fishing (confirmed by visual inspection during the site visit, see also Figure 1), so that when a non-target species
is hooked, fishers can simply loosen or cut the line to release the fish alive without bringing it on deck (K. Yoshinaga, personal communication,
08 Feb 2017). Sharks are not brought on board, and the species are not identified. See also Section 3.5.5)

There are no modifications to the gear or the vessel, as observed by the team during the site visit, to scare off seabirds.

The fishery does not use artificial FADs, which reduces risks of encountering potential ETP species




The Eisei Maru No. 8 has a waste management plan and plastic is not permitted to be dumped at sea (see Figure 26 above), which limits
indirect effects on ETP species.

These combined measures can be considered to be a partial strategy.

At a national level Japan has a Red Data Book identifying ETP species found within the country (Ministry of the Environment 2015). In terms
of national legislation, there is a Law for the Conservation of Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (Law No. 75) that aims to conserve
endangered species and contribute to conservation of the natural environment (Ministry of the Environment 2016a). There is also a Wildlife
Protection and Hunting Law (Law No. 32) that protects birds and mammals by establishing wildlife protection areas (Ministry of the
Environment 2016b).

FSM participates in the Regional Observer Programme (ROP) which at a regional level aims to collect verified catch data, other scientific data,
and additional information related to the fishery, including on the implementation of CMMs.

In addition, at an international level, the WCPFC requires vessels to release any incidentally caught seabirds and sea turtles with the least
possible harm (CMMs 2015-03 and 2008-03), and the vessel operators are aware of these requirements. No ETP species have been identified
for this fishery, but below outlines several strategies that the fishery should adhere to, were they to interact with ETP species:

Elasmobranchs: There are various CMMs in place at regional level which relate to shark bycatch. CMM 2010-07 is the overarching measure
on sharks which stipulates inter alia that fins on board vessels should total no more than 5% of the weight of sharks on board up to the first
point of landing and that CCMs should develop a national NPOA in line with the FAQ’s IPOA. In fisheries for tunas and tuna-like species that
are not directed at sharks, CCMs shall take measures to encourage the release of live sharks that are caught incidentally and are not used
for food or other purposes.

Species-specific CMMs are further in place for silky sharks (CMM 2013-08) and oceanic whitetip sharks (CMM 2011-04), both of which
prohibit CCMs from retaining on board, transshipping, storing on a fishing vessel, or landing any oceanic whitetip or silky shark, in whole or
in part, in the fisheries covered by the Convention. CCMs are further required to release any individuals as soon as possible after being
brought alongside the vessel, and to do so in a manner that results in as little harm to the shark as possible.

The team considered that the above national and international measures constitute a strategy, designed to minimise mortality on
elasmobranchs and sharks specifically, and that SG80 is met. Although the strategy goes above and beyond regional requirement (i.e. the
ban on shark finning) the fact that there is no observer coverage for pole and line vessels, prevent SG100 from being met, as there is no
‘complete and tested strategy made up of linked monitoring, analyses, and management measures and responses’.

Management st

rategy in place (alternative)

Guidepost There are measures in place that are | There is a strategy in place that is expected | There is a comprehensive strategy in place
expected to ensure the UoA does not hinder | to ensure the UoA does not hinder the | for managing ETP species, to ensure the UoA
the recovery of ETP species. recovery of ETP species. does not hinder the recovery of ETP species

Met? n/a n/a n/a




Justification

Since there are requirements for protection and rebuilding provided through national ETP legislation or international agreements, the team
has only scored scoring issue (a), following SA3.11.2.1.

Management strategy evaluation

Guidepost The measures are considered likely to work, | There is an objective basis for confidence | The strategy/comprehensive strategy is
based on plausible argument (e.g. general | that the measures/strategy will work, based | mainly based on information directly about
experience, theory or comparison with | on information directly about the fishery | the fishery and/or species involved, and a
similar fisheries/species). and/or the species involved. quantitative analysis supports  high
confidence that the strategy will work.
Met? Y Y N

Justification

As stated above in PI2.3.23, the vessel takes several measures to limited the interactions with ETP. During the site visit, the captain and crew
reported that seabirds and sea turtles are not incidentally caught, and other stakeholders confirmed that pole and line fisheries are not a
significant source of mortality on these species (T. Arakawa, pers. comm., 23 January 2018; H. Nishida, pers. comm., 24 January 2018). This
provides an objective basis for confidence that the measures/partial strategy will work and SG80 is met. However, as there is no quantitative
analysis carried out, SG100 is not met.

Management strategy implementation

Guidepost There is some evidence that the | There is clear evidence that the
measures/strategy is being implemented | strategy/comprehensive strategy is being
successfully. implemented successfully and is achieving its

objective as set out in scoring issue (a) or (b).

Met? Y N

Justification

As stated above in PI12.3.23a, the vessel takes several measures to limited the interactions with ETP. During the site visit, the captain and crew
reported that seabirds and sea turtles are not incidentally caught, and other stakeholders confirmed that pole and line fisheries are not a
significant source of mortality on these species (T. Arakawa, pers. comm., 23 January 2018; H. Nishida, pers. comm., 24 January 2018). The
lack of interactions with ETP species is seen as evidence that the strategy is being implemented successfully and is achieving its objective.
SG80 is met. However, due to the lack of observer data the team does not consider there to be clear evidence, and SG100 is not met.

Review of alternative measures to minimize mortality of ETP species

Guidepost

There is a review of the potential | There is a regular review of the potential | There is a biennial review of the potential
effectiveness and practicality of alternative | effectiveness and practicality of alternative | effectiveness and practicality of alternative
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measures to minimise UoA-related mortality
of ETP species.

measures to minimise UoA-related mortality
of ETP species and they are implemented as
appropriate.

measures to minimise UoA-related mortality
ETP species, and they are implemented, as
appropriate.

Met?

n/a

n/a

n/a

Justification

There is no unwanted mortality of ETP species, so this is not scored (see SA3.11.3, SA3.5.3 and SA3.1.6). Hooks are barbless, and as said
before, lost pole and line gear is not expected to have substantial ghost fishing impacts.

Ministry of the Environment, 2015; Ministry of the Environment 2016a; Ministry of the Environment 2016b.

References
WCPFC: CMM 2015-03, CMM 2008-03, CMM 2010-07, CMM 2013-08, CMM 2011-04
OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 80
CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/a
3192R04A Control Union Pesca Ltd
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Evaluation Table for Pl 2.3.3 — ETP species information

Pl 23.3

Information for the development of the management strategy;
Information to assess the effectiveness of the management strategy; and

Information to determine the outcome status of ETP species.

Relevant information is collected to support the management of UoA impacts on ETP species, including:

Scoring Issue

SG 60

SG 80

SG 100

a Information adequacy for assessment of impacts

Guidepost Qualitative information is adequate to | Some quantitative information is adequate | Quantitative information is available to
estimate the UoA related mortality on ETP | to assess the UoA related mortality and | assess with a high degree of certainty the
species. impact and to determine whether the UoA | magnitude of UoA-related impacts,
OR may be a threat to protection and recovery of | mortalities and injuries and the
If RBE is used to score Pl 2.3.1 for the UoA: the ETP species. consequences for the status of ETP species.

L . . . R
Qualitative information is adequate to 0 .
estimate productivity and susceptibility If RBF is used to score Pl 2.3.1 for the UoA:
attributes for ETP species. Some quantitative information is adequate
to assess productivity and susceptibility
attributes for ETP species.

Met? Y Y N

Justification According to interviews with the fishing vessel crew and scientists, turtles, seabirds, and sharks are not caught (T. Arakawa, pers. comm., 23
January 2018; H. Nishida, pers. comm., 24 January 2018). Pole and line fishing gear is known to produce very little bycatch (Gilman and Lundin
2010), and visual inspections confirmed that fishing poles are lightweight and outfitted with barbless hooks, such that they cannot catch very
large fish or marine mammals. The fishing crew keeps catch logbooks and has not recorded any catches of ETP species. The fishing vessel has
not had independent observers on board because there is no legal requirement for them to do so (except in FSM waters, but so far this has
not been required by NORMA). Given this information, SG80 is met: the available information is deemed adequate to assess the UoA related
mortality and impact and to determine whether the UoA may be a threat to protection and recovery of the ETP species. However, SG100 is
not met, as the team does not consider the information sufficient to assess with certainty all impacts from the UoA on ETP species.

b Information adequacy for management strategy
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Guidepost

Information is adequate to support measures
to manage the impacts on ETP species.

Information is adequate to measure trends
and support a strategy to manage impacts on
ETP species.

Information is adequate to support a
comprehensive strategy to manage impacts,
minimize mortality and injury of ETP species,
and evaluate with a high degree of certainty
whether a strategy is achieving its objectives.

Met?

Y

Y

N

Justification

As stated under P12.3.2, there is a strategy in place to manage impacts and minimize mortality and injury of ETP species. However, this cannot
be regarded as a comprehensive strategy. The lack of observer data also makes it difficult to evaluate with a high degree of certainty whether
the strategy is achieving its objectives. SG80 is met, SG100 is not.

References T. Arakawa, pers. comm., 23 January 2018; H. Nishida, pers. comm., 24 January 2018; Gilman and Lundin, 2010.
OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 80
CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/a
3192R04A Control Union Pesca Ltd
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Evaluation Table for Pl 2.4.1

— Habitats outcome

Pl 2.4.1

The UoA does not cause serious or irreversible harm to habitat structure and function, considered on the basis of the area(s) covered by
the governance body(s) responsible for fisheries management.

Scoring Issue

SG 60 SG 80 SG 100

a Commonly encountered habitat status
Guidepost The UoA is unlikely to reduce structure and | The UoA is highly unlikely to reduce | There is evidence that the UoA is highly
function of the commonly encountered | structure and function of the commonly | unlikely to reduce structure and function of
habitats to a point where there would be | encountered habitats to a point where there | the commonly encountered habitats to a
serious or irreversible harm. would be serious or irreversible harm. point where there would be serious or
irreversible harm.
Met? Y Y Y

Justification

The Eisei Maru No. 8 does not fish near seamounts or reefs and avoids protected areas, including those designated by other nations (K.
Yoshinaga, personal communication, 08 Feb 2017). Because fishing takes place in deep water using pole and line, and targeted species are
caught near the ocean surface, the gear does not interact with bottom habitats. The fishing poles are lightweight (confirmed by visual
inspection during the site visit) and occasionally snap when large fish are caught, so that the snapped end falls into the ocean. Alternatively,
an entire pole may be lost. Poles snap about two to three times per fishing trip, while entire poles are lost only once or twice per year (K.
Yoshinaga, personal communication, 08 Feb 2017). Hooks are barbless, and lost pole and line gear is not expected to have substantial ghost
fishing impacts.

Due to the nature of the gear, which is used at the surface of deep oceanic areas, there is evidence that the UoA is highly unlikely to reduce
structure and function of the commonly encountered habitats, and SG100 is met.

b VME habitat status

Guidepost

The UoA is unlikely to reduce structure and | The UoA is highly unlikely to reduce | There is evidence that the UoA is highly
function of the VME habitats to a point where | structure and function of the VME habitats to | unlikely to reduce structure and function of
there would be serious or irreversible harm. | a point where there would be serious or | the VME habitats to a point where there
irreversible harm. would be serious or irreversible harm.

Met?

Y Y Y

Justification

The Eisei Maru No. 8 does not fish near VME habitats such as seamounts or reefs, and the vessel avoids protected areas, including those

designated by other nations (K. Yoshinaga, personal communication, 08 Feb 2017). For example, the crew complies with Micronesia’s
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requirement that vessels not approach near reefs. In addition, fishing takes place in deep water using gear that operates at the ocean surface
and does not contact the sea bottom.

Based on vessel compliance with regulations and the nature of the gear, which is used at the surface in deep water, there is evidence that
the UoA is highly unlikely to reduce structure and function of VME habitats to a point where there would be serous or irreversible harm.
$G100 is met.

c Minor habitat status
Guidepost There is evidence that the UoA is highly
unlikely to reduce structure and function of
the minor habitats to a point where there
would be serious or irreversible harm.
Met? Y

Justification Fishing takes place in deep water using gear that operates at the ocean surface and does not contact the sea bottom.

Based on vessel compliance with regulations and the nature of the gear, which is used at the surface in deep water, there is evidence that
the UoA is highly unlikely to reduce structure and function of minor habitats to a point where there would be serous or irreversible harm.

$G100 is met.
References K. Yoshinaga pers. comm., 08 Feb 2017
OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 100
CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/a
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Evaluation Table for Pl 2.4.2 — Habitats management strategy

Pl 2.4.2

There is a strategy in place that is designed to ensure the UoA does not pose a risk of serious or irreversible harm to the habitats.

Scoring Issue

SG 60

SG 80

SG 100

a

Management strategy in place

Guidepost

There are measures in place, if necessary,
that are expected to achieve the Habitat
Outcome 80 level of performance.

There is a partial strategy in place, if
necessary, that is expected to achieve the
Habitat Outcome 80 level of performance or

There is a strategy in place for managing the
impact of all MSC UoAs/non-MSC fisheries on
habitats.

above.

Met?

Y Y N

Justification

The Eisei Maru No. 8 does not fish near VME habitats such as seamounts or reefs, and avoids protected areas, including those designated by
other nations (K. Yoshinaga, personal communication, 08 Feb 2017). For example, the crew complies with the Federal State of Micronesia’s
(FSM) requirement that vessels not approach near reefs. In addition, fishing takes place in deep water using gear that operates at the ocean
surface and does not contact the sea bottom, and there is minimal risk of impacts from lost gear.

The gear type and operations of this fishery constitute an operational strategy for managing impacts on encountered habitats. Thus SG80 is
met. Other relevant MSC UoAs (such as the Meiho skipjack and albacore fishery) and non-MSC pole and line fisheries also have no expected
impact on habitats. The need for more active management of habitat impacts is not apparent; however, SG 100 is not met because there is
no comprehensive habitat management strategy including all of these fisheries.

Management s

trategy evaluation

Guidepost

The measures are considered likely to work,
based on plausible argument (e.g. general
experience, theory or comparison with
similar UoAs/habitats).

There is some objective basis for confidence
that the measures/partial strategy will work,
based on information directly about the UoA
and/or habitats involved.

Testing supports high confidence that the
partial strategy/strategy will work, based on
information directly about the UoA and/or
habitats involved.

Met?

Y

Y

N

Justification

Fishing takes place in deep water with gear that is used at the ocean surface and does not contact the sea bottom. The effectiveness of the
strategy has not been tested, so SG 100 is not met, but information on the nature of the gear type and operations of this fishery provides an
objective basis for confidence that the UoA does not harm encountered habitats, thus SG80 is met.

Management strategy implementation




Guidepost

There is some quantitative evidence that the
measures/partial strategy is being
implemented successfully.

There is clear quantitative evidence that the
partial strategy/strategy is being
implemented successfully and is achieving its
objective, as outlined in scoring issue (a).

Met?

Y

N

Justification

Fishing takes place in deep water with gear that is used at the ocean surface and does not contact the sea bottom. The Eisei Maru does not
fish near VME habitats such as seamounts or reefs, and avoids protected areas, including those designated by other nations (K. Yoshinaga,
personal communication, 08 Feb 2017). Based on vessel compliance with regulations, data on fishing locations, and the nature of the gear,
there is some quantitative evidence that the operational strategy is being successfully implemented. SG80 is met. However, there is no clear
quantitative evidence, such as verified electronic data or observer reports, of the strategy being effectively implemented. SG100 is therefore

not met.
d Compliance with management requirements and other MSC UoAs’/non-MSC fisheries’ measures to protect VMEs
Guidepost There is qualitative evidence that the UoA | There is some quantitative evidence that the | There is clear quantitative evidence that the
complies with its management requirements | UoA complies with both its management | UoA complies with both its management
to protect VMEs. requirements and with protection measures | requirements and with protection measures
afforded to VMEs by other MSC UoAs/non- | afforded to VMEs by other MSC UoAs/non-
MSC fisheries, where relevant. MSC fisheries, where relevant.
Met? n/a n/a n/a
Justification Per GSA3.14.3 (MSC FCR v2.0), this scoring issue is not scored if there is no impact on VMEs by the UoA, other MSC UoAs, and other relevant
non-MSC fisheries.
References Acoura Marine 2016; K. Yoshinaga pers. comm., 08 Feb 2017
OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 80
CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/a




Evaluation Table for Pl 2.4.3 — Habitats information

Information is adequate to determine the risk posed to the habitat by the UoA and the effectiveness of the strategy to manage impacts

Pl 24.3 on the habitat.
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100
a Information quality
Guidepost The types and distribution of the main | The nature, distribution and vulnerability of | The distribution of all habitats is known over
habitats are broadly understood. the main habitats in the UoA area are known | their range, with particular attention to the
OR at a level of detail relevant to the scale and | occurrence of vulnerable habitats.
If CSA is used to score Pl 2.4.1 for the UoA: intensity of the UoA.
Qualitative information is adequate to OR .
estimate the types and distribution of the If CSA is used to score Pl 2.4.1 for the UoA:
main habitats. Some quantitative information is available
and is adequate to estimate the types and
distribution of the main habitats.
Met? Y Y Y
Justification The fishery and gear are used at the surface of deep oceanic water, and fished areas have been identified (Fig. 1). The main habitats in the
UoA can be considered the pelagic layers of the Pacific Ocean adjacent to the coast of Japan and in the tropical Pacific, largely in international
waters east of the Mariana Islands, east of the Federated States of Micronesia (FSM), and around the Marshall Islands. Although the main
habitats themselves are not vulnerable, coral reefs exist off the coasts of the tropical Pacific islands. Reefs off the islands in the tropical Pacific
have been mapped by the U.S. National Oceanic and Atmosphericc Administration (NOAA) and other institutes (Edwards et al. 2012; CoRIS;
PIBHMC).
The Japan Coast Guard hosts a map website that includes maps of benthic habitats and sensitive areas such as coral reefs (CeisNet). Some
reefs occur off Miyake and Hachijo islands south of Tokyo Bay.
The distribution of habitats, including vulnerable habitats such as reefs, is therefore well characterized over the range of the UoA. SG100 is
met.
b Information adequacy for assessment of impacts

Guidepost

Information is adequate to broadly
understand the nature of the main impacts of

Information is adequate to allow for
identification of the main impacts of the UoA
on the main habitats, and there is reliable

The physical impacts of the gear on all
habitats have been quantified fully.




gear use on the main habitats, including
spatial overlap of habitat with fishing gear.

OR
If CSA is used to score Pl 2.4.1 for the UoA:

Qualitative information

information on the spatial extent of
interaction and on the timing and location of
use of the fishing gear.

OR
If CSA is used to score Pl 2.4.1 for the UoA:

is adequate to

estimate the consequence and spatial | Some quantitative information is available
attributes of the main habitats. and is adequate to estimate the consequence
and spatial attributes of the main habitats.
Met? Y Y Y

Justification The Eisei Maru No. 8 keeps logbook records of fishing operations, including fishing days and GPS coordinates of fished areas, which can be
used to determine physical impacts of gear on habitats. For example, the records can be used to confirm that the Eisei Maru does not fish
near VME habitats such as seamounts or reefs, and avoids protected areas, including those designated by other nations. Regular fishing

operations do not impact habitats because fishing takes place in deep water using gear that operates at the ocean surface. On that basis,

$G100 is met.
(o Monitoring
Guidepost Adequate information continues to be | Changes in habitat distributions overtime are
collected to detect any increase in risk to the | measured.
main habitats.
Met? Y Y

Justification The fishery continues to keep logbooks of its operations, so any increases in risk to main habitats can be detected, and SG80 is met. The
governmental institutes mentioned under scoring issue (a) continue to map ocean habitat distributions, allowing for measurement of changes

in habitat distributions over time, and SG100 is also met.

Edwards, K.F., M.S. Kendall and K.R. Buja. 2012. Atlas of the Shallow-Water Benthic Habitats of Majuro Atoll, Republic of the Marshall Islands.

NOAA Technical Memorandum NOS NCCOS 153, Biogeography Branch. Silver Spring, Maryland USA. 55 pp.
References NOAA Coral Reef Information System (CoRIS), Micronesia. https://www.coris.noaa.gov/portals/micronesia.html
Japan Coastal Environmental Information Service & Environmental Sensitivity Index (CeisNet): http://www2.kaiho.mlit.go.jp/

Pacific Islands Benthic Habitat Mapping Center (PIBHMC): http://www.soest.hawaii.edu/pibhmc/cms/

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 100



http://www.soest.hawaii.edu/pibhmc/cms/
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Evaluation Table for Pl 2.5.1 — Ecosystem outcome

Pl 2.5.1

The UoA does not cause serious or irreversible harm to the key elements of ecosystem structure and function.

Scoring Issue

SG 60

SG 80

SG 100

a

Ecosystem stat

us

Guidepost

The UoA is unlikely to disrupt the key
elements underlying ecosystem structure
and function to a point where there would be
a serious or irreversible harm.

The UoA is highly unlikely to disrupt the key
elements underlying ecosystem structure
and function to a point where there would be
a serious or irreversible harm.

There is evidence that the UoA is highly
unlikely to disrupt the key elements
underlying ecosystem structure and function
to a point where there would be a serious or

irreversible harm.

Met?

Y Y Y

Justification

Large marine ecosystems (LMEs) relevant to the UoA include the Oyashio and Kurushio Current ecosystems, which have been studied and
characterized (NOAA 2018). No specific LME has been identified in the tropical Pacific areas fished by the Eisei Maru. However, the Oceanic
Fisheries Programme of the Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC) maintains a website (http://oceanfish.spc.int/) that hosts scientific
information and publications relating to regional ecosystems. Key elements within these ecosystems include oceanic conditions, primary
production, dynamics of fish populations (Yatsu et al. 2013).

Over 95% of the UoA catch consists of the target species, albacore and skipjack, and no ETP species are caught. In addition, habitat impacts
from the fishing gear are minimal. Ecosystem impacts from the fishery therefore relate mostly to removals of the target species. In 2016 the
total global harvest of North Pacific albacore was about 51,200 mt, and for Western Central Pacific skipjack the total harvest was 1,740,300
mt (ISSF 2017). The 2016 UoA catches of albacore and skipjack comprised approximately 0.87% and 0.08% of the global harvests, respectively.

Tunas are considered high trophic level predators, and declines in their abundance may affect abundance of their prey species and the
structure of their marine community (Baum and Worm 2009). Research has been conducted on the ecosystem effects of fishery removals of
top predators in the Pacific, including albacore and skipjack, and published studies suggest that some trophic effects do occur but are minor
and unlikely to disrupt ecosystem structure (Cox et al. 2002, Sibert et al. 2006). SG100 is met.

References

Baum, J. K., & Worm, B. (2009). Cascading top-down effects of changing oceanic predator abundances. Journal of Animal Ecology, 78(4), 699-
714.

Cox, S. P., Essington, T. E., Kitchell, J. F., Martell, S. J., Walters, C. J., Boggs, C., & Kaplan, 1. (2002). Reconstructing ecosystem dynamics in the
central Pacific Ocean, 1952 1998. II. A preliminary assessment of the trophic impacts of fishing and effects on tuna dynamics. Canadian Journal
of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, 59(11), 1736-1747.

NOAA. 2018. Large Marine Ecosystems of the World. http://www.Ime.noaa.gov/
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Sibert, J., Hampton, J., Kleiber, P.,, & Maunder, M. (2006). Biomass, size, and trophic status of top predators in the Pacific
Ocean. Science, 314(5806), 1773-1776.

Yatsu, A., Chiba, S., Yamanaka, Y., Ito, S-I., Shimizu, Y., Kaeriyama, M., and Watanabe, Y. 2013. Climate forcing and the Kuroshio/Oyashio
ecosystem. — ICES Journal of Marine Science, 70: 922-933.

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 100
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Evaluation Table for Pl 2.5.2 — Ecosystem management strategy

Pl 2.5.2

There are measures in place to ensure the UoA does not pose a risk of serious or irreversible harm to ecosystem structure and function.

Scoring Issue

SG 60

SG 80

SG 100

a Management strategy in place
Guidepost There are measures in place, if necessary | There is a partial strategy in place, if | There is a strategy that consists of a plan, in
which take into account the potential | necessary, which takes into account | place which contains measures to address all
impacts of the fishery on key elements of the | available information and is expected to | main impacts of the UoA on the ecosystem,
ecosystem. restrain impacts of the UoA on the | and at least some of these measures are in
ecosystem so as to achieve the Ecosystem | place.
Outcome 80 level of performance.
Met? Y Y N

Justification

Measures aimed at managing Principle 1 and 2 components are sufficient for addressing potential fishery impacts on the ecosystem. The UoA
harvests of target species are small compared to total harvests, and there are minimal negative impacts on other species (primary, secondary,
and ETP) and habitats, and for managing waste, constituting a ‘partial strategy’ for management of the impacts of the UoA on the ecosystem.
SG80 is met. Because there is no formal strategy that consists of a plan, SG100 is not met.

b Management strategy evaluation

Guidepost

The measures are considered likely to work,
based on plausible argument (e.g., general
experience, theory or comparison with
similar fisheries/ ecosystems).

There is some objective basis for confidence
that the measures/partial strategy will work,
based on some information directly about
the UoA and/or the ecosystem involved

Testing supports high confidence that the
partial strategy/strategy will work, based on
information directly about the UoA and/or
ecosystem involved

Met?

Y

Y

N

Justification

The target stocks are in good condition, and the impacts of the UoA on bycatch and ETP stocks and habitats are negligible (see scoring for
Principle 1 and Principle 2 above). There is therefore high confidence that the overall impacts of the UoA on the ecosystem are constrained
to a low level and the partial strategy is working, so SG80 is met. There is, however, nothing that constitutes ‘testing’ so SG100 is not met.

c Management strategy implementation
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Guidepost There is some evidence that the | There is clear evidence that the partial
measures/partial strategy is being | strategy/strategy is being implemented
implemented successfully. successfully and is achieving its objective as

set out in scoring issue (a).

Met? Y N

Justification The analysis of stock status and UoA impacts as described above, provide evidence that that the partial strategy is being implemented

successfully. SG80 is met. In relation to SG100, there is not clear evidence in all cases; for example in relation to the prohibition on discarding
plastic at sea, there is no definitive evidence that this never happens in practice. SG100 is not met.

References Logbook data in Table 14, Furuichi et al. 2018, Uemura et al. 2018
OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 80
CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/a
3192R04A Control Union Pesca Ltd
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Evaluation Table for Pl 2.5.3 — Ecosystem information

Pl 2.5.3

There is adequate knowledge of the impacts of the UoA on the ecosystem.

Scoring Issue

SG 60 SG 80 SG 100

a Information quality
Guidepost Information is adequate to identify the key | Information is adequate to broadly
elements of the ecosystem. understand the key elements of the
ecosystem.
Met? Y Y
Justification Large marine ecosystems (LMEs) relevant to the UoA include the Oyashio and Kurushio Current ecosystems, which have been well
characterized (Heileman and Belkin undated; Belkin et al. undated). No specific LME has been identified in the tropical Pacific areas fished
by the Eisei Maru. However, the Oceanic Fisheries Programme of the Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC) maintains a website
(http://oceanfish.spc.int/) that hosts scientific information and publications relating to regional ecosystems. Available information is
adequate to identify and broadly understand key ecosystem elements relevant to the UoA. SG80 is met.
b Investigation of UoA impacts
Guidepost Main impacts of the UoA on these key | Main impacts of the UoA on these key | Main interactions between the UoA and
ecosystem elements can be inferred from | ecosystem elements can be inferred from | these ecosystem elements can be inferred
existing information, but have not been | existing information, and some have been | from existing information, and have been
investigated in detail. investigated in detail. investigated in detail.
Met? Y Y Y
Justification Over 95% of the UoA catch consists of the target species, albacore and skipjack, and no ETP species are caught. In addition, habitat impacts
from the fishing gear are minimal. Ecosystem impacts from the fishery therefore relate mostly to removals of the target species. Tunas are
considered high trophic level predators, and declines in their abundance may affect abundance of their prey species and the structure of
their marine community (Baum and Worm 2009). Research has been conducted on the ecosystem effects of fishery removals of top predators
in the Pacific, including albacore and skipjack, and published studies suggest that some trophic effects do occur but are minor and unlikely
to disrupt ecosystem structure (Cox et al. 2002, Sibert et al. 2006). Based on this information, main interactions between the UoA and key
ecosystem elements have been investigated in detail. SG100 is met.
c Understanding of component functions




Guidepost

The main functions of the components (i.e.,
P1 target species, primary, secondary and
ETP species and Habitats) in the ecosystem
are known.

The impacts of the UoA on P1 target species,
primary, secondary and ETP species and
Habitats are identified and the main
functions of these components in the
ecosystem are understood.

Met?

Y

Y

Justification

Main functions of the the target species, primary and secondary species, and habitats in the ecosystem are understood. Tunas are considered
high trophic level predators, and declines in their abundance may affect abundance of their prey species and the structure of their marine
community (Baum and Worm 2009). Japanese anchovy and pilchard occupy an intermediate role in the ecosystem, feeding on zooplankton
while in turn being preyed upon by large fish predators, birds and mammals (Takasuka et al. 2008). Relative impacts of the UoA on these
components have been identified based on catch data (Tables 3 and 14). SG100 is met.

Information relevance

Guidepost Adequate information is available on the | Adequate information is available on the
impacts of the UoA on these components to | impacts of the UoA on the components and
allow some of the main consequences for the | elements to allow the main consequences
ecosystem to be inferred. for the ecosystem to be inferred.

Met? Y Y

Justification

Sufficient information is available on UoA impacts on the components and ecosystem elements to allow for inference of main consequences

on the relevant ecosystems. SG100 is met.

Monitoring
Guidepost Adequate data continue to be collected to | Information is adequate to support the
detect any increase in risk level. development of strategies to manage
ecosystem impacts.
Met? Y Y

Justification

These ecosystems are of high ecological and economical importance, and they continue
information collected is adequate to support development of strategies to manage ecosystem impacts. SG100 is met.

to be actively studied and monitored. The
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Logbook data in Table 14, Cox et al. 2002, Baum and Worm 2009, Furuichi et al. 2018, Sibert et al. 2006, Takasuka et al. 2008, Uemura et al.

2018

Belkin, 1, M.C. Aquarone, and S Adams. “X-23 Kuroshio Current: LME #49.” NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service, n.d.
References http://Ime.edc.uri.edu/images/Content/LME_Briefs/Ime_49.pdf.

Heileman, S, and | Belkin. “X-24 Oyashio Current: LME# 51.” NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service, n.d.

http://Ime.edc.uri.edu/images/Content/LME Briefs/LME 51.pdf.
Oceanic Fisheries Programme of the Secretariat of the Pacific Community website (http://oceanfish.spc.int/)

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 100
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Appendix 1.4 Principle 3 scoring rationales

Evaluation Table for Pl 3.1.1 — Legal and/or customary framework

The management system exists within an appropriate legal and/or customary framework which ensures that it:
Is capable of delivering sustainability in the UoA(s); and

Pl 3.1.1
Observes the legal rights created explicitly or established by custom of people dependent on fishing for food or livelihood; and
Incorporates an appropriate dispute resolution framework.

Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100

a Compatibility of laws or standards with effective management

Guidep | There is an effective national legal system and a | There is an effective national legal system | There is an effective national legal system and
ost framework for cooperation with other parties, | and organised and effective cooperation | binding procedures governing cooperation with
where necessary, to deliver management | with other parties, where necessary, to | other parties which delivers management
outcomes consistent with MSC Principles 1 and | deliver management outcomes consistent | outcomes consistent with MSC Principles 1 and 2.
2 with MSC Principles 1 and 2.

Met? Y Y Y

Justifica | Regarding the management of skipjack and tuna resources, the 2 regional fisheries management organizations (RFMOs) have established
tion international cooperation mechanisms to manage the shared highly migratory resources. The WCPFC and IATTC share the management
responsibilities of albacore resources in WCPO; skipjack is considered to be two separate stocks, but nevertheless data are shared and there is
scientific cooperation. The RFMOs have agreed on a number of Memoranda of Understanding (MoU) with related fisheries organizations, which help
foster cooperation and coordination among regional and national entities, so that both stocks within the Japanese EEZ, WCPFC and IATTC convention
areas are organized and effective. The decisions taken at RFMOs are binding and Japan is a member of both RFMOs.

The Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF) in Japan sets the overarching legal framework of fisheries management in Japan,
administered by the Fisheries Agency (FA). Chapter 1, Article 2 of the Fisheries Basic Act (2001), the overarching framework for the management of
fisheries in Japan, requires conservation and management of fisheries resources to ensure its sustainable use as a component of the marine
ecosystem, following the recommendations of the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS). The Law of Conservation and Management of
Marine Living Resources guides to protect Japan’s surrounding ecosystem and habitat. These are generally in accordance with MSC Principles 1 and
2.

For FSM, the development and management of the marine resources within FSM falls under the jurisdiction of the National Oceanic Resources
Management Authority (NORMA). NORMA works under Title 24 (Marine Resources) of the FSM Code, which establishes a comprehensive framework




for fisheries management. The Board of Directors of NORMA, comprised of five members (one representative from each state and one at-large
member), established under Title 24, is responsible for adopting fisheries regulations, concluding domestic and foreign fishing agreements and
issuing domestic, domestic-based and foreign fishing permits. FSM is a member of FFA, PNA, SPC and WCPFC and must therefore adopt WCPFC
CMM:s.

Based on the above, there is an effective national legal system and binding procedures governing cooperation with other parties, which aim to
deliver management outcomes consistent with MSC Principles 1 and 2. Therefore, SG 100 is met.

Resolution of disputes
Guidep | The management system incorporates or is | The management system incorporates or is | The management system incorporates or is
ost subject by law to a mechanism for the | subject by law to a transparent mechanism | subject by law to a transparent mechanism for the
resolution of legal disputes arising within the | for the resolution of legal disputes which is | resolution of legal disputes that is appropriate to
system. considered to be effective in dealing with | the context of the fishery and has been tested and
most issues and that is appropriate to the | proven to be effective.
context of the UoA.
Met? Y Y N
Justifica | At national level, the Fisheries Basic Act has set up the Fisheries Policy Discussion Committee within MAFF, which deals with issues related to all
tion fisheries-related laws in Japan (Chapter 4 Article 35-39). This approach allows to solve issues by discussion before it actually develops into a dispute,

therefore development of legal disputes are rare. The Committee can advise the Minister or related administration’s chief or request cooperation
for information and clarification. The scheduled committee meetings and minutes are open and available online. It is considered that this is generally
effective, as disputes are minimal in the fisheries management in Japan.

At RFMO level, Article 31 of the WCPFC convention establishes a dispute settlement mechanism, which consists of appointing a review panel to
settle disputes among members of the Commission. Meanwhile, the Commission requires that any decision should be consensus-based. The dispute
settlement mechanism outlined in the Convention allows for a transparent process.

At the FSM national level, there is a mechanism in the FSM Code to resolve disputes concerning infractions and penalties awarded for non-
compliance to regulations concerning the tuna fishery. Title 6 (Judicial Procedure), Chapter 9, Section 902 stipulates that “any appeal authorized by
law may be taken by filing a notice of appeal with the presiding judge of the Supreme Court of FSM from which the appeal is taken, or with the clerk
of the court for the District in which the court was held, within 30 days after the imposition of the sentence or entry of the judgment, order, or decree
appealed from, or within such longer time as may be prescribed by rules of procedure adopted by the Chief Justice.” Any infractions beyond
administrative penalties are the responsibility of the Department of Justice. SG80 is met. However, most fisheries infractions are settled out of court
for efficiency reasons as court cases tend to be lengthy, so it is not clear that the dispute resolution system has been fully tested.

Although there are appropriate dispute settlement mechanisms well considered and in place in both level of management, so far it falls short to say
these have been tested and proven to be effective in all cases. Therefore SG80 is considered to be met, but SG100 is not.




Respect for rights

Guidep | The management system has a mechanism to | The management system has a mechanism | The management system has a mechanism to

ost generally respect the legal rights created | to observe the legal rights created explicitly | formally commit to the legal rights created
explicitly or established by custom of people | or established by custom of people | explicitly or established by custom of people
dependent on fishing for food or livelihood in a | dependent on fishing for food or livelihood | dependent on fishing for food and livelihood in a
manner consistent with the objectives of MSC | in a manner consistent with the objectives of | manner consistent with the objectives of MSC
Principles 1 and 2. MSC Principles 1 and 2. Principles 1 and 2.

Met? Y Y N

Justifica | Japan’s Fisheries Law chapter Il (article 6 to 51) observes and protect rights of coastal fishermen that are dependent on fishing for food or livelihood.

tion The systematic co-management system protected by Fisheries Cooperative Law has developed to allow fishermen’s discretion in the management

of local resources within the legal framework.

Under the Fisheries Cooperative Law, all distant-water pole and line fishermen in Japan are the members of the Japan Skipjack and Tuna Fisheries
Cooperative (JSTFC) and the association works hand-in-hand with all related government agencies to observe and implement necessary management
regulations and also to feedback their opinions into the government policy. Management decision is devolved to the determination within FC or FCA
by the member (fishermen)’s agreement.

The convention on the conservation and management of highly migratory fish stocks in the WCPO recognizes that smaller island developing States
have unique needs which require special attention and consideration in the provision of financial, scientific and technological assistance. WCPFC
coordinates a close relationship with the regional fisheries body known as the Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency (FFA), an organization comprised
of independent Pacific Island countries who share a common fisheries interest in the Pacific Ocean region. FFA members are also members of the
WCPFC. At IATTC, the Antigua Convention states that it takes into account the special circumstances and requirements of the developing countries
of the region, particularly the coastal countries, in order to achieve the objective of the Convention. Both the WCPFC and IATTC have an intention
and a management system that observes the legal rights created explicitly or established by custom for people dependent on fishing for food or
livelihood in a manner consistent with the objectives of MSC Principles 1 and 2.

However, the WCPFC considers common allocation principles such as historical participation, the rights of Coastal States and the rights of developing
States, but these are not yet formally part of an allocation process of fishing rights.

While IATTC has demonstrated the intention to develop and implement methods to allow a fair distribution and mechanisms to achieve this
objective, such mechanisms are not formal commitments. As a result, neither meet SG100

In FSM, the customary right for people to fish for food and livelihood is explicit in the FSM Bill of Rights Chapter 1, Sub-section 114 which states “due
recognition shall be given to local customs in providing a system of law and nothing in this chapter shall be construed to limit or invalidate any part
of the existing customary law, except as otherwise provided by law.” To support the livelihoods of local fishers NORMA allocates a portion of the
optimum sustainable yield to domestic fishing vessels, while foreign and industrial vessels are kept outside coastal waters. This demonstrates a clear
formal, legal commitment to the rights of small-scale and subsistence fishers.
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Based on the above, SG80 is met but SG100 is not met.

Fisheries Basic Act (2001), Fisheries Act 1949; WCPFC 2004, WCPFC 2018, IATTC 1990; IATTC 2003; JTRFMO 2009; UNCLOS 1999; Federated States
References of Micronesia Code Title 18, Title 24 Sections 103-120, 301-306, and 502-510;

Federated States of Micronesia Bill of Rights Chapter 1

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 85

CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/a
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Evaluation Table for PI 3.1.2 — Consultation, roles and responsibilities

The management system has effective consultation processes that are open to interested and affected parties.
Pl 3.1.2 The roles and responsibilities of organizations and individuals who are involved in the management process are clear and understood by all relevant
parties
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100
a Roles and responsibilities
Guidep | Organisations and individuals involved in the | Organisations and individuals involved in | Organisations and individuals involved in the
ost management process have been identified. | the management process have been | management process have been identified.
Functions, roles and responsibilities are | identified. Functions, roles and | Functions, roles and responsibilities are explicitly
generally understood. responsibilities are explicitly defined and | defined and well understood for all areas of
well understood for key areas of | responsibility and interaction.
responsibility and interaction.
Met? Y Y Y
Justifica | The functions, roles and responsibilities are explicitly defined and well understood in both national and international management framework for both
tion species.
At international level, WCPFC and IATTC have defined roles and responsibilities of member states.
The roles of the Japanese government are also well defined and understood through the Fisheries Act. The Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and
Fisheries (MAFF) is responsible for management of marine biological resources and fishery production activities, administered by the Fisheries Agency
(FA). All distant-water fisheries are managed directly by the Ministry and the fisheries are operated with Minister-issued licenses.
For FSM, the functions, roles and responsibilities of NORMA and its staff are well defined under Title 24, Chapter 3 (Management Authority). The
National Fisheries Corporation works with NORMA in promoting the development of pelagic fisheries and related industries. NORMA remains
representative of the FSM as a whole, with members of each State, appointed by the President of the Federated States of Micronesia, holding a
position on the Board of Directors. Duties and functions of NORMA are explicitly described in Chapter 3 of Title 24.
SG100 is met.
b Consultation processes
Guidep | The management system includes consultation | The management system includes | The management system includes consultation
ost processes that obtain relevant information from | consultation processes that regularly seek | processes that regularly seek and accept relevant
the main affected parties, including local | and accept relevant information, including | information, including local knowledge. The
knowledge, to inform the management system. | local knowledge. The management system | management system demonstrates consideration of




demonstrates consideration of the | the information and explains how it is used or not

information obtained. used.
Met? Y Y N
Justifica | The WCPFC has four subsidiary bodies to support the decision-making of the Commission, which meets prior to the Commission meeting held every
tion December. The Scientific Committee (SC), Technical and Compliance Committee (TCC), The Northern Committee (NC) meets in September and makes

recommendations to the Commission on species that are found in the Convention Area. Each committee is comprised of representatives of member
states. Decisions taken by the Commission are generally done by consensus and in cases where decisions have to be taken by vote, usually on
substantive matters, a “two-chamber system” applies. Decisions made on scientific committee, and at the commission and other committees are
usually explained in its documents published and available through the RFMQ’s website.

The IATTC accepts stakeholders such as fishing industry representative, NGOs, and other affected or interested individuals. Same as WCPFC, there are
established guidelines for observer participation at IATTC.

At the national level, the Japanese Fisheries Policy Council plays a key role in consultation processes that regularly seek and accept relevant information
including local knowledge to incorporate into management measures. The council meeting is open for all interested parties but only the invited person
is allowed to make comments in the meeting.The FAJ regularly undertakes both formal and informal consultation with fishing industry stakeholders
and other groups. The government interacts throughout the year with industry stakeholders that provide the parties opportunities to inform the
management system. Within the JSTFCA, all distant-water pole and line and purse seine operators who target skipjack gather to discuss resources
management and countermeasures at the Distant-water Skipjack Fisheries Countermeasure Association. All distant-water pole and line vessel owners
targeting skipjack belong to a separate discussion group as well. SCTFCA coordinates all these meetings acting as a secretariat to maintain discussion
among member fishermen, FA, and other related government and industry groups. Through these opportunities fishermen have opportunities to
meet and directly ask FA officials to express their opinion. It seems the engagement of coordination and meetings among them are strong, and
considered that at least informally, the management system demonstrates consideration of the information and explains how it is used or not used,
although the resultant process may not become publicly available.

For FSM, the Board of Directors and NORMA consult with relevant stakeholders such as Congress, Department of Justice, Department of Resources
and Development, and State representatives (as required) when adopting regulations for the conservation, management and exploitation of the EEZ
and when negotiating foreign and domestic-based fishing agreements. NORMA also consults with the States and NGOs at annual Fisheries Symposium
workshops about fisheries management regulations and agreements. They consult more widely in relation to specific topics: for example, the FSM
Tuna Management Plan was drafted initially in early 2011, then amended following public consultation in Pohnpei in October 2011. Further
consultations were held with stakeholders when the plan was revised in 2015.

Based on the above, SG80 is met. Since it is not completely clear whether the consultation systems explain, formally, how information is used or not,
SG100 is not met.

Participation




The consultation process provides | The consultation process provides opportunity and
opportunity for all interested and affected | encouragement for all interested and affected parties
parties to be involved. to be involved, and facilitates their -effective
engagement.

Met?

Y Y N

Justifica
tion

WCPFC offer clear language in the treaty that includes an article on transparency (Article 21 of the Convention) and very clear observer rules (Rule 36
of the Rules of Procedure) that invite all affected and interested parties to be involved. However, the WCPFC reports also show the limited transparency
for observers requesting information and some sessions are held behind closed doors, despite some formal request from NGOs. Therefore the whole
process is not open to the entire public.

In 2014, WCPFC received an official joint letter from accredited observer NGOs pointing to an erosion of transparency and limited access to some
meetings closed for participation. ISC recently adopted restrictive rules for observer participation and high participation fees for observers were
discussed in the 2016 document of WCPFC13-2016-0OP07.

At the Japanese national level, the Fisheries Policy Council plays a key role in consultation processes that regularly seek and accept relevant
information. The council normally consists of government employees, science research staff, representatives from fisheries industry or cooperatives,
appointed experts from academia and in addition, observers are also allowed to request attendance, although they are not usually given any
opportunity to comment at the meetings. In contrast, internal meetings and coordination among the selected official members are frequently held
and opinions are coordinated internally.

In 2017, WWF Japan was invited to the policy discussions prior to ISC for the first time, with public comments invited online by the Japanese
government. This implies that there is a tendency to improve the opportunity for participation for all interested and affected parties to be involved.
However, it is difficult to say that such participation is encouraged at both international and national level.

For FSM, organisational stakeholders such as those listed in Slb are formal consultees. Public consultations (e.g. annual workshops and one-off
consultations such as in relation to the Tuna Management Plan) are also held from time to time, providing an opportunity for all parties to be involved
(It should be borne in mind that FSM is a small place in terms of population and this provides greater informal access to decision-makers than would
be the case in a larger state.)

SG80 is met. It is not clear to what extent the system facilitates effective engagement, however, so SG100 is not met.

References

WCPFC, 2003; WCPFC, 2014g; WCPFC 2016b; FRI 2018; IATTC, 2003; IATTC, 2011; Federated States of Micronesia Code Title 24 Chapters 1, 3 and 5
Federated States of Micronesia Tuna Management Plan 2015; Office of the National Public Auditor NORMA report 2012

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 85
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Evaluation Table for Pl 3.1.3 — Long term objectives

The management policy has clear long-term objectives to guide decision-making that are consistent with MSC fisheries standard, and incorporates

Pl 3.1.3 .
the precautionary approach.
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100
a Objectives
Guidep | Long-term objectives to guide decision-making, | Clear long-term objectives that guide | Clear long-term objectives that guide decision-
ost consistent with the MSC fisheries standard and | decision-making, consistent with MSC | making, consistent with MSC fisheries standard
the precautionary approach, are implicit within | fisheries standard and the precautionary | and the precautionary approach, are explicit
management policy. approach are explicit within management | within and required by management policy.
policy.
Met? Y Y P
Justifica | At national level, Chapter 1, Article 2 of the Fisheries Basic Act (2001), the overarching framework for the management of fisheries in Japan, requires
tion conservation and management of fisheries resources to ensure its sustainable use as a component of marine ecosystem, following the UN

Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), which Japan ratified in 1996. There are also conservation and sustainable use policies that incorporate
precautionary and ecosystem approaches into fisheries management decisions.

WCPFC Article 2 states that the convention's objective is to ensure effective management, long-term conservation and sustainable use of highly
migratory stocks in the WCPQ, in a manner compatible with both the LOSC and the USFSA. WCPFC article 5 and 6 set out principles for conservation
and management and application of precautionary approach respectively. Additionally, WCPFC explicitly states that article 5 should also be applied
to areas under national jurisdiction within the Convention area where highly migratory stocks may be found. IATTC Antigua Convention also explicitly
states that it is “committed to ensuring the long-term conservation and the sustainable use of fish stocks covered by this Convention “

From the above, clear long-term objectives clearly exist in both national and international (regional) management frameworks that govern both
species, and there is an explicit policy to include precautionary approach in the objective, which is consistent with MSC Principles and Criteria.

While the long-term goal is explicit in the written document, it does not seem required at actual management at all times. In Japan, there is a history
of decision-making practiced within the fishery policy council to adopt TACs that are exceeding scientifically recommended ABCs, against its
precautionary approach in place. Japan’s Fishery White Paper has clearly stated for the first time in the 2017, with its part 2 reads that the
government aims to set measurable objectives and precautionary approach starting from major commercial fisheries. At WCPFC, the latest stock
assessments for bigeye tuna indicated that overfishing was not occurring but management action has not been sufficiently precautionary to prevent
the stock becoming overfished. A similar case is shown in the management of Pacific Bluefin tuna resources managed under WCPFC.

FSM fixes a long-term fisheries objective in Title 24, Chapter 1, Sub-section 101 of the FSM Code. The key objective is to ensure the sustainable
development, conservation and use of the marine resources in the exclusive economic zone by promoting the development of, and investment in,
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fishing and related activities in the context of effective stewardship. NORMA has developed and implemented the Tuna Management Plan (2015) to
work towards meeting this key objective for the tuna fishery.

Based on the above, SG80 is met. At both the national and regional level management objectives, including the application of the precautionary
approach, are explicit in policy and legislation and consistent with MSC Principles and Criteria but while long-term objectives consistent with the
precautionary approach are explicit within management policy, it is difficult to agree that the SG100 requirements are fully met in practice, as shown
in e.g. the examples for bigeye and especially bluefin tuna, where management action has not been sufficiently precautionary to prevent the stock
becoming overfished as indicated in the latest assessmen. A partial score at SG100 is given for this scoring issue.

Fisheries Basic Act (2001), Fisheries Act 1949; IATTC 2003; WCPFC 2013; WCPFC 2018; Federated States of Micronesia Code Title 24 Chapter 1

References ] )

Federated States of Micronesia Tuna Management Plan 2015
OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 90
CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/a
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Evaluation Table for Pl 3.2.1 Fishery-specific objectives

Pl 3.2.1 The fishery-specific management system has clear, specific objectives designed to achieve the outcomes expressed by MSC'’s Principles 1 and 2.
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100
a Objectives
Guidep | Objectives, which are broadly consistent with | Short and long-term objectives, which are | Well defined and measurable short and long-
ost achieving the outcomes expressed by MSC’s | consistent with achieving the outcomes | term objectives, which are demonstrably
Principles 1 and 2, are implicit within the | expressed by MSC’'s Principles 1 and 2, are | consistent with achieving the outcomes
fishery-specific management system. explicit within the fishery-specific management | expressed by MSC’s Principles 1 and 2, are
system. explicit within the fishery-specific management
system.
Met? Y Y N
Justifica | Japan’s “Our countries marine biological resources management policy (MAFF, 2017)” states that highly migratory fish species that migrate through
tion

several EEZs and/or several high seas are managed by cooperation among coastal and fishing countries and countries who are fishing in the area,
directly by the coastal country or based on the decisions of relevant RFMOs.

Japan’s marine biological resources management policy (MAFF, 2017) states that Japan manages skipjack resources through introduction and
implementation of management measures through working with/ compliant with WCPFC decision, in addition, establishment of voluntary measures
at each fishery cooperatives, such as establishment of off-fishing days in the case of pole and line skipjack fisheries. The same policy (MAFF, 2017)
does not state specific management objective for albacore resources, but it is considered that RFMO objective replaces their management objective
based on Our Counties’ Marine Biological Resources Management Policy.

NORMA has adopted an ecosystem approach in the development of the Tuna Management Plan (2015), which is in line with Principle 2 objectives
(Principle 1 objectives being addressed at WCPFC and IATTC level). The objectives of the TMP relevant to Principle 2 are: ecosystem & biodiversity
maintenance; waste minimisation; reduction in the quantity of bycatch; collection of accurate data from all tuna fisheries in FSM (including bycatch
and discard data, etc.). Measures that address issues concerning marine species preservation and protection of endangered species are also outlined
in Title 23 (Resource Conservation) of the FSM Code. Chapter 1 (Marine Species Preservation) prohibits the use of explosives, poisons, chemicals
etc. and restricts the taking of turtles and marine mammals; Chapter 3 (Endangered Species) prohibits the capture and possession of any threatened
or endangered species.

The client vessel, Eisei Maru No.8 has recently established a clear numerical target to show its commitment for sustainable fishery, as to constrain

their catch of juvenile (<1.5kg) under 5%, catch of juvenile albacore (<4kg) under 10%, and bigeye tuna bycatch under 1% of the total catch. This
voluntary restriction was implemented from January 25th, 2018 although the vessel has never exceeded these numbers in the past. Their company
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has been operating pole and line fishery since 1962, and their long-term commitment for the sustainable fisheries is clear in its company policy. The
objective is consistent with achieving the outcomes expressed by MSC’s Principles 1 and 2. SG80 is met.

Although IATTC and WCPFC have conservation measures that are reasonably explicit with specific intentions and objectives, these are not necessarily
well defined to achieve MSC Principles and outcomes at species level.

WCPFC has now have an explicit target set out for skipjack in 15-06, but for albacore, the target is less clear. At IATTC, proxies for MSY has not been
determined and therefore objective can be somewhat vague with respect to determining precise status using reference points. Therefore, objectives
are not demonstrably consistent with achieving the outcomes expressed by MSC’s Principles 1 and 2. At national level FA follows the RFMO decisions.
Hence SG100 is not met.

MAFF, 2017; JSTFCA, 2018; IATTC, 2003, IATTC, 2005; IATTC, 2011; WCPFC, 2004, WCPFC, 2008; WCPFC, 2011; Federated States of Micronesia Code

e Title 23 and 24; Federated States of Micronesia Tuna Management Plan 2015
OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 80
CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/a

3192R04A Control Union Pesca Ltd
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Evaluation Table for Pl 3.2.2 — Decision-making processes

Pl 3.2.2

The fishery-specific management system includes effective decision-making processes that result in measures and strategies to achieve the
objectives, and has an appropriate approach to actual disputes in the fishery.

Scoring Issue

SG 60 SG 80 SG 100

a Decision-making processes
Guidep | There are some decision-making processes in | There are established decision-making
ost place that result in measures and strategies to | processes that result in measures and strategies
achieve the fishery-specific objectives. to achieve the fishery-specific objectives.
Met? Y Y
Justifica | SC provides scientific advice based on the precautionary approach, with its report submitted to the WCPFC annual meeting in December.
tion Conservation and management measures are adopted by member’s consensus and are binding. If consensus cannot be reached, voting, grounds for

appealing decisions, conciliation and review are all part of the established decision-making process, as described in Article 20 of the Convention. The
SC conducts assessments annually, reflecting concerns with status of stocks or uncertainty in the assessments. Procedures and stock assessment
methodology for the assessments are now fine-tuned amongst CCMs of the WCPFC. All management measures apply equally inside EEZ and on high
seas. Flag states enforce management measures on their own vessels and coastal states within their own EEZ.

A similar process is used for North Pacific albacore with the ISC forming the key, joint WCPFC and IATTC reference group. ALBWG conducts stock
assessments for ISC. External reviews have been carried out for ISC. IATTC adopted CMM at its 73rd meeting, thus pursuant to the Article 22(4) of
the WCPFC Convention that provides for cooperation with the IATTC regarding stocks that occur in the Convention Areas of both organization,
WCPFC adopted the same content for its CMM (CMM2005-03). In 2013 IATTC adopted a supplemental resolution to define “current effort” but the
WCPFC has yet to follow suit. At IATTC, ISC Albacore Working Group provides scientific recommendation by consensus, to be adopted at the
Commission. The decision-making processes at WCPFC and IATTC are well established and documented.

From Japan, Fishery Agency staff and industry representatives attend the WCPFC to represent Japan’s interests. Before the WCPFC meetings, JSTFC
organizes Japanese skipjack and albacore fishermen to discuss collective interests of the group so that delegates to the Commission will reflect it.
The tuna pole and line fishery and purse seine fishery form a member group called the Distant-water skipjack fisheries council within JSTFCA to
coordinate opinions among Japanese skipjack fishermen to reach a consensus.

When a WCPFC decision is made, the Japanese government is responsible for its implementation as a member, by preparing necessary legislation
and regulations as needed.




Within Japan, to implement the decision of RFMO to restrict fishing efforts at current levels, license (permits) controls are conducted. MAFF
announced in 2017 its policy to continuously reduce permit numbers on designated fisheries including distant-water pole and line fishery by
restricting permit issuance on only active vessels with recent catch records thus limiting the number of license.

The number of distant-water skipjack and tuna fisheries permits is controlled by tonnage and capacity of vessels, separately for longline and pole
and line fisheries. The vessel capacity ranks were set, and for each ranks, the number of permits are determined every 5 years, by reviewing the
already permitted active vessels. The total number of permits to be issued are determined at the Fisheries Policy Council, in principle deducting the
number of vessels that went out of business or become inactive from the previously permitted vessel numbers for each ranks of vessel capacity, in
consideration of fisheries stock status. The total number of permits are announced in an official gazette (total of longline and pole and line only).
Before decision making at the Fishery Policy Council, several resources management working group meetings are held where prefectural and local
fishermen’s opinions are invited (FA, 2016)

For FSM, the Board of Directors of NORMA, comprised of five members, established under FSM Code Title 24. Chapter 3, is the national management

system’s decision-making body. A basis for decision-making is established through the development and implementation of the Tuna Management
Plan, most recently revised in 2015.

A decision-making process that result in measures and strategies to achieve the fishery-specific objectives exist in the management of these fisheries.
SG80 is met.

Responsiveness of decision-making processes

Guidep | Decision-making processes respond to serious | Decision-making processes respond to serious | Decision-making processes respond to all

ost issues identified in relevant research, | and otherimportantissuesidentified in relevant | issues identified in relevant research,
monitoring, evaluation and consultation, in a | research, monitoring, evaluation and | monitoring, evaluation and consultation, in a
transparent, timely and adaptive manner and | consultation, in a transparent, timely and | transparent, timely and adaptive manner and
take some account of the wider implications of | adaptive manner and take account of the wider | take account of the wider implications of
decisions. implications of decisions. decisions.

Met? Y Y N

Justifica | AtISC, the latest catch monitoring - and research results are presented, and serious issues identified in relevant research. Monitoring and evaluation

tion are consulted on at the Commission-level. For example, to evaluate the implementation of CMM 2005-03 (WCPFC adopted the same CMM through

its cooperation scheme), which requires CCMs to not increase the level of fishing effort for North Pacific albacore beyond current levels, it was
required that counties report back their level of compliance to the Northern Committee for evaluation. The type of information to be provided as
proof of compliance was specified by the NC. Most of the decision-making processes at WCPFC and IATTC respond to serious and other important
issues identified in relevant research, monitoring, evaluation and consultation. However, at both WCPFC and IATTC, for example they have been not
successful to maintain and recover Pacific Bluefin tuna stock by failing to agree on necessary CMMs in a timely and precautionary manner. Both of
the Northern Pacific skipjack and albacore stocks have been healthy and there had been no serious issues identified to test responsiveness of the
management, but this at least shows that decision-making processes in place for these RFMOs are not always sufficiently effective or timely.




NORMA'’s primary roles are to prepare, monitor and amend regulations and management plans for the offshore fishery within FSM’s EEZ. They take
an adaptive management approach, which monitors and addresses changing conditions based on the information available. This approach is
reflected Paragraph 7 of the Fishing Access Agreement for a Domestic-Based Foreign Fishing Fleets, which allows NORMA if it determines through
consultations with regional scientific authoritie, that if there is a serious threat to a stock, to take precautionary measures to preserve the stocks by
limiting or closing access to all or part of the FSM EEZ. It is not clear that it responds to ‘all issues’.

Based on the above, SG80 is met, but the SG100 level is not met.

Use of precautionary approach

Guidep Decision-making processes use the
ost precautionary approach and are based on best
available information.
Met? Y
Justifica | The WCPFC requires members of the Commission to apply the precautionary approach as described in Annex 6 and Annex Il.
tion SC provides scientific advice, based on the best available information and precautionary approach, to the WCPFC annual meeting. At the annual
meeting however, the adoption the CMMs is based on the member’s consensus. SC12 report of the WCPFC, 2016 shows that adoption of appropriate
reference point for a formal harvest strategy for its key stocks, including skipjack has been delayed faced with disagreement on the interpretation
of the stock assessments, and this has been continuing. For the management of North Pacific skipjack and albacore, however, the stocks are generally
considered at healthy level and there are continuous efforts presented in the meeting record to precautionary manage the stocks in principle. SG80
is met.
Accountability and transparency of management system and decision-making process
Guidep | Some information on the fishery’s performance | Information on the fishery’s performance and | Formal reporting to all interested stakeholders
ost and management action is generally available | management action is available on request, and | provides comprehensive information on the
on request to stakeholders. explanations are provided for any actions or lack | fishery’s performance and management
of action associated with findings and relevant | actions and describes how the management
recommendations emerging from research, | system responded to findings and relevant
monitoring, evaluation and review activity. recommendations emerging from research,
monitoring, evaluation and review activity.
Met? Y Y N
Justifica | At national level, stakeholders are able to request a range of information on the performance of the fishery and management actions either by
tion directly asking to FA or through FCA or by attending formal advisory committee meetings and other local gatherings. Explanation may be limited




depending on the type of information or contact persons, but generally it can be requested and answered. Formal reporting to all interested
stakeholders, with comprehensive information on the fishery’s performance and management actions are not yet available in Japan and those
information are usually internally circulated within the industry. The minutes of the Fishery Policy Council are available for review online.

For FSM, information concerning fishery licensing, as well as key documents are publically available on the NORMA website: www.norma.fm. New
regulations and amendments to regulations are gazetted in local newspapers and public notices. FSM is required to submit annual reports to WCPFC
concerning research, statistics and the status of their fisheries; these include information on fleet composition, effort, interactions with ETP species
and data from observer or port sampling programmes. This information is publically available on the WCPFC website. The Office of the National
Public Auditor provides information concerning FSM fishery performance on its publically available website: www.fsmopa.fm

At the RFMO level, recommendations from research, monitoring and evaluation, and performance reviews are formally published. Likewise, reports
of the plenary sessions of meetings are published and are publicly available. WCPFC and IATTC maintain publicly accessible websites where meeting
minutes and reports from the commission and subsidiary bodies are posted and freely available for download. These provide a high level of public
access and transparency that shows how scientific information is used to inform management actions which are then monitored for effectiveness
and discussed at the Commission.

However, some information such as observer reports or compliance review reports that shows actual fisheries performance can be limited for access
and it does not provides comprehensive information on the fishery’s performance and management actions. Thus in both the national and regional
situation, SG 80 is met but not SG100.

Approach to disputes
Guidep | Although the management authority or fishery | The management system or fishery is | The management system or fishery acts
ost may be subject to continuing court challenges, | attempting to comply in a timely fashion with | proactively to avoid legal disputes or rapidly
it is not indicating a disrespect or defiance of the | judicial decisions arising from any legal | implements judicial decisions arising from
law by repeatedly violating the same law or | challenges. legal challenges.
regulation necessary for the sustainability for
the fishery.
Met? Y Y Y
Justifica | The Japanese management system has well-established decision-making mechanisms for administrative and legal appeals and has in place legal and
tion other frameworks to respond to judicial decisions in a timely fashion. The Fishery Policy Council is held to discuss issues in a timely fashion to comply

with RFMO decisions or judicial decisions arising from any legal challenges, thus avoiding disputes by consulting with industry and cooperatives.

For FSM, there is no evidence available to suggest that NORMA or its Board of Directors are disrespectful to, or defiant of national laws, or legally
binding agreements reached at the international level. As outlined in 3.1.1 NORMA and the Department of Justice have well-established mechanisms
and frameworks for addressing legal disputes concerning the fishery. NORMA attempts to curtail disputes by consulting with the industry through
stakeholder meetings and workshops to raise public awareness and provide input into amendments of management measures and/or policy. These
consultative processes enable NORMA to minimize disputes and respond to judicial decisions in a timely fashion.



http://www.norma.fm/
http://www.fsmopa.fm/
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The WCPFC dispute mechanism is set out in Article 31 of the Convention. The WCPFC has a consensus-based decision-making process, with provision
for a two-chambered voting process requiring a 75% majority in both chambers if all efforts to reach a decision by consensus have been exhausted.

This is in fact a proactive measure to avoid member’s disputes on decision. WCPFC (the Commission) has not been subject to any court challenges
so far.

As the national and regional management system acts proactively to avoid legal disputes or rapidly implements judicial decisions arising from legal
challenges. SG100 is met

FA, 2016; FA, 2017. Fisheries Act 1996; IATTC 2003; IATTC 2014; ISSF 2013; WCPFC 2004; WCPFC 2006; WCPFC 2014; Federated States of Micronesia
References Code Title 24 Chapter 3; Federated States of Micronesia Tuna Management Plan (2015); Fishing Access Agreement for a Domestic Based Fishing
Fleet Paragraph 7

OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 85

CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/a

3192R04A Control Union Pesca Ltd
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Evaluation Table for PI 3.2.3 — Compliance and enforcement

Pl 3.2.3 Monitoring, control and surveillance mechanisms ensure the management measures in the fishery are enforced and complied with.
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100
a MCS implementation
Guidep | Monitoring, control and surveillance | A monitoring, control and surveillance system has been | A comprehensive monitoring, control and
ost mechanisms exist0, and are implemented in | implemented in the fishery and has demonstrated an | surveillance system has been implemented
the fishery and there is a reasonable | ability to enforce relevant management measures, | in the fishery and has demonstrated a
expectation that they are effective. strategies and/or rules. consistent ability to enforce relevant
management measures, strategies and/or
rules.
Met? Y Y N
Justifica | Both the WCPFC and IATTC have strategies to improve compliance including vessel registration and catch and effort monitoring and diplomatic and
tion other pressures applied to nation states. Most information on compliance comes from port monitoring, observer programs and the vessel monitoring

systems.

The WCPFC has a Compliance Monitoring Scheme (CMS) in place that assesses members’ compliance with obligations, identifies areas of conservation
and management that may need refinement, responds to non-compliance and monitors and resolves non-compliance issues. Independent Review of
the Compliance Monitoring Scheme are also conducted for reviewing its effectiveness. The Technical and Compliance Committee (TCC) meets in
October and is the “enforcement” committee of the Commission. The TCC reviews members’ adherence to Commission decisions and monitors
individual countries’ implementation of those measures through their reports. The TCC also makes recommendations to the Commission with respect
to encouraging, improving and enforcing compliance by members with the decisions of the Commission.

The Commission evaluates compliance by members annually with respect to: catch and effort limits and reporting for target species, spatial and
temporal closures, observer and Vessel Monitoring Systems (VMS) coverage and provision of scientific data. However, the WCPFC has historically not
made this information publicly available. For the first time in 2013 the Commission did publish information on compliance by individual countries
(WCPFC 2013).

The Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC) has a compliance-monitoring plan that includes collecting information from member nations
on compliance and enforcement of measures, requiring a plan of action to improve any issues from member nations not under compliance, and allows
the Commission to develop sanctions and incentives to improve compliance (IATTC 2011).

Vessel Monitoring Systems are required on all vessels fishing for highly migratory species in the western and central Pacific Ocean south of 20°N and
east of 175°E. There are measures in place allowing for the boarding and inspection of vessels in the Convention Area (WCPFC 2006) and the WCPFC
maintains a list of illegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) vessels (WCPFC 2010). However, there is also an opinion that assessing the effectiveness

of these enforcement measures is difficult because there is a general lack in the transparency of information with regards to surveillance activities,




infractions and enforcement actions and outcomes (Gilman et al. 2013). Vessels fishing in the Convention Area are required to install a transmitting
device known as an Automatic Location Communicator (ALC), which transmits a signal to a land-based receiving station where fisheries managers can
view and track the location of fishing vessels. Another important MCS element is the boarding and inspection of fishing vessels on the high seas by
patrol vessels registered with the Commission by CCMs. These patrol vessels conduct routine operations throughout the Pacific Ocean. The
Commission also requires regular scientific review of its conservation and management measures that are aimed at reducing the mortality rate of key
species, as well as those taken incidentally, such as sharks.

The Commission’s regional observer program objective is to achieve 5% coverage of the effort in each fishery by 30 June 2012 for vessels operating in
high seas areas but this does not include pole and line vessels.

At the national level, FA maintains license and registration to cooperatives, WCPFC FFA vessels, port monitoring, observer programs (for longline
vessels) and the vessel monitoring systems. However there is no comprehensive system description of MCS within Japan or review of effectiveness of
them, therefore it is not clear if the MCS system is comprehensive to be implemented domestically.

FSM has a monitoring, control and surveillance (MCS) system. Title 24 of the FSM Code sets out the terms and conditions of fishing permits and foreign
fishing agreements. The MCS Division of NORMA, comprised of 5 officers, is responsible day-to-day implementation of MCS. Reporting requirements
of licence-holders include daily vessel positions, details on sets and gear specifications and information on catch of species retained and discarded.
The MCS Division is also responsible for ensuring that licensed fishing vessels are listed on the WCPFC Record of Fishing Vessels and the FFA Regional
Register of Good Standing and that licensed vessels have been fitted with Vessel Monitoring System (VMS) as required by the Commission. A Fisheries
Management and Surveillance Working Group has also been established by NORMA to formulate and implement national fisheries management and
surveillance strategies; this consists of representatives from NORMA and the Department of Justice as well as other National and State departments
and divisions and meets every quarter. Enforcement responsibilities sit primarily with the Maritime Police under the Department of Justice and Office
of the Attorney General, which are given power to penalise parties in breach of compliance regulations as stipulated in Title 24 of the FSM Code. The
Maritime Police responsibilities include maritime surveillance of the FSM EEZ and enforcement of fisheries and maritime laws. Regular dockside
inspections are conducted on commercial fishing vessels entering FSM ports. Four patrol boats conduct surveillance activities in areas of fishing
operations. The majority of infractions committed by tuna vessels are minor. NORMA reports that there has been a decline in non-compliance
infractions as the fleet has become more aware of the rules and regulations through outreach work.

At both national and regional level the MCS system is generally implemented and has demonstrated an ability to enforce relevant management
measures, strategies and/or rules, but its comprehensiveness and effectiveness is still in question for Japan. Furthermore, there is no observer
program for pole and line vessels. Overall, the team considered that SG100 is not met.

Sanctions

Guidep | Sanctions to deal with non-compliance exist | Sanctions to deal with non-compliance exist, are | Sanctions to deal with non-compliance exist,

ost and there is some evidence that they are | consistently applied and thought to provide effective | are consistently applied and demonstrably
applied. deterrence. provide effective deterrence.

Met? Y Y N




Justifica
tion

At regional level, although conservation measures are set by RFMOs, enforcement responsibility resides with member States. Although WCPFC
maintains the MCS scheme and conducts member performance reviews, so far there is no application of trade sanctions against non-compliant
Member States, although theoretically these may be possible (Medley and Powers 2015).

At national, Japanese level, sanctions are issued through the Ministerial Order on Designated Fisheries Permit and Control, based on the Fisheries Law
and the Law on Marine Resources Protection for violation of regulation on fishery permits and relevant conditions, vessel capacity, catch reporting,
surveillance compliance, VMS, transshipment and landing of fish, etc. The sanctions are either imprisonment, fines, permit removals or suspensions,
confiscation of catch, boat or gear, etc. or combination of these.

A person who is found by the Supreme Court of FSM to non-compliant is subject to a civil penalty. In determining the amount of the penalty, the
Supreme Court of FSM takes into account the nature, circumstances, extent and gravity of the prohibited acts committed and, with respect to the
violator, the degree of culpability, any history of prior offenses, whether there are multiple violations which together constitute a serious disregard of
conservation and management measures. Fines are relatively severe, and NORMA enforcement staff are of the view they provide effective deterrence;
infractions by tuna vessels are generally minor and relate to errors rather than deliberate infringements.

There is no formal record so far demonstrating the application of the sanction to the fishery, and the vessel under assessment has never been found
to be non-compliant. Sanctions to deal with non-compliance exist, as describe above, and thought to provide effective deterrence. SG80 is met.

IUU fishing continues to be a problem in tuna fisheries, although tightening the Port State Controls has been thought to reduce this problem There is
limited evidence that santions are probably effective in that area. SG100 is therefore not met.

Compliance

Guidep | Fishers are generally thought to comply with | Some evidence exists to demonstrate fishers comply | There is a high degree of confidence that

ost the management system for the fishery | with the management system under assessment, | fishers comply with the management system
under assessment, including, when | including, when required, providing information of | under assessment, including, providing
required, providing information  of | importance to the effective management of the fishery. | information of importance to the effective
importance to the effective management of management of the fishery.
the fishery.

Met? Y Y Y

Justifica | WCPFC and IATTC’s CMS review demonstrates that management regulations are generally complied with by fishers. Especially for the pole and line

tion fishery, there no compliance issues have been identified at neither Commission. The fishery’s practice is being generally simple and considered as an

environmentally friendly method, and there is little incentive for non-compliance. The number of operators requesting a license has been constantly
declining due to the dwindling industry in Japan, which reflects less competition than before.

The fishery permit, logbooks, catch records, cooperation with fishery cooperatives of the fishery under assessment demonstrate that the fishery is
compliant.

There is evidence that tuna vessels fishing in FSM waters comply with the management system. Vessel operators provide daily logbooks and (where
relevant) catch unloading records. The Marine Police Enforcement Unit conducts surveillance activities in areas of fishing operations, and these patrols
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indicate that non-compliance of the vessel operators is low. There is high degree of confidence that Japanese pole and line fisheries comply with the
set regulations including providing information of importance to the effective management of the fishery, thus SG100 is met.

d Systematic non-compliance
Guidep There is no evidence of systematic non-compliance.
ost
Met? Y

Justifica | There is no evidence of systematic non-compliance in the fishery. Especially the pole and line fishery does not come with much incentive for non-
tion compliance, and it is generally thought as an environmentally friendly fishing method of all tuna fishery with no evidence for systematic non-
compliance. Catch documents, logbooks and VMS are reviewed at the time of license renewal. There has been no cases reported non-compliance
concerning the fishery under assessment. The guidepost is met.

WCPFC 2004, IATTC 2003, IATTC 2011, Gilman et al. 2013; Medley and Powers, 2015; Fisheries Act; Federated States of Micronesia Code Title 24

Ref
ererences Chapter 5
OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 85
CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/a
3192R04A Control Union Pesca Ltd
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Evaluation Table for Pl 3.2.4 — Monitoring and management performance evaluation

There is a system of monitoring and evaluating the performance of the fishery-specific management system against its objectives.

Pl 3.2.4
There is effective and timely review of the fishery-specific management system.
Scoring Issue SG 60 SG 80 SG 100
a Evaluation coverage
Guidep | There are mechanisms in place to evaluate | There are mechanisms in place to evaluate key | There are mechanisms in place to evaluate all
ost some parts of the fishery-specific | parts of the fishery-specific management system | parts of the fishery-specific management
management system. system.
Met? Y Y N
Justifica | WCPFC has mechanisms in place to evaluate the management system through regular committee meetings and working groups where member
tion countries needs to report their performance to the Commission. The WCPFC Secretariat submits a report on compliance of members with the reporting

provisions of the Commission (CMM 2013-02). Progress with implementation of CMMs is monitored through the reporting, and the members Annual
Reports to the Commission.

Scientific stock assessment procedures and methodology for the assessments are now fine-tuned amongst members and cooperating non-members
of the WCPFC, through workshops and working papers which present various peer-review opportunities and external reviews (e.g. lanelli et al, 2012),
before presented to the WCPFC SC meeting. A similar process is used for North Pacific albacore with the ISC forming the key, joint WCPFC and IATTC
reference group. External reviews have been carried out.

After objectives have been established at WCPFC, the compliance by each member has been monitored through Compliance Monitoring Scheme
review Panel.

Japanese pole and line fishery performance has been reviewed at the time of license renewal, catch reporting, daily VMS monitoring by FA officials
through satellite tracking. Some evaluations are performed by JSTFCA under their obligation to guide member fishers. However, the Japanese
management system seems to lack a comprehensive review system to evaluate its own compliance and monitoring scheme, without having a
monitoring strategy or its effectiveness analysis documented for this fishery.

The FSM Code Title 24 (Marine Resources) is the main document for managing fisheries resources in FSM. Many of the provisions of Title 24 have been
repealed and reenacted since it was first published in 1982 and currently there are amendments and inclusions being considered by NORMA to submit
to Congress for approval. The National Tuna Management Plan 2015 requires the plan to be reviewed at least every two years (although in practice
new versions are agreed over slightly longer timeframes than this; most recently in 2011 and 2015). As of 2012, NORMA has been subject to periodic
audits by the Office of the National Public Auditor, most recently in 2012 and 2017, focusing on foreign fisheries access agreements.

Based on the above, the team concludes that, both nationally and internationally, there are mechanisms in place to evaluate key parts of the fishery-
specific management system, but not all parts of the management-system. Therefore SG80 is met, SG100 is not met.




b Internal and/or external review

Guidep
ost

The fishery-specific management system is | The fishery-specific management system is | The fishery-specific management system is
subject to occasional internal review. subject to regular internal and occasional external | subject to regular internal and external review.
review.

Met?

Y Y N

Justifica
tion

WCPFC is subject to regular internal review as demonstrated by the various committees and working groups that meet regularly and report their
findings to the Commission. The WCPFC completed an external performance review in 2012. It has an “occasional review but there is no evidence yet
that this will be regular.

IATTC is subject to regular internal review. This is demonstrated by the various committees and working groups that meet regularly and report their
findings to the Commission and which are published. The IATTChas_carried out an external performance review in 2016. This implies that the RFMO
now meets SG80 with respect to occasional external review.

Scientific assessment has its own internal and external review system consisted of several layers of regular meeting processes to form its decision-
making, including making member states and stakeholders.

Japan’s FRA conducts regular internal review and occasional external review on their findings and reports. Their members review JSTFCA’s
management system internally regularly, and externally through occasional meetings with experts and government officials. Before decision making
at the Fishery Policy Council, several resources management working group meetings are held where prefectural and local fishermen’s opinions are
invited (FA, 2016).

As of 2012, NORMA has been subject to periodic audits by the Office of the National Public Auditor, as described above. Although a government body,
these auditors were external to the fishery-specific management system and so the audit acts as an external review of the performance and
effectiveness of many aspects of the management system. The audit in 2012 covered operational duties of the Board of Directors, implementation
and effectiveness of the current Tuna Management Plan, vessel licence fees, data and reporting and NORMA'’s internal policy framework; while the
2017 audit considered fisheries access agreements, including the VDS.

The Pacific Islands Regional Oceanscape Program (PROP) of the World Bank in 2015 conducted a review of the NORMA fisheries management system
to assess enforcement, seafood export hygiene (competent authority), training of observers and enforcement officers, capacity building for NORMA
and community management in coastal fisheries. Currently a review of the FSM fisheries legislation and seafood safety is being conducted by the
European Union to identify gaps in the sanitary controls for seafood products to be exported to the European Union countries

Based on the above, throughout the international and national management-system, both internal and external reviews are regularly conducted.

Since at this stage, there is no “regular” external review at RFMO level, SG100 is not met but SG80 is met.

References

WCPFC, 2013; WCPFC, 2010; FA, 2016; Federated States of Micronesia Title 24; Office of the National Public Auditor NORMA reports 2012 and 2017;
Pacific Islands Regional Oceanscape Program (PROP) NORMA review 2015
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OVERALL PERFORMANCE INDICATOR SCORE: 80

CONDITION NUMBER (if relevant): N/a
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Appendix 2 Pilot WCPFC Principle 1 harmonisation meeting: report
Appendix 2.1 Harmonisation Meeting for Western Pacific Tuna Fisheries

1. Background

In July 2015 the MSC Board signed off an internal MSC Tuna Strategy that was developed to address
concerns in regard to the certifications of highly migratory species that are managed by Regional Fisheries
Management Organisations (RFMO). Specifically, strategy aimed to develop recommendations and actions
in relation to tuna and swordfish fisheries. Among a number of key risks and recommendations identified,
was the need to reduce CAB inconsistencies in the application of the MSC standard. In early 2016 the MSC
developed and consulted on a pilot harmonisation workshop proposal that would apply to RFMO managed
stocks, including tuna and swordfish. A key aim of the pilot harmonisation meeting was to create a single
point for harmonisation among ‘certified’ and ‘in assessment’ fishery assessments, with a focus of
harmonising the scores and justifications for Principle 1.

The first pilot workshop for the proposed harmonisation process for fisheries with multiple assessments
on one stock/region was held in Hong Kong on 21-22 April 2016. The first pilot considered four stocks in
the western Pacific managed by the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC). These
stocks were: yellowfin tuna, skipjack tuna, North Pacific albacore, South Pacific albacore.

Funding for the pilot was by the MSC and CABs. MSC funded the participation of P1 and P3 assessors, an
independent peer reviewer, meeting facilitator, and MSC advisory staff. A participants list is attached as
Appendix A.

2. Meeting Outcome

The proposed outcomes of this process leading into the meeting were a complete set of updated P1 scores,
rationales and updated condition statuses. In order to get to these outputs, a harmonisation team leader
was assigned to each stock and tasked gather new information (namely the latest scientific and
management advice from WCPFC) and reports containing the rationales for Principle 1 Performance
Indicators from the most recent assessment (PCDR or PCR). In addition, the latest condition statuses were
prepared, with all the aforementioned information provided to stakeholders in a public Dropbox. Following
a 30-day stakeholders review period, assessment team members then collated information in preparation
for the meeting.

As mentioned above, the proposed outcome of the pilot was a complete set of updated P1 scores,
rationales and updated condition statuses for each of the four stocks. However, while the process
successfully dealt with harmonisation and aided CAB and team discussions, the meeting did not result in
definitive text. Therefore, the CAB experts agreed that the information from this meeting would be
considered at the next surveillance or full assessment audit for individual fisheries. Additionally, if new
information presented at those audits resulted in a change of score/condition, they would initiate further
harmonisation discussions to update scores as needed. This was agreed by the MSC and deemed
appropriate in this case.
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3. Document overview

The document presents the outcome from the Hong Kong harmonisation meeting. This is a working
document prepared by all involved assessors to inform and guide CAB teams as they assess tuna fisheries
in the WCPFC area. It is intended as a point of reference for multiple ongoing assessments as of April 2016.
As mentioned above, if new information becomes available, harmonisation between assessment teams
will still be required. New information of relevance may come from fisheries under assessment, the WCPFC,
other tuna fisheries under assessment in different regions, MSC interpretations, etc.

The initial expectation of definitive P1 texts included that those texts would then be publically available.
Though the meeting has only resulted in a working document, there was general agreement that this
document should still be made publically available. It should be noted, though, that it is a record of
discussions and a point of reference rather than binding in any formal sense.

4. Meeting Record

On Day 1, three of the four species were examined in detail for Principle 1 (Skipjack, Yellowfin and Southern
Albacore). Northern Albacore was examined on Day 2, during which there was also a discussion about the
process of scoring different management elements in P3.

The main intent of discussions on P1 was to harmonise scores, rationales, core reasoning, etc., but not to
produce generic rationales to be used as boilerplate for WCPFC assessments. It was agreed that rationales
should be consistent in reasoning and performance scores, but will usually differ in wording by CAB and
assessment. It is important to note that in some cases, scores were numerically aligned, but individual
wording in the rationales for those scores may have differed. In those cases, rationales were discussed to
ensure alignment.

In examining the detail for each element for the examined species, it was found that, for most elements,
there was very close alignment which required no further harmonisation.

e Skipjack (SKJ): a total of 3/6 Performance Indicators (Pl) and 17/20 Scoring Issues (SlI) were already
harmonised among 4 existing assessments in the WCPFC. PlIs that were pre-harmonised were 1.1.1,
1.2.2 and 1.2.4. A total of 3 SIs differed. A consensus was reached on these scores and rationales,
which will be harmonised at the next surveillance audits or reassessments as appropriate.

e Yellowfin (YFT): a total of 3/6 Pls and 15/20 SIs were already harmonised among 4 existing assessments
in the WCPFC. PIs that were pre-harmonised were 1.1.1, 1.1.2 and 1.2.1. Atotal of 5 Sls differed, were
discussed, and consensus reached.

e Southern Albacore (SPA): a total of 2/6 Pls and 14/20 SlIs were already harmonised among 5 existing
assessments in the WCPFC. Pls that were pre-harmonised were 1.1.1 and 1.2.2. A total of 5 Sls
differed, were discussed, and consensus reached.

e Northern Albacore (NPA): A total of 3/6 PIs and 17/20 Sis were already harmonised among three
existing assessments. Pls that were pre-harmonised include 1.1.1, 1.1.2 and 1.2.2. A total of 5 Sls
differed, were discussed, and consensus reached.

For all stocks, for most Sls, discussions identified similarities in intent and logic such that changes or further
harmonisation was not required. There were, however, some Sls that required changes to be adopted by
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individual assessments. Most of these were relatively minor but a few required changes in scores and
wording. The tables below detail these as agreed at the meeting.

Two generic issues identified during the meeting included: i) the problems that arise from dealing with
assessments done under up to 4 different versions of the MSC requirements, and ii) differing timelines
under which various assessments are operating.

A major outcome of the meeting was the fact that each assessment team, and all Independent Experts (IE)
present, now have a consistent (and harmonised) understanding of how to score, write-up and interpret
each element for P1 for the WCDPFC tuna fisheries under MSC assessment. This should provide much
more consistent scores, rationales and milestones in future iterations, assessments and surveillance audits.

For all the stocks, Conditions need to be raised at PI1.2.1, SI(A) and Pil1.2.2 SI(A,B,C). For both, to meet
various requirements at CR SA7.11, it was agreed that i) the Conditions raised need to have a consistent
duration (end point), and ii) that milestones should reflect the work plans on harvest strategies/harvest
control rules agreed at the WCPFC Annual Meeting in December 2015.

With regard to scoring at Pl 1.2.2 (Harvest Control Rules, HCR), consideration was given to December 2015
MSC Interpretation, IA Rulings, and recently published Maldives Pole and Line 3™ surveillance report. It
was agreed that for all stocks, at this time, SG60 scoring at SI(A) and SI(C) should use the “availability”
criteria as previously agreed in harmonisation calls in 2015.

For each Unit of Certification (UoC), the most recent scores are tabulated below to show where differences
in overall Pl exist and where Conditions currently exist or may be raised. During the meeting, for each UoC,
one IE led the discussion, working through each Sl to check consistency of rationales used and scoring.
Where Conditions were identified, consideration was given to harmonising milestones and timelines.
However, it should be noted that the meeting was a pilot and that the time available did not allow for a
detailed review of all conditions and milestones.

Each UoC is summarized below.
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Appendix 2.2 Skipjack tuna
The table below shows the summary of scores from most recent reports available for four UoC.

Table 1. Summary of scores in most recent reports for WCPFC skipjack and new scores agreed by the meeting.

Date Version Fishery Name 1.11 | 112 | 121 |[1.22 |1.23 |1.24 Principle
published
PCR 2011 FAM v2 PNA - skipjack 100 90 80 60 85* 95 84
PCDR Dec | CR v1.3 | Trimarine 100 90 70 60 90 95 86.9
2015 (P11.2.2

use v2)
PCDR March | CR v1.3 | Solomon Isl 100 90 70 60 90 95 86.9
2016 (P11.2.2

use v2)
CDR August | CR v1.3 | Japan P&L 100 90 70 60 90 95 86.9
2015 (P11.2.2

use v2)
Harmonised scores 100 90 70 60 90 95

Performance indicator scores with conditions are shown in red text.

* There is full alignment on scores for all SIs for PNA skipjack with the other fisheries (all pass at SG80 and
1 of 2 pass at SG100) but these were combined differently in the PNA assessment to give a score of 85.

Two ongoing assessments are at the PCDR stage, and one is at the CDR stage. Initial harmonisation of these
three assessments was carried out during July-September 2015 prior to the development of the two PCDRs.
There was good agreement between all IEs, peer reviewers and CABs involved in the harmonisation. The
three ongoing assessments differ from the one existing PCR (for PNA unassociated purse seine) which is
now due for re-assessment. The changes are due to differences in certification standard used (CR V1.3/2
vs FAM V2), fishery developments over the past five years, but, most importantly, to the considerations of
a now larger set of IEs and its interpretation of the CR.

The table below shows for each Pl and SI, whether rationales and scores are aligned between the three
ongoing assessments, need amendment, etc. The basis for comparison is the most recent, publically
available assessment —the Solomon Islands unassociated purse seine assessment published in March 2016.
Scores in the Solomon Islands PCDR are shown in brackets in the first column for each Pl and SI.

Table 2. Conclusions of the pilot harmonisation for WCPFC skipjack.

Pl (Harmonised | SI (Harmonised | Issues and workshop conclusions
score) score)

1.1.1 (100) A (100) All reports are in alignment for rationales provided and scores.
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B (100) All reports are in alignment for rationales provided and scores.
1.1.2 (90) A (80) All reports are in alignment for rationales provided and scores.
B (100) All reports are in alignment for rationales provided and scores.
C (80) All reports are in alignment for rationales provided and scores.

New Information on agreed Target Reference Point (WCPFC CMM 2015-
06) needs to be included in updated PCDR and Published Certification
Reports (PCR) at appropriate time.

D (N/R) All reports are in alignment for rationales provided and scores.

1.2.1(70) A (60) All reports except PNA PCR are in alignment for rationales provided and
scores. Consensus on revised scoring.

B (80) All reports are in alignment for rationales provided and scores.

C (60) All reports except PNA PCR are in alignment for rationales provided and
scores. Consensus on revised scoring.

D (not scored) All reports are in alignment for rationales provided and scores.

No need to score given si(A) and si(C) are less than 80; Japanese Pole and
Line CDR needs to be amended to remove existing rationale and score.

E (N/R) All reports are in alignment for rationales provided and scores.

1.2.2 (60) A (60) All reports are in alignment for rationales provided and scores.

Note that discussion on HCR Interpretation, IA Rulings, recently published
Maldives Pole and Line 3rd surveillance, etc led to reaffirmation to score
using SG60 “availability” criteria as agreed in harmonisation calls in 2015.

New Information on agreed Target Reference Point (WCPFC CMM 2015-
06) needs to be included in updated PCDR and Published Certification
Reports (PCR) as appropriate.

B (<80) All assessments except that for Solomon Islands scored and used Sl in
condition setting. Solomon Islands assessment requires updating.

C (60) All reports are in alignment for rationales provided and scores.

Note that discussion on HCR Interpretation, E IA Rulings, recently
published Maldives Pole and Line 3rd surveillance, etc led to reaffirmation
to score using SG60 “availability” criteria as agreed in harmonization calls
in 2015.
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New Information on agreed Target Reference Point (WCPFC CMM 2015-
06) needs to be included in updated PCDR and Published Certification
Reports (PCR).

1.2.3(90) A (100) All reports are in alignment for rationales provided and scores.

B (80) All reports are in alignment for rationales provided and scores.
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Appendix 2.3 North Pacific Albacore

Table 7. Summary of scores from most recent reports for three North Pacific albacore UoC and new scores agreed
by the meeting.

CR version Fishery Gear(s) 111 (112 (113 |1.21 | 122 (123 |1.24 |P1
Name
CRv1.2 AAFA & | Handlines, | 100 70 - 85 60 100 95 85
WFOA pole lines,
Pacific Trolling
albacore lines
tuna - north
CRv1.3 CHMSF Trolling 100 70 - 90 60 90 100 85
(P11.2.2 use | British lines
v2) Columbia
Albacore
Tuna North
Pacific
CRv1.3 Japanese Pole and | 100 70 80 60 90 100 83.8
(P11.2.2 use | pole & line line
v2)
Scores after harmonisation Day 2 100 70 80 60 90 100

Performance indicator scores with conditions are shown in red text.

Table 8 shows for each PI/SI, whether scores and rationale are aligned between the 3 assessments or need
to be amended for harmonization. The basis for comparing scores and rationales is the most recent CHMSF
assessment published in June 2015. Scores for the CHMSF assessment are shown in brackets for Pl and SI.
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Table 8. Summary of outcome by Sl for North Pacific albacore

PI (harmonised score) | Sl (harmonised score) | Issues and preliminary conclusions

1.1.1 (100) A (100) All reports are in alignment for scores but use different
approaches in justifying scores.

It was suggested that alternative graphical displays could be
considered in the CHMSF report.

B (100) All reports are in alignment for rationales and provided scores

1.1.2(70) A (80) All reports are in alignment for scores.

Since the WCPFC adopted at its 8™ Annual Session a hierarchy of
SSB LRPs, with the lower Level default being 20%SSBBF-o.

Rationales for CHMSF and WFOA/AAFA can be aligned

B(-) All reports are in alignment for scores (80 N; 100 N) but use
different approaches in justifying scores. The WCPFC LRP should
be updated to 20%SB¢=0

C() All reports are in alignment for scores (80 N; 100 N) but use
different approaches in justifying scores.

NB Score for all the three fisheries for Pl 1.2.2 should be 65

D (N/R) All reports are in alignment for rationales and provided scores

1.2.1(90) A (80) All reports are in alignment for scores but use different
approaches in justifying scores

B (80) All reports are in alignment for scores but use different
approaches in justifying scores

C (60) All reports are in alignment for rationales and provided scores

D (100) Japanese P&L denies 100 score. AAFA/CHMSF score at 100.
Since no harvest strategy has been formalized and it is not subject
to a formal review process the score of 100 is not justifiable.
Alignment is needed.

1.2.2(60) A (60) All reports are in alignment for rationales and provided scores

In scoring issue (A) the rationales need to explicitly state which
elements of SA2.5.2 and SA2.5.3 are used.

Note that discussion on HCR Interpretation, E IA Rulings, recently
published Maldives Pole and Line 3™ surveillance, etc led to
reaffirmation to score using SG60 “availability” criteria as agreed
in harmonization calls in 2015. It was agreed to follow the logic
used for the other stocks.

B(-) All reports are in alignment for rationales and provided scores

C (60) All reports are in alignment for rationales and provided scores

In SI (C) the rationales need to explicitly state which element (a or
b) of SA2.5.5 is used.

Note that discussion on HCR Interpretation, E IA Rulings, recently
published Maldives Pole and Line 3™ surveillance, etc led to
reaffirmation to score using SG60 “availability” criteria as agreed
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PI (harmonised score) | SI (harmonised score) | Issues and preliminary conclusions

in harmonization calls in 2015. It was agreed to follow the logic
used for the other stocks.

1.2.3(90) A (100) All reports are in alighment for scores but use slightly different
approaches in justifying scores — needs to be attended to.

B (80) Because there are some sources of uncertainty such as the
absence of updated estimates of life history parameters, and the
simplified treatment of the spatial structure of north Pacific
albacore population dynamics, it was agreed that the fishery does
not meet the SG 100 as scored by the AAFA/WFOA. A score of 80
was agreed during the meeting.

C (80) All reports are in alignment for rationales and provided scores
1.2.4(100) A (100) All reports are in alignment for rationales and provided scores

B (60) All reports are in alignment for rationales and provided scores

C(100) All reports are in alignment for rationales and provided scores

D (100) All reports are in alignment for rationales and provided scores

E (100) AAFA/WFOA only scored 80 as no external review of the stock

assessment was done. The CHMSF and Japanese P&L scored 100,
noting the 2011 assessment was externally reviewed by CIE.
Agreed to score as 100.
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Appendix 2.4 Harmonisation meeting participants

Attendee Organisation/Representing
Sandy Morison SCS

Sian Morgan SCS

Max Stocker MRAG/SAI
Kevin Stokes Acoura
Adrian Gutteridge MSC

Bill Holden MSC
Stephanie Good MSC

Suzi Keshavarz MSC
Peter Watt MEC
Steve Kennelly (Facilitator) ICIC

Fong Lee South Seas Tuna Corporation Limited
Ronald Lo South Seas Tuna Corporation Limited
Chris Hsu South Seas Tuna Corporation Limited
Bob Trumble MRAG

Kenji Matsunaga

Meiho Gyogyo KK

Andrias Hermawan

Meiho Gyogyo KK

Jo Akroyd Acoura
Dave Japp MSC
Maurice Brownjohn PNA

Ivan Mateo SAl Global
Antonio Hervas ASI

Roland Salangsang

DD Corporation/Philbest Canning

3192R04A Control Union Pesca Ltd

MSC Full Assessment Reporting Template FCR v2.0 (8th October 2014) Pesca V1.2 (2nd October 2017)

182



5 CONTROLUNION

Bayani Fredeluces RD Fishing Group
Arnel Gonato RD Fishing Group
Jo Gascoine MEC

3192R04A Control Union Pesca Ltd

MSC Full Assessment Reporting Template FCR v2.0 (8th October 2014) Pesca V1.2 (2nd October 2017) 183



Appendix 3 Conditions

Condition 1: WCPO Skipjack — Harvest Strategy

Performance
Indicator

1.2.1a. The harvest strategy is responsive to the state of the stock and the elements of
the harvest strategy work together towards achieving stock management objectives
reflected in Pl 1.1.1 SG80.

Score

70

Rationale

Scoring issue a (SG80): The harvest strategy is responsive to the state of the stock and
the elements of the harvest strategy work together towards achieving stock
management objectives reflected in Pl 1.1.1 SG80.

Extract:

The team considered that the current management framework (WCPFC plus PNA) can
be expected to ensure that F and SB remain at appropriate levels; this is supported by
the current stock status and status quo projections (see Figure 7). The status quo
projections suggest that the stock is fluctuating around the agreed management target
(dropping below but then rebuilding). Although the ‘status quo’ from 2016 was while
CMM 2015-01 rather than 2017-01 was in force, a comparison of the two CMMs does
not suggest any significant different in effort levels arising from this change in
management. The target is well above estimated SBMSY and the formal management
objective is to maintain stock at the target level ‘on average’, so the harvest strategy
appears to be working. On this basis, SG60 is met.

SG80 requires that the harvest strategy is ‘responsive to the state of the stock’. Although
work is ongoing in WCPFC towards a formal HCR, there is nothing in place at present,
and management has been on an ad hoc basis. In practice, a HCR should be responsive
to the state of th most vulnerable stock in a mixed fishery, which is likely bigeye or
yellowfin, rather than skipjack. However, the harvest strategy was not particularly
responsive to the stock status for bigeye throughout the period when it was considered
depleted (until structural changes to the 2017 stock assessment suggested a more
optimistic outcome). Likewise for PNA, there is not a clear linkage between potential
catch and TAE, and the process for determining TAE is not transparent. The team
concluded that there is not sufficient evidence that the harvest strategy is responsive to
the state of the stock; SG80 is not met.

Condition

WCPO skipjack needs a harvest strategy that is responsive to the state of the stock, with
and the elements of the harvest strategy (monitoring, stock assessment, harvest control
rules and management actions) working together to achieve stock management
objectives.

Milestones

The milestones have been aligned with the latest iteration of the WCPFC harvest strategy
WCPFC (2017b); Attachment L). It is recognised the Client has limited ability directly to
ensure the SG80 are met at each scoring issue. The Client will need to work through the
FA and the JTFCA.

Year 1 (2019) — Year 3 (2021): the client will provide evidence that it is actively working
to ensure that the harvest strategy for WCPO skipjack is responsive to the state of the
stock and that the elements of the harvest strategy work together towards achieving the
management objectives reflected in the target and limit reference points. This evidence
will include a summary of the actions taken by the client and other relevant parties to
achieve this outcome in alignment with the WCPFC 2017 agreed work plan. (Score: 70).

Year 4 (2022)": HCR adopted. Harvest strategy in place. (Score: 80)

Client action plan

MSC Ishihara Marine Products. Co., Ltd. Action Plan: We have established our action plan
to get the following done to meet the SG80 requirements on all three conditions set by
the CAB by the third annual surveillance:

Year 1
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We will work to ensure that the harvest strategy for both skipjack and albacore skipjack
tunas is adopted at WCPFC annual meetings. As a first step, we will actively push the FAJ
to let the Japanese delegation to the WCPFC establish a basis on which the awareness
of the necessity to limit the catch of both skipjack and albacore can be boosted at
meetings of the commission in the foreseeable future and the development and
adoption of appropriate harvest control rules can be encouraged there as outlined in
CMM 2014-06 and the Commission work plan agreed in 2015.

Action plans established by the FAJ and relevant organizations such as the JTFA include
examination of harvest strategies necessary to achieve their management objectives,
which is necessary for appropriate management strategy to be created and submitted
to WCPFC annual meetings in line with the agreed work plan. This examination will
expressly demonstrate that such organizations in Japan support the process for the
development of harvest strategies and harvest control rules.

Year 2 and onwards

We will assess each year progress of the WCPFC and PNA towards meeting the
conditions and will continue to seek dialogue with FAJ and JTFA to ensure Japanese
involvement in and advocacy for development and implementation of a clear harvest
strategy involving target and limit reference points (already set), harvest control rules
(as in CMM 2014-06), and clear linkage between catch and effort.

Consultation
condition

on

No consultation is required since WCPFC have already expressed their intention of
undertaking this process (see CMM 2014-06 and current harvest strategy workplan).

As members of the WCPFC and IATTC, the Japanese government are committed to the
implementation of Harvest Control Rules and LRP. This commits all parties, including
Japan, to progress towards implementation of HCR.

The client has nonetheless consulted with MAFF, which has agreed to keep pursuing
conservation and management measurement through CMM2014-06 at WPFC level.

* The milestones have been aligned with the latest iteration of the WCPFC harvest strategy WCPFC (2017a), and
with the CAB-wide Variation Request that has been submitted for alignment of P1 conditions and timelines on

HMS stocks.
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Condition 2: WCPO Skipjack — Harvest Control Rules

Performance
Indicator

1.2.2a. Well defined HCRs are in place that ensure that the exploitation rate is reduced
as the PRI is approached, are expected to keep the stock fluctuating around a target
level consistent with (or above) MSY.

1.2.2b. The HCRs are likely to be robust to the main uncertainties.

1.2.2c. Available evidence indicates that the tools in use are appropriate and effective
in achieving the exploitation levels required under the HCRs.

Score

60

Rationale

Scoring issue a (SG80): Well defined HCRs are in place that ensure that the exploitation
rate is reduced as the PRI is approached, are expected to keep the stock fluctuating
around a target level consistent with (or above) MSY, or for key LTL species a level
consistent with ecosystem needs.

WCPO skipjack stock biomass has not previously been reduced below the MSY level,
according to the stock assessment (see Figure 7). Short-term projections suggest that
biomass will decline below the agreed TRP in 2018 but in the longer term will increase
again, and will be maintained consistently above the MSY level (see 1.1.1b). Unlike
bigeye and yellowfin, there is no consistent downwards trend in skipjack biomass across
the region over the time series.

WCPFC have an agreed, legally-binding framework in place to establish place formal
harvest strategies and control rules for their main stocks, including WCPO skipjack (see
CMM 2014-06 and associated workplans). SA2.5.3b is therefore met. On this basis, for a
HCR can be considered to be ‘available’ for this stock. SG60 is met. Since the harvest
strategy is not ‘in place’, SG80 is not met.

On that basis, the conditions are met such that a HCR for WCPO skipjack can be
considered to be ‘available’, meeting the requirements at SG60. Since there is no HCR
‘in place’, SG80 is not met.

Scoring issue b (SG80): The HCRs are likely to be robust to the main uncertainties.

Since a HCR is ‘available’ rather than ‘in place’, it cannot be argued to be robust to the
main uncertainties. Not met.

Scoring issue c (SG80): Available evidence indicates that the tools in use are appropriate
and effective in achieving the exploitation levels required under the HCRs.

Under SA2.5.5, in order to conclude that ‘available’ HCRs are ‘effective’ (SG60), MSC
requires evidence of i) the use of effective HCRs in other stocks or fisheries under the
same management body; or ii) a formal agreement or framework with trigger levels
which will require the development of a well-defined HCR. It also requires consideration
of current exploitation rates in relation to biological reference points and the agreed
trigger level (guidance for SA2.5.6: ‘evidence that current F is equal to or less than Fusy
should usually be taken as evidence that the HCR is effective’).

A formal framework is in place for the development of a harvest strategy for the stock
(CMM 2014-06 and workplans; see above). F is estimated to be 0.45Fwsy (reference case
model); 95% ClI 0.64Fwusy. The criteria for ‘available’ tools at SG60 are therefore met.
SG80 is not met because there is not a well-defined HCR.

Condition

WCPO Skipjack needs a harvest control rule that ensures that the exploitation rate is
reduced as the PRI is approached and is expected to keep the stock fluctuating around
the target level and robust to the main uncertainties. The tools used to implement the
HCR should be effective in achieving the required exploitation levels.




(5: CONTROLUNION

Milestones The milestones have been aligned with the latest iteration of the WCPFC harvest strategy
workplan ((WCPFC 2017b)). It is recognised the Client has limited ability directly to ensure
the SG80 are met at each scoring issue. The Client will need to work through the FA and
the JTFCA.

Year 1 (2019)-Year 3 (2021): the client will provide evidence that it is actively working to
ensure that well defined harvest control rules taking into account the main uncertainties
are in place for WCPO skipjack and that these are consistent with the harvest strategy
and ensure that the exploitation rate is reduced as limit reference points are
approached. This evidence will include a summary of the actions taken by the client and
other relevant parties to achieve this outcome in alignment with the WCPFC agreed work
plan (Score: 70).

Year 4 (2022)": HCR adopted. Harvest strategy in place. (Score: 80)

Client action plan Same as for Condition 1.
Consultation on | No consultation is required since WCPFC have already expressed their intention of
condition undertaking this process (see CMM 2014-06 and current harvest strategy workplan). As

members of the WCPFC and IATTC, the Japanese government are committed to the
implementation of Harvest Control Rules and LRP. This commits all parties, including
Japan, to progress towards implementation of HCR.

The client has nonetheless consulted with MAFF, which has agreed to keep pursuing
conservation and management measurement through CMM2014-06 at WPFC level, see
evidence below.

* The milestones have been aligned with the latest iteration of the WCPFC harvest strategy WCPFC (2017a), and
with the CAB-wide Variation Request that has been submitted for alignment of P1 conditions and timelines on
HMS stocks.
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Condition 3: NP Albacore — Harvest Control Rules

Performance
Indicator

1.2.2a. Well defined HCRs are in place that ensure that the exploitation rate is reduced
as the PRI is approached, are expected to keep the stock fluctuating around a target
level consistent with (or above) MSY.

1.2.2b. The HCRs are likely to be robust to the main uncertainties.

1.2.2c. Available evidence indicates that the tools in use are appropriate and effective
in achieving the exploitation levels required under the HCRs.

Score

60

Rationale

Scoring issue a (SG80): Well defined HCRs are in place that ensure that the exploitation
rate is reduced as the PRI is approached, are expected to keep the stock fluctuating
around a target level consistent with (or above) MSY, or for key LTL species a level
consistent with ecosystem needs.

Stock biomass has been above the estimated MSY level throughout the time series, and
since the probabilities that SB<SBmsy and F>Fusy are low (see 1.2.1a), it is not likely that
the stock biomass will fall below this level in the next five years (see Pl 1.1.1; Section
3.3.2; 3.4.2). WCPFC have an agreed, legally-binding framework in place to establish
place formal harvest strategies and control rules for their main stocks, including WCPO
yellowfin (see CMM 2014-06 and associated workplans; Section 3.4.3). The
requirements of SA2.5.2-3 are therefore met for a HCR to be ‘available’. SG60 is met.
Since the harvest strategy is not ‘in place’, SG80 is not met.

Scoring issue b (SG80): The HCRs are likely to be robust to the main uncertainties.
Since a HCR is ‘available’ rather than ‘in place’, it cannot be argued to be robust to the
main uncertainties. Not met.

Scoring issue c (SG80): Available evidence indicates that the tools in use are appropriate
and effective in achieving the exploitation levels required under the HCRs.

Under SA2.5.5, in order to conclude that ‘available’ HCRs are ‘effective’ (SG60), MSC
requires evidence of i) the use of effective HCRs in other stocks or fisheries under the
same management body; or ii) a formal agreement or framework with trigger levels
which will require the development of a well-defined HCR. It also requires consideration
of current exploitation rates in relation to biological reference points and the agreed
trigger level (guidance for SA2.5.6: ‘evidence that current F is equal to or less than FMSY
should usually be taken as evidence that the HCR is effective’).

Taking this last point first, it is clear that F<Fumsy (see 1.1.1). A formal agreement for the
development of a well-defined HCR is provided by CMM 2014-06, with a framework
provided by the associated workplan (updated after WCPFC13 and again after WCPFC14
to reflect the failure to move forward on some of the milestones). A trigger level is
provided by the agreed limit reference point (20%SBr-0). The recent assessment provides
some evidence that the tools in use are sufficiently effective at controlling exploitation
rates.

Overall, therefore, under the MSC requirements and guidance for ‘available’ HCRs, SG60
is met. SG80 is not met.

Condition

NP Albacore needs a harvest control rule that ensures that the exploitation rate is
reduced as the PRI is approached and is expected to keep the stock fluctuating around
the target level and robust to the main uncertainties. The tools used to implement the
HCR should be effective in achieving the required exploitation levels.

Milestones

The milestones have been aligned with the latest iteration of the WCPFC harvest strategy
WCPFC (2017b)). It is recognised the Client has limited ability directly to ensure the SG80
are met at each scoring issue. The Client will need to work through the FA and the JTFCA.
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Year 1 (2019) — Year 4 (2022): the client will provide evidence that it is actively working
to ensure that the harvest strategy for WCPO NP Albacore is responsive to the state of
the stock and that the elements of the harvest strategy work together towards achieving
the management objectives reflected in the target and limit reference points. This
evidence will include a summary of the actions taken by the client and other relevant
parties to achieve this outcome in alignment with the WCPFC 2017 agreed work plan.
(Score: 70).

Year 5 (2023)": HCR adopted. Harvest strategy in place. (Score: 80)

Client action plan

Same as for condition 1.

Consultation on
condition

No consultation is required since WCPFC have already expressed their intention of
undertaking this process (see CMM 2014-06 and current harvest strategy workplan). As
members of the WCPFC and IATTC, the Japanese government are committed to the
implementation of Harvest Control Rules and LRP. This commits all parties, including
Japan, to progress towards implementation of HCR.

The client has nonetheless consulted with MAFF, which has agreed to keep pursuing
conservation and management measurement through CMM2014-06 at WPFC level.

* The milestones have been aligned with the latest iteration of the WCPFC harvest strategy WCPFC (2017b),
and with the CAB-wide Variation Request that has been submitted for alignment of P1 conditions and timelines

on HMS stocks.

Appendix 3.1 Response from MAFF to consultation by the client

AR ERRA AL pURR

Dear Mr. Kumashiro

Ishihara Marine products CO.,Ltd.

PEEH L D T NET,

FKEETT [EFEFE T WCPFC R 2 LTl 0 T RIEFIE L W L £ T,
HDHT, IALIBBENNZLET,

Thank you for contacting us.

| am Takahiro Fujiwara, and in charge of negotiation with WCPFC in Fishery agency, International

Affairs Division.

ST, AVF LT HORBHEICOWT, FEMO LBY . FNEELAKEAE ST K
SEEEOPERNC BT 5 Y 4 - ~ 7 e i,

WCPFC (PR E CAHEERSR) CTEIREHEMTbILTVET,

Well, regarding harvest control regulation of skipjack and albacore, as you know, Skipjack and Tuna of
west Pacific Ocean including water area around our country are stock controlled by WCPFC.
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B FNZONWTIE, BE, B~ 27 0 EWHFED T, AT « AKX L L HICEBHEE
(CMM2017-01) &, DY AHMToOHE (CMM2015-06) 23 0 F9,

ZOWEE, EAMICHIES D BRI (EEHIR, B3 H IR &) AL 2 Th Y,
B A BT L OIHIEE A LD Y EH A,

=720, BV ADO—KDODIZONTIL, CMM2017-01 D37 51 (2B T, 2001 4£~2004
DY) E 72152004 FEKHEZ B2 W2 & L OWEEFIRIZ T O TWET,

As for Skipjack, at present, as tropical tuna category, there is control measures (CMM2017-01) for
Thunnus obesus and Thunnus albacares, and (CMM2015-06) for Skipjack. Basically the contents of
catch effort regulation (vessel number regulation, operation day regulation etc) is main part, and there
is no any rule to control catch amount.

B IOV T, WCPFC TligRE b ¢, Ficdbks 20 ELAbIcAE R T A T A &2db K
WEEE T E L CORBEEE (CMM2005-03) 230 0 £97,

ZITIE, BEAEBITL IV EBZ WL DI EDHEIN A TWET,

As for Albacore, WCPFC has control measures (CMM2005-03) for North Pacific Ocean Albacore living
mainly around N.Lat.20° and above the equator.

ZOEIT, BLEHFEN L LN TWRWVWE NS DIFFRY N EBWETR, ZONAEL
LTI, 5?5675\5}: LTH, s FERoTHRITEINEWNI &, £HTIEHY FHA,

VTAE DI E B K A~D B A O kil 1L, BEKIRICRBIT S KERECLZ DL
E Z . WCPFC INE 40176 . BAEITEHEEOMILAZTFEL CXE LT,

L2xL7Z223 6, WCPFC B A 2R —= DR % (56D 2 RVEE B ILE] T, By kel & R AT 7Kk
DAY FIFRERTH D Z &,

BRI D T A OB EITZBAF T D Z & 2 BEHIZHLH O I IT SOt DN % & - T

WET
IO LR, PLFHOTEHY £908, FHHELZTALTEIL LW O REND Y
£

Stb. 2O LERRZERSEDL N, RO TN Z L2 b £95,

Like this, it seems wrong that there is no control management measure, but we also can’t say to fully
agree with the measurement. We consider that recent decrease of Skipjack coming to water area
around our country is caused by large amount fishing at tropical water area and we have insisted to
strengthen the control management measure since we have joined WCPFC. However Pacific islands,
majority of WCPFC member, take conflicting position against strengthening the measurement with
the reason why tropical stock is the different with the temperate zone stock and Albacore stock in
tropical area is abundantly. In the circumstance, we have history to add measurements gradually and
in the future, we will keep negotiation to progress the situation better.

A — )L DRI EE S AR A PN E CMM2014-06 13, Wb D THRIERRIS | &\ Wbt T
WAEHDOMNEEWET, WCPFC TlE, 207 e RZ2ED TN I LERoTEY, N
EHEEDMEERBDBRREEZS LD LY, EmlCEMBIICEBRL TWET, =72, &
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EFIRHSTLDHLDTTDOT, BRET R TR LoD LHEMETHZ LN EE IR F
TN, TR iR CH Y . BRI HE AL TV WO N ELR T,

FOED, 20Tt RAEEDHICHI-> UXEEI BFRFICRO N ET,  (EiRp7Z
NAEITFEFEREFSTBYETA, )

| think that conservation and management measurement CMM2014-06 mentioned in e-mail is the so-
called ‘harvest strategy’ and we will progress it at WPFC. We positively contribute the discussion such
as our attendee acts as the chair of task force. However this is the matter related to all fishermen and
it is important to understand for all related people, and because of the difficulty, it still hasn’t
progressed yet at present. Therefore it also require to be careful at the same time.

(The specific details hasn’t fixed yet.)

AEEDELS R E LN, MSC FIEOTGEED HIZHT-> T, AMOMEERH -T2
HBOLHELTCVWET, BEFETLEHELIE WX E LR, T TCI2 WCPFC B
F EXMOBEENFREIC X D EY 2 > 7= FEHEIZ OV T PNA 2% MSC #REFE# Hl> T\ A1k
TCT,

[F UEHFIENE DTV D Y FIZHONT, FEN A5 eI DIE, HHE L TIEEL
<HFM0 EFHEA

This introduction has become quite long, but we understand to receive your inquiry for the process
to be certified for MSC. We already told via phone, but PNA got MSC certification for Tuna can using
fish materials caught by Purse seine fishing operation in the area of WCPFC. We don’t understand why
the measurement is not sufficient for Skipjack using the same measurement with them.

if:%j{’)@ @ﬁyj—@&%ﬁﬁb\f:ﬁ “/Zl‘ODf:f:?:’\’KﬂTZD MSC nﬂu\nEé"HyD 711/‘}:@?053
TEolemERBWETRN, T TIZEEN» OB —ARK D0 L MEL 8-> TW\W5% 9 2, 5% MEL 28
l%wﬁkﬁém<%w1wék@ﬁ%%w1wi# SHICEWR oY AT
X MSC ZHUFHE A L bW TEY 77,

ERRA 72 B B 2 5 b T _NE L DO F R TRBITED THWE T, RPHFELRNDLH O
TIND, BIICEDD Z EidenhrL b0 BnES, —JFH T, FTlHi> T
HIEFCTLLS T MSC FREZ UG T 5 &0 9 FE S RETN 22N T21E 9 23D 7 & AE
ANBJZE TV ET,

This time, you are telling that you would like to get MSC certified for Tataki made by only pole and
line Skipjack, but off shore pole and line Skipjack is already certified by MEL and | heard that MEL is
on the progress to be global certification and furthermore, Skipjack and Albacore in Miyagi prefecture
has already certified.

We will progress the negotiation to strengthen the global management measure, but there are other
parties, therefore | think it’s quite difficult to change dramatically.

On the other hand, | personally feel that it's better to seek the way to get MSC certified with the
materials already out.

KB KET 2T LOHEEIZHOWT OKEST HP)

http://www.jfa.maff.go.jp/j/kikaku/budget/suishin.html

3192R04A Control Union Pesca Ltd

MSC Full Assessment Reporting Template FCR v2.0 (8th October 2014) Pesca V1.2 (2nd October 2017) 191



{5 CONTROLUNION

$<Reference: The promotion of Marine Eco label (Fishery agency HP)

b LML BN ZSWE LS A=W 20 AUE AT RE A fiDH RIS ST
WEIZEET,

EALLSBENNZLET,

If you have any other question, please send email. We will response as possible.

KEST  EIREP  [EEGER

Fishery agency resource management department international affair division

[ER I 2 PR
R FE I

Takahiro  Fujiwara
TEL : 03-3502-8459([H.1f) PHS : 88021

E-Mail : takahiro_fujiwara550@maff.go.jp

From: Toshitaka Kumashiro [mailto:t-kumashiro@ishiharasuisan.co.jp]
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2018 5:28 PM

To: BRI 2A1% <takahiro_fujiwara550@maff.go.jp>

Cc: A JFKBE H57K W52 <k-yoshinaga@ishiharasuisan.co.jp>

Subject: 17 F & DNAR O IEEFRHIHIIC O\ T

X OZOA—ME, WM T 7 AV IE URL DA H Y £F DT,

A=V IEETICEE L TCTZ 7 A NVDOBRE XX URL ~D T 7 A% L TL7E S0,

IKPEST

[l BRER

S Ubbkk

Dear Fishery agency, international affair division,

Mr. Fujiwara

WO HREFBHEERIZ > TEY £,
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Thank you for your help all the time.

PEECTIRHSE WS ELL L IC, I Y 4 L CARO—AR$ D IZTMSC
munﬂf%ﬂyﬁ‘bi ) LRI TODHHERTTT,

As | explained on the phone, we are in the assessment to be MSC certified for Skipjack and Albacore.

T CITKEITERD ZH#HZ T TR R 22 & W E T2, ERT ROz BV L T
£

| think you are already working with Fishery agency policy, but additionally find our request as below.

WCPFC ~D HADREME L TIBIMENTWDKETHEE LT, EWFEROREZEESD
weET, \Be (ﬁh%@%ﬁlﬁﬁﬂﬁ&@%%ﬁr DR AEFOEH T, o, CMM(PRHEE FLHNE )
2014-06 X° 2015 FFIZ A B SN [RIE B OEEFHR CHEEE D R iz K 9 7o bl 2 s & v
HRHIOVERL E B 2R LIS 2 X 5 2 il e S b X o ICBREVH L BT £,

To fishery agency who participates WCPFC as the delegation of Japan, we request to establish the
basement to be able to increase awareness of recognition of harvest management for Skipjack and
Albacore and to make and set an appropriate harvest management regulation such as summary
shown in action plan of committee agreed in 2015 and CMM(conservation management
measure)2104-06.

EALSBBEVHEL EFET,
Thank you in advance.

AR EERR A AL

Ishihara marine products
PRI A

Toshitama Kumashiro
t-kumashiro@ishiharasuisan.co.jp
T 425-0091

e i) WL B R T )\ Af 2-5-2

2-5-2, Yanann, Yaizu, Shizuoka
http://www.ishiharasuisan.co.jp
TEL 054-629-7420

FAX 054-629-0771
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Appendix 4 Peer Review Reports
Appendix 4.1 Peer Reviewer 1

Summary of Peer Reviewer Opinion

Has the assessment team arrived at an appropriate | Yes
conclusion based on the evidence presented in the

assessment report?

CAB Response

Justification:

The peer reviewer considers that the evidence presented by the CAB
team fully justifies the scores given to each PI, including (when
applicable) the scoring issues subscores. Therefore, the peer
reviewer agrees with all the scores assigned.

Thank you.

Do you think the condition(s) raised are appropriately | Yes
written to achieve the SG80 outcome within the

specified timeframe?
[Reference: FCR 7.11.1 and sub-clauses]

CAB Response

Justification:

Yes: the conditions are appropriately written to achieve the SG80
outcome within the specified timeframe.

But with a cautionary note: ultimately, the adoption of measures to
address the conditions does not depend on the client, nor even on
the most immediate level of national fisheries management (Japan,
in this case), but on an RFMO - specifically, the WCPFC. Hence, it
might not be 100% warranted that the WCPFC will reach the
consensus necessary to implement the measures implied in the
conditions, within the specified timeframe.

Thank you.

We have recognised this in the wording of
the condition and emphasised that the client
will need to work through the FA and the
JTFCA.

If included:

Do you think the client action plan is sufficient to close | Yes

the conditions raised?
[Reference FCR 7.11.2-7.11.3 and sub-clauses]

CAB Response

Justification:

It might be sufficient, but its ultimate success will depend on the
client’s capacity to ensure the collaboration of the Japanese
delegation to the WCPFC.

And in turn, the Japanese delegation to the WCPFC will have to exert
considerable efforts in advancing the implementation of appropriate
harvest control rules by the WCPFC. However, Japan is an important
skipjack and albacore fishing nation, and it seems reasonable to
assume that it should have enough influence within the WCPFC to
foster the adoption of the required harvest control rules.

Thank you, as said above, we are aware of
this, as is the client.
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-

Part 1. Principle 1 scoring rationales - Skipjack

The certifiers have given a score of 100
for this Pl in both scoring issues. The
evidence given supports that the fishery
meets the requirements to score 100 at
both Sla and Slb. Hence the score of 100
is fully agreed.

11.2

NA

NA

NA

1.21

Yes

Yes

Yes

The certifiers have assigned an overall
score of 70 in this PI. The 70 score carries
a raised condition (condition #1, detailed
in p. 12 and again in p. 73). The peer
reviewer considers both the overall score
of 70 and the raised condition adequate.
The raised condition is well written and,
ifimplemented, is likely to achieve the SG
of 80 within the specified timeframe.
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Similary as in the Pl 1.2.1, the certifiers
have deemed that the fishery only meets
the score level of 60. The peer reviewer
agrees fully with this score, the reasoning
behind it and the raised condition
(condition #2, p. 12 & 73).

1.2.3 Yes Yes NA The certifiers have assigned an overall
performace score of 90 (Sla achieves 100,
but SIb only achieves 80). The peer
reviewer agrees that there is evidence to
support this score.

1.2.4 Yes Yes NA The peer reviewer agrees with the overall
performance score of 95 assigned by the
certifiers.

Part 2. Principle 1 scoring rationales - Albacore
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The certifiers have assigned an overall
performance score of 80 under this PlI,
resulting from a score of 80 in Sla and
also 80 in Slb. The peer reviewer agrees
with this score.

1.1.2 NA NA NA

1.2.1 Yes Yes NA The certifiers have given an overall score
of 85. The peer reviewer agrees with this
score.

1.2.2 Yes Yes Yes The certifiers have deemed that the

fishery only meets the score level of 60.
The peer reviewer agrees fully with this
reasoning and with the raised condition
(condition #3, p. 12 & 73).
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100 to the Sla and 80 in Slb, leading to an
overall performance score of 90.

The peer reviewer agrees that there is
evidence to support this overall score.

The certifiers have assigned a score of

1.24

Yes

Yes

NA

The peer reviewer agrees with the overall
performance score of 100 assigned by
the certifiers.*

*One Sl (b) is scored with 80. However,
this particular SI does not include a
scoring level of 100. Hence, it is deemed
adequate that it does not affect the
overall score of 100 assigned to the
entire PI, given that all other Sls reach
100.

211

Yes

Yes

NA

The peer reviewer agrees with the overall
performance score of 100 assigned by
the certifiers.
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The peer reviewer agrees with the
overall performance score of 80.

2.1.3 Yes Yes NA The peer reviewer agrees with the overall
performance score of 95.

2.2.1 Yes Yes NA The peer reviewer agrees with the overall
performance score of 100.

2.2.2 Yes Yes NA The peer reviewer agrees with the overall
performance score of 85.

2.2.3 Yes Yes NA The peer reviewer agrees with the overall
performance score of 95.*
* Note: see General Comment (1)

2.3.1 Yes Yes NA The peer reviewer agrees with the overall
performance score of 100.
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The peer reviewer agrees with the overall
performance score of 80*.

*the PI might well reach 100 if a fisheries
observer programme was implemented.
Such a program would likely produce the
evidence required to meet the SG 100.

2.3.3 Yes Yes NA The peer reviewer agrees with the overall
performance score of 80*.

2.4.1 Yes Yes NA The peer reviewer agrees with the overall
performance score of 100.

2.4.2 Yes Yes NA The peer reviewer agrees with the overall
performance score of 80.

2.4.3 Yes Yes NA The peer reviewer agrees with the overall

performance score of 100.
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-

The peer reviewer agrees with the overall
performance score of 100.

2.5.2

Yes

Yes

NA

The peer reviewer agrees with the overall
performance score of 80.

253

Yes

Yes

NA

The peer reviewer agrees with the overall
performance score of 100.

3.1.1

Yes

Yes

NA

The peer reviewer agrees with the overall
performance score of 95.

3.1.2

Yes

Yes

NA

The peer reviewer agrees with the overall
performance score of 85.

3.1.3

Yes

Yes

NA

The peer reviewer agrees with the overall
performance score of 80.

321

Yes

Yes

NA

The peer reviewer agrees with the partial
score of 90.
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Performance Has all available | Does the information | Will the | Justification CAB Response
Indicator relevant and/or rationale used | condition(s) raised | pjease support your answers by
information been | to score this Indicator | improve the referring to specific scoring issues and
used to score this | support the given | fishery’s any relevant documentation where
Indicator? score? (Yes/No) performance to the possible. Please attach additional pages
(Yes/No) SG80 level? | if necessary.
(Yes/No/NA)

Note: Justification to support your
answers is only required where answers
given are ‘No’.

3.2.2 Yes Yes NA The peer reviewer agrees with the overall | No response required
performance score of 85.

3.2.3 Yes Yes NA The peer reviewer agrees with the overall | No response required
performance score of 85.

3.24 Yes Yes NA The peer reviewer agrees with the overall | No response required
performance score of 90.

Optional: General Comments on the Peer Review Draft Report (including comments on the adequacy of the background information if necessary) can be
added below and on additional pages

1) There is only one apparent (and small) mistake detected regarding the scoring: specifically for Pl 2.2.3, in p. 130 it seems that the overall performance
score attributed is 95. However, in the Table “Summary of Pl Level Scores” (p. 72), an overall performance score of 100 is indicated for this PI. This has been
rectified.

2) Besides, a few minor formatting or typing mistakes were identified:

-There seems to be a typo in p. 34, under the title “4.4.1 Albacore biology and stock definition”, it says “Skipjack is not a key Low Trophic Level (LTL) species
according to the definition in FCR Annex SA 2.2.9.” It should say “Albacore” instead of “Skipjack”. This has been rectified.
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-There also are several “(Error! Reference source not found.)” messages throughout the text, which should be deleted and/or replaced with the intended
reference. This has been rectified.

-p. 54: where it says “Because fishing takes place in deep water (...)": it should say “in surface waters” or “in the upper layer of the water column”, or some
other similar sentence. This has been amended.

3) Finally, a general comment regarding the lack of a fisheries observer programme, which has a special incidence in all Pls related to ETP species (2.3.1, 2.3.2,
2.3.3): a very similar fishery to the assessed here, is the pole and line skipjack fishery in the Azores islands (Portugal). The fishery is performed by vessels
considerably smaller (25-30 LOA) than the Eisei Maru vessel, but their catch profile is comparable. The Azores skipjack pole and line fishery has a fisheries
observer programme going on since 20 years ago. Its results could be used to further sustain the scores given at 2.3.1, 2.3.2, and 2.3.3.

Thank you. Unfortunatelly, we were not able to find the fishery you refered to. It is also uncertain whether observer data from a fishery in the Atlantic Ocean
would be applicable to this Pacific fishery under assessment.
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Appendix 4.2 Peer Reviewer 2

Summary of Peer Reviewer Opinion

Has the assessment team arrived at an appropriate | Yes/
conclusion based on the evidence presented in the

assessment report?

CAB Response

Justification:

The report is well written and provides clear information on the
fishery and its impacts. Evidence is provided to support the
conclusion that the fishery achieves the standards for certification
with conditions.

Thank you.

Do you think the condition(s) raised are appropriately | Yes/
written to achieve the SG80 outcome within the

specified timeframe?

[Reference: FCR 7.11.1 and sub-clauses]

CAB Response

Justification:

The conditions raised follow the wording of the scoring guide and the
milestones are appropriate. As for a number of tuna fisheries in the
Pacific, achieving SG80 outcomes depends on progress being made
at WCPFC and IATTC.

There is a good level of harmonization with other fisheries harvesting
the same resources

Thank you. We have recognised this in the
wording of the condition and made clear that
the client will need to work through the FA
and the JTFCA.

If included:

Do you think the client action plan is sufficient to close | Yes/

the conditions raised?
[Reference FCR 7.11.2-7.11.3 and sub-clauses]

CAB Response

Justification:

The client action plan is satisfactory. As with MSC assessments of
other RFMO tuna fisheries, the conditions require agreement to be
reached by RFMO representatives on scientific and management
committees. However, the action plan aligns with the work plan
agreed by the WCPFC in 2015 and processes in progress at IATTC.

The milestones and the client action plan recognize that the client
cannot guarantee outcomes at the RFMOs and focus client advocacy
for change. Whilst this is appropriate there should be some
consideration at surveillance audits whether progress is being made
against RFMO work plans in adopting harvest strategies and harvest
control rules.

Thank you. At surveillance audits, we will
look at the evidence presented by the client:
This evidence will include a summary of the
actions taken by the client and other
relevant parties to achieve this outcome in
alignment with the WCPFC 2017 agreed
work plan
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Principle 1- Skipjack

CONTROLUNION

1.11 Yes Yes NA The assessment team has taken
relevant
information into account and the Pl is
appropriately scored.

1.1.2 Yes NA NA NA

1.2.1 Yes Yes Y Scores and justifications for all scoring

elements are  appropriate  and
harmonised with other relevant
fisheries.

Scoring issues 1.2.1a should be
described as “not scored” at the SG100
level given SG80 not being.

Addressing the condition raised will
require development of the harvest
strategy through WCPFC processes.
This is an ongoing issue for tuna
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fisheries under the jurisdiction of
RFMOs.

1.2.2 Y Y Y A score of 60 for 1.2.2a is appropriate.
Generally understood harvest rules are
not in place ( not meeting SG80), but is
available should the stock approach the
point of recruitment impairment (SG
60). In addition, available information
indicates that the stock is unlikely to
become overfished or fall below
SBMSY. Harmonisation with other
fisheries for this Pl is noted.

Scores and justifications for 1.2.2b and
1.2.2c are appropriate.

SG100 levels should be described as
“not scored.

Addressing the condition raised will
require adoption of harvest control
rules through WCPFC processes. This is
an ongoing issue for tuna fisheries
under the jurisdiction of RFMOs.
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A score of 90 is justified and in harmony
with other WCP skipjack fisheries

1.2.4 Y Y NA Agreed

Principle 1- Nth Pacific Albacore

1.11 Y N NA A score of 100 could be considered for
Sla.

The SS3  assessment  provides
probabilistic estimates of parameters
of interest, has been extensively
explored and subjected to sensitivity
testing of biological assumptions and
data treatment and weighting.

The stock assessment estimates 2015
spawning stock biomass, SSB2o1s, to be
2.3 times 20%SSBo. This is well above
the WCPFC and IATTC-implicit, and
MSC default, LRP of 20%SSBo. The SSB
was estimated to be 80,618 t and was
2.47 times greater than the LRP
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Performance Has all available | Does the information = Will the  Justification CAB Response
Indicator relevant and/or rationale = condition(s) raised = please support your answers by
information been | used to score this improve the  referring to specific scoring issues and
used to score this | Indicator supportthe | fishery’s any relevant documentation where
Indicator? given score? performancetothe |ogsible. Please attach additional
(Yes/No) (Yes/No) SG80 level? pages if necessary.
(Yes/No/NA)
Note: Justification to support your
answers is only required where
answers given are ‘No’.
(20%SSBcurrentr-0  adopted by the
Northern Committee of the WCPFC) of
34,374 t.
There is no indication of any
recruitment impairment. There is a
high degree of certainty that the
current spawning stock biomass is
above the point where recruitment
would be impaired as the SSBwmsy
(24,770 t) is lower than the LRP
estimate (32,614 t).
Score 80 for Sib is appropriate
1.1.2 NA
1.2.1 N N NA NC13 recommended that the | This is true, but in practice, the interim

Commission adopt the revision to the
title of previously adopted
precautionary management framework
for North Pacific albacore so that it may
be recognized as a harvest strategy. In
addition, NC13 recommended that the

harvest strategy lacks some of the key
elements of a harvest strategy — i.e.
notably any clearly defined means of
implementing it. It also contradicts its
own objective, as noted in the main
report text. So logically, taking this




Performance Has all available | Does the information = Will the  Justification CAB Response
Indicator relevant and/or rationale = condition(s) raised = please support your answers by
information been | used to score this improve the  referring to specific scoring issues and
used to score this | Indicator supportthe | fishery’s any relevant documentation where
Indicator? given score? performancetothe |ogsible. Please attach additional
(Yes/No) (Yes/No) SG80 level? pages if necessary.
(Yes/No/NA)
Note: Justification to support your
answers is only required where
answers given are ‘No’.
Commission direct the Secretariat to | document to be the harvest strategy, this
make this harvest strategy available, as | stock would score worse for this Pl than
a stand-alone harvest strategy | it has in the past, scoring against CMM
document, on a web page dedicated to | 2005-03 / Resolution C-05-02. But that
this and other harvest strategies, | makes no sense, because 2005-03 and C-
including interim harvest strategies, | 05-02 are still in force, and are still in
agreed to by the Commission (WCPFC | practice, what is used to manage the
2017). stocks; hence they are used as the basis
SI d requires that that the Hs is | forthescoring.
periodically reviewed. There needs to
be evidence of periodic reviews ie True, and the interval between 2005 and
reviews at regular time intervals now is hard to describe as ‘regular’.
However, the Northern Committee has
held a series of MSE meetings over the
last couple of years, with more due, and
since this means that the harvest
strategy is in the middle of a large
revision, it seems unfair to score this as
not met.
1.2.2 Y Y Y The scoring and condition raised are | No response required.

harmonised with other relevant




Performance
Indicator

Has all available
relevant
information been
used to score this
Indicator?
(Yes/No)

Does the information
and/or rationale
used to score this
Indicator support the
given score?
(Yes/No)

will the
condition(s) raised
improve the
fishery’s
performance to the
SG80 level?
(Yes/No/NA)

Justification

Please support your answers by
referring to specific scoring issues and
any relevant documentation where
possible. Please attach additional
pages if necessary.

Note: Justification to support your
answers is only required where
answers given are ‘No’.

CAB Response

fisheries. The assessment team has
taken relevant

information into account and the PI is
appropriately scored.

1.23

NA

The assessment team has taken
relevant information into account and
the Pl is appropriately scored.

No response required.

1.2.4

NA

The assessment team has taken
relevant information into account and
the Pl is appropriately scored and in
harmony with other WP Nth albacore
scores

No response required.

Principle 2

211

NA

There are no main primary species.
Reported retained catches other than
the target species are at very low levels.
Relevant information has been

No response required.
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considered and the Pl has been

appropriately scored.

2.1.2 Y Y NA The Pl has been appropriately scored.
2.1.3 Y Y NA The Pl has been appropriately scored.
2.2.1 Y Y NA There are no main secondary species.

| concur with the scores

2.2.2 Y Y NA There are no main secondary species.
I concur with the scores

2.2.3 Y Y NA There are no main secondary species.

| concur with the scores

2.3.1 Y N NA Slb), it is at least highly likely that there
are no significant detrimental direct
effects of the UoA on ETP species, but
without more data it cannot be said
that there is a ‘high degree of
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confidence’ according to the MSC
definition. Hence the SG80 is met but

not the SG100.

23.2 Y

NA

I concur with the
scoring

assessment teams

233 Y

NA

I concur with the
scoring

assessment teams

24.1 Y

NA

| concur with the
scoring

assessment teams

24.2 Y

NA

| concur with the
scoring

assessment teams

243 Y

NA

I concur with the
scoring

assessment teams

25.1 Y

NA

Given the scale of the fishery, relevant
information has been considered and
the Pl has been appropriately scored
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Performance Has all available | Does the information = Will the  Justification CAB Response
Indicator relevant and/or rationale = condition(s) raised = please support your answers by
information been | used to score this improve the  referring to specific scoring issues and
used to score this | Indicator supportthe | fishery’s any relevant documentation where
Indicator? given score? performancetothe |ogsible. Please attach additional
(Yes/No) (Yes/No) SG80 level? pages if necessary.
(Yes/No/NA)
Note: Justification to support your
answers is only required where
answers given are ‘No’.
2.5.2 Y Y NA This Pl has been scored appropriately No response required.
2.5.3 Y Y NA This Pl has been scored appropriately No response required.
Principle 3
3.1.1 N N NA Slc. Both the WCPFC and IATTC have an | This has been amended:

intention and a management system
that observes the legal rights created
explicitly or established by custom for
people dependent on fishing for food
or livelihood in a manner consistent
with the objectives of MSC Principles 1
and 2.

The WCPFC considers common
allocation principles such as historical
participation, the rights of Coastal
States and the rights of developing
States, but are not yet formally part of
the allocation process.

While IATTC has demonstrated the
intention to develop and implement

Both the WCPFC and IATTC have an
intention and a management system that
observes the legal rights created
explicitly or established by custom for
people dependent on fishing for food or
livelihood in a manner consistent with
the objectives of MSC Principles 1 and 2.

However, the WCPFC considers common
allocation principles such as historical
participation, the rights of Coastal States
and the rights of developing States, but
are not yet formally part of the allocation
process.
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methods to allow a fair distribution and
mechanisms to achieve this objective,
such mechanisms are not formal
commitments. As a result, neither meet

SG100
3.1.2 Y Y NA Concur with assessment team score
3.1.3 Y Y NA Concur with assessment team score
3.21 Y Y NA The report provides information on

some measurable objectives at national
level but says that “are not clear” this
would suggest not “well defined” as is
necessary for a 100 score. So the partial
score allocated is appropriate

3.2.2 Y Y NA 3.2.2b It has been shown that WCPC do
not necessarily respond to ALL serious
issues eg Sth Pacific albacore, catch
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rates have been declining consistently
for several years, and the stock is below
potential candidate bio-economic
target reference points. The stock
status still shows it is not overfished
and overfishing is not occurring
nonetheless, a CPUE decline is an
important issue and so far the WCPFC
decision-making process has not
responded.

However, as this Pl is fishery specific
and as the albacore in this fishery is
Northern | can agree with the score

allocated
3.2.3 Y Y NA The score is appropriate
3.24 Y N NA SIb WCPFC is subject to regular internal

review as demonstrated by the various
committees and working groups that
meet regularly and report their findings
to the Commission. The WCPFC
completed an external performance
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review in 2012. The RFMO meets SG80
with respect to “occasional review but
there is no evidence yet that this will be
regular so SG 100 is not met.

IATTC is subject to regular internal
review. This is demonstrated by the
various committees and working
groups that meet regularly and report
their findings to the Commission and
which are published. The
IATTChas_carried out an external
performance review in 2016. This
implies that the RFMO now meets SG80
with respect to occasional external
review.

There is no mention in scoring
justification of IATTC.

Since at this stage, there is no “regular”
external review SG100 is not met but
SG80 is met.
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Optional: General Comments on the Peer Review Draft Report (including comments on the
adequacy of the background information if necessary) can be added below and on additional pages

Throughout the report there are a number of “Error reference source not found” eg Sections 4.2.1, 4.3.2,4.5.2,
6.1 condition 3 NPALB. This has been amended.

The main bait is described as anchovy and pilchard but sect 4.2.1 says main bait sardines — This has been
amended (pilchard and sardines are both common names used for Sardinops melanostictus).

Very good report and excellent background provided — Thank you.
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Appendix 5 Stakeholder submissions

No formal stakeholder submissions were received prior to publication of the PCDR.

Following publication of the PCDR, a stakeholder submission was received from ISSF, the
International Seafood Sustainability Foundation. MSC also provided Technical Oversight (TO). These
submissions, together with the team’s response, are shown below.

ISSF submission

S VABILITY
FOUNDATION

Susan Jackson
ISSF President
1440 G Street NW
Washington DC 20005
United States
Charlotte Gwyther
Fisheries Administrator

Control Union Pesca Ltd
56 High Street, Lymington
SO4| SAH

United Kingdom

Washington, D.C. January 24, 2019

SUBJECT: Ishihara Marine Products albacore and skipjack pole and line fishery

Dear Ms. Gwyther,

The International Seafood Sustainability Foundation (ISSF) is a registered stakeholder in the
MSC assessment of the Ishihara Marine Products albacore and skipjack pole and line fishery.
We are writing to express our concerns on the score of several performance indicators in the
Public Comment Draft Report for the above mentioned fishery that was posted on 8%
December 2018. Note that some comments on Principle | and 3 scores are based on an
independent report by Medley et al. (2019).

Pl 1.2.1. Harvest Strategy (NP Albacore)
The independent report by Medley et al. (2019) indicates that the fishery would not meet SG80
for this Pl and that, as a result, a condition should have been set

Intemnational Seafood Sustainability Foundation
1440 G Straet NW, Washington D.C 20005
P 703-226-8101
www 195-Foundationorg
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1.2.1.a: “The general objective of the WCPFC is to maintain populations of tunas and tuna-like
fishes at levels that will permit maximum sustainable yield (M5Y). A specific commitment to
long-term sustainable fisheries management was adopted at the Western and Central Pacific
Fisheries Commission in 2014 (CMM 2014-06). At its 2015 meeting, the WCPFC adopted a
workplan for developing and implementing a HS approach that includes TRP, HCR and other
elements. The workplan has since been adjusted (2016, 2017, 2018).
The current harvest strategy for Morth Pacific albacore is set cut in IATTC Resolution C-05-02
and WCPFC CMM 20053-03 which state the same thing i.e. CPCs/CCMs should take measures
to ensure that fishing effort on Morth Pacific albacore does not increase above ‘current levels'
(i.e. F2002-4). IATTC have also passed Resoclution C-13-03 which improves the reporting
framework.
In 2017, the WCPFC Morthern Committes passed an ‘interim harvest strategy’ for Morth
Pacific albacore which supplements the abowe harvest strategy (see report Attachment H);
although it will not come into force unless endorsed by the WCPFC plenary. This puts in place
the WCPFC LRP of 20%5BF=0. It does not fix a TRP but notes that this should be determined
as part of a MSE included under the Committee's future work. Three MSE meetings have so far
been held (the most recent in October 2018), with a fourth planned for March 2019, It also
puts in place a decision rule relating to the LRP, as follows:
In the event that, based on information from I5C, the spowning stock size decreases below the LRP at
any time, NC will, at its next regular session or intersessionally if warranted, adopt a reasonable
timeline, but no longer than [0 years, for rebuilding the spawning stock to at least the LRP and
recommend a CMM that can be expeced to achieve such rebuilding within that timefine. .
The 2017 stock assessment estimates that F (fishing intensity; |-5PR) is below all the proxy
targets evaluated (FMSY, FO.1, FIO%-F50%) except for F30% (the base case model estimates it
to be ~at this level). Fishing intensity is estimated to have fluctuated at a ~constant level since
the 20024 reference pericd (see stock assessment, Figure 5.16.).
Projections at constant fishing intensity (consistent with the harvest strategy) suggest a low
probability (<1%) that biomass will decline below the WCPRC LRP by 2025, however, these
projections imply a reduction in catch over this period, because of patterns of recent
recruitment. Projections at constant catch suggest <5% probability that female S5B will drop
below the LRP by 2020, but this rises to a 30% probability by 2025.
On this basis, the harvest strategy (no increase in fishing effort) can be expected to achieve
stock management objectives, at least in the short term; SG&0 is met. In the longer term it does
not seem that the current management measures to implement the harvest strategy can be
argued to be likely to achieve stock management objectives (maintain biomass above the LRP),
since there is currently no means of controlling catches directly and no means of enforcing the
requirements on fishing effort at regional level. There is a commitment to introduce ancther
CMM should biomass fall below the LRP, but not necessarily in the circumstances of increased
probability of biomass falling below the LRP in the future. On this basis, taking into account the
usual definition of a LRP (ie. that biomass should be maintained above this level with a high
probability), there is not clear evidence that the harvest strategy will continue to meet this
objective. SG80 is not met.

In order to improve this score, the harvest strategy need to be improved such that i) it takes
into account the risk of the stock falling below the LRP, and ii) such that there is evidence that
tools can be put in place to implement the strategy, if required.

(o)

CU Pesca response:

It may be useful to consider the context of the ISSF report in a first instance. As per the ISSF website and the
report itself, ‘The scores are not a complete MSC assessment as they are not fishery-specific, i.e. they focus only
on stock status (MSC Principle 1) and the international management aspects relevant to Regional Fishery
Management Organizations (RFMOs) (part of MSC Principle 3). They do not consider management in national or
bilateral jurisdictions.’

Also: ‘in a full assessment, much more justification would need to be provided than done here’
The objective of the exercise as outlined in the report is to:

o Provide a basis for comparing between stock scores as assessed by the same experts
. Become a useful source document in future tuna certifications;
. Give a "snapshot" of the current status of the stocks and the strengths and weaknesses of RFMOs
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The outcomes of the report need to be considered in this context.

This report is a pre-assessment and does not follow all full assessment procedures. Stakeholders have not been
fully consulted and information on these fisheries may therefore be incomplete, although only publicly available
information can be used in scoring, even in a full assessment. The MSC scoring methodology has been followed
as closely as possible to indicate what likely scores would be, but scores may change in a full assessment as new
information becomes available.

A pre-assessment should be more precautionary than a full assessment, regardless of its provenance and
purpose. A full assessment takes all the information available from all sources to provide the best balanced
analysis possible, and the purpose is to decide, in a manner as fair and objective as possible, whether a fishery
is worthy of MSC certification. A pre-assessment, conversely, takes a subset of the most easily-available
information — hence conclusions are more uncertain, meaning wider confidence intervals and hence higher
precaution. Furthermore, a pre-assessment may be used by fisheries to take a decision as to whether to enter
MSC full assessment. As we all know, this is a costly and public process, and therefore publically-available pre-
assessments have a responsibillity not to suggest a fishery could pass if there is any doubt.

With regards to the suggested scoring on P11.2.1a: SG80 requires that the harvest strategy be responsive to the
status of the stock. The stock status has varied very little over the stock assessment time series (see Pl 1.1.1)
making this difficult to judge (no response has been required). The conclusions of the MSC harmonisation
workshop (MSC 2016, see also Appendix 2) in relation to this Pl were that since there is a regular review of 2005-
03 / C-05-02 by the Northern Committee in relation to the most recent stock assessment and status quo
projections, the framework is available to respond to the stock status, and the various elements of the harvest
strategy (i.e. monitoring, stock assessment, management targets) work together to ensure that this happens.
On this basis, it was agreed that SG80 is met in relation to the regional harvest strategy. Since the harvest
strategy has not changed, this analysis still applies.

1.2.1.d: CMM 2005-03 is reviewed annually by the Northern Committee, although they have
never recommended that any change is required. The harvest strategy overall is currently
undergoing review by WCPFC's Northern Committee, following the requirements of CMM
2014-06. They have proposed an interim harvest strategy which sits alongside existing measures
(see above). The development of a TRP and HCR is part of MSE work currently underway by
ISC. This process is, however, incomplete; the existing harvest strategy (i.e. CMM 2005-03 and
C-05-02) has not been updated for quite some time, although some elements such as reporting
have been improved. For the moment, SG100 is not met.”

CU Pesca response:

Alarge-scale review of the harvest strategy started in 2015, triggered by the requirement for the implementation
of formal harvest strategies and HCRs for WCPFC stock agreed in CMM 2014-06. The interim harvest strategy
can be considered a ‘place-holder’ for this work, and meanwhile MSE work is ongoing (two workshops held and
more planned). This work is due to end in 2020. Meanwhile, the most recent NC meeting (NC13) reviewed the
current harvest strategy based on the status quo projections, and concluded that in the short-term no change
was required. We therefore consider the harvest strategy to be periodically reviewed and improved as
necessary, and the guidepost met.
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Pl 1.2.2. Harvest Control Rules (NP Albacore)
The independent report by Medley et al, (2019) indicates that the fishery would not meet SG60
for 51 1.2.2.a and |.2.2.c and that, as a result, the overall Pl score would be less than 60 (“Fail”):

1.2.2.a: “At SG&0, M5C allows a harvest control rule to be ‘available' rather than ‘in place’ if
the requirements summarised below are met (for full list see 5A2.5.2, 2.5.3):

= Stock biomass has not previcusly been reduced below the MSY level, or has been maintained
at that level for a recent period of time ... and is not predicted to be reduced below BMSY
within the next 5 years;

* HCRs are effectively used in other stocks by the same management body or an agreement or
framework is in place requiring the management body to adopt HCRs before the stock declines
below BMSY.

The second of M3C's requirements for scoring an ‘available’ HCR. is met for northern albacore
by WCPFC CMM 2014-06. In terms of the first, the first difficulty is to evaluate what estimate
of BMSY to use. The I5C stock assessment provides an estimate which is low relative to S5B0
(see 1.1.1); if this estimate is used, biomass is not predicted to drop below this level, If the MSC
proxy of 2xLRP is used (ie. 40%55B0), biomass is projected to drop to ~this level by 2025
based on constant fishing intensity, but below this level by 2020 based on constant catch.

levels. The Morthern Committee noted that catches have indeed been declining, but also
expressed concern about China: i) their non-participation in the Morthern Committee, and ii)
potential non-respect of the requirements of CMM 2005-03, On this basis, there is not really a
good reason to expect that the harvest strategy can reduce the exploitation rate as the LRP is
approached. Therefore, SG60 iz not met.

The authors are aware that this scoring may not be consistent with the MSC certification of
several fisheries targeting this stock. One reason for this difference is that this assessment is a
pre-assessment, not a full assessment. A full assessment is based on a strict interpretation of
the MSC requirements (scoring issues and guidance) at the time of scoring. A pre-assessment is
more focused on risks to an M5C assessment failing and may be more useful to stakeholders to
inform decisions about entering certification over a timeframe of a year or more, with the
certification process taking a further year or so. A pre-assessment therefore needs to take into
account what the situation with the stock is likely to be over this timeframe.

We are concerned that although strictly the MSC requirements may be met at time of writing,
there has been slow progress with the development of harvest strategies for WCPFC stocks
since the commitment was made (CMM 2014-06 was agreed) and strict timelines are not being
observed. The workplan for the implementation of CMM 2014-06 has been systematically
revised, with CPCs seemingly unwilling to apply the timetable (e.g. see WOCPFC14 report).
Based on this situation, MSC-certified fisheries with condition milestones for the achievement
of a formal harvest strategy for this stock should, based on MSC procedures, be first scored at
audit as ‘behind target’ and subsequently (the following year) have their certificates suspended if
progress has not been made. The authors are unclear as to why fisheries on these stocks have
been able to retain their certificates in the absence of any substantive progress up till now.
Based on our understanding of the MSC standard, unless granted a special case (a variation
request), these fisheries would not meet MSC certification requirements at this point.

(or)

CU Pesca response:

As stated above, and also recognized by the authors of the report, a pre-assessment should be more
precautionary than a full assessment, regardless of its provenance and purpose. We recognize that the timelines
for the implementation of the Harvest Strategy do not fit within the timelines as set by the MSC. To account for
this, the milestones have been aligned with the latest iteration of the WCPFC harvest strategy WCPFC (2017b),
and with the CAB-wide Variation Request that has been submitted (and accepted) for alignment of P1 conditions
and timelines on HMS stocks.
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1.2.2.c: “Under SA2S.5, in order to conclude that ‘available' HCRs are ‘effective’ (SG60), MSC
requires evidence of i) the use of effective HCRs in other stocks or fisheries under the same
management body; or ii) a formal agreement or framework with trigger levels which will
require the development of a well-defined HCR. It also requires consideration of current
exploitation rates In relation to biological reference points and the agreed trigger level
(guidance for SA2.5.6: ‘evidence that current F is equal to or less than FMSY should usually be
taken as evidence that the HCR is effective’).

The authors are aware that this is not the same as the scoring applied in various MSC
certifications for fisheries targeting this stock. The reasons for this are set out in the rationale
for 1.2.2a above, and are primarily due to the different purpose of a pre-assessment and timing
for meeting the MSC requirements. In our opinion, in order to meet MSC requirements at this
stage, some demonstrable progress is required towards an effective formal harvest strategy (as
per CMM 2014-06) such that it is more clear that management tools are likely to be able to
maintain stocks at agreed target levels.

At SG60, to evaluate the effectiveness of ‘available’ tools, MSC states that following is required
(SA2.5.5)

0. Evidence that HCRs are being ‘effectively’ used in other nomed UoAs, also managed by the same
management body, including the basis on which they ore regarded as ‘effective’ or

b. A description of the formal ogreement or legal framework thot the management body has defined,
and the indicotors ond trigger levels that will require the development of HCRs

For the moment, it is not clear that there are any tools in place to control fishing capacity,
despite the requirements of C-05-02 and CMM 2005-03; fishing capacity appears to have been
restrained by relatively higher levels of recruitment than in previous decades. WCPFC have a
formal framework for the development of a HCR (CMM 2014-06); for this stock it should be
implemented by the Northern Committee. The NC have proposed an interim harvest strategy
to WCPFC (see above), which includes a trigger level (SSB<LRP) for the development of a
more effective CMM (including rebuilding timeframe), meanwhile ISF are working on a MSE to
put in place a TRP and HCR, and the NC also have this in their 2019-2021 workplan (see 2018
report, Attachment G). IATTC do not have such a formal commitment in place for this stock,
but so far, management has been coordinated between the two RFMOs and there is no reason
to suppose that this will not continue.

The situation at present, however, is that unlike of the past. It appears that action Is required to
reduce catches relative to current levels, otherwise there is an increased risk that the stock will
fall below the agreed LRP. There are no convincing tools in place at present to achieve this,
although the ISC notes that catches have been falling; some countries expressed concern in the
Northern Committee about declining CPUEs, as well as an unreported increase in Chinese
effort on the stock. In this situation of increased risk to the stock under the current
management regime, It Is not appropriate to consider that ‘avallable’ tools will be effective in
constraining F to appropriate levels, so SG60 is not met",

CU Pesca response:

In relation to Slc, the rationale should not, in fact, list the measures in place, because the argument that
measures are ‘available’ does not require this. As long as the commitment is there to put measures in place
should the stock require them (i.e. 2014-06 and associated workplans, as set out above), and as long as the stock
status meets MSC requirements, as set out above, SG60 is met.

Pl 3.1.3. Long=term objectives
According to the independent report, this Pl would not meet SG100 at the regional level.

IATTC - (...) Although the precautionary approach is in the Convention, it is less dear that it is
applied in all policy. Reference points for bigeye do not appear to be particularly precautionary when
taking into account significant wncertainties (although there may be evidence to support the values
used), and precautionary action has not been taken to prevent the bigeye stock declining to current
levels. In practice, there is no dear link between the convention and practical implementation of policy
in all fisheries.

Overall, dear explict objectives incorporgting the precautionary approach and ecosystem-based
management in the policy meet the MSC Principles and Criterig, and therefore SG80. It is not dear that
the precautionary approach is a requirement across all areas of policy, so SG100 is not met.
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WCPFC - (...) While it appears to be a requirement, in practice it is less clear that the
precautionary approach is applied in practice across all policy. Stock assessments in 2010, 2011 and
2014 indicate that bigeye fishing mortality exceeded levels consistent with MSY. While precautionary
reference points have been set, there has not been a corresponding precautionary action that has
reduced exploitation levels.

Overall, clear expliat objectives incorporating the precautionary approach and ecosystem-based
management in the policy meet the MSC Prindples and Criteria, and defined, meeting SG80. However,
it is not yet dear that the precautionary approach is applied in practice across all policy for all stocks, so
SG100 is not met.

CU Pesca response:

We agree that SG100 is not fully met, which is why we scored Pl 3.1.3 at SG90. At both the national
and regional level management objectives, including the application of the precautionary approach,
are explicit in policy and legislation and consistent with MSC Principles and Criteria (SG80) but while
long-term objectives consistent with the precautionary approach are explicit within management
policy, it is difficult to agree that the SG100 requirements are fully met in practice, as shown in e.g.
the examples for bigeye and especially bluefin tuna, where management action has not been
sufficiently precautionary to prevent the stock becoming overfished as indicated in the latest
assessment. A partial score at SG100 is given for this scoring issue.

Pl 3.2.1. Fishery-specific objectives
According to the independent report, this Pl would not meet SGI100 as regards IATTC and
WCPFC regional management.

IATTC - (...) However, afthough broadly measurable, [conservation measures] are not necessarily
well-defined, particularly in relation to achieving MSC P&C. Stock assessments are not available for all
species (e.g. skipjack), and proxies for MSY have not been determined. Therefore, objectives may be
somewhat vague with respect to determining predse status using reference points, for example. Certain
resolutions and conservation measures might be presumed to achieve MSC objectives, but it is not
certain. This would need to be evaluated for each specific fishery when undergoing MSC assessment.
The scientific advice is based on MSC Principles | and 2, because these objectives are implicit in the
management of each stock, meeting SG60. In addition, explicit objectives are provided through the
resolutions and recommendations, which determine the aim and intention of the conservation measures.
In most cases, this meets SG80. However, these objectives are not stock spedfic and often cannot be
determined to be entirely consistent with the requirements of MSC Prindples | and 2, since they are
related to the conservation measure rather than the stocks or species. Therefore SG100 is not met.

WCPFC - (...) Because the conservation measures contain reasonably explicit and spedfic intentions
and objectives, and also allow for evaluation of the performance against these objectives, the fisheries
meet SG80.

However, although broadly measurable, they are not necessarily well-defined particularly in relation to
achieving MSC P&C. For skipjack there is now an explicit target set out in 15-06. For bigeye and
yellowfin it is also relatively dear, for albacore less so. But for most fisheries, 100 wouldn't be met
because there is not a full suite of well-defined and measurable objectives for P2 (...).

Objectives may be somewhat vague with respect to determining precise status using reference points,
for example, and allowing for unspecified qualifications. Certain resolutions and conservation measures
might be presumed to achieve MSC objectives, but it is not certain. A higher score might be possible
should WCPFC develop reference points directly linked to proscribed management action, as would be
applied through a harvest control rule, for example. This would need to be evaluated for each specific
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fishery when undergoing M5C assessment.

The scientific advice is based on MSC Principles | and 2, because these objectives are implicit in the
management of eoch stock, meeting SG60. In oddition, effectively explict objectives are provided
through the conservation and management measures. In most cases, this should meet SG80. However,
with the qualifications, it may not be possible to determine whether these are consistent with the
requirements of M5C Principles | and 2, since they are related 1o the conservation measure itseff rather
than the stocks, species or ecosystem. Therefore, SG 100 cannot be met. (..}

CU Pesca response:

We agree with the above comments and the score is now amended from SG90 to SG80, and the
rationale is changed to the following: ‘Although IATTC and WCPFC have conservation measures that
are reasonably explicit with specific intentions and objectives, these are not necessarily well defined
to achieve MSC Principles and outcomes at species level.

WCPFC has now have an explicit target set out for skipjack in 15-06, but for albacore, the target is less
clear. At IATTC, proxies for MSY has not been determined and therefore objective can be somewhat
vague with respect to determining precise status using reference points. Therefore, objectives are not
demonstrably consistent with achieving the outcomes expressed by MSC’s Principles 1 and 2. At
national level FA follows the RFMO decisions. Hence SG100 is not met.’

Thank you for considering our position on these issues.

Sincerely,

SIS AL

» e

Susan S. Jackson
President
International Seafood Sustainability Foundation

International Seafood Sustainability Foundation

1440 G Streat NW, Washington D.C. 2(

P 703-226-81)1

XS

woeon.35-Faundatianorg
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MSC Technical Oversight

SubID Page Grade Reqtflrement Oversight Description CAB Response
Reference Version
This has been clarified: the
auction (cooperative) only
serves as an agent, taking
care of sorting and
administration on behalf
of the vessel, and is
covered by the fishery
certificate.
It is not clear from the
report if storage activities | As stated op P 25:
. FCR 7.12.2.1 (owned by the fishing | Activities (storage,
29087 25 Minor v2.0_ cc?mpany) and the.auctlon -
(fishers” cooperative) are Marine Products, though
intended to be included in !
the fishery certificate. the client for this
assessment on behalf of
the vessel, are not covered
by this certificate, but as a
buyer and processor have
their own Chain of Custody
certificate.
The information on | This has been added.
eligibility to enter further
chains of custody
29088 27 Guidance FCR_7.12.2.1 (including when ownership
v2.0
changes and where CoC
begins) should be included
in Section 5.3
Please confirm whether | This has been
the  traceability = and | implemented by the client:
segregation systems in the | Ishihara Marine Products
. fishery discussed in section | has obtained Chain of
29089 25 Guidance FCR-7.6.2v2.0 5 is implemented by the | Custody certification, and
publication of PCDR in | included handling of
order to effectively handle | ‘under assessment
UoC catches as MSC product’ in their practices.
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SubID Page Grade Reqtfirement Oversight Description CAB Response
Reference Version
Table 4 lists the details on
the vessel (including home
port: Heda), but the
landing of the product can
The points of landing in | take place both at Heda,
29090 )8 Guidance FCR-7.19.4.2 section 5.3 are different Shizuoka, at the facilities of
v2.0 from the list in Table 4

. the cooperative of Heda or
(p16.) please confirm. .
at the port of VYaizu,
Shizuoka, at the Yaizu
cooperative as detailed in

section 5.3.

Appendix 6 Surveillance Frequency

Pending the successful outcome of this evaluation, the surveillance level for this fishery is set at the
default level (Level 6), requiring 4 annual on-site audits.

Surveillance Level | Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Level 6 On-site surveillance | On-site surveillance | On-site surveillance | On-site surveillance
audit audit audit audit & re-

certification site visit
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