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The designations employed and the presentation of material in this
publication and its lists do not imply the expression of any opinion
whatsoever on the part of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (I0TC) or the
Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) of the United Nations concerning
the legal or development status of any country, territory, city or area or of
its authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries.

This work is copyright. Fair dealing for study, research, news reporting,
criticism or review is permitted. Selected passages, tables or diagrams may
be reproduced for such purposes provided acknowledgment of the source
is included. Major extracts or the entire document may not be reproduced
by any process without the written permission of the Executive Secretary,
10TC.

The Indian Ocean Tuna Commission has exercised due care and skill in the
preparation and compilation of the information and data set out in this
publication. Notwithstanding, the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission,
employees and advisers disclaim all liability, including liability for
negligence, for any loss, damage, injury, expense or cost incurred by any
person as a result of accessing, using or relying upon any of the information
or data set out in this publication to the maximum extent permitted by law.

Contact details:

Indian Ocean Tuna Commission
Le Chantier Mall
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Victoria, Mahé, Seychelles
Ph: +248 4225 494

Fax: +248 4224 364
Email: iotc-secretariat@fao.org
Website: http://www.iotc.org
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ACRONYMS
AFAD Anchored fish aggregating device
“BlOT” “British Indian Ocean Territory”
BMSY Biomass which produces MSY
CMM Conservation and Management Measure (of the IOTC; Resolutions and Recommendations)
CNCP Cooperating Non-Contracting Party, of the IOTC
CoC Compliance Committee of the IOTC
CPs Contracting Parties
CPCs Contracting Parties and Cooperating non-Contracting Parties
DFAD Drifting fish aggregating device
EEZ Exclusive Economic Zone
FAD Fish aggregating device
FAO Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
FMSY Fishing mortality at MSY
GEF Global Environment Facility
HCR Harvest control rule
ICRU Improved Cost Recovery Uplift
10C Indian Ocean Commission
I0TC Indian Ocean Tuna Commission
IPNLF International Pole and Line Foundation
ISSF International Seafood Sustainability Foundation
19]0] Illegal, unreported and unregulated
LRP Limit reference point
LSTLV Large-scale tuna longline vessel
MPF Meeting participation fund, of the IOTC
MSC Marine Stewardship Council
MSE Management Strategy Evaluation
NGO Non-Governmental Organisation
OFCF Overseas Fishery Cooperation Foundation of Japan
(0][¢] Office of the Inspector General
OPRT Organisation for the Promotion of Responsible Tuna Fisheries
oT Overseas Territories
PEW PEW Charitable Trust
RFMO Regional Fisheries Management Organisation
SC Scientific Committee of the IOTC
SCAF Standing Committee on Administration and Finance of the IOTC
SIOFA Southern Indian Ocean Fisheries Agreement
SBMSY Spawning or ‘adult’ equilibrium biomass at MSY
SWIOFC Southwest Indian Ocean Fisheries Commission
TCAC Technical Committee on Allocation Criteria of the IOTC
TCMP Technical Committee on Management Procedures
TCPR Technical Committee on Performance Review
TRP Target referent point
UNCLOS United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea
VMS Vessel Monitoring System
WPEB Working Party on Ecosystems and Bycatch of the IOTC
WPICMM Working party on the Implementation of Conservation and Management Measures
WPM Working Party on Methods of the IOTC
WPTmT Working Party on Temperate tunas of the IOTC
WPTT Working Party on Tropical Tunas of the IOTC
WWEF World Wide Fund for Nature (a.k.a World Wildlife Fund)
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HOW TO INTERPRET TERMINOLOGY CONTAINED IN THIS REPORT

This report uses the following terms and associated definitions.

Level 1: From a subsidiary body of the Commission to the next level in the structure of the Commission:
RECOMMENDED, RECOMMENDATION: Any conclusion or request for an action to be undertaken, from a
subsidiary body of the Commission (Committee or Working Party), which is to be formally provided to the next level
in the structure of the Commission for its consideration/endorsement (e.g. from a Working Party to the Scientific
Committee; from a Committee to the Commission). The intention is that the higher body will consider the
recommended action for endorsement under its own mandate, if the subsidiary body does not already have the
required mandate. Ideally this should be task specific and contain a timeframe for completion.

Level 2: From a subsidiary body of the Commission to a CPC, the IOTC Secretariat, or other body (not the
Commission) to carry out a specified task:

REQUESTED: This term should only be used by a subsidiary body of the Commission if it does not wish to have the
request formally adopted/endorsed by the next level in the structure of the Commission. For example, if a
Committee wishes to seek additional input from a CPC on a particular topic, but does not wish to formalise the
request beyond the mandate of the Committee, it may request that a set action be undertaken. Ideally this should
be task specific and contain a timeframe for the completion.

Level 3: General terms to be used for consistency:

AGREED: Any point of discussion from a meeting which the I0TC body considers to be an agreed course of action
covered by its mandate, which has not already been dealt with under Level 1 or level 2 above; a general point of
agreement among delegations/participants of a meeting which does not need to be considered/adopted by the
next level in the Commission’s structure.

NOTED/NOTING: Any point of discussion from a meeting which the I0TC body considers to be important enough to
record in a meeting report for future reference.

Any other term: Any other term may be used in addition to the Level 3 terms to highlight to the reader of an IOTC
report, the importance of the relevant paragraph. However, other terms used are considered for
explanatory/informational purposes only and shall have no higher rating within the reporting terminology hierarchy
than Level 3, described above (e.g. CONSIDERED; URGED; ACKNOWLEDGED).
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CONTRACTING PARTIES OF THE INDIAN OCEAN TUNA COMMISSION

THIRTY, AS OF 11 JUNE 2021

AUSTRALIA
BANGLADESH

CHINA

COMOROS

ERITREA

EUROPEAN UNION
FRANCE (OT)

INDIA

INDONESIA

IRAN, ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF
JAPAN

KENYA

KOREA, REPUBLIC OF
MADAGASCAR
MALAYSIA
MALDIVES
MAURITIUS
MOzAMBIQUE
OMAN

PAKISTAN
PHILIPPINES
SEYCHELLES
SOMALIA

SOUTH AFRICA, REP. OF
SRI LANKA

SUDAN

UNITED REPUBLIC OF TANZANIA

THAILAND
UNITED KINGDOM
YEMEN

CooPERATING NON-CONTRACTING PARTIES OF THE INDIAN OCEAN TUNA COMMISSION

ONE, As OF 11 JUNE 2021

SENEGAL
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The 25th Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (I0OTC) was held by videoconference on 7-11 June 2021.
Credentials were received for 430 delegates, from 26 Contracting Parties, 1 Cooperating non-Contracting Party
and 23 Observers including Invited Experts. The meeting was Chaired by the Vice-Chairperson, Ms Jung-re Riley
Kim (Rep. of Korea).

The Commission adopted a procedure for the recruitment of the I0TC Executive Secretary which will be
submitted to the FAO Council for approval.

The Commission granted the status of Cooperating Non-Contracting Party to Senegal until the close of the 26th
Session in 2022.

The IOTC IUU Vessels List was updated and 16 new vessels were added by the Commission in 2021. The adopted
list is accessible from Appendix 8.

The Commission adopted a programme of work and budget (Appendix 9) and a corresponding scheme of
contributions (Appendix 10) amounting to USD 4,071,765 for the 2022 calendar year.

The Commission agreed to enter into a collaborative arrangement with the Southern Indian Ocean Fisheries
Agreement, through a letter of intent.

The Commission adopted a full schedule of meetings for 2022 (Appendix 11).
The Commission adopted 3 Conservation and Management Measures (Appendix 6), as follows:

Resolution 21/01 On an interim plan for rebuilding the Indian Ocean yellowfin tuna stock in the IOTC area of
competence.

Resolution 21/02 On establishing a programme for transhipment by large-scale fishing vessels.

Resolution 21/03 On harvest control rules for skipjack tuna in the IOTC area of competence.
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(Y

. Opening of the session

=

The 25th Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC) was opened and chaired by the IOTC Vice-
Chairperson Ms Jung-re Riley Kim (Rep. of Korea).

. Letters of credentials

NN

The Commission NOTED that 26 Members, 1 Cooperating Non-Contracting Parties, and 23 Observers submitted
credentials. The list of participants is provided in Appendix 1.

3. Mauritius and the United Kingdom provided statements (Appendix 13).

3. Admission of Observers

4. Pursuant to Article VII of the Agreement establishing the IOTC, the Commission admitted the following Observers,
in accordance with Rule XIV of the IOTC Rules of Procedure (2014):

Members and Associate Members of the FAO that are not Members of the Commission.
United States of America

Intergovernmental organizations having special competence in the field of activity of the Commission.
Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels

Indian Ocean Commission

International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas
Southern Indian Ocean Fisheries Agreement

South West Indian Ocean Fisheries Commission

Non-governmental organizations having special competence in the field of activity of the Commission.
Blue Marine Foundation

Blue Resources Trust

Earthworm Foundation

Earth Island Institute

Global Tuna Alliance

Greenpeace International

International Pole and Line Foundation
International Seafood Sustainability Foundation
Key Traceability

Marine Stewardship Council

PEW Charitable Trusts

SHARKPROJECT International

Sustainable Fisheries Partnership
Sustainable Fisheries and Communities Trust
Sustainable Indian Ocean Tuna Initiative

The Ocean Foundation

World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF)

Invited consultants and experts.
Taiwan, Province of China

4. Adoption of the agenda and arrangements for the session

5. The adopted agenda (IOTC-2021-S25-01c) is provided in Appendix 2. The documents presented to the
Commission are listed in Appendix 3.

5. Update on the implementation of decisions of the Commission in 2020 (S24)
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6. The Commission NOTED paper I0TC-2021-S25-02 which provided the Commission with information on the
progress made during the inter-sessional period on the requests for action made at its 24th Session in 2020.

6. Amendments to the IOTC procedures

7. The Commission RECALLED its ongoing deliberations with FAO regarding the development of a revised procedure
for the recruitment of the IOTC Executive Secretary being negotiated by the Commission and the Independent
Chairperson of the FAO Council.

8. The Commission NOTED documents I0TC-2021-S25-03_Revl which provided clarifications and additional
information on the proposed procedure provided by the Independent Chairperson of Council in response to
questions posed by the IOTC Chairperson and a revised FAO-IOTC procedure for the recruitment of the IOTC
Executive Secretary. The Commission also NOTED document I0TC-2021-S25-03_add1_revl which outlined a
proposed internal procedure to guide the Commission’s activities in support of the aforementioned FAO-IOTC
procedure.

9. In accordance with Rule XVIII of the IOTC Rules of Procedure, the Commission ADOPTED a procedure for the
recruitment of the IOTC Executive Secretary (Appendix 4) which comprised amendments to Rule V, Rule X and
Appendix Il of the 2014 Rules of Procedure.

10. The Commission ACKNOWLEDGED that, given the IOTC Executive Secretary is appointed by the Director General
FAO (IOTC Agreement VIII.1) the proposed procedure must be consistent with the FAO’s Basic Texts and
therefore REQUESTED the Chairperson to forward the proposed procedure to the Independent Chairperson of
the Council for his concurrence before it is submitted to the FAO Council for approval.

11. The Commission REQUESTED that, if required, the IOTC Chairperson and the Chairperson of the Small Drafting
Group liaise between the FAO and the Commission’s Heads of Delegations on any further amendments that
might be proposed from FAQ’s consideration of the procedure.

12. The Commission THANKED the Small Drafting Group Chairperson (Ms Kerrie Robertson, Australia) for her
intersessional work.

7. Report of the Special Session of the Commission

13. The Commission NOTED the report of the 4" Special Session of the Commission (SS4) (I0TC-2021-SS4-R) which
was presented by the I0TC Vice-Chairperson, Ms Jung-re Riley Kim (Rep. of Korea). 242 delegates, comprising
202 delegates from 25 Contracting Parties, 40 delegates from 14 observer organisations including 11 Invited
Experts participated in the meeting.

14. The Commission RECALLED that the meeting focused on the yellowfin tuna fishery and considerable progress
was made in understanding the various positions of Members across a wide range of complex issues; and this,
along with an intersessional work plan was expected to pave the way for a conservation and management
measure on yellowfin tuna to be considered at the annual session in June 2021.

8. Report of the Scientific Committee

15. The Commission NOTED the report of the 23 Session of the Scientific Committee (SC) (I0TC—2020-SC23-R)
which was presented by the Scientific Committee Chair, Dr Toshihide Kitakado (Japan). A total of 141 delegates
comprising 112 delegates from 20 Contracting Parties and 29 delegates from 13 observer organisations, including
Invited Experts participated in the SC.

16. The Commission NOTED that although all scientific meetings had been successfully held virtually in 2020, they
were shortened to facilitate the virtual platform. The virtual platforms, however, did result in increased
participation to the meetings which the Commission AGREED was beneficial. The Commission further NOTED
that the SC proposed that in the future virtual meetings may still be conducted for certain meetings (such as data
preparatory meetings) in order to reduce the expenses travel imposes on CPCs as well as the IOTC Meeting
Participation fund (MPF), but for those meetings requiring closer, in-person, collaborations, physical meetings
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will be continued as required. The Commission NOTED that the MPF was not used for science-related meetings
in 2020 because they were all convened by videoconference.

17. The Commission NOTED that 6 Contracting Parties and 2 Cooperating Non-Contracting Party did not submit a
National Report to the Scientific Committee Meeting in 2020, and issues with lack of data and poor-quality data
persist. The Commission NOTED that this was an improvement over the previous year, but also REITERATED its
concerns about the lack and poor quality of data, and again, strongly ENCOURAGED CPCs to take immediate
steps to review, and where necessary, improve their performance with respect to the provision of data through
improved compliance with Resolutions 15/01 On the recording of catch and effort data by fishing vessels in the
IOTC area of competence, and 15/02 Mandatory statistical reporting requirements for IOTC contracting parties
and cooperating non-contracting parties.

The status of tropical and temperate tunas

18. The Commission NOTED that the current status of tropical and temperate tunas is as follows (full details are
provided in Appendix 5):

Bigeye tuna

In 2019 a new stock assessment was carried out for bigeye tuna in the IOTC area of competence to update
the stock status undertaken in 2016. On the weight-of-evidence available in 2019, the bigeye tuna stock is
determined to be not overfished but subject to overfishing.

Yellowfin tuna

No new stock assessment was carried out for yellowfin tuna in 2020, thus, stock status is determined on the
basis of the 2018 assessment and other information presented in 2020. On the weight-of-evidence available
in 2018, 2019 and 2020, the yellowfin tuna stock is determined to remain overfished and subject to
overfishing.

Skipjack tuna

A new stock assessment was carried out for skipjack tuna in 2020 using Stock Synthesis with data up to 2019.
The outcome of the 2020 stock assessment model does not differ substantially from the previous assessment
(2017) despite the large catches recorded in the period 2018-2019, which exceeded the catch limits
established in 2017 for this period. On the weight-of-evidence available in 2020, the skipjack tuna stock is
determined to be: (i) above the adopted biomass target reference point; (ii) not overfished (SB2019>SBao%sso);
(iii) with fishing mortality below the adopted target fishing mortality, and; (iv) not subject to overfishing

(E2019<Eao%sgo)

Albacore tuna

A new stock assessment was carried out for albacore in 2019 to update the assessment undertaken in 2016.
The stock status in relation to the Commission’s BMSY and FMSY target reference points indicates that the
stock is not overfished but is subject to overfishing.

19. The Commission again NOTED with concern, the current status of yellowfin tuna. The Commission also NOTED
that an updated stock assessment for yellowfin tuna is due for October 2021 and that this updated assessment
is anticipated to address many of the issues identified in the past assessments for the species, and in particular
errors associated with the projections and Kobe Il Strategy Matrix (K2SM) developed in 2018. The Commission
AGREED on the critical importance of this new assessment and the updated management advice that will be
produced at that time and URGED the SC to address this task as a priority.
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The status of neritic tunas

20. The Commission NOTED that the current status of neritic tunas is as follows (full details are provided in Appendix
5):

Kawakawa

A new stock assessment was carried out in 2020 using data-limited assessment techniques. Based on the
weight-of-evidence available, the kawakawa stock for the Indian Ocean is classified as not overfished and not
subject to overfishing.

Longtail tuna

A new assessment was carried out in 2020 using the Optimised Catch-Only Method (OCOM). Based on the
weight-of-evidence currently available, the stock is considered to be both overfished and subject to
overfishing.

Indo-Pacific king mackerel

No new stock assessment for Indo-Pacific king mackerel was carried out in 2019, thus, the stock status is
determined on the basis of the 2016 assessment when a preliminary assessment was undertaken using catch-
only methods techniques (Catch-MSY and OCOM). Given that no new assessment was undertaken in 2020,
the WPNT considered that stock status in relation to the Commission’s BMSY and FMSY target reference points
remains unknown.

Narrowed-Barred Spanish mackerel

A new assessment was carried out in 2020 using the Optimised Catch-Only Method (OCOM). Based on the
weight-of-evidence available, the stock appears to be overfished and subject to overfishing.

Bullet tuna

No quantitative stock assessment is currently available for bullet tuna in the Indian Ocean, and due to a lack
of fishery data for several gears, only preliminary stock status indicators can be used. Stock status in relation
to the Commission’s Bmsy and Fusy reference points remains unknown.

Frigate tuna

No quantitative stock assessment is currently available for frigate tuna in the Indian Ocean, and due to a lack
of fishery data for several gears, only preliminary stock status indicators can be used. Stock status in relation
to the Commission’s Bmsy and Fusy reference points remains unknown.

The status of billfish
21. The Commission NOTED that the current status of billfish is as follows (full details are provided in Appendix 5):

Swordfish

A new assessment was undertaken in 2020 using stock synthesis with fisheries data up to 2018. On the
weight-of-evidence available in 2020, the stock is determined to be not overfished and not subject to
overfishing.

Striped Marlin

No new stock assessment for striped marlin was carried out in 2020, thus, the stock status is determined on
the basis of the 2018 assessment and other indicators presented in 2019. On the weight-of-evidence available
in 2018, the stock status of striped marlin is determined to be overfished and subject to overfishing.

Blue Marlin

Stock status based on the Bayesian State-Space Surplus Production model JABBA suggests that there is an
87% probability that the Indian Ocean blue marlin stock in 2017 is in the red zone of the Kobe plot, indicating
the stock is overfished and subject to overfishing.
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Black Marlin

No new stock assessment for black marlin was carried out in 2020, thus, the stock status is determined on
the basis of the 2018 assessment based on JABBA and other indicators presented in 2019. The Kobe plot from
the JABBA model indicated that the stock is not subject to overfishing and is currently not overfished, however
these status estimates are subject to a high degree of uncertainty.

Indo-Pacific sailfish

No new stock assessment for Indo-Pacific sailfish was carried out in 2020, thus, the stock status is determined
on the basis of the 2019 assessment using the C-MSY model. The data poor stock assessment techniques
indicated that F was above FMSY (F/FMSY=1.22) and B above BMSY (B/BMSY=1.14). On the weight-of-
evidence available in 2019, the stock status cannot be assessed and is determined to be uncertain.

Matters related to ecosystems, bycatch and the status of sharks

22. The Commission NOTED that the current status of sharks is as follows:

Blue shark

No new stock assessment for blue sharks was carried out in 2020, thus, the stock status is determined on the
basis of the 2017 assessment. On the weight-of-evidence available in 2017, the stock status is determined to
be not overfished and not subject to overfishing.

Oceanic whitetip shark

There is no quantitative stock assessment and limited basic fishery indicators currently available for oceanic
whitetip sharks in the Indian Ocean therefore the stock status is unknown.

Shortfin mako shark

An assessment of shortfin mako sharks in 2020 was inconclusive. There is no quantitative stock assessment
currently available for shortfin mako sharks in the Indian Ocean therefore the stock status is unknown.

Scientific Committee Recommendations

23. The Commission NOTED the stock status summaries for species of tuna and tuna-like species under the 10TC
mandate, as well as other species impacted by I0TC fisheries (Appendix 5) and considered the recommendations
made by the Scientific Committee to the Commission. The Commission ENDORSED the Scientific Committee’s
2020 list of recommendations as its own.

24. The Commission ENDORSED the Chairpersons and Vice-Chairpersons elected by the Scientific Committee and its
subsidiary (scientific) bodies for the coming years, as listed in Appendix 7 of the 2020 Scientific Committee
Report.

9. Discussion on Conservation and Management Measures

25. The Commission ADOPTED the following Conservation and management measures (Appendix 6):

Resolution 21/01 On an interim plan for rebuilding the Indian Ocean yellowfin tuna stock in the IOTC area of
competence.
This resolution took into account elements of Proposals C and F.

Resolution 21/02 On establishing a programme for transhipment by large-scale fishing vessels.
The basis of this resolution was Resolution 19/06 and took into account elements of Proposal A.

Resolution 21/03 On harvest control rules for skipjack tuna in the IOTC area of competence.
The basis of this resolution was Proposal G.
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Regarding Resolution 21/01:

26. China made the statement provided in Appendix 13.

27. Indonesia made the statement provided in Appendix 13.

28. Several Members informed the Commission that they intend to object to Resolution 21/01.

29. Mauritius, France(OT) and the European Union made the statements provided in Appendix 13.

Regarding 10TC-2021-525-PropD On harvest control rules for skipjack tuna in the IOTC area of competence:

30. Due to time constraints the specific elements of the proposal including the catch reduction scheme proposed
were not discussed at this session and the proponents agreed to continue to work and collaborate on a revised
proposal intersessionally, with a view to submitting it at the next Commission meeting.

31. The Commission NOTED that Resolution 21/03 includes a revision clause for the next Commission meeting.

Regarding I0TC-2021-S25-PropE On management of fish aggregating devices in the IOTC Area of Competence.

32. The Commission NOTED the valuable contribution a small working group made to the Commission’s
deliberations on Proposal E. However, the Commission also NOTED that there were three main issues that
could not be agreed on during the Session, these included: 1) the availability of scientific data to determine
FAD limits by considering both the Precautionary approach vs scientific evidence-based approach, 2) limits on
FAD numbers and 3) supply vessels; and ultimately, there was no consensus on the adoption of the proposal.

33. The Commission NOTED that the Ad Hoc FAD working group will be convened in October 2021 and may provide
further insight on these matters.

34. The Proponents of PropE_Rev2 called for a vote on whether this proposal should be adopted. Some Members
opposed proceeding to a vote before exhausting every effort to reach a consensus as they felt this would break
the trust and collaborative atmosphere among Members. Following further discussions, a secret vote was
called for and seconded.

35. Noting IR Iran was present in the meeting, but with more than two years in arrears of its contributions, the
Commission, in accordance with Article XIII.8 of the IOTC Agreement, discussed whether Iran would be
permitted to vote. The Commission NOTED that some Members opposed allowing Iran to vote on the basis
that it could undermine an important incentive for Members to pay their contributions on time. However, by
a show of hands, less than 1/3 of Members in the room objected to Iran being permitted to vote; thus, the
Commission AGREED to permit Iran to vote on the adoption of PropE_Rev1.

36. Because S25 was being held by videoconference, the Commission AGREED to the electronic voting procedure.
described in Appendix 7. At the time of the vote, representatives from 23 Members were ‘present’. The
Executive Secretary recalled the voting rules and procedures and left the vote open for 10 minutes.

37. The Executive Secretary informed the Commission that 19 valid votes were cast: 12 votes were in favour of
adopting Proposal e_Rev2, 5 votes were against, and 2 votes were to ‘abstain’. However, the Commission did
not agree on whether the 2/3 majority was met as there was disagreement on whether the votes cast as
‘abstain’ should be included in the total count of votes.

38. The Proponents of PropE_Rev2 requested legal advice from FAO on the whether the votes cast as ‘abstain’
should be included in the total count of votes when determining if the 2/3 majority was met. Other Members
disagreed with making such a request.

39. To overcome the impasse resulting from a polarisation of views on this matter, the Chairperson indicated that
she would seek advice from the FAO Legal Counsel on this matter and, as a step to resolving the matter, report
back at a Heads of Delegation meeting, the date of which, is to be confirmed.
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40.

41.

The Commission NOTED that the IOTC is not bound by any legal advice provided by the FAO that is not related
to the administration of the IOTC.

NOTE: Heads of Delegations met on 8 September 2021 to receive the legal advice from FAO Legal Office. The
advice from the FAO Legal Office stated that “...only votes in favour or against a proposal are to be counted for
the purpose of determining a majority. Abstentions are not counted.” Also, during this meeting, the Heads of
Delegations were informed about some irregularities in the voting process that were identified after the session
had concluded. The irregularities included some potentially valid votes not being counted (due to the technical
difficulties of taking a vote in a virtual setting) and some votes found to have been cast by non-authorised
persons. The Heads of Delegations subsequently agreed that any decisions on the validity of the vote taken at
$25 should be made by the Commission at a Special Session to be held late in 2021 or early 2022.

Regarding I0TC-2021-S25-PropB On the Conservation of cetaceans.

42.

43.

The Commission NOTED that the proposal was not based on advice provided by the Scientific Committee. As
such, it was suggested that available information on cetaceans, including bycatch of cetaceans by gillnet within
the EEZs of coastal States, should be reviewed by the Scientific Committee so that the future iteration of this
proposal can be based on the best available science for the species concerned.

Due to time constraints, the proponents agreed to defer this proposal and continue to work and collaborate
on a revised proposal intersessionally, with a view to submitting it at the next Commission meeting.

10. Report of the Technical Committee on Management Procedures

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

The Commission NOTED that the report from the 4" meeting of the Technical Committee on Management
Procedures (TCMP) had not yet been adopted and will be done so by correspondence. The Commission NOTED,
however, that several Recommendations had been reviewed and agreed during the meeting and these were
presented to the Commission by the SC Chair who co-chaired the meeting. The Recommendations were as
follows:

e Thatthe WPM and ad-hoc reference points working group continue to have discussions in order to provide
advice on the most suitable and robust types of reference points to be used for stock status
determination.

e That the Commission take note of this [lag inherent in the MSE processes] issue and provide feedback as
to whether this is acceptable or to review different options to reduce this lag in data reporting for
management advice.

e That the Commission endorse a request that a revised timetable to be developed by CPCs with assistance
from the SC and WPM chairs along with the Secretariat and this could be presented to the SC in 2021.

e The Commission continue to support capacity building initiatives through the TCMP to improve
understanding and participation in the MSE process.

The Commission NOTED that further work is required on understanding the determination of stock status
relative to Reference Points and endorsed the TCMP request continue the deliberations of the ad-hoc working
group to continue to work on this matter intersessionally in preparation for the TCMP in 2022.

The Commission SUPPORTED the important work conducted by the TCMP and NOTED the continued support
received from CPCs and the Commission to fund the activities. The Commission further NOTED the important
platform provided by the TCMP for increasing dialogue between scientists and managers.

The Commission URGED the TCMP to continue with capacity building initiatives to facilitate understanding of
the process and increase participation by all parties to facilitate smooth implementation of the MSE process.

India requested the Scientific Committee and TCMP consider including simulations which can differentiate
between the stock in Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZs) and those on the High Seas to account for the
implications of the MPs on these two components of the stocks.
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11. Report of the Technical Committee on Allocation Criteria

49,

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

The Independent chairperson of the TCAC, Ms Nadia Bouffard, presented a summary of the report of TCACO7
which was held by videoconference, from 22 to 25 March 2021 (IOTC-2021-TCACO07-R). The meeting was
chaired by the Independent Chairperson. Credentials for the meeting were received for 157 delegates,
comprising of 137 delegates from 23 Contracting Parties, 14 delegates from 7 observer organisations including
6 Invited Experts.

The Commission NOTED that the TCAC discussions, at this stage, indicate general agreement on a range of
topics, such as: general core principles, eligibility to allocations, adjustments for overcatch; application process;
temporary transfers; the need for a catch validation process; and the term of the allocations. Furthermore,
while agreement still needs to be reached on the scope of the allocation regime, there is general agreement
that the initial application of the Allocations Regime should prioritize yellowfin, bigeye, skipjack and albacore
tunas and swordfish. The Commission also NOTED that, in terms of the structure, there was general recognition
by the TCAC that coastal State’s rights, including those related to their status and factors related to developing
coastal States’ in particular Small Island Developing States and Least Developed CPC’s needs and aspirations,
and catch history should form the basis of the allocation criteria.

The Commission NOTED that TCAC Members currently have polarized views regarding the attribution of
catches taken within coastal State’s EEZs, as a component of the catch-based allocation criteria.

Regarding the way forward for the TCAC, the Commission NOTED that the linkages between the work of the
TCAC and the ongoing work of other committees of the IOTC will need to be addressed. This includes the
Scientific Committee in respect of recommending TACs and verification of estimation methodologies; the
Compliance Committee in respect of compliance records and their implications on allocations; and the Working
Party on Data Collection and Statistics in respect of data requirements for allocations. The Commission also
NOTED that the Secretariat will likely be required to have a significant role in terms of staff time in the
implementation of an allocation regime.

The Commission NOTED that the Chair had circulated a draft Chair’s allocation proposal for the TCAC to
consider at its TCACO8 meeting.

The Commission NOTED that the TCAC is currently working towards a target date to complete an allocation
regime proposal by the end of December 2022, for consideration by the Commission at its annual session in
2023, while recognizing that such a target date should not be used to force unwilling compromises on
unresolved issues.

The Commission NOTED that while the TCAC is not explicitly referenced in its Rules of Procedures, as a
subsidiary body of the Commission, the TCAC is governed mutatis mutandis by the I0TC Rules of Procedures.

The Commission extended its appreciation and thanks to Ms Bouffard for her efforts in guiding the work of
TCAC.

Several Members informed the Commission that they will have little time to prepare adequately for TCAC08
given it is planned for one week after S25. In order to allow Members more time to prepare, the Commission
AGREED to reschedule the TCACO08 to 28 June to 1 July 2021.

12. Report of the Compliance Committee

12.1 Overview of the CoC18 report

58.

59.

The Commission NOTED the report of the 18th Session of the Compliance Committee (I0TC-2021-CoC18-R),
which was presented by the Compliance Committee Chairperson, Ms. Anne-France Mattlet (France (OT)).
CoC18 was held by videoconference. Attendees comprised delegates of 25 Contracting Parties (Members), 2
Cooperating Non-Contracting Parties, 11 Observers and Invited Experts.

The Commission NOTED the recommendations from the 18th Session of the Compliance Committee, which
were presented by the Chairperson of the Compliance Committee.
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60. The Commission NOTED document I0TC-2021-S25-08, which provided additional background information on
changes in the IOTC 2021 Provisional IUU Vessels List.

61. The Commission ENDORSED the recommendations arising from the Report of the 18" Session of the
Compliance Committee, except for the recommendation to renew the CNCP status of Liberia (CoC18 para 142).

62. Mauritius informed the Commission that it objected to the Commission’s endorsement of Paragraph 78 of the
CoC18 Report that “recommended that the United Kingdom continue to provide the Compliance Committee
with a report on foreign vessels in transit in the Chagos Archipelago.” The Statement made by Mauritius in this
regard is at Appendix 13.

12.2 Adoption of the List of IUU Vessels

63. The Commission ADOPTED the IOTC IUU Vessels List (Appendix 8). All CPCs shall be required to take the
necessary measures regarding the IUU Vessels List in accordance with paragraph 21 of Resolution 18/03.

64. The Commission NOTED the commitment of India to communicate information on further actions that will be
taken against the owner of the Indian vessel, IND-TN-15- MM8297, which is included in the IOTC IUU Vessels
List.

65. Mauritius informed the Commission that it could not endorse any recommendation for the inclusion on the
IOTC IUU Vessels List of any vessels reported by the United Kingdom purporting to act as the coastal State in
relation to the Chagos Archipelago. The Statement made by Mauritius to this effect is at Appendix 13.

66. The United Kingdom referred to its statement in Appendix 13.

12.3 Requests for the accession to the status of Cooperating Non-Contracting Party

67. The Commission NOTED the applications for Cooperating Non-Contracting Party (CNCP) status from Liberia,
and Senegal, which were received within the deadline, prior to the commencement of the session.

68. The Commission NOTED the presence of Senegal in the Commission meeting and AGREED to renew the CNCP
status of Senegal, until the end of the Commission meeting in 2022.

69. The Commission NOTED Liberia’s absence during the Commission meeting and RECALLED its 2015 decision
that applications for CNCP status shall no longer be considered unless the concerned party is present at the
Compliance Committee and Commission meetings to present its application and respond to questions from
CPCs.

70. The Commission AGREED not to renew the CNCP status of Liberia, due to its absence in the Commission
meeting.

13. Conservation and Management Measures

13.1 Current Conservation and Management Measures that include a reference to the year 2020 or

2021

71. The Commission NOTED paper IOTC-2021-5S25-04.

13.2 Review of objections received under Article IX.5 of the IOTC Agreement

72. The Commission NOTED paper I0TC-2021-525-05 which informs the Commission about the current
‘Objections’ to I0TC Conservation and Management Measures that have been received in accordance with
Article IX.5 of the IOTC Agreement.

14. Report of the Standing Committee on Administration and Finance

14.1 Overview of the SCAF18 report

73. The Commission NOTED the report of the 18th Session of the Standing Committee on Administration and
Finance (SCAF) (IOTC-2021-SCAF18-R), which was presented by the SCAF Chairperson, Mr Hussain Sinan
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(Maldives). SCAF18 was held by videoconference and Credentials were received for 204 delegates from 24
Contracting Parties (Members) and 8 Observers including Invited Experts.

74. The Commission NOTED the interventions from Bangladesh, China, Comoros, Korea and Tanzania committing
to pay their respective outstanding contribution payments before the end of the year. The Commission also
NOTED that Mozambique and Somalia were not present to provide an update on the status of their respective
outstanding contributions.

75. The Commission NOTED that the IR Iran was responsible for around 45% of the total outstanding contributions;
however, IR Iran informed the Commission that it is confident of paying most of its arrears by the end of 2021
although no details were provided on the modalities of the payment or the amount.

76. The Commission ENDORSED the list of recommendations made by the SCAF18 which, inter alia, included:

e to cease pursuing the outstanding contributions of ex-Members: Belize, Guinea, Vanuatu and Sierra Leone,
but ensure that the debts be maintained and reported annually in a separate ‘outstanding contributions’
table. Furthermore, that any ex-Member must pay all outstanding debts before re-joining the Commission.

e the re-election of Mr. Hussain Sinan (Maldives) as Chairperson and Mr Muhammad Farhan Khan (Pakistan)
as the Vice Chairperson of the SCAF for the next biennium.

14.2 Programme of work and budget of the Commission

77. The Commission RECALLED its request to the Secretariat at S24 to provide more information on how employer
contributions are derived by the FAO. The Commission NOTED that the SCAF received a satisfactory explanation
on this matter and that the costs of employer contributions, proportional to salaries, have been relatively stable
since 2017.

78. The Commission ADOPTED the programme of work and budget for 2022, the indicative budget for 2023
(Appendix 9), and the schedule of contributions for 2022 as provided in Appendix 10.

14.3 Finalisation of the amendments to the IOTC Financial regulations

79. Following the advice of SCAF18, the Commission ADOPTED the following dates be included in Annex Reg 5 of
the IOTC Financial Regulations:

e the latest date contributions should be paid in each budget year will be 30 June
e the date, in a budget year, when un-paid contributions will be in ‘arrears’ will be 1 July.

80. Upon the SCAFs recommendation, the Commission URGED the member States to pay their contributions as
early as possible, preferably prior to the annual SCAF meeting, to maintain the financial stability of the IOTC.
Members who have difficulties in meeting the deadline due to differences in financial years or other means
SHALL inform the SCAF about any possible delays, providing the relevant details.

14.4 Schedule of meetings for 2021-2022

81. The Commission ADOPTED the schedule of meetings for its subsidiary bodies for 2022 as detailed in Appendix
11.

15. Any Other Business

15.1 Cooperation with other organisations and institutions

82. The Commission AGREED to the draft Letter of Intent between I0TC and the Southern Indian Ocean Fisheries
Agreement (SIOFA) provided in Appendix 12 and REQUESTED the Executive Secretary to send the letter to the
SIOFA for its consideration. The Commission also AGREED that the Chairperson of the Commission may sign
the Letter on behalf of the Commission once it is approved by SIOFA.
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15.2
83.

84.

15.3
85.

86.

Participation of the United Kingdom as a coastal State vis-a-vis “BIOT”

Mauritius referred to its statement provided in Appendix 13. and requested that the termination of the United
Kingdom’s membership in the IOTC as a coastal State be included as a substantive item in the agenda of the
next session of the Commission.

The United Kingdom informed the Commission of its ongoing objection to the inclusion of issues of sovereignty
in current and future agendas of the Commission and referred to its statement provided in Appendix 13.
Implementation of paragraph 6 of the UNGA Resolution 73/295 (FAO)

The Commission NOTED paper 10TC-2021-525-07, which informed the Commission about how FAO is
implementing paragraph 6 of the UNGA Resolution 73/295.

Mauritius made a statement provided in Appendix 13.

15.4 Date and place of the 26" Session of the Commission and of its subsidiary bodies for 2022

87.

16.
88.
89.

The Commission AGREED to hold its 26th Session from 16 to 20 May 2022. The format of the meeting will be
decided intersessionally depending on the evolution of the COVID-19 pandemics. The full calendar of 2022
meetings is provided in Appendix 11.

Election of the Chairperson and the Vice-Chairpersons of the Commission

The Commission elected Ms Jung-re Riley Kim (Korea, Rep. of) as Chairperson of the IOTC for the next biennium.

The Commission elected Mr Adam Ziyad (Maldives) as a first Vice-Chairperson of the IOTC and Mr Qayiso
Mketsu (South Africa) as second Vice-Chairperson, respectively, for the next biennium.

17. Adoption of the report of the 25th Session of the Commission

90.

The report of the 25th Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (I0TC-2021-5S25-R) was ADOPTED by
correspondence on 1 October 2021.
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Mr Yvon Riva

yriva@orthongel.fr

Mr Michel Goujon
mgoujon@orthongel.fr

Ms Alexandra Maudroy
amaufroy@orthongel.fr

Mr Adrien de Chomerau
adechomereau@sapmer.com

Mr Anthony Signour
asignour@sapmer.com

Mr Laurent Pinault
Ipinault@sapmer.com

Mr Armelle Denoize
adenoize@sapmer.com
Mr Diederik Parlevliet

dpa@pp-group.eu

Mr Pierre-Alain Carré
pierrealain.carre @cfto.fr

Mr Arie Guilt
argu -group.eu

Ms Sarah Le Couls
sarah.lecouls@cfto.fr

Ms Ane Laborda
alaborda@azti.es

Mr Borja Alonso
Borja.Alonso@albacora.es

Mr Moisés Pérez

moisesperez@europeadetunidos.

com

Mr Jonatan Arrien
jonatan@inpesca.com

Mr Margot Richard

margot.richard@agriculture.gouv.

fr

Mr Benoit Guérin
bgseaconsulting@gmail.com

Mr Charif Abdallah
cha.abdallah@gmail.com

Mr Said Anthoumani

said.anthoumani@mayotte.cham

bagri.fr

Mr Issouffi Abdallah
issouffil8 @gmail.com

Mr Pierre Baubet
pierrebaubet@gmail.com

Mr Régis Masseaux
captainalandor@wanadoo.fr

Ms Marianna De Benedictis
mdebenedictis@boltonfood.com

France (OT)

Head of Delegation

Ms Alice Boiffin

Ministere de la mer
alice.boiffin@agriculture.gouv.fr

Alternate

Ms Camille Servetto
Ministere des outre-mer
camille.servetto@outre-
mer.gouv.fr

Advisor (s)

Mr Vincent Abt

Ambassade de France au Kenya
vincent.abt@dgtresor.gouv.fr

Mr Nicolas Vuillaume
Groupe CLS
nvuillaume@groupcls.com

Mme Anne-France Mattlet
Ministére de la transition
écologique

anne-
france.mattlet@developpement-
durable.gouv.fr

India

Head of Delegation

Mr Jujjavarapu Balaji
Department of Fisheries

Alternate
Mr Mahesh Kumar
FSI

dg-fsi-mah@nic.in

Advisor (s)
Mr Intisar Anees Siddiqui
Department of Fisheries

ia.siddigui@gov.in

Ms Prathibha Rohit
Department of Fisheries
prathibharohit@gmail.com

Mr E.M. Abdussamad
Department of Fisheries
emasamadg@gmail.com

Mr Shubhadeep Ghosh
Department of Fisheries
subhadeep 1977@yahoo.com

Mr J Jayasankar
Department of Fisheries
jisankar@gmail.com

Mr Mohammed Koya
Department of Fisheries
koya313@gmail.com

Mr S. Surya
Department of Fisheries
revandasurya@gmail.com

Mr Sijo P. Varghese
Department of Fisheries
varghesefsi@hotmail.com

Mr Sanjay Pandey
Department of Fisheries
sanjay.rpandey@gov.in

Indonesia

Head of Delegation

Ms Putuh Suadela

Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
putuhsuadela@gmail.com

Advisor (s)

Prof. Dr. Wudianto

Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
wudianto59@gmail.com

Mr Indra Jaya

Advisor Bogor Agricultural
University
indrajayal23@gmail.com

Mr Ikram Malan Sangadiji
Ministry for Maritime Affairs and
Investments
ikramsangadji96@gmail.com

Mr Fayakun Satria
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Ministry for Maritime Affairs and
Investments
fsatria70@gmail.com

Ms Lilis Sadiyah

Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
sadiyah.lilis2@gmail.com

Mr Agustinus Purwanto Anung
Widodo

Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
anungwd@yahoo.co.id

Mr Ignatius Tri Hargiyatno
Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
igna.prpt@gmail.com

Mr Nilanto Perbowo

Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
perbowon@kkp.go.id

Mr Hary Christijanto

Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
hchristijanto@yahoo.com

Mr Yayan Hernuryadin
Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
yhernuryadin@gmail.com

Mr Ardiansyah

Coordinating Ministry for
Maritime Affairs and Investments
ardiansyahhasyim@gmail.com

Mr Syahril Abd. Raup
Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
chaliarrauf@yahoo.com

Ms Rennisca Ray Damanti
Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries

rennisca@kkp.go.id

Ms Sitti Hamdiyah

Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries

sh diyah@yahoo.com

Ms Rikrik Kartika Sulistyaningsih
Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries

rk.sulistyaningsihl1l@gmail.com

Mr Bram Setyadji

Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
bramsetyadji@kkp.go.id

Mr Susiyanti

Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
susiyantidjpt@kkp.go.id

Ms Rikrik Rahardian

Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
rikrik.rahadian@kkp.go.id

Ms Riana Handayani

Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
dayal39@yahoo.co.id

Ms Mumpuni Cyntia Pratiwi
Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
mumpuni.cpratiwi@gmail.com

Mr Muhamad Anas

Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
mykalambe@yahoo.com

Mr Hendri Kurniawan
Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
hendrikurl6@gmail.com

Mr Sri Patmiarsih

Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
sripatmiarsih@gmail.com

Mr Edwison Setya Firmana
Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
edwisonsf@gmail.com

Mr Satya Mardi

Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
satyamardil8@gmail.com

Ms Saraswati

Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
cacasaras@gmail.com

Ms Rosna Malika

Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
alka.rosna@gmail.com

Mr Anang Wahyu Susilo
Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
khautal.nang@gmail.com

Mr Anggraeni Ashory Suryani
Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
ashory.anggraenisuryani@gmail.c
om

Mr Muhammad Febrianoer
Coordinating Ministry for
Maritime Affairs and Investments
mfebrianoer@gmail.com

Mr Alza Rendian

Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
alzarendian@gmail.com

Mr Ridho Rahmadi

Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
ridhorahmadi94@gmail.com

Mr Saut Tampubolon
Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
s.tampubolon@mdpi.or.id

Mr Ivan Hans Jorgih
Indonesian Longline Tuna
Association

jorgih@indo.net.id

Dwi Agus Siswa Putra
Indonesian Longline Tuna
Association
atli.bali@gmail.com

Mr Ridwan Nurzeha

Ministry of Marine Affairs and
Fisheries
ridwan.nurzeha@kkp.go.id

Iran

Head of Delegation

Mr Seyed Parviz Mohebbi

Iran Fisheries Organization
parvizmohebbil5@yahoo.com

Alternate
Mr Fariborz Rajaei
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Iran Fisheries Organization

rajaeif@gmail.com

Japan

Head of Delegation

Mr Hideki Moronuki

Fisheries Agency
hideki_moronuki600@maff.go.ip

Alternate

Mr Hiroyuki Morita

Fisheries Agency
hiroyuki_morita970@maff.go.jip

Advisor (s)

Mr Yuki Morita

Fisheries Agency

yuki morita4d70@ maff.go.jp

Ms Mako lioka
Fisheries Agency
mako _iioka540@maff.go.jp

Ms Natsuki Hosokawa
Fisheries Agency
natsuki hosokawa730@maff.go.j

b

Ms Maiko Nakasu
Fisheries Agency
maiko nakasul00@maff.go.jp

Mr Kishimoto Riki
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
riki.kishimoto@mofa.go.jp

Mr Takayuki Matsumoto
Fisheries Resources Institute
matumot@affrc.go.ip

Mr Tsutomu Nishida
Fisheries Resources Institute
ac020320@par.odn.ne.jp

Mr Toshihide Kitakado
Tokyo University of Marine
Science and Technology
kitakado@kaiyodai.ac.jp

Mr Yuji Uozumi
Japan Tuna
uozumi@japantuna.or.jp

Mr Kiyoshi Katsuyama
Japan Tuna
katsuyama@japantuna.or.jp

Mr Hiroyuki Yoshida

Japan Tuna
yoshida@japantuna.or.jp

Mr Nozomu Miura
Japan Tuna
miura@japantuna.or.jp

Mr Daisaku Nagai
Japan Tuna
nagai@japantuna.or.jp

Mr Shimizu Michio

National Ocean Tuna Fishery
Association
mic-shimizu@zengyoren.jf-
net.ne.jp

Ms Yumi Okochi
Japan Nus Co., Ltd.
okochi-y@janus.co.jp

Ms Yuka Murayama
Japan Nus Co., Ltd.
murayama-yk@janus.co.jp

Mr Akihito Fukuyama

Japan Far Seas Purse Seine Fishing
Association
fukuyama@kaimaki.or.jp

Mr Minoru Honda

Japan Far Seas Purse Seine Fishing
Association

honda@kaimaki.or.jp

Mr Tokimura Muneharu

Oversea Fishery Cooperation
Foundation of Japan (OFCF Japan)
tokimura@ofcf.or.jip

Mr Fujiwara Shunji

Oversea Fishery Cooperation
Foundation of Japan (OFCF Japan)
roku.pacific@gmail.com

Mr Arisato Eiichi

Oversea Fishery Cooperation
Foundation of Japan (OFCF Japan)
arisato@ofcf.or.jp

Mr Kitazawa Taku

Oversea Fishery Cooperation
Foundation of Japan (OFCF Japan)
kitazawa@ofcf.or.jp

Mr Takeda Ryuiji
Oversea Fishery Cooperation
Foundation of Japan (OFCF Japan)

takeda@ofcf.or.jp

Mr Ota Hajime

Oversea Fishery Cooperation
Foundation of Japan (OFCF Japan)
ota@ofcf.or.jp

Kenya

Head of Delegation

Mr Daniel Mungai

State Department of Fisheries,
Aquaculture and Blue Economy
karemeri@gmail.com

Alternate

Ms Lucy Obungu

State Department of Fisheries,
Aquaculture and Blue Economy
Lucyobungu@yahoo.com

Advisor (s)

Ms Elizabeth Mueni

State Department for Fisheries,
Aquaculture and the Blue
Economy
emuenibf@yahoo.com

Ms Mwaka Barabara

State Department for Fisheries,
Aquaculture and the Blue
Economy
barabaraside@gmail.com

Mr Stephen Ndegwa

State Department for Fisheries,
Aquaculture and the Blue
Economy
ndegwafish@yahoo.com

Mr Benedict Kiilu

State Department for Fisheries,
Aquaculture and the Blue
Economy

kiilub@yahoo.com

Mr Rodrick Kundu

State Department for Fisheries,
Aquaculture and the Blue
Economy
rodkundu@yahoo.com

Ms Susan Imende

State Department for Fisheries,
Aquaculture and the Blue
Economy
susanimende@yahoo.com

Ms Beatrice Akunga
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State Department for Fisheries,
Aquaculture and the Blue
Economy
bghettuba@yahoo.com

Ms Ann Nyokabi

State Department for Fisheries,
Aquaculture and the Blue
Economy
nyokabih@gmail.com

KOREA, REPUBLIC OF

Head of Delegation

Mr Sungtaek Oh

Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries
republicofkorea@korea.kr

Alternate
Mr llkang Na
Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries

ikna@korea.kr

Mr Sung Il Lee

National Institute of Fisheries
Science
k.sungillee@gmail.com

Mr Jung hyun Lim
National Institute of Fisheries
Science

jhliml1@korea.kr

Mr Tae-hoon Won

Korea Overseas Fisheries
Cooperation Center
4indamorning@kofci.org

Mr Yoo Jiho
Fisheries Monitoring Center,
Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries

fmc2104 @korea.kr

Mr Kim Taerin
Fisheries Monitoring Center,
Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries

shararak@korea.kr

Mr Byung Gun Kim
Dongwon Industries Co., Ltd.
bkkim67@dongwon.com

Mr Deuk Hwa Kong
Dongwon Industries Co., Ltd.
rhdemr01@dongwon.com

Mr Jung Hoon Hwang
Dong Won fisheries Co.,Ltd.

jhh@dwsusan.com

Mr Jinseok Park
Sajo Industries co.,Itd
goodtime9@sajo.co.kr

Mr Seung hyun Choo
Sajo Industries co.,lItd
shc1980@sajo.co.kr

Mr Deoklim Kim
Sajo Industries co.,lItd

liam@sajo.co.kr

Mr Chanwon Jo
Sajo Industries co.,lItd

cwjo@sajo.co.kr

Mr Bongjun Choi
Korea Overseas Fisheries
Association

bj@kosfa.org

Mr Sangjin Baek
Korea Overseas Fisheries
Association

sibaek@kosfa.org

Madagascar

Head of Delegation

Mr Desire Tilahy
Andrianaranintsoa

Ministére de I'Agriculture, de I'
Elevage et de la Péche
maep.sg@gmail.com

Alternate

Mr Etienne Bemanaja
Ministére de |'Agriculture, de I'
Elevage et de la Péche
maep.dgpa@gmail.com

Advisor (s)

Mr Njaka Ratsimanarisoa
Ministére de |'Agriculture, de I'
Elevage et de la Péche

njakka@gmail.com

Mr Mahefa Randriamiarisoa
Ministére de |'Agriculture, de I'
Elevage et de la Péche
ranmahefa@yahoo.fr

Mr Yacinthe Razafimandimby
Advisor Ministere de

I'Agriculture, de I' Elevage et de la

Péche
ray razya@yahoo.fr

Mr Fanazava Rijasoa

Ministere de I'Agriculture, de I'
Elevage et de la Péche
rijafanazava@yahoo.fr

Ms Donna Leslie Joachim
Ministere de I'Agriculture, de I'
Elevage et de la Péche
joachimdonnaleslie@yahoo.fr

Mr Aina Rasamizafy

Ministere de I'Agriculture, de '
Elevage et de la Péche
ainarasamizafy@gmail.com

Mr Andrianaivonavalona
Rakotoniaina

Ministére de I'Agriculture, de I'
Elevage et de la Péche
csp-mprh@madagascar-scs-
peche.mg

Mr Sedera Ramahefalala
Ministére de I'Agriculture, de I'
Elevage et de la Péche
sedera.ramahefalala@gmail.com

Mr Solofo Andry
Randriamanantena

Ministére de I'Agriculture, de I'
Elevage et de la Péche
tanjonaaloha@gmail.com

Mr Lova Antoine
Rasolomampionona

Ministere de I'Agriculture, de I'
Elevage et de la Péche
lovastat.mrhp@gmail.com

Ms Angeline Rasoa

Ministere de I'Agriculture, de '
Elevage et de la Péche
henriet4angel@gmail.com

Malaysia

Head of Delegation

Mr Wan Muhammad Aznan bin
Abdullah

Department of Fisheries
wmaznan.dof@1govuc.gov.my

Alternate

Mr Sallehudin Jamon
Department of Fisheries
sallehudinjamon@dof.gov.my

Advisor (s)
Mr Arthur Besther Sujang
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Department of Fisheries

arthur@dof.gov.my

Mr Mohammad khalilul Ridha
Abd. Ghani
Department of Fisheries

khalil@dof.gov.my

Ms Nor Azlin Mokhtar
Department of Fisheries
nor_azlin@dof.gov.my

Mr Chai Chuan Jian
Department of Fisheries
chaichuanjian@mafi.gov.my

Maldives

Head of Delegation

Mr. Adam Ziyad

Ministry of Fisheries, Marine
Resources and Agriculture
adam.ziyad@fishagri.gov.mv

Alternate

Mr. Hussain Sinan

Ministry of Fisheries, Marine
Resources and Agriculture

hsinan@gmail.com

Advisor (s)

Ms. Aminath Lubna

Ministry of Fisheries, Marine
Resources and Agriculture
aminath.lubna@fishagri.gov.mv

Mr. Ahmed Shifaz

Ministry of Fisheries, Marine
Resources and Agriculture
ahmed.shifaz@fishagri.gov.mv

Ms. Munshidha Ibrahim

Ministry of Fisheries, Marine
Resources and Agriculture
munshidha.ibrahim@fishagri.gov.
mv

Mr. Hussain Zameel

Ministry of Fisheries, Marine
Resources and Agriculture
hussein.zameel@fishagri.gov.mv

Ms. Maleeha Haleem

Ministry of Fisheries, Marine
Resources and Agriculture
maleeha.haleem@fishagri.gov.mv

Ms. Hawwa Raufath

Ministry of Fisheries, Marine
Resources and Agriculture
raufath.nizar@fishagri.gov.mv

Mr. Mohamed Ahusan

Maldives Marine Research
Institute
mohamed.ahusan@mmri.gov.mv

Mr. Mohamed Shimal

Maldives Marine Research
Institute
mohamed.shimal@mmri.gov.mv

Mr. Umar Jamaal

Maldives Seafood Processors and
Exporters Association
umar@oseafood.com

Ms. Shafin Ahmed
Bigfish Maldives
shafin@bigfish.mv

Mr. Hussain Afeef
Ensis Fisheries Pvt Ltd
hussain@ensisgroup.com

Mauritius

Head of Delegation

Mr. Virendra. K.Daby

Ministry of Blue Economy, Marine
Resources, Fisheries

vdaby@govmu.org

Alternate

Mr Jagdish Dharamchand Koonjul
Permanent Mission of the
Republic of Mauritius to the
United Nations
jkoonjul@yahoo.com

Advisor (s)

Mr. D.Norungee

Ministry of Blue Economy, Marine
Resources, Fisheries
dnorungee@gmail.com

Ms. Shiu Ching Young Kim Fat
Minister Counselor
syoung-kim-fat@govmu.org

Ms. Annabelle Ombrassine
Principal State Counsel
aombrasine@govmu.org

Mr Rajnish Amal Sewtohul
First Secretary
rsewtohul@govmu.org

Ms. Meera Koonjul

Ministry of Blue Economy, Marine
Resources, Fisheries
mkoonjul@govmu.org

Mr Subhas Chandra Bauljeewon
Ministry of Blue Economy, Marine
Resources, Fisheries
sbauljeewon@govmu.org

Mrs Clivy Lim Shung
Ministry of Blue Economy, Marine
Resources, Fisheries
cliviim@yahoo.com

Mr Drishty Ramdenee
Ocean Economy, Economic
Development Board
drishty@edbmauritius.org

Mrs. Lilowtee Rajmun-Jooseery
MEXA
lilowtee@mexa.intnet.mu

Ms. Veronique Garrioch
Advisor IBL Seafood
vgarrioch@iblseafood.com

Mr. Andrew Conway
IBL Seafood
andrew.conway@princes.co.uk

Mozambique

Head of Delegation

Mr Xavier Munjovo

Ministry of the Sea, Inland Waters
and Fisheries
Xmunjovo@mimaip.gov.mz

Alternate

Ms Felismina Antia

National Directorate of Fisheries
Polices

afelismina@yahoo.com

Advisor (s)

Mr Jorge Mafuca

Advisor National Fisheries
Research Institute
jorgemafuca@gmail.com

Ms Leonid Chimarizene
National Directorate of
Operations
leonidmz@gmail.com

Mr Cassamo Junior
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National Fisheries Administration
cassamo.hassane@gmail.com

Ms Lucinda Mangue
National Fisheries Administration
lucindamangue@gmail.com

Mr Galhardo Naene
National Fisheries Administration
gnaene@gmail.com

Oman

Head of Delegation

Mr Abdul Aziz Marzougqi

Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries,
Wealth and Water Resources
aa.almarzougi@ymail.com

Alternate

Mr Al Mutassim Al Habsi
Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries,
Wealth and Water Resources
muatasim4@hotmail.com

Pakistan

Head of Delegation

Mr Farhan Khan

Ministry of Maritime Affairs
farhankhan704@gmail.com

Philippines

Head of Delegation

Mr Benjamin Felipe S. Tabios
Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
btabios@bfar.da.gov.ph

Alternate

Mr Rafael V. Ramiscal

Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
rv_ram55@yahoo.com

Advisor (s)

Mr Sammy Malvas

Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
rdsambfar4a@gmail.com

Mr Michael Andayog

Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
mikeandayog@gmail.com

Mr Peter Erick Cadapan

Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
pedangs@yahoo.com

Ms Jennifer Viron

Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
jennyviron@gmail.com

Mr Marlo Demo-os

Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
mbdemoos@gmail.com

Ms Beverly San Juan

Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
beyesanjuan@gmail.com

Mr Isidro Tanangonan

Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
sidtango.bfar@gmail.com

Ms Maria Joy Mabanglo
Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic
Resources
mj.mabanglo@gmail.com

Seychelles

Head of Delegation
Mr. Roy Clarisse
Ministry of Fisheries

rclarisse@gov.sc

Alternate

Mr. Vincent Lucas
Seychelles Fishing Authority
vlucas@sfa.sc

Advisor (s)

Mr. Philippe Michaud

Ministry of Fisheries
Philippe.michaud@statehouse.go

Vv.sC

Mr. Nichol Elizabeth
Seychelles Fishing Authority
ceo@sfa.sc

Ms. Sheriffa Morel
Ministry of Fisheries
sheriffamorel@gov.sc

Ms Stephanie Radegonde
Ministry of Fisheries
sradegonde@gov.sc

Mr. Yannick Roucou
Seychelles Fishing Authority
yroucou@sfa.sc

Mr. Johnny Louys
Seychelles Fishing Authority

jlouys@sfa.sc

Mr Tony Lazazara
ThaiUnion
Tony.Lazazzara@thaiunion.com

Mr. Julien Marques
Hartswater Ltd
Julen@echebastar.com

Mr. lan Scott
Hartswater Ltd
ianroyscott@yahoo.com

Mr. Howard Tan
Deep Sea Fisheries
howard.tan2@gmail.com

Mr. Steve Lin
Deep Sea Fisheries
Yhsl1011@gmail.com

Mr. Anthony Savy
Aquarius shipping
anthony.savy@aquarius.sc

Mr. Selwyn Edmond

INPESCA
Selwyn.edmond@seawardcoltd.c
om

Mr. Beatty Hoareau
Fishermen Boat Owners
Association
beatty.hoarau@gmail.com

Mr. Peter Purvis
Hunt Deltel
Legal@huntdeltel.com

Mr. Imanol Loinaz
Imanol.Loinaz@albacora.es

Mr. Alfonso Beitia
Ab.Lachaga@albacora.es

Mr. Jon Ander Etxebarria
cubyper@inpesca.com

Mr. Borja Soroa
borjasoroa@pevesa.es

Somalia
Absent
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South Africa

Head of Delegation

Mr Mandisile Mqoqi

Department of Forestry, Fisheries
and Environment
mandisile.mgogi@gmail.com

Alternate

Mr Qayiso Mketsu

Department of Forestry, Fisheries
and Environment
QMketsu@environment.gov.za

Advisor (s)

Mr Thembalethu Vico
Department of Forestry, Fisheries
and Environment
TVico@environment.gov.za

Mr Thabiso Maratsane
Department of Forestry, Fisheries
and Environment
TMaratsane@environment.gov.za

Ms Marisa Kashorte

Department of Forestry, Fisheries
and Environment
mkashorte@environment.gov.za

Mr Buyekezwa Mamaila
Department of Forestry, Fisheries
and Environment
BMamaila@environment.gov.za

Sri Lanka

Head of Delegation

Mr Dammika Ranathunga
Ministry of Fisheries
dhammikadsr@yahoo.com

Alternate

Mrs Kalyani Hewapathirana
Department of Fisheries & Aquatic
Resources

hewakal2012 @gmail.com

Advisor (s)

Mr Marcus Malikage

Department of Fisheries & Aquatic
Resources

mmallikage67 @gmail.com

Mr M.M Ariyarathne

Department of Fisheries & Aquatic
Resources

mma fi@yahoo.com

Mr Nuwan Gunawardane

Department of Fisheries & Aquatic
Resources
nuwan.dfar@gmail.com

Mr Sisira Haputhantri
Research and Development
Agency
sisirahaputhantri@yahoo.com

Mr Steve Creech
Pelagikos pvt Itd
steve@pelagikos.lk

S.J. Kahawatte

Department of Fisheries & Aquatic
Resources
siksusantha@yahoo.com

Sudan
Absent

Tanzania, Republic of

Head of Delegation

Mr Rashid A. Tamatamah

Deep Sea Fishing Authority
rashid.tamatamah@uvuvi.go.tz

Mr Aboud S. Jumbe
Deep Sea Fishing Authority
aboud.jumbe@gmail.com

Alternate

Mr Emmanuel A. Sweke
Deep Sea Fishing Authority
emmanuel.sweke@dsfa.go.tz

Advisor (s)

Mr Emmanuel M. Bulayi
Deep Sea Fishing Authority
emmabulayi@gmail.com

Mr Salum S. Hamed
Deep Sea Fishing Authority
salumhus@gmail.com

Mr Ameir H. Mshenga
Deep Sea Fishing Authority
haidarameir@gmail.com

Ms Esther MUL Vila
Deep Sea Fishing Authority
esther.mulyila@uvuvi.go.tz

Mr Abass M. Juma
Deep Sea Fishing Authority
abass.juma@nje.go.tz

Ms Mariam Ntuah

Deep Sea Fishing Authority
mariam.ntuah@nje.go.tz

Mr Christian A. Nzowa
Deep Sea Fishing Authority
christiannzowa@gmail.com

Mr Juma 0. Haji
Deep Sea Fishing Authority
changaaweni@gmail.com

Mr Shunula P. Shunula
Deep Sea Fishing Authority
pshunula20@gmail.com

Mr Daniel P. Kawiche
Deep Sea Fishing Authority
bababelinda07 @gmail.com

Mr Hakimu Matola
Deep Sea Fishing Authority
matolakim@gmail.com

Mr Silvanus N. Mbukwah
Deep Sea Fishing Authority
mwakawakibali@gmail.com

Thailand

Head of Delegation

Mr Bancha Sukkaewas
Department of Fisheries
banchas@fisheries.go.th

Alternate

Ms Sampan Panjarat
Department of Fisheries
spanjarat@yahoo.com

Advisor (s)

Mr Piyachoke Sinanun
Department of Fisheries
platalay@gmail.com

Mr Pavarot Noranarttragoon
Department of Fisheries
pavarotn@gmail.com

Mr Sarayoot Boonkumjad
Department of Fisheries
sboonkumjad@yahoo.com

Mr Aekkarat Wongkeaw
Department of Fisheries
aekfish@hotmail.com

Ms Thanyalak Ratanadilok Na
Phuket

Department of Fisheries
trthanya@gmail.com
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Ms Jariya Jiwapibantanakit
Department of Fisheries
jriyaya@hotmail.com

Mr Weerapol Thitipongtrakul
Department of Fisheries
weerapol.t@gmail.com

Ms Jaruwan Songphatkaew
Department of Fisheries
conyakkee@gmail.com

Ms Chutima Sittiwong
Department of Fisheries
chusittiwong@gmail.com

Ms Sawitre Yawanopas
Department of Fisheries
sawitre _yawa@hotmail.com

Ms Tirabhorn Yothakong
Department of Fisheries
tirabhorn@gmail.com

Ms Chonticha Kumyoo
Department of Fisheries
chonticha.dof@gmail.com

Ms Thitirat Rattanawiwan
Department of Fisheries

Sénégal

Mr Mamdou Seye

Direction des Péches maritimes
mdseye@gmail.com

Agreement on the Conservation
of Albatrosses and Petrels

Dr Christine Bogle
christine.bogle@acap.ac

Blue Marine Foundation
Ms Jessica Rattle
jess@bluemarinefoundation.com

Mr Guillermo Gomez
gomezhall@gmail.com
Blue Resources Trust

Mr Daniel Fernando
daniel@blueresources.org

Earthworm Foundation
Ms Florie Hovine
f.loth@earthworm.org

milky gm@hotmail.com

Ms Supaporn Samosorn
Department of Fisheries
regis dof@hotmail.co.th

United Kingdom

Head of Delegation

Ms Jess Keedy

Department for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs
Jess.Keedy@defra.gov.uk

Alternate

Mr Marc Owen

Department for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs
marc.owen@defra.gov.uk

Advisor (s)

Mr Harry Sampson
Department for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs
harry.sampson@defra.gov.uk

Ms Charlotte Wicker
Department for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs
charlotte.wicker@defra.gov.uk

Mr Luke Townley

COOPERATING NON-CONTRACTING PARTY

Liberia
Absent

OBSERVER

Ms Jeanne Delor
j.delor@earthworm.org

Earth Island Institute
Ms Jacqueline Sauzier
jsauzier@earthisland.org

Greenpeace
Mr Frangois Chartier
francois.chartier@greenpeace.org

Ms Louisa Casson
louisa.casson@greenpeace.org

Mr Will McCallum
will.mccallum@greenpeace.org

Global Tuna Alliance
Mr Tom Pickerell

Department for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs
Luke.Townley@defra.gov.uk

Mr Chris Mees
MRAG Ltd
c.mees@mrag.co.uk

Mr Stuart Reeves

Centre for Environment, Fisheries
and Aquaculture Science
stuart.reeeves@cefas.gov.uk

Ms Serena Wright

Centre for Environment, Fisheries
and Aquaculture Science
serena.wright@cefas.co.uk

Mr Ziya Hakki

Foreign, Commonwealth and
Development Office
Ziya.Hakki@fcdo.gov.uk

Mr Stephen Hilton

Foreign, Commonwealth and
Development Office
Stephen.Hilton@fcdo.gov.uk

Yemen
Absent

tom@globaltunaalliance.com

International Commission for the
Conservation of Atlantic Tunas
Mr Camille Jean Pierre Manel
camille.manel@iccat.int

Ms Jenny Cheatle
jenny.cheatle@iccat.int

Indian Ocean Commission

Mr Tiana Randriambola

I0C Monitoring, Control and
Surveillance Expert of the Ecofish
Programme
tiana.randriambola@coi-ioc.org

Mr Jude Talma
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Monitoring, Control and
Surveillance Expert of the Ecofish
Programme
ecofish.tat.jude@incatemaconsult

Ing.es

Mr Mauree Daroomalingum
d.mauree@coi-ioc.org

International Pole and Line
Foundation

Mr Martin Purves
martin.purves@ipnlf.org

Mr John Burton
john.burton@ipnlf.org

Mr Roy Bealey
roy.bealey@ipnlf.org

Mr Shiham Adam
shiham.adam®@ipnlf.org

Mr Valentin Schatz
v.j.schatz@gmail.com

Ms Linda Wood
Linda.Wood@marks-and-
spencer.com

Ms Amanda Hamilton
ahamilton@trimarinegroup.com

Ms Angelina Ton
angelinatan@trimarinegroup.com

International Seafood
Sustainability Foundation
Mr Hilario Murua
hmurua@iss-foundation.org

Ms Holly Koehler
koehler@iss-foundation.org

Mr Michael Cohen
mcohen@iss-foundation.org

Key Traceability
Mr Tom Evans
t.evans@keytraceability.com

Marine Stewardship Council MSC
Dr Andrew Gordon
Andrew.Gordon@msc.org

Mr Alberto Martin
Alberto.Martin@msc.org

The Pew Charitable Trusts

Mr Glen Holmes
gholmes@pewtrusts.org

Ms Kristine Beran
kberan@pewtrusts.org

Ms Raiana McKinney
rmckinney@ pewtrusts.org

Mr Robin Davies
rdavies@pewtrusts.org

Ms Laura Eeles
leeles@pewtrusts.org

Mr Ashley Wilson
awilson@pewtrusts.org

Ms Dawn Borg Costanzi
dborgcostanzi@pewtrusts.org

Mr Nils Courcy Advisor
fishconsult.bxl@gmail.com

Sustainable Fisheries Partnership
Mr Geoff Tingley
geoff.tingley@sustainablefish.org

Ms Alexia Morgan
alexia.morgan@sustainablefish.or
g

SharkProject
Ms Iris Ziegler
i.ziegler@sharkproject.org

Southern Indian Ocean Fisheries
Agreement

Mr Thierry Clot
thierry.clot@siofa.org

Mr Pierre Peries
pierre.peries@siofa.org

Mr Thibault Pivetta
thibault.pivetta@siofa.org

Sustainable Indian Ocean Tuna
Initiative

Mr Jan Robinson

Coordinator of SIOTI
janrobinson71@gmail.com

Mr Chris Shearlock
Princes
Chris.Shearlock@princes.co.uk

Mr Francisco Leotte
Thai Union Europe
Francisco.Leotte@thaiunion.com

Sustainable Fisheries and
Communities Trust

Mr John Burton
John.burton@sustainablefisheries
andcommunitiestrust.org

Mr Sarah Eames
sarah.eames@worldwisefoods.co.
uk

South West Indian Ocean
Fisheries Commission

Mr Emmanuel Bulayi
emmabulayi@gmail.com

Mr Vasco Schmidt
Vasco.Schmidt@fao.org

Ms Dulce Panguana
dulce.panguana@fao.org

The Ocean Foundation
Ms Shana Miller
smiller@oceanfdn.org

Mr Ignacio Fresco Vanzini
International Fisheries
Conservation
i.frescovanzini@gmail.com

United States of America (USA)
Mr Bryan Keller

International Affairs and Seafood
Inspection
bryan.keller@noaa.gov

Mr Raymond P. Clarke
BumbleBee SeaFoods
Ray.clarke@bumblebee.com

WorldWide Fund for Nature
Dr Antonia Leroy
WWEF-Belgium
aleroy@wwf.eu

Mr Umair Shahid
WWF-Mozambique
ushahid@wwf.org.pk

Ms Adriana Fabra
WWEF-Italy
tuna@wwf.it

Ms Dora Dabizzi
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WWE-Italy
d.dabizzi@wwf.it

Mr Dresy Lovasoa
WWF-Madagascar
Idresy@wwf.mg

Mr Selim Azzi

Ms I-Lu Lai
ilu@ms1.fa.gov.tw

Mr. Chia-Chun Wu
jlachun@msl.fa.gov.tw

Dr Shih-Ming Kao
Fisheries Agency
kaosm@udel.edu
Mr Tsung-Yueh Tang
tangty@ofdc.org.tw

Mr Yu-Chih Lin

Mr Chris O'Brien
Executive Secretary
chris.obrien@fao.org

Mr Paul De Bruyn
Science Manager
paul.debruyn@fao.org

Mr Gerard Domingue
Compliance Manager

gerard.domingue@fao.org

Ms Annie Trottier
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APPENDIX 2.
AGENDA OF THE 25TH SESSION OF THE INDIAN OCEAN TUNA COMMISSION

SRS

10.
11.
12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

OPENING OF THE SESSION

LETTERS OF CREDENTIALS

ADMISSION OF OBSERVERS

ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA AND ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE SESSION

UPDATE ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF DECISIONS OF THE COMMISSION IN 2020 (S24)

AMENDMENTS TO THE IOTC PROCEDURES
Finalisation of a permanent procedure to select the Executive Secretary (Chairperson of the small drafting
group)

REPORT OF THE SPECIAL SESSION OF THE COMMISSION

REPORT OF THE SCIENTIFIC COMMITTEE

DISCUSSION ON CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT PROPOSALS
REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ON MANAGEMENT PROCEDURES
REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ON ALLOCATION CRITERIA

REPORT OF THE COMPLIANCE COMMITTEE

12.1. Overview of the CoC18 Report

12.2. Adoption of the List of IUU Vessels

12.3. Requests for accession to the status of Cooperating non-Contracting Party

CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT MEASURES
13.1. Current Conservation and Management Measures that include a reference to the years 2020 or 2021
13.2. Review of objections received under Article IX.5 of the IOTC Agreement

REPORT OF THE STANDING COMMITTEE ON ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE
14.1. Overview of the SCAF18 Report (SCAF Chairperson)

14.2. Adoption of the Programme of Work and Budget of the Commission
14.3. Schedule of meetings for 2022-2023

ANY OTHER BUSINESS

15.1. Cooperation with other organisations and institutions

15.2. Participation of the United Kingdom as a coastal State vis-a-vis “BIOT”

15.3. Implementation of paragraph 6 of the UNGA Resolution 73/295 (FAO)

15.4. Date and place of the 26" Session of the Commission and the meetings of its associated subsidiary bodies
in 2022

ELECTIONS OF THE CHAIRPERSON AND VICE-CHAIRPERSONS OF THE COMMISSION
16.1. Election of the IOTC Chairperson
16.2. Election of 2 IOTC Vice-Chairpersons

ADOPTION OF THE REPORT OF THE 25th SESSION OF THE COMMISSION
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APPENDIX 3.
LisT oF DOCUMENTS

Document Title
I0TC-2021-S25-01a Provisional agenda for S25 (v8April).
I0TC-2021-S25-01b Provisional agenda for S25 (v9May).
I0TC-2021-S25-01c Provisional agenda for S25 (v5June)
I0TC-2021-525-02 Progress on the requests for action made to the Secretariat.

Regarding the development of a proposal for a permanent procedure to select

I0TC-2021-S25-03_Rev1l
0TC-2021-525-03_Rev the Executive Secretary

Regarding the development of a proposal for a permanent procedure to select

I0TC-2021-S25-03_add1_revl the Executive Secretary

Conservation and management measures that include a reference to the year

I0TC-2021-525-04 2020 or 2021.

I0TC-2021-S25-05 Review of objections received under Article IX.5 of the IOTC Agreement.

Proposed Letter of Intent between the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (I0TC)

I0TC-2021-S25-06 . . .
and the Southern Indian Ocean Fisheries Agreement (SIOFA)

I0TC-2021-525-07 Implementation of paragraph 6 of the UNGA Resolution 73/295 (FAO)
I0TC-2021-S25-08 Additional information related to the IOTC provisional IlUU vessels list
I0TC-2021-S25-PropA_Rev1l Revised Proposal at Sea Transhipment Programme (Indonesia) cf Res19-06
I0TC-2021-S25-PropB_Revl On the conservation of cetaceans (Rep. of Korea) cf Res13-04

On an interim plan for rebuilding the Indian Ocean yellowfin tuna stock in the

I0TC-2021-S25-P Rev2
OTC-2021-525-PropC_Rev IOTC area of competence (European Union) cf Res19-01

On harvest control rules for skipjack tuna in the I0TC area of competence

I0TC-2021-S25-PropD
rop (European Union) cf Res16-02

On management of fish aggregating devices in the IOTC area of competence

IOTC-2021-S25-PropE_Rev2
rope_Rev (Kenya et al) cf Res19-02 With track changes

On management of fish aggregating devices in the IOTC area of competence

I0TC-2021-S25-PropF_Rev2
ropr_Rev (Kenya et al) cf Res19-02 clean

On an interim plan for rebuilding the Indian Ocean yellowfin tuna stock in the

-2021-S25- 2
10TC-2021-525-PropG_Rev IOTC area of competence (Maldives et al) cf Res19-01

Reference documents

Statement01 China
Statement02 Mauritius
Statement03 Mauritius
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Document Title
Statement04 Mauritius
Statement05 United Kingdom
Statement06 Mauritius
Statement07 United Kingdom

Relevant reports from other meetings

I0TC-2021-CoC18-R

Report of the 18" session of the IOTC Compliance Committee.

I0TC-2021-SCAF18-R

Report of the 18" session of the IOTC Standing Committee on Administration
and Finance.

I0TC-2021-TCACO7-R

Report of the 7th session of the Technical Committee on Allocation Criteria.

I0TC-2020-SC23-R

Report of the 23 Session of the I0TC Scientific Committee

I0TC-2021-TCMPO0O4-R

Report of the 4™ session of the Technical Committee on Management
Procedures

I0TC-2021-S54-R

Report of the 4™ Special Session of the I0TC

NGO Statements

I0TC-2021-S25-INFO1

International Seafood Sustainability Foundation position statement

I0TC-2021-S25-INFO2

Global Tuna Alliance statement

I0TC-2021-S25-INFO3

Global Tuna Alliance report on juvenile yellowfin tuna catches

I0TC-2021-525-INFO4

The Pew Charitable Trusts’ Statement

I0TC-2021-525-INFO5

WWE statement

I0TC-2021-S25-INFO6

Earthworm statement

I0TC-2021-S25-INFO7

Blue Marine Foundation & International Pole and Line Foundation statement

I0TC-2021-S25-INFO8

Collaborative supply chain letter

I0TC-2021-S25-INFO9

Position Statement from the Indian Ocean tuna and large pelagics - longline

I0TC-2021-S25-INF10

Oceana, PEW, WWEF policy brief-EU IUU coalition

I0TC-2021-525-INF11

Key Traceability Statement

I0TC-2021-S25-INF12

Joint NGO statement

I0TC-2021-525-INF13

Sustainable Indian Ocean Tuna Initiative statement

I0TC-2021-525-INF14

Lettre Plaidoyer groupe CASINO
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APPENDIX 4.
ADOPTED PROCEDURE FOR THE SELECTION AND APPOINTMENT OF THE IOTC EXECUTIVE SECRETARY

1. Appendix Il of the IOTC Rules of Procedure
1) Within 30 days following a request from the I0OTC Chairperson to commence a recruitment process, a Vacancy
Announcement will be drafted by FAO technical departments in consultation with the IOTC Chairperson, with
support of the Office for Human Resources (CSH).
2) The Vacancy Announcement will be issued and posted for at least 46 days unless the I0OTC requests longer. The FAO
will publish the Vacancy Announcement on the FAO website and the IOTC will publish it on its website and by

Circular, and share the advertisement with other RFMOs and relevant organisations.

3) A first review and screening of candidates is undertaken by CSH based on the minimum criteria and qualifications
set out in the Vacancy Announcement.

3)bis **The list of candidates prepared after the provisional first review by CHS in paragraph 3 shall be provided to the
IOTC for its internal review and nomination of five preferred candidates for consideration by the interview panel to
prepare a shortlist pursuant to paragraph 4 .

4) A second review will be undertaken by the offices of the relevant Deputy Director-General and the relevant Director
(D2) and three representatives of the Members of the IOTC to establish a shortlist of candidates for interview?. The
interview shortlist must contain at least seven candidates including at least one female candidate. If there is no
female candidate in the shortlist, the Panel Report must contain a justification. If the interview shortlist does not
contain seven candidates, the Report must contain a justification.

5) An Interview Panel will be established, and composed of:

a) The relevant Deputy Director-General or Director (D2);

b) Two Senior FAO officers;

c) Three representatives of the Members of the I0TC?; and

d) one external member, to be selected by the Interview Panel from among three candidates proposed by CSH;

e) One representative of CSH. The role of the CSH representative is to offer administrative support to the panel.
He/She will not be involved in interviewing or assessing the candidates.

6) Interviews of shortlisted candidates will be conducted by the Interview Panel which will prepare a report. The Panel
Report will identify a minimum of 3 and a maximum of 5 qualified candidates. If there is no female candidate
selected at this stage, the Panel Report must contain a justification.

7) Both the shortlist of candidates for interview as well as the three to five candidates submitted to the Director-
General will be compiled with due regard to gender and geographic balance in line with the policy of the
Organization. If this balance is not achieved, the Panel Report must contain a justification.

8) The Panel Report will be submitted for consideration by the Director-General.

9) Reference checks will be undertaken by CSH.

10) The Director-General will identify one proposed candidate for appointment, whose name and curriculum vitae will
be referred to the IOTC for approval in accordance with the provisions of the IOTC Agreement. The name and
curriculum vitae will be transmitted to the IOTC Chairperson within ten weeks of the closure of the Vacancy
Announcement.

11) Upon approval of the Body, an offer will be issued to the candidate. Should there be non-approval, the Director-
General will propose to the Body another candidate recommended for appointment.

12) Upon acceptance, the Director-General will appoint the candidate.

The representatives of the IOTC Commission shall be the Chairperson and Vice-Chairpersons of the Commission unless
otherwise decided by the IOTC Commission.

2As above.

*k The IOTC adopted above recruitment procedure, Appendix Il of its Rules of Procedure. In doing so, the IOTC accepted

changes from the procedure adopted in 2020 as proposed by the FAO but requested the additional paragraph
(shown as para 3bis) be considered. However, recognising the need to reach agreement on this matter, the IOTC also
agreed that if the FAO is unable to accept this new paragraph, the IOTC would accept the FAO’s decision
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2. Adopted amendments to Rule V and Rule X of the IOTC Rules of Procedure

Additional text shaded in blue. Deletions as marked.

RULE V: THE SECRETARIAT

The Executive Secretary of the Commission shall be elected by the Commission and appointed by Director-General,
in accordance with the procedure set out at Appendix Il. The three I0OTC representatives referred to in Appendix Il
shall be the IOTC Chairperson and two Vice-Chairpersons, unless otherwise decided by the Commission. These IOTC
representatives shall conduct themselves impartially and consult members of the Commission with the objective of
ensuring an IOTC view is represented throughout the recruitment process. The three IOTC representatives shall
request the list of candidates prepared after the first provisional review pursuant to paragraph 3 of Annex | is
completed for internal review by the IOTC. The three IOTC representatives shall ensure that the list of qualified
candidates is circulated to Heads of Delegations for at least 30 days after applications have closed. The Heads of
Delegations shall be invited to rank their top 5 candidates in order of preference using a point score of five to one,
with 5 being the most preferred candidate, within 30 days of receiving the applications from the IOTC Chairperson.
The rankings shall be transmitted to the Executive Secretary and he/she shall collate the results and identify the top
5 candidates overall based on the highest aggregate scores from the rankings received. The Commission shall be
advised of the outcome of the ranking and the names of the top 5 candidates shall be conveyed by the I0OTC
representatives to the rest of the interview panel for consideration in the shortlisting process referred to in
paragraph 4 of Annex I.

V.2 bis. Upon receiving the name of the proposed candidate from the Director-General in accordance with
paragraph 10 of the procedure set out in Appendix Il of these Rules of Procedure, the IOTC Chairperson shall
transmit the name and curriculum vitae to the IOTC Commission for approval in accordance with Articles VI(2) and
VIII(1) of the IOTC Agreement and Rule X(4) of these IOTC Rules of Procedure. If the candidate does not obtain a
majority of the votes cast, the IOTC Chairperson shall request the Director-General to propose another candidate
to the Commission, in accordance with paragraph 11 of Appendix II.

RULE X: VOTING ARRANGEMENTS AND PROCEEDINGS

4, Unless the Commission decides otherwise, voting on matters relating to individuals, including the election
of officers of the Commission and, if applicable, the recommendation regarding the name of the Executive
Secretary to be forwarded to the Director-General for appointment, shall be by secret ballot.

5. Except for the Executive Secretary position, when no nominee for an office obtains on the first ballot a
majority of the votes cast, there shall be taken a second ballot confined to the two candidates obtaining the
largest number of votes. If the votes are equally divided on the second ballot, as many ballots as necessary
will be held to determine the elected candidate.

6. Votes cast means votes "in favour" and "against".

7. If the Commission is equally divided when a vote is taken on a question other than an election and-the

for-appeintment, a second vote and a third vote may be taken at the current Session at the request of the
proposer. If the Commission remains equally divided, the proposal shall not be further considered at the
current Session.
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APPENDIX 5.

STOCK STATUS SUMMARIES FOR THE I0TC SPECIES: 2020

Temperate and tropical tuna stocks: main stocks being targeted by industrial, and to a lesser extent, artisanal fisheries throughout the Indian Ocean, both on the high seas and in the EEZ of coastal states.

Fumsy (80% Cl):

SBwmsy (1,000 t) (80% Cl):
F2018/FMSY (80% C|)Z
SB2018/SBwmsy (80% Cl):
SB2018/SBo (80% Cl):

Stock Indicators
Albacore Catch 2019: | 39,876t
- Average catch 2015-2019: | 38,365t
il MSY (1000 t) (95% CI): | 35.7 (27.3-44.4)
alalunga Fusy (95% CI): | 0.21 (0.195-0.237)
SBwmsy (1000 t) (95% Cl): | 23.2 (17.6-29.2)
F2017/Fmsy (95% Cl): | 1.346 (0.588-2.171)
SBzon/SBMsy (95% C|)Z 1.281 (0.574—2.071)
582017/581950 (95% C|)Z 0.262 (-)
Bigeye tuna Catchin 2019: | 73,165 t!
Th Average catch 2015-2019: | 88,303 t!
unnus MSY (1000 t) (80% CI): | 87 (75— 108)
obesus

0.24 (0.18 - 0.36)
503 (370 — 748)

1.20 (0.70 - 2.05)
1.22 (0.82 - 1.81)
0.31(0.21-0.34)

Skipjack tuna

Catch in 2019:
Average catch 2015-2019 (MT):
Cao%seo (MT) (80% Cl):

547,248 t
506,555 t!

535,964 (461,995-674,536)

1 Considering the alternative purse seine log-associated catch composition for the EU fleet in 2018 as per IOTC-2019-WPTT21-R[E]

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

Advice to the Commission

A new stock assessment was carried out for albacore in 2019 to update
the assessment undertaken in 2016.

Although considerable uncertainty remains in the SS3 assessment
conducted in 2019, particularly due to the conflicts in key data inputs, a
precautionary approach to the management of albacore tuna should be
applied. The K2SM indicates that catch reductions are required in order
to prevent the biomass from declining to below MSY levels in the short
term, due to the low recent recruitment levels. Although there is
considerable uncertainty in the projections, current catches are exceeding
the estimated MSY level (35,700 t).

The stock status in relation to the Commission’s BMSY and FMSY target
reference points indicates that the stock is not overfished but is subject
to overfishing

38%

In 2019 a new stock assessment was carried out for bigeye tuna in the
I0TC area of competence to update the stock status undertaken in 2016.

The stock status determination changed qualitatively in 2019 to not
overfished but subject to overfishing. If catches remain at 2018 levels
there is a risk of breaching MSY reference points with 58.9% and 60.8%
probability in 2021 and 2028. Maintaining catches of at least 10% below
2018 levels will likely reduce the probabilities of breaching reference
levels to 49.1% in 2028. Continued monitoring and improvement in data
collection, reporting and analyses is required to reduce the uncertainty in
assessments.

A new stock assessment was carried out for skipjack tuna in 2020 using
Stock Synthesis with data up to 2019. On the weight-of-evidence available
in 2020, the skipjack tuna stock is determined to be: (i) above the adopted
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Katsuwonus
pelamis

C2019 / Caoxsso (80% Cl):
Es0%s80 (80% Cl):

E2019 / Esoxsso (80% Cl):
SBo (MT) (80% Cl):

SB2019 (MT) (80% Cl):
SBao%sso (MT) (80% Cl):
SB20%sso (MT) (80% Cl):

1.02 (0.81-1.18)

0.59 (0.53-0.66)

0.92 (0.67-1.21)
1,992,089 (1,691,710~
2,547,087)

870,461 (660,411-1,253,181)
794,310 (672,825-1,019,056)

397,155 (336,412-509,528)

SB2019 / SBO (80% Cl): | 0.45 (0.38-0.5)
SB2o19 / SBaowsso (80% C|)Z 1.11 (0.95-1.29)
SBao1s / SBwmsy (80% Cl): | 1.99 (1.47-2.63)
MSY (MT) (80% ClI): | 601,088 (500,131-767,012)

Ez019 / Emsy (80% Cl): | 0.48 (0.35-0.81)
Yellowfin tuna Catch 2019: | 427,240 t2
Thunnus Average catch 2015-2019: | 424,103 t2

albacares

MSY (1000 t) (80% Cl):
Fusy (80% Cl):

SBwmsy (1,000 t) (80% Cl):
F2017/Fmsy (80% Cl):
SB2017/SBmsy (80% Cl):
SB2017/SBo (80% Cl):

403 (339-436)
0.15 (0.13-0.17)
1069 (789-1387)
1.20 (1.00-1.71)
0.83 (0.74-0.97)
0.30(0.27 - 0.33)

2 Considering the alternative purse seine log-associated catches for the EU fleet in 2018 as per I0TC-2019-WPTT21-R
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biomass target reference point; (ii) not overfished (SB3019>SBao%sso); (iii)
with fishing mortality below the adopted target fishing mortality, and; (iv)
not subject to overfishing (Ez019<Eso%sso). The catch limit calculated
applying the HCR specified in Resolution 16/02 is 513,572t for the period
2021 -2023. The SC noted that this catch limit is higher than for the
previous period notwithstanding regular overshooting of the previous
established catch limit. This is attributed to the new stock assessment
which estimates a higher productivity of the stock and a higher stock level
relative to the target reference point, possibly due to skipjack life history
characteristics and favourable environmental conditions. Thus, it is likely
that the recent catches that have exceeded the limits established for the
period 2018-2020 have been sustained by favourable environmental
conditions. Therefore, the Commission needs to ensure that catches of
skipjack tuna during this period (2021 — 2023) do not exceed the agreed
limit.

No new stock assessment was carried out for yellowfin tuna in 2020, thus,
stock status is determined on the basis of the 2018 assessment and other
information presented in 2020. On the weight-of-evidence available in
2018 and 2019, the yellowfin tuna stock is determined to remain
overfished and subject to overfishing.

The decline in stock status to below MSY reference level is not well
understood due to various uncertainties. As a precautionary measure, the
Commission should ensure that CPCs take all necessary action to achieve
the catch reductions in their fleets, as per Res 19/01, to reduce
overfishing. It is recommended that catches be reduced to a level at least
below the CMSY estimate (403, 000 MT) from the 2018 assessment until
new information based on the 2021 stock assessment and its associated
projections are carried out. It is reminded that F,017 was 20% above the
target reference point.

In the 2018 Scientific Committee a Workplan was developed to address
the issues identified in the assessment review, aimed at increasing the
Committee’s ability to provide more concrete and robust advice by the
2019 meeting of the Scientific Committee. The workplan started in
January 2019 which aimed at addressing the issues identified by the WPTT
and the external reviewer in 2018. The draft workplan is attached as

Page 38 of 92




|0TC—2021-S25-R[E]

Appendix 38 of the 2018 Scientific Committee Report (I0TC-2018-SC21-
R). The Commission should ensure that this workplan is budgeted
appropriately. Despite the progress made to reduce the uncertainties
inherent to this assessment, the WPTT agreed that no new K2SM could be
provided in 2019 and 2020.

The Commission has an interim plan for the rebuilding the yellowfin stock,
with catch limitations based on 2014/2015 levels (Resolution 19/01,
which superseded 17/01 and 18/01). Some of the fisheries subject to
catch reductions had fully achieved a decrease in catches in 2019 in
accordance with the levels of reductions specified in the Resolution;
however, these reductions were offset by increases in the catches from
CPCs exempt and some CPCs subject to limitations on their catches of
yellowfin tuna (see Appendix 33). Thus, the total catches of yellowfin in
2019 increased by around 5.22% from 2014 levels. The Commission
should ensure that any revision of the management measure can
effectively achieve any prescribed catch reduction to ensure the
effectiveness of the management measure.

Neritic tunas and mackerel: These six species have become as important or more important as the three tropical tuna species (bigeye tuna, skipjack tuna and yellowfin tuna) to most IOTC coastal states. Neritic
tunas and mackerels are caught primarily by coastal fisheries, including small-scale industrial and artisanal fisheries, and are almost always caught within the EEZs of coastal states. Historically, catches were
often reported as aggregates of various species, making it difficult to obtain appropriate data for stock assessment analyses.

Advice to the Commission

Stock Indicators 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Bullet tuna Catch 2019: | 22,245t No quantitative stock assessment is currently available for bullet
Auxis rochei Average catch 2015-2019: | 18,878t tuna in the Indian Ocean, and due to a lack of fishery data for
MSY (1,000t) | unknown several gears, only preliminary stock status indicators can be used.
Fmsy: | unknown Stock status in relation to the Commission’s BMSY and FMSY
Bwmsy (1,000 t): | unknown reference points remains unknown
F Fmsy: k
current/FMsy: | UNKNOWN For assessed species of neritic tunas in Indian Ocean (longtail tuna,
B current /Bmsy i | unknown _
kawakawa and narrow barred Spanish mackerel), the MSY was
B current /Bo: | unknown

estimated to have been reached between 2009 and 2011 and both
FMSY and BMSY were breached thereafter. Therefore, in the
absence of a stock assessment of bullet tuna a limit to the catches
should be considered by the Commission, by ensuring that future
catches do not exceed the average catches estimated between
2009 and 2011 (8,870 t). The reference period (2009-2011) was
chosen based on the most recent assessments of those neritic
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species in the Indian Ocean for which an assessment is available
under the assumption that also for bullet tuna MSY was reached
between 2009 and 2011. This catch advice should be maintained
until an assessment of bullet tuna is available. Considering that
MSY-based reference points for assessed species can change over
time, the stock should be closely monitored. Mechanisms need to
be developed by the Commission to improve current statistics by
encouraging CPCs to comply with their recording and reporting
requirements, so as to better inform scientific advice

Catch 2019: | 84,738t No quantitative stock assessment is currently available for frigate
Average catch 2015-2019: | 93,846t tuna in the Indian Ocean, and due to a lack of fishery data for
MSY (1,000t) | unknown several gears, only preliminary stock status indicators can be used.
Fmsy: | unknown Stock status in relation to the Commission’s Busy and Fusy reference
Bmsv (1,000 t): | unknown points remains unknown.
Feurrent/Fuisy: | unknown For assessed species of neritic tunas in Indian Ocean (longtail tuna,
Bourenc/Busy: | unknown kawak d barred Spanish mackerel), the MSY
B currens /Bo: | unknown avya awa and narrow barred Spanish mackerel), the was
estimated to have been reached between 2009 and 2011 and both
FMSY and BMSY were breached thereafter. Therefore, in the
absence of a stock assessment of frigate tuna a limit to the catches
Frigate tuna should be considered by the Commission, by epsuring that future
Auxis thazard catches do not exceed the average catches estimated between
2009 and 2011 (94,921 t). The reference period (2009-2011) was
chosen based on the most recent assessments of those neritic
species in the Indian Ocean for which an assessment is available
under the assumption that also for bullet tuna MSY was reached
between 2009 and 2011. This catch advice should be maintained
until an assessment of frigate tuna is available. Considering that
MSY-based reference points for assessed species can change over
time, the stock should be closely monitored. Mechanisms need to
be developed by the Commission to improve current statistics by
encouraging CPCs to comply with their recording and reporting
requirements, so as to better inform scientific advice.
Kawakawa Catch 2019: | 128,042t 50% A new assessment was carried out in 2020 using the Optimised
Euthynnus affinis Average catch 2015-2019: | 148,084 t Catch-Only Method (OCOM).
0, —_
MSY (80% Cl) ;32?;;)(324,114 Based on the weight-of-evidence available, the kawakawa stock for

Fuisy (80% ClI)
Bwsy (80% Cl)

Fcurrent/FMSY (80% C|)
Bcurrent/BMSY (80% Cl)

0.44 (0.21-0.82)
355,670 (192,080 —
764,530) t

0.98 (0.85-1.11)
1.13 (0.75-1.58)

the Indian Ocean is classified as not overfished and not subject to
overfishing.

However, the assessment models rely on catch data, which is
considered to be highly uncertain. The catch in 2018 (173,367 MT)
was above the then estimated MSY (152,000MT). The available
gillnet CPUE of kawakawa showed a somewhat increasing trend
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although the reliability of the index as abundance indices remains
unknown. Despite the substantial uncertainties, the stock is
probably very close to being fished at MSY levels and that higher
catches may not be sustained in the longer term. A precautionary
approach to management is recommended.

A new assessment was carried out in 2020 using the Optimised
Catch-Only Method (OCOM).

Longtail tuna Catch 2019: | 107,088t

Thunnus tonggol Average catch 2015-2019: | 133,872t

MSY (80% ClI) | 128,750 (99,902 — 151,357)
Fmsy (80% Cl) | 0.32(0.15-0.66)

Bumsy (80% Cl) | 395,460 (129,240 —
751,316)

Feurrent/Fmsy (80% Cl) | 1.52 (0.751 —2.87)
Beurrent/Bwmsy (80% Cl) | 0.69 (0.45—1.21)

Based on the weight-of-evidence currently available, the stock is
considered to be both overfished and subject to overfishing.

The catch in 2018 (136,906 MT) was just below the estimated MSY
(140,000 MT) but the exploitation rate has been increasing over the
last few years, as a result of the declining abundance. Despite the
substantial uncertainties, this suggests that the stock is very close
to being fished at MSY levels and that higher catches may not be
sustained. A precautionary approach to management is
recommended.

Click here for a full stock status summary:_Appendix 20

Indo-Pacific king Catch 2018: | 42,488 t No new stock assessment for Indo-Pacific king mackerel was carried
mackerel Average catch 2014-2018: | 44,833t out in 2019, thus, the stock status is determined on the basis of the
Scomberomorus MSY (1,000t) | Unknown 2016 assessment when a preliminary assessment was undertaken
guttatus Fmsy: | Unknown using catch-only methods techniques (Catch-MSY and OCOM).

Bwmsy (1,000 t): | Unknown
Fcurrent/FMS\ﬂ Unknown

B current /Bmsy: | Unknown
B current /Bo: | Unknown

Given that no new assessment was undertaken in 2020, the WPNT
considered that stock status in relation to the Commission’s BMSY
and FMSY target reference points remains unknown.

For assessed species of neritic tunas in Indian Ocean (longtail tuna,
kawakawa and narrow barred Spanish mackerel), the MSY was
estimated to have been reached between 2009 and 2011 and both
FMSY and BMSY were breached thereafter. Therefore, in the
absence of a stock assessment of Indo-Pacific king mackerel a limit
to the catches should be considered by the Commission, by
ensuring that future catches do not exceed the average catches
between 2009 and 2011 estimated at the time of the assessment
(46,787 t). The reference period (2009-2011) was chosen based on
the most recent assessments of those neritic species in the Indian
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Narrow-barred
Spanish mackerel
Scomberomorus
commerson

Catch 2019:
Average catch 2015-2019:

MSY (80% Cl):
Fumsy (80% Cl):
Bwsy (80% Cl):
Fcurrent/FMSY (80% Cl):
Bcurrent/BMSY (80% Cl):

152,574 t
170,298 t

157,760 (132,140-187,190)
0.49 (0.25-0.87)
323,500 (196,260-592,530)
1.24 (0.65-2.13)
0.80 (0.54-1.27)

Ocean for which an assessment is available under the assumption
that also for Indo-Pacific king mackerel MSY was reached between
2009 and 2011. This catch advice should be maintained until an
assessment of Indo-Pacific king mackerel is available. This catch
advice should be maintained until an assessment of Indo-Pacific
king mackerel is available. Considering that MSY-based reference
points for assessed species can change over time, the stock should
be closely monitored. Mechanisms need to be developed by the
Commission to improve current statistics by encouraging CPCs to
comply with their recording and reporting requirements, so as to
better inform scientific advice.

A new assessment was carried out in 2020 using the Optimised
Catch-Only Method (OCOM).

Based on the weight-of-evidence available, the stock appears to be
overfished and subject to overfishing.

The catch in 2019 was just below the estimated MSY and the
available Gillnet CPUE show a somewhat increasing trend in recent
years although the reliability of the Index as abundance indices
remains unknown. Despite the substantial uncertainties, the stock
is probably very close to being fished at MSY levels and that higher
catches may not be sustained.

Billfish: The billfish stocks are exploited by industrial and artisanal fisheries throughout the Indian Ocean, both on the high seas and in the EEZ of coastal states. While marlins and sailfish are not usually targeted
by most fleets, they are caught and retained as byproduct by the main industrial fisheries, and are also important for localised small-scale and artisanal fisheries or as targets in sports and recreational fisheries.

Advice to the Scientific Committee

SB2018/SB1950 (80% Cl):

0.42 (0.36-0.47)

Stock Indicators 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Swordfish Catch 2019: | 32,671t 98% A new assessment was undertaken in 2020 using stock synthesis with
Xiphias aladi Average catch 2015-2019: | 31,712 t fisheries data up to 2018. On the weight-of-evidence available in 2020,
fphias glaaius MSY (1,000 t) (80% Cl): | 33 (27-40) the stock is determined to be not overfished and not subject to
Fumsy (80% Cl): | 0.23 (0.15-0.31) overfishing.
SB 1,000 t) (80% Cl): | 59 (41-77 . .
sy ( ) 00 ) ( ) The most recent catches (32,671 MT in 2019) are at approximately the
Fa018/Fmsy (80% Cl): | 0.60 (0.40-0.83) MSY level (33,000 MT). Under th t levels of catches, th i
SBaots/SBuiy (80% Cl): | 1.75 (1.28-2.35) eve X . Under the current levels of catches, the spawning

biomass is projected to remain relatively stable, with a high probability of
maintaining at or above the SBMSY for the longer term. Nevertheless, the
Commission should consider limiting the catches so as not to exceed the
2018 catch level (30,847 t) to ensure that the probability of exceeding the
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Black marlin

Makaira indica

Catch 2019:

Average catch 2015-2019:
MSY (1,000 t) (80% Cl):
Fumsy (80% Cl):

Bwmsy (1,000 t) (80% Cl):
F2017/Fmsy (80% Cl):
82017/BMSY (80% Cl):
Bzo17/Bo (80% Cl):

17,415t

18,599 t

12.93 (9.44-18.20)
0.18 (0.11-0.30)
72.66 (45.52-119.47)
0.96 (0.77-1.12)
1.68 (1.32-2.10)
0.62 (0.49-0.78)

Blue marlin

Makaira nigricans

Catch 2019:

Average catch 2015-2019:
MSY (1,000 t) (80% Cl):
Fmsy (80% Cl):

Bwmsy (1,000 t) (80% Cl):
H2017/Hwmsy (80% Cl):
BZOl7/B|\/|5Y (80% Cl):
32017/30 (80% Cl):

8,316t

8,958 t

9.98 (8.18 -11.86)
0.21(0.13-0.35)
47 (29.9-75.3)
1.47 (0.96 — 2.35)
0.82 (0.56 — 1.15)
0.41(0.28-0.57)

Striped marlin

Tetrapturus audax

Catch 2019:

Average catch 2015-2019:
MSY (1,000 t) (JABBA):
FMSY (JABBA)

2,860t
3,455t

SBMSY target reference points in the long term remains minimal (2%).
Projections indicate that an increase of 40% or more from 2018 catch
levels will likely result in the biomass dropping below the SBMSY level for
the longer term (>75% probability). Taking into account the updated
information regarding swordfish stock structure (I0TC-2020-WPB18-09),
as well as the differential CPUE and biomass trends between regions, the
WPB should continue to discuss the swordfish stock assessment model
specifications and consider the feasibility of including a multi-stock
assessment in 2023. Recognising that there is recurring evidence for
localised depletion in the southern regions (particularly the South West)
the WPB expresses concern and suggests this should continue to be
monitored.

No new stock assessment for black marlin was carried out in 2020 thus,
the stock status is determined on the basis of the 2018 assessment based
on JABBA and other indicators presented in 2019. The Kobe plot from the
JABBA model indicated that the stock is not subject to overfishing and is
currently not overfished, however these status estimates are subject to
a high degree of uncertainty.

Current catches (>17,400 MT in 2019) (Fig. 1) are higher than MSY
estimate (12,930 MT), which is highly uncertainty. The catch limit as
stipulated in Resolution 18/05 (9,932 MT) have also been exceeded. The
Commission should provide mechanisms to ensure that catch limits are
not exceeded by all concerned fisheries. Projections were not carried out
due to the poor predictive capabilities identified in the assessment
diagnostics.

Stock status based on the Bayesian State-Space Surplus Production model
JABBA suggests that there is an 87% probability that the Indian Ocean
blue marlin stock in 2017 is in the red zone of the Kobe plot, indicating
the stock is overfished and subject to overfishing.

The current catches of blue marlin (average of 8,958 MT in the last 5
years, 2015-2019) are lower than MSY (9,984 MT). The assessment
conducted in 2017 indicated that the stock was overfished and subject to
overfishing. In order to achieve the Commission objectives of being in the
green zone of the Kobe Plot by 2027 (F2027 < FMSY and B2027 > BMSY)
with at least a 60% chance, the catches of blue marlin would have to be
reduced by 35% compared to the average of the last 3 years, to a
maximum value of approximately 7,800 MT well below the currect catch
limit established by Resolution 18/05 (11,930 MT).

No new stock assessment for striped marlin was carried out in 2020,
thus, the stock status is determined on the basis of the 2018 assessment
and other indicators presented in 2019. On the weight-of-evidence
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Bmsy (1,000 t) (JABBA)

4.73 (4.27-5.18)

F2017/Fmsy (JABBA): | 0.26 (0.20-0.34)
B2017/Bmsy (JABBA): | 17.94 (14.21-23.13)
SB2017/SBmsy (SS3): | 1.99 (1.21-3.62)
B2017/K(JABBA): | 0.33 (0.18-0.54)
582017/551950 (553) 0.373
0.12 (0.07-0.20)
0.13 (0.09-0.14)
Indo-Pacific Sailfish Catch 2019: | 29,872t
Istiophorus Average catch 2015-2019: | 30,306 t
MSY (1,000 t) (80% Cl): | 23.9 (16.1 - 35.4)
platypterus

Fusy (80% Cl):

Bwmsy (1,000 t) (80% Cl):
F2017/Fmsy (80% Cl):
B2017/Bmsy (80% Cl):
Bzon/Bo (80% Cl):

0.19 (0.14 - 0.24)
129 (81-206)
1.22 (1-2.22)
1.14 (0.63 — 1.39)
0.57 (0.31-0.70)
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available in 2019, the stock status of striped marlin is determined to be
overfished and subject to overfishing.

Current or increasing catches have a very high risk of further decline in
the stock status. Current catches of 2,860 t (2019) are lower than MSY
(4,730 MT) and of the cach limit stipulated by Resolution 18/05 (3,260
MT) but the stock has been overfished for more than two decades and
is now in a highly depleted state. If the Commission wishes to recover
the stock to the green quadrant of the Kobe plot with a probability
ranging from 60% to 90% by 2026, it needs to provide mechanisms to
ensure the maximum annual catches remain between 1,500 MT - 2,200
MT.

No new stock assessment for Indo-Pacific sailfish was carried out in 2020,
thus, the stock status is determined on the basis of the 2019 assessment
using the C-MSY model. The data poor stock assessment techniques
indicated that F was above FMSY (F/FMSY=1.22) and B is above BMSY
(B/BMSY=1.14). However, both assessment models rely on catch data
only, and the catch series is highly uncertain. In addition, aspects of the
biology, productivity and fisheries for this species, combined with the
data poor status on which to base a more formal assessment, are also a
cause for concern. On the weight-of-evidence available in 2019, the stock
status cannot be assessed and is determined to be uncertain.

The catch limits as stipulated in Resolution 18/05 (25,000 MT) have
been exceeded. The Commission should provide mechanisms to ensure
that catch limits are not exceeded by all concerned fisheries. Research
empbhasis on further developing possible CPUE indicators from gillnet
fisheries, and further exploration of stock assessment approaches for
data poor fisheries are warranted. Given the limited data being reported
for coastal gillnet fisheries, and the importance of sports fisheries for
this species, efforts must be made to rectify these information gaps. The
lack of catch records in the Persian Gulf should also be examined to
evaluate the degree of localised depletion in Indian Ocean coastal areas.

3 JABBA estimates are the range of central values shown in Fig. 2 of Appendix 15
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APPENDIX 6.
CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT IMEASURES ADOPTED AT THE 25TH SESSION

RESOLUTION 21/01

ONAN INTERIM PLAN FOR REBUILDING THE INDIAN OCEAN YELLOWFIN TUNA STOCK IN
THE IOTCAREAOF COMPETENCE

Keywords: Yellowfin tuna, Kobe Process, MSY, Precautionary Approach

The Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (I0TC),

CONSIDERING the objectives of the Commission to maintain stocks in perpetuity and with high probability, at
levels not less than those capable of producing their maximum sustainable yield as qualified by relevant
environmental and economic factors including the special requirements of developing States in the IOTC area of
competence;

BEING MINDFUL of Article XVI of the IOTC Agreement regarding the rights of Coastal States and of Article 87
and 116 of the UN Convention of the Law of the Sea regarding the right to fish on the high seas;

RECOGNISING the special requirements of the developing States, particularly Small Island developing States in
Article 24(b), of the Agreement for the Implementation of the Provisions of the United Nations Convention of the
Law of the Sea of December 1982, relating to the Conservation and Management of Straddling Fish Stocks and
Highly Migratory Fish Stocks (UNFSA);

FURTHER RECOGNISING the need to ensure that conservation and management measures do not result in
transferring, directly or indirectly, a disproportionate burden of conservation action onto developing States, Article
24(c) of UNFSA;

RECALLING that Article 5, of UNFSA entitles the conservation and management of highly migratory fish stocks
are based on best scientific evidence available and with special reference to IOTC Resolution 15/10 for a stock
where the assessed status places it within the red quadrant, and with an aim to end overfishing with a high
probability and to rebuild the biomass of the stock in as short time as possible;

FURTHER RECALLING that Article 6, of UNFSA and IOTC Resolution 12/01 “On the implementation of the
precautionary approach”, requires the States to be cautious during the application of precautionary approach when
information is uncertain, unreliable or inadequate and this should not be a reason for postponing or failing to take
conservation and management measures;

CONSIDERING the recommendations adopted by the KOBE 11, held in San Sebastian, Spain, June 23 —July 3 2009;
implementing where appropriate a freeze on fishing capacity on a fishery by fishery basis and such a freeze should
not constrain the access to, development of, and benefit from sustainable tuna fisheries by developing coastal States;
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FURTHER CONSIDERING the recommendations adopted by the KOBE 111, held in La Jolla, California, 12- 14 July
2011; considering the status of the stocks, each RFMO should consider a scheme for reduction of overcapacity in
a way that does not constrain the access to, development of, and benefit from sustainable tuna fisheries, including
on the high seas, by developing coastal States, in particular Small Island Developing States, territories, and States
with small and vulnerable economies; and Transfer of capacity from developed fishing members to developing
coastal fishing members within its area of competence where appropriate;

FURTHER CONSIDERING the concern of the 20" Session of the Working Party for Tropical Tuna held in
Seychelles, 29 October — 3 November 2018, the change in strategy by increase of usage of FADs by the purse seine
vessels to maintain catch level targets has led to a substantial increase of juvenile yellowfin tuna and bigeye tuna;

NOTING THAT supply vessels contribute to the increase in effort and capacity of purse seiners and that the number
of supply vessels has increased significantly over the years;

FURTHER CONSIDERING the call by the United Nations General Assembly Resolution 70/75 upon the States to
increase the reliance on scientific advice in developing, adopting and implementing conservation and management
measures and to take into account the special requirements of developing States, including Small Island Developing
States (SIDS) as highlighted in the SIDS Accelerated Modalities of Action (SAMOA) Pathway;

NOTING THAT Atrticle V.2b of the Agreement for the Establishment of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission give
full recognition to the special interests and needs of Members in the region that are developing countries, in relation
to the conservation and management and optimum utilization of stocks covered by this Agreement and encouraging
development of fisheries based on such stocks;

FURTHER NOTING THAT Article V.2d requires the Commission to keep under review the economic and social
aspects of the fisheries based on the stocks covered by this Agreement bearing in mind, in particular, the interests
of developing coastal States. This includes ensuring that conservation and management measures adopted by it do
not result in transferring, directly or indirectly, a disproportionate burden of conservation action onto developing
States, especially Small Island Developing States;

RECOGNIZING FURTHER the interactions that occur between the fisheries for yellowfin, skipjack and bigeye
tuna;

FURTHER CONSIDERING the management advice of the 23rd session of the Scientific Committee, that given
the limitations and uncertainties in the stock assessment and the inability to use K2SM derived from the 2018
yellowfin tuna stock assessment, the catches to be reduced to a level at least below the Cusy estimate (403, 000MT)
and the need to decrease the fishing mortality from the 2017 level in order to remove overfishing on the stock;

FURTHER CONSIDERING the issues raised in the 23" session of the Scientific Committee regarding the
estimated K2SM probabilities derived from the 2018 stock assessment, and that due to critical errors in projections
and estimations in computing probabilities in the K2SM developed in 2018, the K2SM is not suitable to provide
management advice;
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FURTHER CONSIDERING the SC 2020 advice that Commission should ensure that CPCs take all necessary
action to achieve the catch reductions in their fleets as per Resolution 19/01.

ADOPTS, in accordance with the provisions of Article IX, paragraph 1 of the IOTC Agreement, the following:
Application
1. This resolution shall apply to all CPCs within the IOTC area of competence.

2. This resolution will be effective from 1 January 2022. The measures contained within this Resolution shall be
considered as interim measure and will be reviewed by the Commission no later than at its annual Session in
2022.

3. Notwithstanding paragraph 2, this Resolution shall be reviewed when a formal Management Procedure for the
management of the yellowfin tuna stock is adopted by the Commission and in effect.

4. Nothing in this resolution shall pre-empt or prejudice future allocation of fishing opportunities.

Catch limits

5. CPCs whose reported catches of yellowfin tuna for 2014 were above 5000t shall reduce their catches of
yellowfin tuna by 21% compared to 2014 yellowfin tuna catch, except:
a. Ifthose CPCs are Coastal Developing States, they shall reduce their catches of yellowfin tuna by
12% compared to 2014 yellowfin tuna catch;
b. If those CPCs are Small Island Developing States or Least Developed States, they shall reduce their
catches of yellowfin tuna by 10% compared to 2014 yellowfin tuna catch.

6. CPCs whose reported catches of yellowfin tuna for 2014 were below 5000t and their average catches of
yellowfin tuna for the period from 2017 to 2019 inclusive, were above 5000t, shall reduce their catches of
yellowfin tuna by 21% compared to 2014 yellowfin tuna catch, except;

a. Ifthose CPCs are Coastal Developing States, they shall reduce their catches of yellowfin tuna by
12% compared to average of 2017 — 2019 yellowfin tuna catch;

b. If those CPCs are Small Island Developing States or Least Developed States, they shall reduce their
catches of yellowfin tuna by 10% compared to average of 2017 — 2019 or 2018 yellowfin tuna catch,
whichever is higher.

7. CPCs whose reported catches of yellowfin tuna for 2014 were below 5000t and their average catches of
yellowfin tuna for the period from 2017 to 2019 inclusive were between 2000t to 5000t, shall not exceed their
maximum reported yellowfin tuna catches between 2017 to 2019.

8. CPCs whose reported catches of yellowfin tuna for 2014 were below 5000t and their average catches of
yellowfin tuna for the period from 2017 to 2019 inclusive were below 2000t, shall not exceed their catches

above 2000t

9. In respect of paragraph 8, and recalling paragraph 4, for conservation purposes three CPCs have agreed
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exceptionally for 2022 (or 1 year) not to exceed yellowfin tuna catches at different levels?

10. In applying the catch reductions in paragraph 5, Small Island Developing State CPCs and Least Developed State
CPCs can either choose between catches of yellowfin tuna reported for either 2014, or 2015 or their average
catches for the period from 2017 to 20109.

11. In applying the catch reductions in paragraph 5 for Distant Water Fishing CPCs, if the average yellowfin tuna
catches between 2017 — 2019 were below 10,000t, CPCs shall reduce their yellowfin catch by 13% compared
to 2014 levels.

12. CPCs will determine appropriate methods for achieving these catch reductions, which could include capacity
reductions, effort limits, etc.., and will report to the IOTC Secretariat in their Implementation Report every year.

13. Any CPC who submits updated catch histories of yellowfin tuna in accordance with IOTC resolution 15/01 and
verified by the secretariat and the IOTC Scientific Committee, shall have a right to access yellowfin tuna in
accordance with the limits prescribed in the Resolution.

Over catch of annual limit
14. If over catch of an annual limit for a given CPC listed in paragraphs 5 to 11 occurs, catch limits for that CPC
shall be reduced as follows:

a. for over-catch of limits set forth in Resolution 19/01, in 2020 and/or 2021, 100% of that over-catch
shall be deducted from following two years limit, and,;

b. over-catch in 2022 and following years, 100% of that over-catch shall be deducted from the
following two years’ limit, unless;

c. over-catch for that CPC has occurred in two or more consecutive years, in which case 125% of the
over-catch shall be deducted from the following two years limit.

15. CPCs that are subject to catch reductions due to over-catch shall inform the Commission via the 10TC
Compliance Committee, corrective actions taken by the CPC to adhere to the prescribed catch levels, in their
implementation Report.

16. The revised limits from paragraph 14 will apply in the following year and CPCs compliance shall be assessed
against the revised limits reported to the IOTC Compliance Committee.

17. The tropical tuna data submitted by CPCs in accordance with Resolution 15/01 “On the recording of catch and
effort data by fishing vessels in the IOTC area of competence” and Resolution 15/02 “Mandatory statistical
reporting requirements for IOTC Contracting Parties and Cooperating Non-Contracting Parties (CPCs) ” shall

! France (OT) 500t; Philippines 700t; and the United Kingdom 500t.
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be reviewed by the Secretariat and discussed by the Scientific Committee for possible inconsistencies. In such
cases, the Scientific Committee shall provide the rationale of the detected inconsistencies and justify the choice

of the best solution available with regard the scientific analysis to be carried out. Data used for catch limit
calculations shall be based on the data reviewed, including possible estimates, by the Secretariat.

Supply Vessels
18. CPCs shall gradually reduce supply vessels? in purse seine operations targeting tropical tuna, by 31 December 2022
as specified below in (a) and (b). Flag States shall submit the status of reducing the use of supply vessel as part of
the report of Implementation to the Compliance Committee.
a. From 1 January 2022 to 31 December 2024: 3 supply vessels in support of not less than 10 purse seiners,
all of the same flag State®.

b. No CPC is allowed to register any new or additional supply vessel on the IOTC Record of Authorized
Vessels:

19. Assingle purse seine vessel shall not be supported by more than one single supply vessel of the same flag State at any
point of time.

20. Complementary to Resolution 15/08 and to Resolution 15/02, CPC/flag States shall report annually before the 1st of
January for the coming year of operations which Purse seiners are served by each supply vessel. This information
will be published on I0TC website so as to be accessible to all CPCs and is mandatory.

Gillnet
21. Without prejudice to Article 16 of the IOTC Agreement, CPCs shall encourage phasing out or convert gillnet
fishing vessels to other gears, considering the huge ecological impact of these gears and fast track the
implementation of Resolution 17/07 “On the Prohibition to use large-scale drifinets in the IOTC”, noting that
large-scale driftnets are prohibited in the IOTC Area of Competence from 1 January 2022.

22. CPCs shall set their gillnets at 2m depth from the surface in gillnet fisheries by 2023 to mitigate ecological
impacts of gillnets.

23. CPCs are encouraged to increase their observer coverage or field sampling in gillnet fishing vessels by 10%
using alternative data collection methodologies (electronic or human) verified by the I0TC Scientific
Committee by 2023.

24. CPCs shall report the level of implementation of paragraphs 21-23 to the Commission via the Compliance
Committee.

Administration
25. The IOTC Secretariat under advice of the Scientific Committee shall prepare and a table of allocated catch
limits disaggregated as per the conditions set out in paragraphs 5-11 for following year, in December of the
current year.

26. For the purposes of the implementation of this resolution, each CPC shall, by 15 February of the following year,

2 For the purpose of this resolution, the term “supply vessel” includes “support vessel”

3 The subparagraph (a) shall not apply to CPCs which use only one supply vessel
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27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

notify to the Executive Secretary the list of vessels, which have fished for yellowfin tuna in the I0TC area of
competence for the preceding year.

The I0TC Secretariat shall report each year these lists of active vessels to the IOTC Compliance Committee
and to the IOTC Scientific Committee in the form of aggregated statistics concerning fishing fleets capacity
metrics.

CPCs shall monitor the yellowfin tuna catches from their vessels in conformity with Resolution 15/01 “On the
recording of catch and effort data by fishing vessels in the IOTC area of competence” and Resolution 15/02
“Mandatory statistical reporting requirements for IOTC Contracting Parties and Cooperating Non Contracting
Parties (CPCs) ” and will provide a summary of most-recent yellowfin catches for the consideration of the IOTC
Compliance Committee.

Each year, the IOTC Compliance Committee shall evaluate the level of compliance with the reporting
obligations and the catch limits deriving from this Resolution and shall make recommendations to the
Commission accordingly.

The IOTC Scientific Committee via its Working Party on Tropical Tunas shall implement the “Workplan to
improve current assessment of yellowfin tuna” and shall advice the Commission the financial and
administrational requirements to further strengthen the work undertaken to minimize the issues and complexities
regarding yellowfin tuna stock assessment.

The IOTC Scientific Committee and its Working Parties shall prioritise the work on the yellowfin tuna
management procedure and to provide advice to the Technical Committee on Management Procedures and to
enable the Commission to adopt the yellowfin tuna management procedure at the earliest opportunity.

The Scientific Committee via its Working Party on Tropical Tunas shall undertake evaluation of the
effectiveness of the measures detailed in this Resolution, taking into account all sources of fishing mortality
possible aiming at returning and maintaining biomass levels at the Commission’s target level.

This Resolution supersedes IOTC Resolution 19/01 On an interim plan for rebuilding the Indian Ocean
yellowfin tuna stock.
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RESOLUTION 21/02
ON ESTABLISHING A PROGRAMME FOR TRANSHIPMENT BY LARGE-SCALE
FISHING VESSELS

Keywords: transhipment

The Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC),
TAKING ACCOUNT of the need to combat illegal, unregulated and unreported (IUU) fishing activities because they
undermine the effectiveness of the Conservation and Management Measures already adopted by the IOTC;

EXPRESSING GRAVE CONCERN that organized tuna laundering operations have been conducted and a significant
amount of catches by 1UU fishing vessels have been transhipped under the names of duly licensed fishing vessels;

IN VIEW THEREFORE OF THE NEED to ensure the monitoring of the transhipment activities by large-scale
longline vessels in the IOTC area of competence, including the control of their landings;

TAKING ACCOUNT of the need to collect catch data of such large scale long-line tuna to improve the scientific
assessments of those stocks;

ADOPTS, in accordance with paragraph 1 of Article IX of the IOTC Agreement, that:

SECTION 1. GENERAL RULES

1. Except under the programme to monitor transhipments at sea outlined below in Section 2, all transhipment
operations of tuna and tuna-like species and sharks caught in association with tuna and tuna-like fisheriesin the
IOTC area of competence (hereinafter referred to as “tuna and tuna like species and sharks™) must take place in
port?.

2. The flag Contracting Parties and Cooperating Non-Contracting Parties (collectively termed CPCs) shall take the
necessary measures to ensure that large scale tuna vessels? (hereafter referred as the “LSTVs”) flying their flag
comply with the obligations set out in Annex | when transhipping in port.

3. Transhipment operations within the Maldives between pole and line fishing vessels, and collector vessels flagged
in the Maldives and registered on the I0TC Record of Authorized Vessels shall be exempted from the data
reporting requirements specified in Annex | and Annex Ill. Such transhipment operations shall conform to the
criteria set forth in Annex Il of this resolution.

SECTION 2. PROGRAMME TO MONITOR TRANSHIPMENTS AT SEA

4. The Commission hereby establishes a programme to monitor transhipment at sea which applies only to largescale
tuna longline fishing vessels (hereafter referred to as the “LSTLVs”) and to carrier vessels authorised to receive
transhipments from these vessels at sea. No at-sea transhipment of tuna and tuna-like species and sharks by
fishing vessels other than LSTLVs shall be allowed. The Commission shall review and, as appropriate, revise

! Port includes offshore terminals and other installations for landing, transshipping, packaging, processing, refuelling or
resupplying (as defined by FAO Port State Measures Agreement)

2 Large Scale Tuna Vessel (LSTV) — fishing vessels targeting tuna and tuna like species that are over 24m LoA and are on the
IOTC Record of Authorized Vessels
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this Resolution.

The CPCs that flag LSTLVs shall determine whether or not to authorise their LSTLVs to tranship at sea.
However, if the flag CPC authorises the at-sea transhipment by its flag LSTLVS, such transhipment shall be
conducted in accordance with the procedures defined in Sections 3, 4 and 5, and Annexes Il and IV below.

SECTION 3. RECORD OF VESSELS AUTHORISED TO RECEIVE TRANSHIPMENTS-AT-SEA IN THE
I0OTC AREA OF COMPETENCE

6.

10.

The Commission shall establish and maintain an IOTC Record of Carrier Vessels authorised to receive tuna and
tuna-like species and sharks at sea in the IOTC area of competence from LSTLVS. For the purposes of this
Resolution, carrier vessels not entered on the record are deemed not to be authorised to receive tuna and tuna-
like species and sharks in at-sea transhipment operations.

Each CPC shall submit, electronically where possible, to the IOTC Executive Secretary the list of the carrier
vessels that are authorised to receive at-sea transhipments from its LSTLVs in the IOTC area of competence.
This list shall include the following information:

a. The flag of the vessel;

b. Name of vessel, register number;

c. Previous name (if any);

d. Previous flag (if any);

e. Previous details of deletion from other registries (if any);

f. International radio call sign;

g. Type of vessels, length, gross tonnage (GT) and carrying capacity;
h. Name and address of owner(s) and operator(s);

Time period authorised for transhipping.

Each CPC shall promptly notify the IOTC Executive Secretary, after the establishment of the initial IOTC
Record, of any addition to, any deletion from and/or any modification of the IOTC Record, at any time such
changes occur.

The 10TC Executive Secretary shall maintain the IOTC Record and take measures to ensure publicity of the
record through electronic means, including placing it on the IOTC website, in a manner consistent with
confidentiality requirements notified by CPCs for their vessels.

Carrier vessels authorised for at-sea transhipment shall be required to install and operate a Vessel Monitoring
System (VMS).

SECTION 4. AT-SEA TRANSHIPMENT

11.

Transhipments by LSTLVs in waters under the jurisdiction of the CPCs are subject to prior authorisation from
the Coastal State concerned. CPCs shall take the necessary measures to ensure that LSTLVs flying their flag
comply with the following conditions:

Flag State Authorization

12.

LSTLVs are not authorised to tranship at sea, unless they have obtained prior authorisation from their flag State.

Notification obligations

Fishing vessel:
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13.

14.

To receive the prior authorisation mentioned in paragraph 12 above, the master and/or owner of the LSTLV must
notify the following information to its flag State authorities at least 24 hours in advance of an intended
transhipment:

a. The name of the LSTLYV, its number in the IOTC Record of Vessels, and its IMO number, if issued;

b. The name of the carrier vessel, its number in the IOTC Record of Carrier Vessels authorised to
receive transhipments in the I0TC area of competence, and its IMO number, and the product to be
transhipped;

c. The tonnage by product to be transhipped;
d. The date and location of transhipment;
e. The geographic location of the catches.

The LSTLYV concerned shall complete and transmit to its flag State, not later than 15 days after the transhipment,
the I0TC transhipment declaration, along with its number in the IOTC Record of Fishing Vessels, in accordance
with the format set out in Annex Il1.

Receiving carrier vessel:

15.

16.

17.

Before starting transhipment, the master of the receiving carrier vessel shall confirm that the LSTLV concerned
is participating in the IOTC programme to monitor transhipment at sea (which includes payment of the fee in
paragraph 13 of Annex IV) and has obtained the prior authorisation from their flag State referred to in paragraph
12. The master of the receiving carrier vessel shall not start such transhipment without such confirmation.

The master of the receiving carrier vessel shall complete and transmit the IOTC transhipment declaration to the
IOTC Secretariat and the flag CPC of the LSTLV, along with its number in the IOTC Record of Carrier Vessels
authorised to receive transhipment in the 10TC area of competence, within 24 hours of the completion of the
transhipment.

The master of the receiving carrier vessel shall, 48 hours before landing, transmit an IOTC transhipment
declaration, along with its number in the IOTC Record of Carrier Vessels authorised to receive transhipment in
the IOTC area of competence, to the competent authorities of the State where the landing takes place.

Regional Observer Programme:

18.

19.

20.

Each CPC shall ensure that all carrier vessels transhipping at sea have on board an IOTC observer, in accordance
with the IOTC Regional Observer Programme in Annex IV. The IOTC observer shall observe the compliance
with this Resolution, and notably that the transhipped quantities are consistent with the reported catch in the
IOTC transhipment declaration.

Vessels shall be prohibited from commencing or continuing at-sea transhipping in the IOTC area of competence
without an IOTC regional observer on board, except in cases of “force majeure” duly notified to the IOTC
Secretariat.

In the case of the twelve (12) Indonesian wooden carrier vessels listed on the IOTC Record of Authorised Vessel
and listed in Annex V, a national observer programme may be used in place of an observer from the regional
observer programme for Indonesian wooden carrier vessels listed on the IOTC Record of Authorised Vessel.
National observers shall be trained to at least one of tuna-RFMO regional observer programme standards and
will carry out all of the functions of the regional observer, including provision of all data as required by the IOTC
regional observer programme and the reports equivalent to those prepared by the ROP Contractor. This provision
shall only apply to the twelve (12) specific wooden carrier vessels referenced in this paragraph as indicated in
Annex V. Replacement of those wooden carrier vessels are only permitted if the material of substitute vessel
shall remain wooden and the carrying capacity or fish hold volume not larger than the vessel (s) being replaced.
In such case, the authorisation of the replaced wooden vessel shall be immediately revoked.

Page 53 of 92



21.

The provision of Paragraph 20 will be rescheduled in consultation with the IOTC Secretariat as a two-year pilot
project to be started in 2021. The results of the project, including data collection, reports and the effectiveness
of the project shall be examined in 2023 by the IOTC Compliance Committee on the basis of a report prepared
by Indonesia and analysis by the IOTC Secretariat. This review shall include whether the programme offers the
same level of assurances as those provided by ROP. It shall also explore the feasibility of obtaining an IMO
number for the vessels concerned. The extension of the project or the integration of the project into ROP
programme shall be subject to a new decision of the Commission.

SECTION 5. GENERAL PROVISIONS

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

217.

To ensure the effectiveness of the IOTC Conservation and Management Measures pertaining to species covered
by Statistical Document Programs:

a. Invalidating the Statistical Document, flag CPCs of LSTLVs shall ensure that transhipments are consistent
with the reported catch amount by each LSTLV

b. The flag CPC of LSTLVs shall validate the Statistical Documents for the transhipped fish, after confirming
that the transhipment was conducted in accordance with this Resolution. This confirmation shall be based
on the information obtained through the IOTC Observer Programme;

c. CPCs shall require that the species covered by the Statistical Document Programs caught by LSTLVS in the
IOTC area of competence, when imported into the territory of a Contracting Party, be accompanied by
statistical documents validated for the vessels on the IOTC record and a copy of the IOTC transhipment
declaration.

The CPCs shall report annually before 15 September to the IOTC Executive Secretary:
a. The quantities by species transhipped during the previous year;

b. The list of the LSTLVs registered in the IOTC Record of Fishing Vessels which have transhipped during
the previous year;

c. A comprehensive report assessing the content and conclusions of the reports of the observers assigned to
carrier vessels which have received transhipment from their LSTLVs.

All tuna and tuna-like species and sharks landed or imported into the CPCs either unprocessed or after having
been processed on board and which are transhipped, shall be accompanied by the IOTC transhipment declaration
until the first sale has taken place.

Each year, the IOTC Executive Secretary shall present a report on the implementation of this Resolution to the
annual meeting of the Commission which shall review compliance with this Resolution.

The IOTC Secretariat shall, when providing CPCs with copies of all raw data, summaries and reports in
accordance with paragraph 10 of Annex IV to this Resolution, also indicate evidence indicating possible
infraction of 10TC regulations by LSTLVs/carrier vessels flagged to that CPC. Upon receiving such evidence,
each CPC shall investigate the cases and report the results of the investigation back to the IOTC Secretariat three
months prior to the IOTC Compliance Committee meeting. The IOTC Secretariat shall circulate among CPCs
the list of names and flags of the LSTLVs/Carrier vessels that were involved in such possible infractions as well
as the response of the flag CPCs 80 days prior to the IOTC Compliance Committee meeting.

Resolution 19/06 On establishing a programme for transhipment by large-scale fishing vessels is superseded by
this Resolution.
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ANNEX |
CONDITIONS RELATING TO IN PORT TRANSHIPMENT

General

1.

Transhipment operations in port may only be undertaken in accordance with the procedures detailed
below:

Notification obligations

2.

3.

Fishing vessel:
2.1. Prior to transhipping, the Captain of the LSTV must notify the following information to the port
State authorities, at least 48 hours in advance:

a) the name of the LSTV and its number in the IOTC record of fishing vessels;
b) the name of the carrier vessel, and the product to be transhipped,;

c) The tonnage by product to be transhipped,;

d) the date and location of transhipment;

e) the major fishing grounds of the tuna and tuna-like species and sharks catches.

2.2. The Captain of a LSTV shall, at the time of the transhipment, inform its flag State of the following;
a) the products and quantities involved,

b) the date and place of the transhipment;
c) the name, registration number and flag of the receiving carrier vessel;

d) the geographic location of the tuna and tuna-like species and sharks catches.

2.3. The captain of the LSTV concerned shall complete and transmit to its flag State the 10TC
transhipment declaration, along with its number in the IOTC Record of Fishing Vessels, in
accordance with the format set out in Annex Il not later than 15 days after the transhipment.

Receiving vessel:

Not later than 24 hours before the beginning and at the end of the transhipment, the master of the
receiving carrier vessel shall inform the port State authorities of the quantities of tuna and tuna-
like species and sharks transhipped to his vessel, and complete and transmit the IOTC
transhipment declaration, to the competent authorities within 24 hours.

Landing State:

4.

The master of the receiving carrier vessel shall, 48 hours before landing, complete and transmit an IOTC
transhipment declaration, to the competent authorities of the landing State where the landing takes place.

The port State and the landing State referred to in the above paragraphs shall take the appropriate
measures to verify the accuracy of the information received and shall cooperate with the flag CPC of the
LSTV to ensure that landings are consistent with the reported catches amount of each vessel. This
verification shall be carried out so that the vessel suffers the minimum interference and inconvenience and
that degradation of the fish is avoided.

Each flag CPC of the LSTVs shall include in its annual report each year to IOTC the details on the
transhipments by its vessels.
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ANNEX 11

CONDITIONS RELATING TO TRANSHIPMENTS BETWEEN MALDIVIAN
COLLECTOR VESSELS AND POLE AND LINE FISHING VESSELS

General requirements

1.

The pole and line fishing vessel(s) involved shall be flagged in the Maldives and shall have a valid license to
fish issued by the competent authorities of the Maldives.

The collector vessel(s) involved shall be flagged in the Maldives and shall have a valid license to operate
issued by the competent authorities of the Maldives.

The vessel(s) involved shall not be authorized to fish or engage in fisheries related activities outside the area of
national jurisdiction of the Maldives.

Transhipment operation shall only take place inside the atolls within the area of national jurisdiction of the
Maldives.

The Collector Vessel(s) involved must be equipped and tracked by the competent authorities of the Maldives
via a functional vessel monitoring system and shall also be equipped with an electronic observer system
suitable for monitoring the transhipment activity. The requirement for monitoring through electronic observer
system shall be achieved by 31 December 2019.

The fishing vessel(s) involved in the transhipment operation should be tracked by the competent authorities of
the Maldives via a functional vessel monitoring system as required by the Resolution 15/03 On the vessel
monitoring system (VMS) programme.

Reporting requirements

7.

The flag State should report to the IOTC in its annual report each year the details on such transhipments by its
vessels.

The data recording and reporting requirements set forth by the competent authorities of the Maldives for shore-
based reporting or recording requirements shall also be applicable to transhipment operations between
Maldivian collector vessels and pole and line fishing vessels.
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ANNEX 111

IOTC TRANSHIPMENT

DECLARATION

Carrier Vessel

Fishing Vessel

Name of the Vessel and Radio Call Sign:
Flag:

Flag State license number:

National Register Number, if available:

IOTC Register Number, if available:

Name of the Vessel and Radio Call Sign:
Flag:

Flag State license number:

National Register Number, if available:

IOTC Register Number, if available:

Day Month Hour Year ‘ ‘ ‘ Agent’s name: Master’s name of LSTV: Master’s name of Carrier:
Departure from
Return to Signature: Signature: Signature:
Transhipment
Indicate the weight in kilograms or the unit used (e.g. box, basket) and the landed weight in kilograms of this unit: kilograms
LOCATION OF TRANSHIPMENT
Species Port Sea Type of product
Whole Gutted Headed Filleted

If transhipment effected at sea, IOTC Observer Name and Signature:
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1.

ANNEX IV
IOTC REGIONAL OBSERVER PROGRAMME

Each CPC shall require carrier vessels included in the IOTC Record of Carrier Vessels authorised to receive
transhipments in the IOTC area of competence and which tranship at sea, to carry an IOTC observer during
each transhipment operation in the IOTC area of competence.

The IOTC Executive Secretary shall appoint the observers and shall place them on board the carrier vessels
authorised to receive transhipments in the I0TC area of competence from LSTLVs flying the flag of
Contracting Parties and of Cooperating Non-Contracting Parties that implement the IOTC observer program.

Designation of the observers

3.

The designated observers shall have the following qualifications to accomplish their tasks:
a) sufficient experience to identify species and fishing gear;

b) satisfactory knowledge of the IOTC Conservation and Management Measures;
c) the ability to observe and record information accurately;

d) asatisfactory knowledge of the language of the flag of the vessel observed.

Obligations of the observer

4.

Observers shall:
a) have completed the technical training required by the guidelines established by I0TC;

b) not be, to the extent possible, nationals of the flag State of the receiving carrier vessel;
c) be capable of performing the duties set forth in point 5 below;

d) be included in the list of observers maintained by the IOTC Secretariat;

e) not be a crew member of an LSTLV or an employee of an LSTLV company.

The observer tasks shall be in particular to:

a) Onthe Fishing Vessel intending to tranship to the carrier vessel and before the transhipment takes place,
the observer shall:

I. check the validity of the fishing vessel’s authorisation or licence to fish tuna and tuna-like species
and sharks in the IOTC area of competence;

ii. check and note the total quantity of catch on board, and the quantity to be transferred to the carrier
vessel;

iii. check that the VMS is functioning and examine the logbook;

iv. verify whether any of the catch on board resulted from transfers from other vessels, and check
documentation on such transfers;

V. in the case of an indication that there are any violations involving the fishing vessel, immediately
report the violations to the carrier vessel’s master,

Vi. report the results of these duties on the fishing vessel in the observers report.
b) On the Carrier Vessel
Monitor the carrier vessel’s compliance with the relevant Conservation and Management

Measures adopted by the Commission. In particular the observers shall:

i record and report upon the transhipment activities carried out;
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ii. verify the position of the vessel when engaged in transhipping;

iii. observe and estimate products transhipped;

iv. verify and record the name of the LSTLV concerned and its IOTC number;
V. verify the data contained in the transhipment declaration;
Vi. certify the data contained in the transhipment declaration;
vii. countersign the transhipment declaration;
viii. issue a daily report of the carrier vessels transhipping activities;
iX. establish general reports compiling the information collected in accordance with this paragraph

and provide the captain the opportunity to include therein any relevant information;

X. submit to the IOTC Secretariat the aforementioned general report within 20 days from the end of
the period of observation;

Xi. exercise any other functions as defined by the Commission.

Observers shall treat as confidential all information with respect to the fishing operations of the LSTLVs and
of the LSTLVs owners and accept this requirement in writing as a condition of appointment as an observer.

Observers shall comply with requirements established in the laws and regulations of the flag State which
exercises jurisdiction over the vessel to which the observer is assigned.

Observers shall respect the hierarchy and general rules of behaviour which apply to all vessel personnel,
provided such rules do not interfere with the duties of the observer under this program, and with the obligations
of vessel personnel set forth in paragraph 9 of this program.

Obligations of the flag States of carrier vessels

9.

10.

The responsibilities regarding observers of the flag States of the carrier vessels and their captains shall include
the following, notably:

a) Observers shall be allowed access to the vessel personnel and to the gear and equipment;

b) Upon request, observers shall also be allowed access to the following equipment, if present on the
vessels to which they are assigned, in order to facilitate the carrying out of their duties set forth in
paragraph 5:

i Satellite navigation equipment;
ii. Radar display viewing screens when in use;
iii. Electronic means of communication.

c) Observers shall be provided accommodation, including lodging, food and adequate sanitary facilities,
equal to those of officers;

d) Observers shall be provided with adequate space on the bridge or pilot house for clerical work, as well
as space on deck adequate for carrying out observer duties; and

e) The flag States shall ensure that captains, crew and vessel owners do not obstruct, intimidate, interfere
with, influence, bribe or attempt to bribe an observer in the performance of his/her duties.

The I0TC Executive Secretary, in a manner consistent with any applicable confidentiality requirements, shall
provide to the flag State of the carrier vessel under whose jurisdiction the vessel transhipped and to the flag
CPC of the LSTLV, copies of all available raw data, summaries, and reports pertaining to the trip four months
prior to the IOTC Compliance Committee meeting.

Obligations of LSTLV during transhipment

11.

Observers shall be allowed to visit the fishing vessel, if weather conditions permit it, and access shall be
granted to personnel and areas of the vessel necessary to carry out their duties set forth in paragraph 5.
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12. The IOTC Executive Secretary shall submit the observer reports to the IOTC Compliance Committee and to
the IOTC Scientific Committee.

Observer fees

13. The costs of implementing this program shall be financed by the flag CPCs of LSTLVs wishing to engage in
transhipment operations. The fee shall be calculated on the basis of the total costs of the program. This fee
shall be paid into a special account of the IOTC Secretariat and the IOTC Executive Secretary shall manage the
account for implementing the program.

14. No LSTLV may participate in the at-sea transhipment program unless the fees, as required under paragraph
13, have been paid.
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ANNEXV

INDONESIAN CARRIER VESSELS AUTHORISED TO TRANSHIP AT SEA

No. Name of Wooden Carrier Vessel Gross Tonnage
1 BANDAR NELAYAN 2017 300
2 PERMATA TUNA WIJAYA 01 298
3 HIROYOSHI - 17 171
4 KILAT MAJU JAYA - 21 197
5 KMC - 102 282
6 PERINTIS JAYA - 89 141
7 NUSANTARA JAYA -12 149
8 NAGA MAS PERKASA 89 146
9 UNITED - XVII 199
10 MUTIARA 36 294
11 BAHARI - 116 167
12 GOLDEN TUNA 99 199
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REsoLuUTION 21/03

ON HARVEST CONTROL RULES FOR SKIPJACK TUNA IN THE IOTC AREA OF
COMPETENCE

Keywords: Skipjack tuna; Reference Points; Harvest Control Rules; Precautionary Approach; Management Strategy
Evaluation.

The Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (I0TC),

NOTING Article V, paragraph 2(c), of the IOTC Agreement is to adopt, in accordance with Article IX and on the basis
of scientific evidence, Conservation and Management Measures to ensure the conservation of the stocks covered by the
Agreement;

BEING MINDFUL of Article XVI of the IOTC Agreement regarding the rights of Coastal States, Article 87 and 116 of
the UN Convention of the Law of the Sea regarding the right to fish on the high seas and of Article 24 of the Agreement
for the Implementation of the Provisions of the United Nations Convention of the Law of the Sea of December 1982
relating to the Conservation and Management of Straddling Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks (UNFSA)
regarding recognition of the special requirements of developing states;

RECOGNISING Resolution 12/01 On the implementation of the precautionary approach calls on the Indian Ocean
Tuna Commission to implement and apply the precautionary approach, in accordance Article 6 of the Agreement for
the Implementation of the Provisions of the United Nations Convention of the Law of the Sea of December 1982 relating
to the Conservation and Management of Straddling Fish Stocks and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks (UNFSA);

RECOGNISING the ongoing discussions on allocation and the need to avoid prejudicing future decision of the
Commission;

FURTHER CONSIDERING the call by the United Nations General Assembly Resolution 70/75 upon the states to
increase the reliance on scientific advice in developing, adopting and implementing conservation and management
measures and to take into account the special requirements of developing states, including Small Island developing
States as highlighted in the SIDS Accelerated Modalities of Action (SAMOA) Pathway;

CONSIDERING the recommendations adopted by the KOBE I, held in San Sebastian, Spain, June 23 — July 3 2009;
implementing where appropriate a freeze on fishing capacity on a fishery by fishery basis and such a freeze should not
constrain the access to, development of, and benefit from sustainable tuna fisheries by developing coastal States;

TAKING INTO ACCOUNT the need to have due regard for the interests of all Members concerned, in conformity with
the rights and obligations of those Members under international law and in particular, to the rights and obligations for
developing countries;

RECALLING Article 6, paragraph 3(b) of UNFSA that calls on States to implement the precautionary approach using
the best scientific information available, using stock-specific reference points and outlining the action to be taken if they
are exceeded;

FURTHER RECALLING that Article 7.5.3 of the FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries also recommends
the implementation of stock specific target and limit reference points, inter alia, on the basis of the precautionary
approach;

ACKNOWLEDGING that implementing pre-agreed harvest strategies including harvest control rules is considered a
critical component of modern fisheries management and international best practices for fisheries management;

FURTHER NOTING that a harvest control rule encompasses a set of well-defined, pre-agreed rules or actions used for
determining a management action in response to changes in indicators of stock status with respect to reference points;

NOTING that the Scientific Committee at its 17" Session, recommended the Commission consider an alternative
approach to identify biomass limit reference points, such as those based on biomass depletion levels, when the MSY -

based reference points are difficult to estimate. In cases where MSY -based reference points can be robustly estimated,
limit reference points may be based around MSY;
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FURTHER NOTING that the Scientific Committee also recommended that in cases where MSY -based reference
points cannot be robustly estimated, biomass limit reference points be set at 20% of unfished levels (BLim = 0.2Bo);

ACKNOWLEDGING that the IOTC Scientific Committee has initiated a Commission requested process leading to a
management strategy evaluation (MSE) process to improve upon the provision of scientific advice on HCRs;

RECALLING obligations and agreements under Resolutions 12/02°, 15/01%°, 15/02'!, and 15/10%?;

RECOGNIZING the SC20 advice that the total catches of skipjack tuna in 2018 were 30% larger than the resulting
catch limit from the skipjack HCR for the period 2018-2020 (470,029 t);

RECALLING that the 2019 skipjack catch from the Indian Ocean was 547,248t and the maximum catch limit
calculated applying the HCR specified in Resolution 16/02 is 513,572t for the period 2021-2023;

FURTHER RECOGNIZING that reaching the management objectives defined in Resolution 16/02 requires that the
catch limits adopted by the skipjack HCR are implemented effectively and the need for the Commission to ensure that
catches of skipjack tuna during this period do not exceed the agreed limit.

ADOPTS in accordance with paragraph 1 of Article IX of the IOTC Agreement, that:

Objectives

1. To maintain the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission skipjack tuna stock in perpetuity, at levels not less than those
capable of producing maximum sustainable yield (MSY) as qualified by relevant environmental and economic
factors including the special requirements of Developing Coastal States and Small Island Developing States in the
IOTC area of competence and considering the general objectives identified in Resolution 15/10 (or any subsequent
revision).

2. Touse apre-agreed harvest control rule (HCR) to maintain the skipjack tuna stock at, or above, the target reference
point (TRP) and well above the limit reference point (LRP), specified in Resolution 15/10 (or any subsequent
revision).

Reference Points

3. Consistent with paragraph 2 of Resolution 15/10, the biomass limit reference point, Biim, shall be 20% of
unfished spawning biomass® (i.e. 0.2Bo).

4.  Consistent with paragraph 3 of Resolution 15/10, the biomass target reference point, Btarg, shall be 40% of
unfished spawning biomass (i.e. 0.4Bo).

5. The HCR described in paragraphs 6—12 seeks to maintain the skipjack tuna stock biomass at, or above, the target
reference point while avoiding the limit reference point.

Harvest Control Rule (HCR)

912/02: Data Confidentiality, policy and procedures
10 15/01: On the recording of catch and effort data by fishing vessels in the IOTC Area of competence

11 15/02: Mandatory statistical reporting requirements for IOTC Contracting Parties and Cooperating Non- Contracting Parties
(CPCs)

12 15/10: On Target and Limit Reference Points and a decision framework

13 The symbol B is used to refer to spawning biomass, the total mass of mature fish, i.e. BO, Blim, Btarg and Bcurr all refer to
different levels of spawning biomass.
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6. The skipjack tuna stock assessment shall be conducted every three (3) years, with the next stock assessment to
occur in 2023. Estimates of 7(a—c) shall be taken from a model-based stock assessment that has been reviewed by
the Working Party on Tropical Tunas and endorsed by the Scientific Committee via its advice to the Commission.

7. The skipjack tuna HCR shall recommend a total annual catch limit using the following three (3) values estimated
from each skipjack stock assessment. For each value, the reported median from the reference case adopted by the
Scientific Committee for advising the Commission shall be used.

a) The estimate of current spawning stock biomass (Beurr);
b) The estimate of the unfished spawning stock biomass (Bo);
c) The estimate of the equilibrium exploitation rate (Etarg) associated with sustaining the stock at Btarg.

8. The HCR shall have five control parameters set as follows:

a) Threshold level, the percentage of Bg below which reductions in fishing mortality are required, Bthresh

= 40%Bo. If biomass is estimated to be below the threshold level, then fishing mortality reductions,
as
output by the HCR, will occur.

b) Maximum fishing intensity, the percentage of Etarg that will be applied when the stock status is at, or
above, the threshold level Imax = 100%. When the stock is at or above the threshold level, then fishing
intensity (1) = Imax

c) Safety level, the percentage of Bo below which non-subsistence catches are set to zero i.e. the non-
subsistence™® fishery is closed Bsaftey= 10%Bo.

d) Maximum catch limit (Cmax), the maximum recommended catch limit = 900,000t. To avoid adverse
effects of potentially inaccurate stock assessments, the HCR shall not recommend a catch limit greater

than Cmax. This value is based upon the estimated upper limit of the MSY range in the 2014 skipjack stock
assessment.

e) Maximum change in catch limit (Dmax), the maximum percentage change in the catch limit = 30%. To
enhance the stability of management measures the HCR shall not recommend a catch limit that is 30%
higher, or 30% lower, than the previous recommended catch limit.

9.  The recommended total annual catch limit shall be set as follows:

a) If the current spawning biomass (Bcurr) is estimated to be at or above the threshold spawning biomass
i.e., Beurr >= 0.4Bo, then the catch limit shall be set at [ Imax X Etarg X Beurr ]

b) If the current spawning biomass (Bcurr) is estimated to be below the threshold biomass i.e, Bcurr < 0.4Bo,
but greater than the safety level i.e.,Bcurr > 0.1Bo, then the catch limit shall be set at [ | X Etarg X Beurr ].
See Table 1 in Appendix 1 for values of fishing intensity (1) for specific Bcurr/Bo.

c) If the spawning biomass is estimated to be at, or below, the safety level, i.e. Beurr <= 0.1Bg then the
catch limit shall be at O for all fisheries other than subsistence fisheries.

d) Inthe case of (a) or (b), the recommended catch limit shall not exceed the maximum catch limit (Cmax) and
shall not increase by more than 30% or decrease by more than 30% from the previous catch limit.

e) In the case of (c) the recommended catch limit shall always be 0 regardless of the previous catch limit.

14 A subsistence fishery is a fishery where the fish caught are consumed directly by the families of the fishers rather than being
bought by middle-(wo)men and sold at the next larger market, per the FAO Guidelines for the routine collection of capture fishery
data. FAQO Fisheries Technical Paper. No. 382. Rome, FAO. 1999. 113p.
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10. The HCR described in 8(a-e) produces a relationship between stock status (spawning biomass relative to unfished
levels) and fishing intensity (exploitation rate relative to target exploitation rate) as shown below (See Table 1 in
Appendix 1 for specific values):

150

Maximum fishing intensity (Imax) = 100

[=]
o

Fishing intensity (%Etarg)
3

SeeysmN =10 . ..-.

0 25 50 75 100
Stock status (%B0)

11. The catch limit shall by default, be implemented in accordance with the allocation scheme agreed for skipjack
tuna by the Commission. In the absence of an allocation scheme, the HCR shall be applied as follows:

a)

b)

If the stock is at or above the Threshold level (i.e., Beurr >= 0.4Bo), then the HCR shall establish an
overall catch limit and catches of skipjack tuna for any given year shall be maintained at or below the
overall catch limit established by the HCR.

If the stock falls below the Threshold level (i.e., Beurr < 0.4Bo), the fishing mortality reductions shall be
implemented proportionally by CPCs for catches over 1 percent of the catch limit established by the HCR
with due consideration to the aspirations and special requirements of Developing Coastal States and Small
Island Developing States.

The Commission may consider to develop and adopt Conservation and Management Measure(s) to ensure
catches of skipjack tuna are maintained at or below the overall catch limit established by the HCR and to
apply fishing mortality reductions if the stock falls below the Threshold level (i.e Beur < 0.4Bg), with due
consideration to the aspirations and special requirements of Developing Coastal States and Small Island
Developing States, no later than the annual session of the IOTC in 2022.

d) This paragraph shall not pre-empt or prejudice future allocation negotiations.

Review and exceptional circumstances
The HCR, including the control parameters, will be reviewed through further Management Strategy Evaluation

(MSE).

12.

13.

14.

In the case that the estimated spawning biomass falls below the limit reference point, the HCR will be reviewed,
and consideration given to replacing it with an alternative HCR specifically designed to meet a rebuilding plan
as advised by the Commission.

The recommended total annual catch produced by the HCR will be applied continuously as set forth in paragraph
11 above, except in case of exceptional circumstances, such as caused by severe environmental perturbations.
In such circumstances, the Scientific Committee shall advise on appropriate measures.

Scientific Advice
The IOTC Scientific Committee shall:

15.
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a) Include the LRP and TRP as part of any analysis when undertaking all future assessments of the status
of the I0TC skipjack tuna stock.

b) Undertake and report to the Commission a model-based skipjack tuna stock assessment every three
(3) years, commencing with the next stock assessment in 2023.

c) Undertake a programme of work to further refine Management Strategy Evaluation
(MSE) for the IOTC skipjack tuna fishery as required in paragraph 12 including, but not
limited to,

i. Refinement of operating model(s)/ used,
ii.  Alternative management procedures,

iii.  Refining performance statistics.

Final Clause

16. The Commission shall review this measure at its annual session in 2022, or before if there is reason and/or
evidence to suggest that the skipjack tuna stock is at risk of breaching the LRP.
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Table 1. Values of fishing intensity for alternative levels of estimated stock status (Bcurr /Bo ) produced by the HCR

Appendix 1

Stock status (Bcurr | Fishing Intensity Stock status (Bcurr /Bo) Fishing Intensity
/Bo) n )

At or above 0.40 100% 0.24 46.7%
0.39 96.7% 0.23 43.3%
0.38 93.3% 0.22 40.0%
0.37 90.0% 0.21 36.7%
0.36 86.7% 0.20 33.3%
0.35 83.3% 0.19 30.0%
0.34 80.0% 0.18 26.7%
0.33 76.7% 0.17 23.3%
0.32 73.3% 0.16 20.0%
0.31 70.0% 0.15 16.7%
0.30 66.7% 0.14 13.3%
0.29 63.3% 0.13 10.0%
0.28 60.0% 0.12 6.7%
0.27 56.7% 0.11 3.3%
0.26 53.3% 0.10 or below 0%
0.25 50.0%
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APPENDIX 7.
VOTING PROCEDURE

Secret Voting procedure (Zoom)

1.
2.

Credentialed Heads of Delegation (HOD) or duly authorised alternates (ALT) were eligible to vote.

HOD and ALT were requested to ensure they were labelled correctly i.e. with “HOD” or “ALT”
before their name for identification purposes.

Using the on-screen participants list, a count of Members in the room was made to confirm that
at least 16 HOD / ALT (quorum) were present.

The vote was set up by the host using the question agreed by the Chairperson*.

The meeting was reminded that only Credentialed HOD or ALT should cast votes (as everyone in
the meeting room would see the question and would, potentially, be able to vote)

The vote was launched.

The Secretariat ran a confidential Zoom poll report to confirm the eligibility of voters (checking
Username and User-Email) and to count the votes.

The final result was presented to the meeting by the Executive Secretary.

*Voting question
“Are you in favour of Proposal e_Rev2”

Response choices

e Yes
e No
e Abstain
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APPENDIX 8.
IOTC IUU VEssELS LisT (9 JUNE 2021)

PLEASE ACCESS THE DOCUMENT DIRECTLY FROM THE IOTC WEBSITE [CLlCK HERE]
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APPENDIX 9.
IOTC BUDGET FOR 2022 AND INDICATIVE BUDGET FOR 2023

Actuals 2020 2021 2022 2023
1  Staff costs
1.1 Professional
Executive Secretary (D1) 190,360 194,790 194,797 198,693
Science Science Manager (P5) 141,059 145,468 145,473 148,383
Stock Assessment Expert (P4) 122,091 124,533 127,083 129,624
Fishery Officer (Science P3) 62,832 96,943 96,944 98,883
Compliance Compliance Manager (P5) 91,630 140,197 140,200 143,004
Compliance Coordinator (P4) 53,755 132,158 134,717 137,412
Compliance Officer (P3) 116,303 129,899 96,949 98,888
Data Data Coordinator (P4) 126,453 129,836 129,837 132,434
Statistician (P3) 51,744 96,943 96,944 98,883
Fishery Officer (P1) 59,947 61,351 63,145 64,408
Admin. Administrative Officer (P3/P4) 122,114 124,960 124,965 127,464
1.2 General Service
Administrative Assistant 16,956 21,222 13,599 13,871
Office Associate 13,909 17,327 11,174 11,398
Database Assistant 17,111 21,871 13,595 13,867
Office Assistant 9,970 12,448 8,373 8,540
Driver 9,057 11,576 7,196 7,340
Overtime 356 5,100 5,100 5,202
Total Salary Costs 1,205,647 1,466,622 1,410,092 1,438,293
1.3 Employer Pension and Health 352,131 417,773 411,844 420,081
1.4 Employer FAO Entitlement Fund 604,170 748,437 703,368 717,435
1.5 Adjustment entitlement fund (104,595)
1.6 Improved Cost Recovery Uplift 59,652 76,352 73,234 74,698
Total Staff Costs 2,117,006 2,709,184 2,598,537 2,650,508
2  Operating Expenditures
2.1 Capacity Building 2,072 40,000 40,000 40,000
2.2 Co-funding Science/Data grants -115,842 26,700 0 0
2.3 Co-funding Compliance grants 2,478 0 0 0
2.4 Misc. Contingencies 0 0 0 0
2.5 Consultants/Service Providers 446,192 597,800 588,200 588,200
2.6 Duty travel 11,016 165,000 165,000 165,000
2.7 Meetings 6,939 145,000 145,000 145,000
2.8 Interpretation 26,763 135,000 135,000 135,000
2.9 Translation 69,238 110,000 110,000 110,000
2.10 Equipment 23,416 25,000 25,000 25,000
2.11 General Operating Expenses 55,510 71,300 75,000 75,000
2.12 Printing 0 0 0 0
2.13 Contingencies 0 10,000 10,000 10,000
Total OE 527,782 1,325,800 1,293,200 1,293,200
SUB-TOTAL 2,644,787 4,034,984 3,891,737 3,943,708
3  Additional Contributions Sevchelles 0 -20,100 -20,100 -20,100
4 FAO Servicing Costs 128,850 181,574 175,128 177,467
5 Deficit Contingency - 0
6 Meeting Participation Fund 250,000 25,000 25,000 250,000
GRAND TOTAL 3,023,638 4,221,458 4,071,765 4,351,075
-4% 6.9%
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APPENDIX 10.
IOTC CONTRIBUTIONS FOR 2022

World Bank Average catch for Total
Classificationin OECD 2017-2019 (in Base Operations GNI Catch Contribution
Country 2019 Membership metric tons) ContributioniContributioni Contribution {Contribution (in USD)

Australia High Yes 5,235 $13,573 $16,966 $127,742 $13,887 $172,167
Bangladesh Middle No 264 $13,573 SO $31,935 $140 $45,648
China Middle No 71,936 $13,573 $16,966 $31,935 $38,166 $100,640
Comoros Middle No 11,312 $13,573 $16,966 $31,935 $6,002 $68,475
Eritrea Low No 219 $13,573 ) SO S116 $13,689
European Union High Yes 263,918 $13,573 $16,966 $127,742 $700,126 $858,406
France(Terr) High Yes 0 $13,573 S0 $127,742 S0 $141,314
India Middle No 173,082 $13,573 $16,966 $31,935 $91,831 $154,305
Indonesia Middle No 383,125 $13,573 $16,966 $31,935 $203,272 $265,746
Iran, Islamic Republic of Middle No 264,379 $13,573 $16,966 $31,935 $140,270 $202,744
Japan High Yes 13,521 $13,573 $16,966 $127,742 $35,868 $194,148
Kenya Middle No 3,450 $13,573 $16,966 $31,935 $1,830 $64,304
Korea, Rep of High Yes 22,144 $13,573 $16,966 $127,742 $58,744 $217,024
Madagascar Low No 8,523 $13,573 $16,966 SO $4,522 $35,060
Malaysia Middle No 23,726 $13,573 $16,966 $31,935 $12,588 $75,062
Maldives Middle No 141,191 $13,573 $16,966 $31,935 $74,911 $137,385
Mauritius High No 23,380 $13,573 $16,966 $127,742 $12,405 $170,685
Mozambique Low No 7,001 $13,573 $16,966 SO $3,715 $34,253
Oman High No 60,092 $13,573 $16,966 $127,742 $31,882 $190,162
Pakistan Middle No 69,426 $13,573 $16,966 $31,935 $36,835 $99,309
Philippines Middle No 81 $13,573 S0 $31,935 $43 $45,551
Seychelles High No 133,828 $13,573 $16,966 $127,742 $71,004 $229,284
Somalia Low No 0 $13,573 SO SO SO $13,573
South Africa Middle No 795 $13,573 $16,966 $31,935 S422 $62,896
Sri Lanka Middle No 113,022 $13,573 $16,966 $31,935 $59,965 $122,439
Sudan Low No 34 $13,573 S0 SO $18 $13,590
Tanzania Middle No 10,320 $13,573 $16,966 $31,935 $5,475 $67,949
Thailand Middle No 14,983 $13,573 $16,966 $31,935 $7,950 $70,423
United Kingdom High Yes 417 $13,573 $16,966 $127,742 $1,106 $159,386
Yemen Low No 29,425 $13,573 $16,966 SO $15,612 $46,150

Total 407,177 407,177 1,628,706 1,628,706 4,071,765

The World Bank has replaced GNP with gross national income (GNI per capita). GNI more fairly compares nations with widely different populations and standards of living.
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APPENDIX 11.
CALENDAR OF MEETINGS FOR 2022

Meeting

Date

MSE Task Force

7-10 February

Working Party on Implementation of Conservation and Management
Measures (WPICMM)

15-17 February

Technical Committee on Allocation Criteria (TCAC) 1% meeting 14-17 March
Working Party on Ecosystems & Bycatch — data preparation (WPEB-DP) 12-14 April
Compliance Committee (CoC) 8-10 May
Standing Committee on Administration and Finance (SCAF) 11 May
Report adoption: CoC (am) / SCAF (pm) 12 May
Technical Committee on Management Procedures (TCMP) 13-14 May
Commission (S26) 16-20 May

Working Party on Tropical Tunas — data preparation (WPTT-DP)

30 May —3 June

Working Party on Neritic Tunas (WPNT)

4-8 July

Working Party on Temperate Tunas (WPTmT)

18-22 July

Working Party on Ecosystems and Bycatch (WPEB)

5-9 September

Working Party on Billfish (WPB)

12-16 September

Ad hoc Working Group on FADs (WGFAD)

3-5 October

Technical Committee on Allocation Criteria (TCAC) 2" meeting

10-13 October

Working Party on Methods (WPM)

19-21 October

Working Party on Tropical Tunas (WPTT)

24-29 October

Working Party on Data Collection and Statistics (WPDCS)

30 November —

2 December

Scientific Committee (SC)

5-9 December
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APPENDIX 12.
LETTER OF INTENT BETWEEN IOTC AND SIOFA
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LETTER OF INTENT
Between
THE INDIAN OCEAN TUNA COMMISSION
and the
SOUTHERN INDIAN OCEAN FISHERIES AGREEMENT

The Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (hereafter IOTC) and the Southern Indiam Ocean fisheries
Agreement (hereafter SIOFA):

MNOTING that the objectives of SIOFA are to ensure the long-term conservation and sustainable use of
the fishery resources in the Area through cooperation among the Contracting Parties, and to promote
the sustainable development of fisheries in the Area, taking into account the needs of developing
States bordering the Area that are Contracting Parties to the SI0FA, and in particular the least
developed among them and small-island developing States.

NOTING ALSO that the SIOFA covers resources of fish, molluscs, crustaceans and other sedentary
species within the Area, but excluding highly migratory species listed in Annex | of the 1582 United
Mations Convention on the Law of the Sea and sedentary species subject to the fishery jurisdiction of
coastal states pursuant to Article 77(4) of the 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea.

NOTING FURTHER that the Agreement for the Establishment of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission
(hereafter IOTC Agreement) seeks to promote cooperation with a view to ensuring, through
appropriate management, the conservation and optimum utilization of tuna and tuna-like species and
to and encourage the sustainable development fisheries based on_such stocks.

RECOGHNISING that Article 16 of the SIOFA calls upon the contracting parties to cooperate closely with
other international fisheries and related organisations in matters of mutual interest, in particular with
the South West Indian Ocean Fisheries Commission and any other regional fisheries management
organisations with competence over high seas waters adjacent to the Area.

RECOGMNISING FURTHER that Article XV of the IOTC Agreement calls on the 10TC to cooperate and
make appropriate arrangements with other intergovernmental organization, especially those active
in the fisheries sector, which might contribute to the work and further the objectives of the
Commission. In particular, with any intergovernmental organization or institution dealing with tunas
in the area of competence of the IOTC and to seek to promote complementarity and to avoid
duplication and conflict.

MNOTING that the IOTC and SIOFA areas of competence partially overlap.
CONSCIOUS that some members of the 10TC and some Parties to SIOFA belong to both organizations.

AWARE that there are stocks and species respectively covered by the I0TC Agreement and the
SI0FA that migrate through their shared / respective geographic area of competence.
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DESIRING to put inte place arrangements and procedures to promote and facilitate the cooperation
called for by the IOTC Agreement and the SIOFA in order to enhance the conservation and sustainable
use of species which are within the competence of each organizations.

DESIRING FURTHER to promote complementarity between the two organizations.

NOW THEREFORE the 10TC and the SIOFA record the following understanding:
1. AREAS OF COOPERATION

The 10T and the SIOFA agree to establish and maintain consultation, co-operation and collaboration
in respect of matters of commen interest to the two organizations, including but not limited to, the
following areas:

a) exchange of date and information consistent with the information-sharing policies of each
organization;

b) collaboration on research efforts relating to stocks and species of mutual interest, including stock
assessments; and

C) consenvation and management measures for stocks and species of mutual interest.

2. MANNER OF COOPERATION
Cooperation between the 10TC and the SIOFA shall include:

a) reciprocal participation as observers in relevant meetings of each organization, including those of
relevant subsidiary bodies

b) information sharing about stocks and species of mutual interest

¢} clear definition of the species of interest of each organization for management purposes (eg.,
pelagic sharks)

d) development of processes to promote harmonization and compatibility of conservation and
management measures as relevant; and

e) exchange of relevant meeting reports, information, technologies, research data and results, project
plans, documents, and publications regarding matters of mutual interest.

3. MODIFICATION, AMENDMENT
This Letter of Intent may be modified at any time by the mutual written consent of both Organizations.

4, LEGAL 5TATUS

This Lol does not create legally binding rights and obligations. This Lol does not alter the obligations
of Members or Parties of either Organisation to comply with the Conservation and Management
Measures adopted under the IOTC Convention and the SIOFA.

5. COMING INTO EFFECT AMD TERMINATION

This Lol will continue to operate for five years from the date of signature. At that stage both sides will
review the operation of the Lol and decide whether it will be renewed or modified.

a) Either side may terminate this Lol by giving six months prior written notice to the
other side.
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b) This Lol will come into effect on the day of signature.

Signed on behalf of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission and the Southern Indian Ocean Fisheries
Agresment:

MName Mame
IOTC Chairperson SIOFA Executive Secretary
Date: Date:
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APPENDIX 13.
STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS

China

Al. 9 (I0TC-2021-525-Statement01)

Position Statement of China on Conservation and Management of Yellowfin Tuna in IOTC Area
May 2021

The delegation of China participated 4™ Special Session of IOTC, and made its contribution in the deliberation of draft
resolution on an Interim Plan for Rebuilding the Indian Ocean Yellow Tuna Stock in the IOTC Area of Competence. It
regretted that no consensus can be reached during the session. It is our wish that the new conservation and management can
be adopted at 25" Session of IOTC, therefore, the delegation of China would like to state the following position on some
important issues, so that the position can be better understood by other CPCs of IOTC:

1. It is view of this delegation that the new conservation and management measures for yellowfin tuna shall be
applicable to the stock across their distribution range in the IOTC area of competence, and it is key element for IOTC to
manage yellowfin tuna stock.

2. Consider the large amount of overharvested yellowfin tuna by some CPCs, It is view of this delegation that the
current issue of conservation and management of yellowfin tuna in the Indian Ocean is not one of new measures but of
compliance with existing measures, namely the need for the CPCs subject to the limit to comply with the limit, for the CPCs
not subject to the limit to refrain from exceeding the threshold in their catch and for strict compliance with the requirement
for pay back for overharvested catch.

3. If the agreement of the above two points can be reached at 25th Session of IOTC, the reference year(s) for longline
fleet that had yellowfin tuna catch less than 5000 mt in 2014 will be discussed. The following table shows the tropical tuna
catch by China’s mainland fleet since 1995 to 2019:

Tropical Tuna Catch by China’s Mainland Fleet in IOTC Area from 1995 to 2019 (mt)

Yean\Species Bigeye Tuna Yellowfin Tuna
1995 140 138
1996 466 494
1997 1652 750
1998 2,164 402
1999 2,182 2335
2000 2699 2362
2001 2994 1771
2002 2792 1325
2003 4569 2279
2004 8321 3781
2005 8867 4259
2006 8702 3857
2007 7167 2825
2008 4963 897
2009 2661 453
2010 1398 496
2011 240 191
2012 2405 538
2013 4311 922
2014 3862 1078
2015 4730 1793
2016 4086 1812
2017 4918 2962
2018 4055 4641
2019 1837 3212

From the table, it is easy to understand why this delegation cannot accept 2014-2019 average as a basis, and it is even
harder to accept 2014 as a reference year for longline fleet that had yellowfin tuna catch less than 5000 mt in 2014, although
this delegation agrees that 2014 shall be a reference year for fleet that had yellowfin tuna catch higher than 5000 metric tons
in 2014.
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4. Catch reporting frequency. It is the view of this delegation that timely reporting the catch is necessary. However, for
the sake of usefulness, the same report frequency shall apply to all CPCs that have yellowfin tuna catch, partial catch
reported by month, and partial catch reported by quarter will be meaningless to understand the whole situation of yellowfin
tuna catch.

5. FAD management. It is view of this delegation that FAD management is part of agreement to have new
conservation and management measures on yellowfin tuna. This delegation wishes the CPCs that have purse seiner fisheries
can show their flexibility in terms of number of deployed FAD, number of FAD set and duration and area of prohibition of
using FAD.

Lastly, the new conservation and management measures on yellowfin tuna if adopted at 25™ session of 10TC shall be
reviewed and adjusted based on new SC recommendations after a new stock assessment completed before implementing the
new measures in 2022.

European Union

Al. 9

The European Union does not recognize any legal value to the statement made by the Union of the Comoros, which
fails to consider that the Island of Mayotte is a French territory and a European outermost region over which France,
as a State Member, has constantly exercised full and total sovereignty.

The European Union enjoys hence sovereign rights and jurisdiction under international law in the Exclusive
Economic Zone adjacent to the Island of Mayotte. The RFMOs meetings of the Indian Ocean are not the appropriate
place to discuss territorial sovereignty issues. However, the European Union stresses that it will continue to have
a constructive dialogue with the Union of the Comoros on this matter.

France (OT)

France declares that it does not recognize the Mauritian declaration as having any legal value, because it ignores
the fact that the island of Tromelin is a French territory over which France consistently exercises full sovereignty.

Thus, France enjoys sovereign rights or jurisdiction conferred on it by international law in the exclusive economic
zone adjacent to the island of Tromelin. Meetings of Indian Ocean fishing organizations are not the place to
discuss issues of territorial sovereignty, but France stresses that it will continue to maintain a constructive
dialogue on this subject with the Republic of Mauritius.

Indonesia

Al. 9

Thank you, Madam Chair.
Madam Chair and distinguished Delegates,

First and foremost, Indonesia wishes to take note and appreciate the efforts made by Maldives and EU to take
account some concern from CPCs on their revised proposals regarding to the interim plan of Yellowfin Tuna.
Indonesia is on the same direction with all CPCs to ensure the sustainability of this highly valuable resource in the
future. [In this juncture, Indonesia would like to reiterate that we are strongly support the global concern of the YFT
in the Indian Ocean which in the over fishing status and support the IOTC to resolve the issuel].

Madam Chair and Delegates, we’ve seen the simulation that was presented and regarding the reported catch for
Yellowfin Tuna as mentioned in the proposal, Indonesia would like to maintain our position as deliberated since
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the Special Session Meeting in March and during the 1st day of this Session. We humbly suggest and ask all CPCs
and the Secretariat to highly consider using Official Reported Catch by Indonesia or 1RC form as the only valid
reference to be used in determining the adjustment of YFT Catch limit through the proposal.

Currently, we are working with the Secretariat and our stakeholders in Indonesia to review our nominal species
catch data series. We consider that the data we have submitted in the recent years is reliable and should not
require any re-estimation. However, Indonesia is also committed to work with the Secretariat to resolve this issue
as we have done in the past few weeks and will continue as required from the last workshop with the Secretariat.
We are hoping that this issue will be resolved before the upcoming stock assessment meeting for YFT.

Indonesia remains committed to improve our compliance, particularly as required by IOTC resolution 15/01 and
15/02, through several essential efforts, notably, through One Data Policy, implementation of e-logbook, and
National Observer Programme. Subsequently, Indonesia will also actively engage with the IOTC Secretariat Data
Team to explore way forward on the Data Discrepancy Issue.

Furthermore, Indonesia wishes to reiterate that the impact of using the re-estimated IOTC Data Sets will not only
reduce our catch limit, but also will jeopardize the sustainability of our artisanal and small-scale fisheries who are
highly dependent on this species as a primary source of their families’ livelihoods. By using the re-estimated catch
data, we estimate that the Catch Limit for Indonesia will be plummeted by more than 40%, not 12% compared to
the Resolution 19/01. This is a drastic change and not acceptable at all. Meanwhile, the Commission tasks is not
only to ensure the conservation of the stocks and to promote the objective of optimum utilization of the stocks
throughout the Area, but also to keep under review the economic and social aspects of the fisheries based on the
stocks, in particular, the interests of developing coastal states, as stipulated in Article V of the IOTC Agreement.
Therefore, once again, we kindly ask the Commission to highly consider using our official reported catch data in
the proposals [, or possible in merged proposal to determine the adjustment of Catch Limit by all CPCs on Yellowfin
Tuna]. For future discussion of any issue, as appropriate, we request that the Secretariat use Indonesia's official
reported catch as reference.

Finally, we would like to strongly express once again, Indonesia could only support the proposal in condition
that, for the purposes of any catch reduction required from Indonesia under related paragraphs of the
proposal, Indonesia shall use its official reported catch (or the 1RC form data), not the re-estimated catch
data set from the Secretariat. Thus, Indonesia is not in the position to negotiate regarding the reported catch
issue. For that purpose, the same data shall be referred to in relation to the adjustment of YFT Catch Limit in the
Interim Plan of YFT Rebuilding Stock, through Maldives Proposal as a base, or potentially merged proposal.

Madam Chair, apologize for this long intervention, but Indonesia requests that this statement be included in the
report of this meeting and we will provide the Secretariat with the text shortly.

Thank you.

Mauritius

Al. 2 (10TC-2021-525-Statement02)
25t Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission
7-11 June 2021

Agenda Item 2: Letters of Credentials

Statement by the Republic of Mauritius

The Republic of Mauritius reiterates its long-standing position that the United Kingdom is not entitled to be a member
of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC) as a “coastal State situated wholly or partly within the Area [of competence of
the Commission]” and wishes to place on record its formal objection (on legal grounds) to the participation of the United

Kingdom in the 25 Session of the IOTC as a coastal State purporting to represent the Chagos Archipelago.

In addition to the reasons provided in the past to support its stand, the Republic of Mauritius wishes to draw the
attention of the Commission to another recent development which confirms that the United Kingdom cannot be recognized as

a member of the IOTC as a coastal State. In a Judgment delivered on 28 January 2021 in the case of Mauritius v. Maldives,

Page 78 of 92



the Special Chamber of the International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea (ITLOS) held that the Republic of Mauritius has

undisputed sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago.

In its Judgment, the Special Chamber, inter alia, ruled that:

€)] the determinations made by the International Court of Justice (ICJ) in its Advisory Opinion of 25 February
2019 on the Legal Consequences of the Separation of the Chagos Archipelago from Mauritius in 1965 have

legal effect and clear implications for the legal status of the Chagos Archipelago;

(b) the United Kingdom’s continued claim to sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago is contrary to the
determinations made by the ICJ that the detachment of the Chagos Archipelago by the United Kingdom
from Mauritius was unlawful and that the United Kingdom’s continued administration of the Chagos
Archipelago constitutes an unlawful act of a continuing character;

(c) the fact that the time-limit of 22 November 2019 set by the UN General Assembly for the withdrawal of the
United Kingdom’s administration from the Chagos Archipelago has passed without the United Kingdom
complying with that demand further strengthens the Special Chamber’s finding that its claim to sovereignty
over the Chagos Archipelago is contrary to the authoritative determinations made in the Advisory Opinion
of the ICJ;

(d) while the process of decolonization of the Republic of Mauritius has yet to be completed, the Republic of

Mauritius’ sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago can be inferred from the ICJ’s determinations;

(e) the continued claim of the United Kingdom to sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago cannot be
considered anything more than “a mere assertion” and such assertion does not prove the existence of a

dispute;

0] the Republic of Mauritius is to be regarded as the coastal State in respect of the Chagos Archipelago.

Itis crystal clear that as a matter of international law, the Republic of Mauritius is the only State lawfully entitled to
exercise sovereignty and sovereign rights over the Chagos Archipelago and its maritime zones, as the coastal State and that
the United Kingdom is not in a position to claim any rights over the Chagos Archipelago. The United Kingdom cannot

accordingly be a member of the IOTC as a coastal State.

The Republic of Mauritius notes that in the Instrument of Acceptance which it deposited with the Director-General
of FAO last December, the United Kingdom claimed that it meets the conditions for membership of the IOTC, as set out in
paragraph (1)(a) of Article 1V of the Agreement for the Establishment of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission. In this regard,
and taking into account the UN General Assembly Resolution 73/295, the Republic of Mauritius would like the 10TC
Secretariat to confirm that the United Kingdom submitted that Instrument of Acceptance on the basis of Article 1V(1)(a)(ii)

only.

In the absence of a clear and immediate decision by the Commission to confirm that the United Kingdom is not and
cannot be a member of the IOTC as a coastal State, the Republic of Mauritius will proceed to invoke its rights under the

Agreement and international law, including Article XXIII.
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The Republic of Mauritius requests that this statement be annexed to the report of this meeting.

Al. 9

25" Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission

7-11 June 2021

Statement by the Republic of Mauritius on draft resolution on an interim plan for
rebuilding the Indian Ocean vellowfin tuna stock in the IOTC Area of Competence
(IOTC-2021-S25-PropF)

The Mauritius delegation is not agreeable to the proposal made by the UK delegation to amend
the Appendix to specify or reflect that the UK is a coastal State in the IOTC Area of

Competence.

Mauritius remains committed to the conservation and management measures and to the

sustainability of tuna stocks.

The rights of Mauritius over ifs territory are clear under international law.

This statement should be recorded in the report of this meeting.
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25 Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission
7-11 June 2021

Statement bv the Republic of Mauritius on draft resolution on an interim plan for
rebuilding the Indian Ocean vellowfin tuna stock in the IOTC Area of Competence
(IOTC-2021-S25-PropF-Rev2)

Madam Chairperson.

My delegation wishes to clarify that the use of the term “France (OT)” in the draft resolution
which has just been adopted should not be interpreted as a change in the position of the Republic
of Mauritius as regards its sovereignty over the Island of Tromelin.

My delegation requests that this statement be annexed to the report of this meeting.

Thank you, Madam Chairperson.

Al12.1

25" Session-of-the Indian-Ocean-Tuna-Commission®|

7-11-June-20219]

Statements-made-by-the-Republic-of-Mauritius¥

Agenda-Item-12—Report-of-the-Compliance-Committee
T

Agenda-Item-12.1—Overview-of-the-CoC18-Reporty
l'[

Madam-Chairperson.

I'[
Since-the- United- Kingdom- 15- not- the- coastal- State- in- relation- to- the- Chagos- Archipelago_- it-

cannot- lawfully- take- any- action- in- respect- of- the- Chagos- Archipelago.- including- providing-
reports-on-vessels-in-transit-through the -waters -of-the-Chagos-Archipelago. -

T

In-this- regard,- my- delegation- strongly- objects- to- the- endorsement- by- the- Commission- of- the-
recommendation-contained-in-paragraph-78-of-the report-of-the- 18%-Session-of-the- Compliance-
Committee-that-the-United-Kingdom-continue-to-provide-such-reports.- -My- delegation-requests-
that-its-objection-be recorded-in-the report-of-this - meeting

q

Thank you, Madam-Chairperson

arr

Al 12.2
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IAgenda-Item 12.2.-—Adoption-of the-List-of-ITUU -Vesselst]

l'[
Madam-Chairperson.

l'[
My-delegation-reiterates-that-Mauritius-does-not-condone-TUU-fishing -and-that-1t-1s-not-opposed-

to-the-adoption-and-implementation-of-any-measure-against-TUU-fishing-provided-that-any-such-
measure-1s-taken- or- implemented- in- conformity - with- international- law. - including- the- rights- of-
Mauritius-under-such-law. -

However, -forthe reasons mentioned-in-the-statement I-have made-earlier-under-agenda-item-12 1 -
Mauritius-cannot-endorse-any -recommendation-for-the-inclusion-on-the TUU-Vessels-List-of-any-
vessels-reported-by-the-United-Kingdom-purporting-to-act-as-the- coastal-State-m-relation-to-the-
Chagos-Archipelago

q

Thank-you, Madam-Chairperson |

Al. 15.2 (I0TC-2021-S25-Statement03)

25t Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission
7-11 June 2021

Agenda Item 14.2: Participation of the United Kingdom as a coastal State vis-a-vis “BIOT”

Statement by the Republic of Mauritius

The Republic of Mauritius wishes to recall that at the 23™ Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (I0TC)
held in June 2019 in Hyderabad, India, it had, in line with UN General Assembly Resolution 73/295, proposed the inclusion
on the agenda of that session of an item relating to the termination of the United Kingdom’s membership in the IOTC as a
coastal State. General Assembly Resolution 73/295, which fully endorsed the determinations made by the International Court
of Justice (ICJ) in its Advisory Opinion of 25 February 2019, recognizes that as a matter of international law, the Chagos

Archipelago forms an integral part of the territory of the Republic of Mauritius.

By a ruling of the then Chairperson of the IOTC, the consideration of this item was postponed to the 24" Session of
the IOTC in order to allow Members to seek instructions from their capitals. The Republic of Mauritius accordingly wrote on
4 March 2020 to the then Chairperson of the IOTC to formally request the inclusion on the agenda of the 24 Session of an

item entitled “Termination of United Kingdom’s membership in the IOTC as a coastal State”.

Subsequently, the Republic of Mauritius wrote on 8 July 2020 to the then Chairperson of the IOTC to inform that it
had no objection to the consideration of that item being postponed to the 25" Session of the IOTC in view of the situation
surrounding the COVID-19 pandemic and the conduct of the 24™ Session as a virtual meeting focused on essential matters

requiring urgent attention.

On 2 April 2021, the Republic of Mauritius addressed a letter to the Chairperson to formally request that the item be
inscribed on the agenda of the 25™ Session of the 10TC.
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The Republic of Mauritius has noted that further to its request, the item has been reformulated as “Participation of
the United Kingdom as a coastal State vis-a-vis “BIOT”” and has been included on the agenda of this Session under “Any

other business”.

The Republic of Mauritius would like to point out that in the light of the Advisory Opinion of the ICJ, UN General
Assembly Resolution 73/295 and the Judgment of the Special Chamber of the International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea of
28 January 2021 which has confirmed that the Republic of Mauritius has undisputed sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago,
the United Kingdom is not and cannot be the coastal State in relation to the Chagos Archipelago. It cannot therefore be a

member of the IOTC as a coastal State.

Considering that the item has been listed as an item under AOB, in which case no formal decision is likely to be
taken, and taking into account the virtual nature of this Session of the Commission, the Mauritius delegation will not insist on
the item being formally considered during this session. The Republic of Mauritius however formally requests that the
termination of the United Kingdom’s membership in the IOTC as a coastal State be included as a substantive item on the

agenda of the 26™ Session of the IOTC, as initially agreed.

The Republic of Mauritius requests that this statement be annexed to the report of this meeting.

Al. 15.3 (I0TC-2021-S25-Statement04)
25t Session of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission
7-11 June 2021

Agenda Item 14.3: Implementation of paragraph 6 of the UNGA Resolution 73/925 (FAQO)

Statement by the Republic of Mauritius

The Republic of Mauritius welcomes the actions which the FAO has taken to implement UN General Assembly
Resolution 73/295.

As a matter of fact, it is worth noting that specialized agencies of the United Nations have taken a range of significant
measures in line with the UN General Assembly Resolution. As an example, on 30 April 2021, the Council of Administration
of the Universal Postal Union (UPU) considered the following recommendations from the International Bureau of the UPU

for the implementation of Resolution 73/295:

@ to formally acknowledge henceforth that, for the purposes of any and all activities of the UPU, the Chagos

Archipelago forms an integral part of the territory of Mauritius;

(b) to request Mauritius to keep the UPU, through the International Bureau, regularly informed of any decisions

regarding international postal operations on the Chagos Archipelago;

(© to cease the registration, distribution and forwarding of any and all postage stamps issued by the so-called
“British Indian Ocean Territory” (“BIOT”);

(d) to refrain from making any reference, in UPU documentation, to the so-called “BIOT” or to the Chagos

Archipelago as forming part of the UK overseas territories which are collectively a member of the UPU; and

(e to take any other measures to ensure the implementation of UN General Assembly Resolution 73/295.
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In the light of its discussions, the Council of Administration decided to submit a draft resolution along the lines of
those recommendations to the next Universal Postal Congress scheduled for 9-27 August 2021 in Abidjan, Céte d’Ivoire for

adoption.
It is the understanding of the Mauritius delegation that similar actions are being envisaged by other UN agencies. The
actions taken by the FAQ are therefore very timely and since the FAO has indicated that the implementation of Resolution

73/295 will be a continuous process, we would appreciate receiving regular updates on actions it will be taking.

The Republic of Mauritius requests that this statement be annexed to the report of this meeting.
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IOTC-2021-S25-Statement06

MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS, REGIONAL INTEGRATION
AND INTERNATIONAL TRADE

Note No: 15/2021(18570/46/142)

8 June 2021

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Regional Integration and International Trade of the
Republic of Mauritius presents its compliments to the Secretariat of the Indian Ocean Tuna
Commission (IOTC) and with reference to the Note Verbale (No. OTD/004/2021) dated 4 June
2021 from the Overseas Territories Directorate of the Foreign, Commonwealth and Development
Office of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, has the honour to provide
clarifications in respect of certain assertions and assumptions which the UK Overseas Territories

Directorate purports to present.

The first assertion is that the International Court of Justice (ICJ) ought not to have
considered a bilateral dispute without the consent of the States concerned. In this regard, the
Republic of Mauritius wishes to point out that the Court addressed this issue directly and
decisively rejected the arguments of the United Kingdom: the Court carefully distinguished on
the one hand, a purely bilateral disput¢ and on the other, a dispute about the lawfulness of
decolonization, which might require the Court to address other legal issues arising within the
broader framework of decolonization. The Court made it clear that the Advisory Opinion
requested by the UN General Assembly concerned a matter related to decolonization, not a

bilateral dispute. The United Kingdom is fully aware that the Court rejected its arguments.

The second assertion is that the Advisory Opinion merely offers advice to the General
Assembly and is not a binding judgment. The ICJ determined that “obligations arising under
international law ... require the United Kingdom, as the administering Power, to respect the
territorial integrity of [Mauritius], including the Chagos Archipelago™, and to bring an end to its

administration of the Chagos Archipelago as rapidly as possible.
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While Advisory Opinions per se may not be binding on States (although binding in this
case on the United Nations which has given effect to it), it is unquestionable that the obligations
the ICJ identified as arising under intemational law are binding on the States concerned,
including the United Kingdom. That such determinations of law in the Court’s Advisory
Opinions are as authoritative as they are in its Judgments is recognized by international and
national courts, and by distinguished commentators, including Professors Rosenne, Pellet, Watts,
Dugard and Kolb as well as Judge Nagendra Singh and Judge Yusuf, former Presidents of the
ICIL.

The third assertion is that UN General Assembly Resolution 73/295 does not and cannot
create legal obligations for UN Member States. Resolution 73/295 was adopted by 116 votes
against 6 votes. The will of the international community is crystal clear: Member States are
required to ensure the completion of the decolonization of the Republic of Mauritius given the
erga omnes nature of the obligation in respect of the right to self-determination, as stated by the
ICJ.

The fourth assertion is that the Judgment of the Special Chamber of the International
Tribunal for the Law of the Sea (ITLOS) can have no effect for the United Kingdom. The
Republic of Mauritius wishes to recall that in its Judgment of 28 January 2021, the Special
Chamber of ITLOS ruled that the Republic of Mauritius has undisputed sovereignty over the
Chagos Archipelago and that the United Kingdom's continued claim to sovereignty over the
Chagos Archipelago is contrary to the determinations of the ICJ that the detachment of the
Chagos Archipelago from Mauritius was unlawful and that the United Kingdom’s continued
administration of the Chagos Archipelago is an unlawful act of a continuing character. It also
ruled that the Republic of Mauritius is to be regarded as the coastal State in respect of the Chagos
Archipelago.

ITLOS also stressed that determinations made by the ICJ in an Advisory Opinion cannot
be disregarded simply because the Advisory Opinion is not binding. The Special Chamber held
that the determinations made by the ICJ in its Advisory Opinion of 25 February 2019 have legal
effect and clear implications for the legal status of the Chagos Archipelago.
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ITLOS further ruled that the continued claim of the United Kingdom to sovereignty over
the Chagos Archipelago cannot be considered anything more than “a mere assertion” and that

such assertion does not prove the existence of a dispute.

The ITLOS Judgment is binding under international law. It gives effect to, and applies,
the ICJ Advisory Opinion. It is now indisputable that as a matter of international law, the
Republic of Mauritius is the sole State lawfully entitled to exercise sovereignty and sovereign
rights over the Chagos Archipelago and its maritime zones and that the United Kingdom cannot
claim any rights over the Chagos Archipelago. The Judgment of ITLOS has further confirmed
the illegality of the so-called “British Indian Ocean Territory™.

The Republic of Mauritius notes that three different international courts and tribunals
have now had an opportunity to address the question of which State has sovereignty over the
Chagos Archipelago: an Annex VII Arbitral Tribunal (2015), the ICJ (2019) and ITLOS (2021).
A total of twenty-eight judges and arbitrators have had a chance to express their views, and not a
single one has offered support for the position of the United Kingdom (23 have expressed
support for the view that the Republic of Mauritius has sovereignty over the Chagos
Archipelago. the other five have expressed no view on the merits, declining to express a view on
grounds only of jurisdiction). The supposed claim by the United Kingdom has the support of no
international court or tribunal, and not a single international judge or arbitrator. It is entirely

without merit, and it is untenable.

It is deeply regrettable that the United Kingdom which professes support for the
international rule of law should blatantly disregard both the authoritative determinations of the
ICJ and the Judgment of ITLOS. The United Kingdom’s stand is all the more astounding, having
regard to the fact that it participated actively in the proceedings that led to the authoritative
determinations of the ICJ, and its objection to the stand of the Republic of Mauritius and a large
number of other States that the decolonization of the Republic of Mauritius was still incomplete

was rejected by the ICJ,

The Republic of Mauritius notes that the United Nations has changed its map, to show the
Chagos Archipelago as part of the sovereign territory of the Republic of Mauritius. The United

Nations, as well as other specialized agencies such as the Food and Agriculture Organization and
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the Universal Postal Union, are taking steps to give effect to the ICJ Advisory Opinion and UN

General Assembly Resolution 73/295.

In the light of the foregoing, the United Kingdom is not and cannot be the coastal State in
relation 1o the Chagos Archipelago and is therefore not entitled to be a member of the IOTC as a
coastal State pursuant to Article IV(1){a)i) of the Agreement for the Establishment of the Indian

Ocean Tuna Commission,

It follows that neither the Instrument of Acceptance deposited by the United Kingdom on
22 December 2020 nor that deposited on 31 March 1995 could validly have been submitted on
the basis of Article [V(1){a)(i) of the Agreement for the Establishment of the Indian Ocean Tuna

Commission.
The Republic of Mauritius would be grateful if a copy of this Note Verbale could be
annexed to the report of the 25" Session of the IOTC scheduled for 7-11 June 2021 and posted

on the I0TC s website,

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Regional Integration and International Trade of the

Republic of Mauritius avails itself of this opportunity to renew to Ihe—StﬂJ:f:[arlai of the Indian

LIRS, RE

Ocean Tuna Commission the assurances of its highest cons1d¢m116;‘[f

Seeretariat e,
Indian Ocean Tuna Commission At i
Victoria ' :
Sevchelles
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United Kingdom

I0TC-2021-S25-Statement05

Mote Mumber: OTDV0042021

The Overseas Temitories Directorate of the Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Qffice
presents its compliments to the Secretanat of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (TOTC) and
Chair of the IOTC Annmal Session from 7 to 11 June 2021. For the benefit of the delegates the
United Kingdom wishes to restate its position on the British Indian Ocean Territory (BIOT) and
membership of the IOTC.

The United Kingdom has no doubt about its sovereignty over the Chagos Archipelago. which has
been under continuous British sovereignty since 1814, Mauritius has never held sovereignty over
the Archipelago and we do not recognise its claim. However, we have a long-standing
commitment, first made in 1963, to cede sovereignty of the termtory to Mauritins when it is no
longer required for defence purposes. We stand by that commitment.

The United Kingdom was disappointed that this matter was referred to the Intemational Court of
Justice (ICT), contrary to the principle that the Court sheuld not consider bilateral disputes
without the consent of both States concemed. Nevertheless, the United Kingdom respects the ICT
and participated fully in the ICJ process at every stage and in good faith. An Advisery Opinion is
advice provided to the United Nations General Assembly at its request; 1t 15 not a legally binding
judgment. The UK Government has considered the content of the Opindon earefully, however we
do not share the Court’s approach.

UN Eesclution 73/293, adopted following the ICT's Adwisory Opinion, does not and cannot
create any legal obligations for UN Member States. Neither the non-binding Advisory Opinion
nor the non-binding General Assembly resolution alter the legal situation, namely thatof a
sovereignty dispute between the United Kingdom and Mauritius. The General Assembly is not
the appropriate forum to resolve such a bilateral dispute.

The United Kingdom iz aware of the judgment delivered on 28 January by the Special Chamber
of the International Tribunal for the Law ofthe Sea (TTLOS) formed to deal with the Dispute
conceming delimitation of a maritime boundary claimed by Mauritius to exist between Maurntius
and Maldives in the Indian Ocean. The UK is not a party to these proceedings, which can have
no effect for the UK or for mantime delimitation between the UK {in respect of BIOT) and the
Eepublic of the Maldives.

The United Kingdom is a full member of the IOTC. The United Kingdom deposited instruments
of acceptance to the [OTC Agreement on 31st March 1995 and 22nd December 2020 and has
been a party to the Agreement since it entered mmto force. The Agreement for the Establishment of
the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission provides that IOTC membership shall be open. inter alia, to
FAQ members that are sitnated wholly or partly within the IOTC"s Area of Competence. As
BIOT 1s simated wheolly within the IOTC’s Area of Competence, there can therefore be no doubt
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that the United Kingdom, as the State with sovereignty over BIOT as aforementioned. is entitled
to be a member of IOTC.

The United Kingdom requests that this statement be annexed to the report of the Annual Session
and posted on the IOTC s website.

The Overseas Temitories Directorate of the Foreign, Commenwealth and Development Office

avails itself of the opporunity to renew to the Secretaniat of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission
the assurances of its highest consideration.

FOEEIGN, COMMONWEALTH AND DEVELOPMENT OFFICE
LONDON

4 June 2021

I0TC-2021-525-Statement07
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MNote Mumber: OTD/005/2021

The Overseas Temitories Directorate of the Foreign, Commeoenwealth and Development Office
presents its compliments to the Secretariat of the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC) and Char
of the IOTC Annual Session from 7 to 11 Jume 2021, With reference to Note Verbale (Mote No-
15/2021) dated 8 June 2021 from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Regional Integration and
International Trade of the Republic of Mauritius, the United Kingdom wishes to reiterate its position
on the British Indian Ocean Temtory (BIOT) and membership of the IOTC.

The United Kingdom rejects the claims contained in the Note Verbale regarding BIOT. The United
Kingdom’s full position in respect to our continued sovereignty over BIOT is set out in the United
Kingdom's submission to the report of the Secretary General (A/74/834) dated 18 May 2020. The
United Kingdom has no doubt about its soversignty over the temritory of BIOT, which has been under
continuous Brtish soversignty since 1314, Mauritins has never held sovereignty over the termtory and
we do not recogmise 1fs claim However. we have a long-standing commitment, first made in 1963, to
cede soversignty of the termtory to Mauntins when it 1s no longer required for defence purposes. We
stand by that commitment.

The IOTC is not a forum to discuss issues of sovereignty. The United Kingdom regrets the continned
use of this important multilateral forum by Mauritius to address a bilateral matter. This only serves to
distract from the important work of IOTC members, including at this Annual Session, where the UK
has been vocal in supporting the priontisation of the adoption of a new rebulding plan for Yellowfin
tuna. The United Kingdom records its objection to the inclusion of this issue of sovereignty on the
current {and any future) agenda.

Despite clear reservations, the United Kimgdom participated fully in the advisery proceedings in good
faith and out of respect for the Intemational Court of Justice (ICT). However, we do not share the
Court’s approach and have made known our views on the content of the Advisery Opinion. melnding
the insufficient regard for significant material facts and legal issues. In any event, it is undisputed that
the Advisory Opinion issued by the ICT is not legally binding. The UN General Assembly, in its
resclution 73/203, adopted following the Court’s Advisory Opinion, does not and cannot create amy
legally binding obligations for UN Member States.

The United Kingdom also wishes to reiterate its position regarding the judgment delivered on 28
Janmary 2021 by the Special Chamber of the International Tribumal for the Law of the Sea (ITLOS)
formed to deal with the dispute concerming delimitation of a maritime boundary claimed by Mauriting
to exist between Maunties and Maldives in the Indian Ocean. The United Eimgdom is not a party to
these proceedings, which can have no effect for the United Kingdom or for mantime delinitation
between the United Kingdom (in respect of BIOT) and the Fepublic of the Maldives.

The United Kingdom completely rejects Mauritins's claim that it does not respect the international
mule of law. We have been a long-standing supporter of infernational courts and a staunch defender of
hnman rights institutions and norms.
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The United Kingdom is a full member of the IOTC. The Unted Kingdom deposited instruments of
acceptance to the IOTC Agreement on 31st March 1995 and 22nd December 2020 and has been a
party to the Agreement since it entered into force. The Agreement for the Establishment of the Indian
Ocean Tuna Commussion provides that I0TC membership shall be open, infer alia, to FAQ members
that are situated wholly or partly within the IOTC s Area of Competence As BIOT 15 siuated wholly
within the IOTC"s Area of Competence, there can therefore be no doubt that the United Kingdom, as
the State with sovereignty over BIOT as aforementioned. 15 entitled to be a member of IOTC.

The UK notes that the name and designation of BIOT has been modified on maps produced by the
UN, following the adoption of resolution 73/2935. This resolution is not legally binding and the UK
voted against its adoption. The modification of UN maps by the UN does not alter, or determine,
sovereignty of BIOT and it makes no difference to the United Eingdom’s position.

The United Kingdom has no doubt over its sovereignty over BIOT and remains concerned over
Mauntius” continued stance. Nevertheless, the United Kingdom remains open to dialogue with
Maurifius on matters of shared interest. including the marine protected area and implementation of the
2015 UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) Arbitral Award.

The United Kingdom requests that this statement be amnexed to the report of the Annual Session and
posted on the IOTC s website.

The Owerseas Temitories Directorate of the Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Office avails

itself of the opportumty to renew to the Secretanat of the Indian Ocean Tima Commussion the
assurances of its highest consideration.

FOREIGN, COMMONWEALTH AND DEVELOPMENT OFFICE
LONDON

10 June 2021
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