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Streamlining the work of the Compliance Committee – Comments from CPCs

(ICCAT Secretariat)

Subsequent to ICCAT Circulars #00362/26, #01621/26 and #03714/26, and following the discussions held at the Intersessional Meeting of the Compliance Committee (COC), held in Brussels (Belgium) from 1 to 5 June 2026, it was suggested that a written consultation could help advance the work on streamlining and strengthening the COC process. 

This consultation relates to two of the topics identified in the documents discussed: 

· Identifying measures and obligations on which compliance is to be systematically assessed;
· Designing documents with ‘abridged’ information to facilitate assessments. 

In light of the above, a document compiling relevant questions alongside draft templates for Port State Measures and Observer Coverage, contained in Appendix 1 to this document, was distributed to CPCs for comment via ICCAT Circular #06697/26.

Comments and edits were received from Japan, the United Kingdom and the United States, and are contained in Appendices 2, 3 and 4 to this document, respectively.
 



Appendix 1

Comments on Streamlining the Work of the Compliance Committee (COC)

1. 	Template concept and format

Two pilot templates have been drafted: one for Port State Measures (PSM) and one for Observer Coverage. Each template: (i) sets out the legal obligations and the verification criterion for each; (ii) rates each CPC against each obligation (Compliant / Partially compliant / NC1 – first year / NC2 – repeated non-compliance); (iii) provides a Section for CPC clarifications before any finding reaches the Compliance Committee; and (iv) includes, when relevant, sections on informative statistics, capacity-building or recommendations on the measure itself.

CPCs are invited to comment on:

a) The overall concept of area-of-implementation templates.
b) Whether the templates should systematically include, where relevant, a section on the transposition of the measure into national law (as proposed in section 3.2 of the PSM template)
c) The proposed format and structure of the template and any specific elements that should be added, removed or restructured.


2. 	Topics and frequency of review

A list of possible topics and the proposed frequency of assessment are shown in the table below.

	Template / area of implementation
	Proposed frequency

	Port State Measures
	Annual

	Observer Coverage
	Annual

	Transhipment
	Annual

	Catch Limits / Quota Compliance (all quota species)
	Annual

	Reporting Obligations (Completeness and submission on time)
	Annual

	IUU Vessel List 
	Annual

	VMS
	Biennial

	Record of Vessels
	Biennial

	Tropical Tuna 
	Biennial

	Bluefin Tuna (East & Med; West Atlantic)
	Biennial

	Swordfish (North, South, Mediterranean)
	Biennial

	Albacore (North, South, Mediterranean)
	Biennial

	Billfishes (marlin, sailfish, spearfish)
	Biennial

	Shark species (North/South Atlantic shortfin mako, North and South Atlantic blue shark, Prohibited / Protected species)
	Biennial

	Bycatch Reduction (seabirds, turtles, mobulids)
	Biennial

	Charter and Access Agreements
	Triennial





CPCs are invited to comment on:

a) Whether the proposed list of templates is appropriate, or whether topics should be added, merged or removed.
b) Whether the proposed frequency for each template is appropriate.
c) Whether catch-limit and reporting compliance should be addressed in two single cross-cutting templates (as proposed) or within each measure or species-specific template.


3. 	Review process and timeline

The pilot templates envisage the following three-step process: (i) the ICCAT Secretariat produces a preliminary compliance screening, with ratings based on data available at a fixed cut-off date; (ii) CPCs receive the document and have a defined window to submit clarifications or corrections to the factual record; (iii) a final version is submitted to the Compliance Committee. 

CPCs are invited to comment on:

a) Whether the proposed three-step process is workable, and what the appropriate timeline should be (e.g. ICCAT Secretariat document circulated eight weeks before the Compliance Committee session; CPC clarification window of four weeks; final document two weeks before the session).
b) Whether there should be a firm cut-off date after which data submissions no longer affect compliance ratings for a given year, and if so how this interacts with ICCAT's existing reporting deadlines (in the past, the need for the ICCAT Secretariat to continually update information and adjust the compliance statuses – even during Compliance Committee sessions – has created a heavy workload for the ICCAT Secretariat at a difficult time; it is prone to errors and hinders analysis and monitoring). 

Note - Scope of this consultation: This consultation concerns the first of the two main phases identified: a structured process for identifying potential shortcomings or instances of non-compliance across areas of implementation, to complement the existing CPC-level Compliance Tables. A second phase - examining mechanisms to ensure follow-up on detected non-compliance and their link with the agreed Schedule of Compliance Issues and Corresponding Actions (Ref. 22-18) - could be addressed separately once the first phase is agreed. 

Other further matters raised in the discussions - such as the possible extension of time allocated to Compliance Committee sessions, or the possible consolidation of the relevant recommendations, resolutions and incorporation of procedural rules emerging from this process, into a single instrument - could also be considered at that moment.




Addendum 1 to Appendix 1

ICCAT Compliance Assessment
Port State Measures (PSM) Obligations
Draft template

1. 	Purpose and scope

This document assesses Contracting Party, Cooperating non-Contracting Party, Entity and Fishing Entity (CPC) implementation of ICCAT's Port State Measures (PSM). 

Scope: all CPCs that grant access to their ports to foreign fishing vessels, and all CPCs which flagged vessels access foreign ports falling within the scope of the PSM.

The categorisations in this document (compliant / partially compliant / NC1 / NC2) are the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening. They are not a final determination of non-compliance and are subject to the CPC clarification process before consideration by the Compliance Committee.


2. 	Legal basis

	Instrument
	Description
	Status

	Rec. 25-11
	Recommendation on PSM to prevent, deter and eliminate IUU fishing
	Entered into force 18 June 2026; base measure

	Rec. 14-08 / 16-18
	Recommendation by ICCAT to support effective implementation of Recommendation for an ICCAT Scheme for Minimum Standards for Inspection in Port
	Related measure




3. 	Obligations and verification criteria

Operative section of the document: each obligation is paired with the verification criterion the Secretariat applies to determine a compliant / partially compliant / non-compliant rating in Section 5. 

3.1 	Reporting obligations

	Obligation
	Legal reference
	Verification criterion

	Designation of point(s) of contact
	Paras. 12-13
	Name and contact details transmitted to the Secretariat within 30 days of entry into force; changes notified at least 14 days before taking effect. 

	Designation of ports open to foreign vessels
	Paras. 14-16
	List of designated ports submitted within 30 days of entry into force; updates notified at least 14 days before taking effect. CPCs not granting port access to foreign vessels indicated so in its Annual Report (Ref. 23-24).
Cross-checked against the ICCAT Record of Authorised Ports.

	Annual submission of PSM activity data
	Para. 47, Annex 1
	Data listed in Annex 1 to Rec. 23-17 submitted by 15 September, covering activity of the preceding year.

	Notification to the Secretariat of denial of port entry and denial of port use
	Para. 22, 
Para. 29
	Secretariat notified promptly of the decision and its grounds, for posting on the secure part of the ICCAT website.




3.2 	Substantive obligations

	Obligation
	Legal reference
	Verification criterion

	Minimum 5% in-port inspection coverage
	Para. 34
	Operations inspected ÷ foreign-vessel landing/transshipment operations notified, 
for the reporting year.
Compliant ≥5%; partially compliant 3%–<5%; non-compliant <3%. 

	Recording and transmission of detected infringements
	Para. 41(a)-(b)
	Inspection report records the infringement (41(a)); a copy is transmitted to the Secretariat and flag State point of contact within 14 days (41(b)).

	Notification of denial of port entry and denial of port use
	Para. 29
	Vessel/representative, flag State notified promptly of the decision and its grounds.

	Flag State follow-up on referred infringements
	Para. 43
	Flag CPC takes action and notifies the Secretariat of investigation status/enforcement action within 6 months of receiving the report and evidence (or notifies delay reasons within that period).

	Domestic implementation
	Conv. Art. VIII(2); no dedicated paragraph in Rec. 23-17
	CPC confirms in its Annual Report (Ref. 23-24) its legislation adopted, and other relevant measures taken to ensure the implementation of the ICCAT PSM obligations (port designation, inspection powers, sanctions).



Consideration will need to be given to progress regarding the potential future use by ICCAT CPCs of an electronic system compatible with the FAO GIES


4. 	Data sources
	
	Data element
	Source / Sec. Code / Sec. Form
	Legal reference

	Designated ports & contact points list
	CPC submission / M:GEN10a / CP24-AuthPort
	Paras. 12-15

	Annual PSM activity report (Annex 1)
	Port CPC submission
	Para. 47

	Inspection reports
	Port CPC submission to Secretariat / M:GEN14 / CP28-InspectRp
	Para. 41(b)

	Denial-of-port notifications
	Port CPC submission
	Paras. 22 & 29

	Flag State investigation/enforcement updates
	Flag CPC submission / M:GEN16
	Para. 43

	National legislation / implementing measures
	CPC Annual Report; national legal texts
	Conv. Art. VIII(2)

	PIEG self-/pre-assessment forms
	Requesting CPC, reviewed by PIEG
	Rec. 14-08 / 16-18 (voluntary)

	Other information made available to the Commission
	
	



A list of the information reported to ICCAT or information to which the Secretariat has access and which is relevant to the assessment of compliance with the measure
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5. 	CPC-by-CPC compliance assessment

Compliance categories
	Compliant
	Partially compliant
	NC1 (1st year)
	NC2 (second year)
	Not applicable



A rating of non-compliant against a given obligation is labelled NC1 the first year it occurs. If the same CPC remains rated non-compliant against the same obligation in the immediately following years, the rating escalates to NC2, NC3, etc.

5.1 Quantitative port-State activity data

Limited to CPCs reporting foreign-vessel port-State activity in the period.
	Port CPC
	Foreign vessel port entry requests
para. 17
	Vessels denied port services
paras. 22 & 29
	Landing / trans-shipment ops. notified
para. 17
	Operations inspected (% vs. 5% threshold)
para. 34
	Infringements detected
para. 41

	CPC A
	35
	0
	35
	100%
	0

	CPC B
	12
	1
	11
	3% — partially compliant
	1

	CPC D
	231
	0
	230
	99.6%
	0


These categorisations reflect the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening only, and are not a final determination of non-compliance. CPCs are invited to submit possible comments or clarifications regarding their own CPC in relation to this preliminary assessment, before the Compliance Committee considers this document.















5.2 	Flag State follow-up on infringements reported by port authorities

One row per reported infringement case, not per CPC, tracked against the para. 37 deadline.
	Port CPC (reporting)
	Flag CPC
	Case reference / date reported
para. 41
	Date transmitted to flag State
	Flag State acknowledgement
	Action reported by flag State
para. 43, 6-month deadline
	Status

	CPC B
	CPC F
	PSM-2025-014 / 
14 Mar 2025
	18 Mar 2025
	Received, 
2 Apr 2025
	Investigation opened; outcome pending
	Open

	CPC D
	CPC G
	PSM-2025-031 / 
2 Jun 2025
	5 Jun 2025
	None recorded
	—
	Pending > 
6 months


These categorisations reflect the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening only, and are not a final determination of non-compliance. CPCs are invited to submit possible comments or clarifications regarding their own CPC in relation to this preliminary assessment, before the Compliance Committee considers this document.

5.3 	General compliance table

	CPC
	Ports & contacts
paras. 12 & 15
	Annual report
para. 47
	Inspection reports
para. 41(b)
	5% threshold
para. 34
	Denials notified
paras. 22 & 29
	Infringements transmitted
para. 41
	National legislation
Conv. Art. VIII(2)

	CPC A
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant
	N/A
	N/A
	Compliant

	CPC B
	Compliant
	Partially compliant
	Compliant
	NC1
	N/A
	NC2
	Partially compliant

	CPC C
	NC1
	NC1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	NC1

	CPC D
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant
	NC1
	Compliant

	CPC E
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	NC1


These categorisations reflect the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening only, and are not a final determination of non-compliance. CPCs are invited to submit possible comments or clarifications regarding their own CPC in relation to this preliminary assessment, before the Compliance Committee considers this document.

	
6. 	Capacity-building

The table sets out the capacity-building activities in which the CPCs are engaged, in particular under the Port Inspection Expert Group for Capacity Building and Assistance (PIEG), established under Rec. 14-08/16-18. 
	CPC
	Assistance requested
	Status
	Date
	Notes

	CPC C
	PIEG self pre-assessment (port inspection scheme)
	Pre-assessment submitted
	Mar 2025
	Full self-assessment pending

	CPC D
	PSM inspector training
	Requested, not yet scheduled
	—
	No designated ports reported to date

	CPC E
	Legislative drafting assistance
	Not yet requested
	—
	Flagged NC1 on national legislation indicator




7. 	Recommendations (Optional)

Recommendations emanating from the COC at the end of the compliance review process or emanating from a subsidiary body and endorsed by the COC at its annual session.

Note to CPCs: the recommendations below are only for illustrative purposes and are given as example only of the type of recommendations that could be put forward by the COC.

7.1 	Recommendations on compliance follow-up (the Compliance Committee)

1. Consider whether the annual PSM reporting template (Annex 1) should include a standard field for in-port inspection rate, to avoid manual calculation and recurring data gaps.

7.2 	Recommendations regarding the measure (Secretariat and/or CPCs)

1. The Secretariat should develop technical edits to Rec. 25-11 to resolve [a numbering issue] / [correct a typo] / [update a cross-reference].
2. Consider adding to the PSM Recommendation an explicit obligation for CPCs to report on domestic implementing legislation (as in other RFMOs), since the current legal basis for the transposition indicator rests on the general Convention obligation in Art. VIII(2) rather than a measure-specific provision.
3. The Secretariat should flag for correction para. 53 of Rec. 25-11, which still calls for a Commission review “no later than its 2020 Annual Meeting” (potential wrong carry-over from the original Rec. 18-09 text)
4. Consider whether the Secretariat's planned 2026 Report to the IMM Working Group on potential GIES data-sharing (para. 11) should also consider implications for this template's data-source verification status (Section 4), since GIES access could materially improve independent verifiability of self-reported PSM data.















Annex 1 to Addendum 1 to Appendix 1

Informative statistics

A.1 Port calls by port State (foreign vessels)

	Port State / port
	Port calls 2023
	Port calls 2024
	Port calls 2025

	CPC A
	28
	35
	[—]

	CPC D
	198
	231
	[—]




A.2 Port inspections recorded, by year

	Year
	Inspections recorded
	Change vs. prior year

	2023
	215
	—

	2024
	252
	+17%

	2025
	[—]
	[—]




A.3 Denials of port entry/use, by year

	Year
	Denials recorded
	Notified to Secretariat
	Notified to flag State

	2024
	1
	1
	1

	2025
	[—]
	[—]
	[—]




A.4 Infringements and flag State follow-up, by year

	Year
	Infringements reported
	Acknowledged by flag State
	Action reported
	Pending

	2025
	2
	1
	1
	1
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[bookmark: _Hlk232698213]ICCAT Compliance Assessment  
Observer-related obligations
Draft template

1. Purpose and scope

This document assesses CPC implementation of ICCAT's observer-related obligations. 

Programmes covered:
· General baseline scientific observer programme - applying by default to pelagic longline, purse seine, baitboat, traps, gillnet and trawl fisheries.
· Tropical tuna purse seine fishery (bigeye, yellowfin, skipjack) 
· Bluefin tuna purse seine, first transfers, caging and harvesting operations 
· Billfish recreational and sport-fishing tournaments (blue marlin, white marlin/roundscale spearfish)
· At-sea transshipment 
· Electronic monitoring systems (EMS) as an alternative or complement to human observers

The categorisations in this document (Compliant / Partially compliant / NC1 / NC2) are the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening. They are not a final determination of non-compliance and are subject to the CPC clarification process before consideration by the Compliance Committee.


2. 	Legal basis
	Instrument
	Description / status

	Rec. 16-14
	Minimum standards for fishing vessel scientific observer programmes and submission of data; general baseline (5% coverage)

	Rec. 24-01 
	Multi-annual conservation and management programme for tropical tunas (2025–2027)

	Rec. 25-04
	Multi-annual management plan for eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean bluefin tuna; Annex 6.

	Rec. 19-05
	Rebuilding programs for blue marlin and white marlin/roundscale spearfish

	Rec. 21-09 / 
Rec. 25-08
	North/South Atlantic shortfin mako conservation. Para. 16 (21-09) / para. 17 (25-08) sets a (not mandatory) 10% observer/EMS coverage target for longline vessels with potential interaction; para. 7 (21-09) / para. 8 (25-08) ties retention eligibility to observer/EMS presence. 

	Rec. 24-15
	Transshipment recommendations; require an ICCAT Regional Observer on board all carrier vessels transshipping at sea (Appendix 2).

	Rec. 23-18
	Minimum standards and programme requirements for the use of electronic monitoring systems (EMS) in ICCAT fisheries. 

	Conv. Art. IX(3)
	General Convention obligation for CPCs to furnish statistical, biological and other scientific information needed by the Commission — the overarching basis for observer/EMS data-reporting obligations.

	Rec. 19-10
	Observer health and safety, including Emergency Action Plans (EAPs); tracked only lightly in this template (Section 8).





3. 	Obligations and verification criteria, by Recommendation

3.1 	General baseline observer programme (Rec. 16-14)

	Obligation
	Type
	Legal reference
	Verification criterion

	Minimum 5% coverage of fishing effort (longline, PS, baitboat, traps, gillnet, trawl)
	Substantive
	Para. 3(a)
	Observed effort ÷ total fishing effort, by gear type. Compliant ≥5%; partially compliant 3%–<5%; non-compliant <3%. 

	Alternative monitoring approach for vessels <15m
	Substantive
	Para. 3(b)
	Where used, the approach was presented to SCRS for evaluation and approved by the Commission before being applied.

	Annual submission of observer-collected data
	Reporting
	Para. 10(f)
	Observer-collected data submitted annually to the Secretariat/SCRS in the designated electronic format.

	Annual Report information on implementation
	Reporting
	Para. 10(d)
	CPC's Annual Report includes the implementation information specified in para. 10(d).



3.2 	Tropical tuna purse seine fishery (Rec. 24-01)

	Obligation
	Type
	Legal reference
	Verification criterion

	100% observer or approved-EMS coverage on purse seine vessels
	Substantive
	Para. 68; para. 69 for the alternative 20% human / 80% EMS)
	Vessel-level confirmation of observer (Annex 7) or EMS coverage for all qualifying trips. Where the 20%/80% combination under para. 69 is used, periodic EMS audit reports must have been supplied to the Secretariat. Compliant if 100% confirmed; non-compliant if 100% coverage no met; partially/non-compliant if alternative distribution in para 69 no met, but total coverage of EMS+human=100% (e.g. 60%+40%) 

	Minimum 10% observer coverage on large longline vessels (≥20m LOA), 2025–2027
	Substantive
	Para. 66
	Vessel-level confirmation of ≥10% coverage via human observer (Annex 7) or a human/EMS combination consistent with Rec. 16-14. Longline vessels <20m LOA remain subject to the general 5% baseline under Rec. 16-14 (Section 3.1).

	Reporting of observer/
EMS-collected data
	Reporting
	Paras. 66 & 68 (cross-referring to Rec. 16-14/Rec. 23-18)
	Data submitted to the Secretariat and SCRS per the timelines set in Rec. 16-14/Rec. 23-18. 





3.3	Bluefin tuna (BFT) (Rec. 25-04)

	Obligation
	Type
	Legal reference
	Verification criterion / rating guidance

	Regional observer deployed for purse seine, farming, caging and transfer operations as required
	Substantive
	Paras.101–107, Annex 6
	Vessel/farm-level confirmation that an ICCAT regional observer (or an approved alternative under para. 100) was present for all required operations.
In principle, it would not be necessary to verify regional observer coverage for BFT, as the eBCD system requires the observer to validate the operations within the system whenever their presence is required, and does not allow the user to proceed to the next sections of the eBCD if this validation is missing.

	Cross-verification of observer reports against logbooks, VMS and eBCD. Follow up potential non-compliances (PNC) issued by the regional observers.
	Substantive
	Para. 88 ; Annex 6
	The flag CPC has responded to the potential non-compliances reported by the regional observer.
The responses to these PNCs outline the follow-up action taken, or, where no action has been taken, provide a valid justification for this.



3.4	Billfish — recreational and sport-fishing tournaments (Rec. 19-05)

	Obligation
	Type
	Legal reference
	Verification criterion / rating guidance

	Minimum 5% scientific observer coverage of blue marlin / white marlin/roundscale spearfish recreational and sport-fishing tournaments
	Substantive
	Para. 13
	CPC confirms a data collection programme for recreational/sport fisheries, including ≥5% observer coverage of qualifying tournaments. Compliant ≥5%; partially compliant 3%–<5%; non-compliant <3%.



3.5 	At-sea transshipment (Rec. 24-15)

	Obligation
	Type
	Legal reference
	Verification criterion / rating guidance

	ICCAT regional observer on board all carrier vessels trans-shipping at sea
	Substantive
	Para. 28 
	Confirmed regional observer presence for 100% of at-sea transshipment operations by carrier vessels flying the CPC's flag. Compliant if 100% confirmed; non-compliant if 100% coverage no met (except in cases of force majeure).

	Follow up potential non-compliances (PNC) issued by the regional observers.
	Substantive
	Appendix 2
	The flag CPC has responded to the potential non-compliances reported by the regional observer.
The responses to these PNCs outline the follow-up action taken, or, where no action has been taken, provide a valid justification for this.





3.6 	Electronic monitoring systems (EMS) (Rec. 23-18)

	Obligation
	Type
	Legal reference
	Verification criterion / rating guidance

	Domestic EMS programme self-assessment submitted
	Reporting
	Para. 15
	CPC operating an EMS programme to fulfil binding requirements has submitted the required self-assessment to the Secretariat/EMS Working Group.

	EMS programme reviewed and endorsed by the EMS Working Group
	Substantive
	Paras. 16–18
	The EMS Working Group has confirmed the programme meets Rec. 23-18 minimum standards. 



The provisions on observer coverage in Recommendations 21-09 and 25-08 (shortfin mako) are not taken into account as they do not contain any mandatory requirements regarding observer coverage (“CPCs “shall endeavour to gradually increase” longline observer/EMS coverage for vessels with potential shortfin mako interaction to 10%).


4. 	Data sources
	Data element
	Source
	Verification status

	Domestic observer programme records & Annual Report
	CPC submission (Rec. 16-14)
	Self-reported

	Observer/EMS coverage data, tropical tuna fishery
	Flag CPC submission; Secretariat compilation
	Self-reported; compiled fishery-wide by the Secretariat (Rec. 24-01, para. 70)

	BFT regional observer deployment & Annex 6 reports
	CPC / ROP provider submission
	Self-reported; SCRS reports on coverage achieved (para. 99)

	Tournament observer coverage data
	CPC submission via Billfish Check Sheet / Annual Report (Rec. 18-05)
	Self-reported; no independent verification mechanism identified

	At-sea transshipment regional observer deployment
	ROP provider / flag CPC
	Self-reported; cross-referable against transshipment declarations

	EMS self-assessment forms
	Requesting CPC, reviewed by the EMS Working Group
	Reviewed by Working Group — higher reliability
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5. 	CPC-by-CPC compliance assessment

Compliance categories
	Compliant
	Partially compliant
	NC1 (1st year)
	NC2 (second year)
	Not applicable



A rating of non-compliant against a given obligation is labelled NC1 the first year it occurs. If the same CPC remains rated non-compliant against the same obligation in the immediately following years, the rating escalates to NC2, NC3,..

5.1 	General baseline observer programme (Rec. 16-14)

	CPC
	5% coverage achieved
para. 3(a)
	Annual data reported
para. 10(d)(ii)
	Annual Report info.
para. 10(d)
	Alternative approach approved
para. 3(b)

	CPC A
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant
	N/A

	CPC B
	Partially compliant
	Compliant
	Partially compliant
	N/A

	CPC C
	NC1
	NC1
	NC1
	N/A

	CPC D
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant

	CPC E
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A


These categorisations reflect the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening only, and are not a final determination of non-compliance. CPCs are invited to submit possible comments or clarifications regarding their own CPC in relation to this preliminary assessment, before the Compliance Committee considers this document.


5.2 	Tropical tuna purse seine fishery

	CPC
	100% PS observer/EMS coverage
para. 68/69
	≥10% LL coverage, ≥20m LOA
para. 66
	Data reported per Rec. 16-14/23-18
paras. 66 & 68

	CPC A
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant

	CPC B
	Compliant
	Partially compliant
	Partially compliant

	CPC C
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	CPC D
	NC1
	NC1
	NC2

	CPC E
	Compliant
	N/A
	Compliant


These categorisations reflect the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening only, and are not a final determination of non-compliance. CPCs are invited to submit possible comments or clarifications regarding their own CPC in relation to this preliminary assessment, before the Compliance Committee considers this document.

5.3 	Bluefin tuna (BFT)

Illustrative rows shown only for CPCs with a recorded BFT purse seine/farming role.
	CPC
	Regional observer deployed as required
paras. 99–100
	Alternative measures reported/reviewed
para. 100
	Cross-verification, follow up of PNCs
para. 88, Annex 6

	CPC A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	CPC D
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant


These categorisations reflect the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening only, and are not a final determination of non-compliance. CPCs are invited to submit possible comments or clarifications regarding their own CPC in relation to this preliminary assessment, before the Compliance Committee considers this document.


5.4 	Billfish — recreational and sport-fishing tournaments (Rec. 19-05)

Illustrative rows shown only for CPCs with recorded recreational/sport billfish tournament activity.
	CPC
	Tournament data collection programme established
para. 13
	≥5% observer coverage of tournaments achieved
para. 13

	CPC A
	N/A
	N/A

	CPC D
	Compliant
	Compliant

	CPC E
	NC1
	NC1



5.5 	At-sea transshipment

Illustrative rows shown only for CPCs with carrier vessels engaged in at-sea transshipment.
	CPC (carrier vessel flag)
	Regional observer on board all at-sea transshipments
para. 28 (24-15)
	Documentation obligations met
paras. 18–23
	Follow up of PNCs
Appendix 2

	CPC B
	NC1
	Partially compliant
	

	CPC D
	Compliant
	Compliant
	


These categorisations reflect the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening only, and are not a final determination of non-compliance. CPCs are invited to submit possible comments or clarifications regarding their own CPC in relation to this preliminary assessment, before the Compliance Committee considers this document.

5.6 	Electronic monitoring systems (EMS)

	CPC
	EMS domestic programme submitted
para. 15
	Reviewed/endorsed by EMS WG
paras. 16–18

	CPC A
	Compliant
	Compliant

	CPC D
	Compliant
	Compliant

	CPC E
	NC1
	N/A


These categorisations reflect the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening only, and are not a final determination of non-compliance. CPCs are invited to submit possible comments or clarifications regarding their own CPC in relation to this preliminary assessment, before the Compliance Committee considers this document.


5.7 	Cross-programme summary (optional)

Each cell shows the worst rating recorded for that CPC within that programme — detail is in Tables 5.2–5.6.
	CPC
	General baseline
Rec. 16-14
	Tropical tuna PS
Rec. 24-01
	Bluefin tuna
Rec. 22-08/24-05
	Billfish
Rec. 19-05
	At-sea transshipment
Rec. 24-15
	EMS
Rec. 23-18

	CPC A
	Compliant
	Compliant
	N/A
	
	N/A
	Compliant

	CPC B
	Partially compliant
	Compliant
	N/A
	
	NC1
	N/A

	CPC C
	NC1
	N/A
	N/A
	
	N/A
	N/A

	CPC D
	Compliant
	NC2
	Compliant
	
	Compliant
	Compliant

	CPC E
	N/A
	Compliant
	N/A
	
	N/A
	NC1


These categorisations reflect the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening only, and are not a final determination of non-compliance. CPCs are invited to submit possible comments or clarifications regarding their own CPC in relation to this preliminary assessment, before the Compliance Committee considers this document.
	

6. 	Capacity Building (as applicable)

The table sets out the relevant capacity-building activities in which the CPCs are engaged.
	CPC
	Assistance requested
	Status
	Date
	Notes

	CPC C
	
	Pre-assessment submitted
	-- 
	

	CPC D
	
	Requested, not yet scheduled
	—
	

	CPC E
	
	Not yet requested
	—
	




7. 	Recommendations (Optional)

COC_317/2026
14/10/2026 11:25

Recommendations emanating from the COC at the end of the compliance review process or emanating from a subsidiary body and endorsed by the COC at its annual session.
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Informative statistics

A.1 	Fleet-wide observer/EMS coverage achieved, by programme

	Programme
	Fleet-wide coverage 2023
	2024
	2025

	General baseline (Rec. 16-14)
	6.1%
	6.4%
	[—]

	Tropical tuna PS
	92%
	89%
	[—]

	BFT
	98%
	98%
	[—]

	At-sea transshipment
	96%
	94%
	[—]



A.2 	EMS programmes submitted and endorsed, by year

	Year
	EMS programmes submitted
	Endorsed by EMS WG

	2024
	0
	0

	2025
	3
	1
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Appendix 2

Comments from Japan

Comments on Streamlining the Work of the Compliance Committee (COC)
1. 	Template concept and format

Two pilot templates have been drafted: one for Port State Measures (PSM) and one for Observer Coverage. Each template: (i) sets out the legal obligations and the verification criterion for each; (ii) rates each CPC against each obligation (Compliant / Partially compliant / NC1 – first year / NC2 – repeated non-compliance); (iii) provides a Section for CPC clarifications before any finding reaches the Compliance Committee; and (iv) includes, when relevant, sections on informative statistics, capacity-building or recommendations on the measure itself.

CPCs are invited to comment on:

a) The overall concept of area-of-implementation templates.

Based on our reading of the draft templates for PSM and observer coverage, they appear to be comprehensive, as they cover domestic legal implementation, the status of implementation, and relevant reporting requirements. We therefore consider that the templates cover the information necessary for the compliance review. However, providing information against each individual requirement could result in quite extensive submissions. We are concerned about the workload for the Secretariat in compiling and processing the information submitted by CPCs.

b) Whether the templates should systematically include, where relevant, a section on the transposition of the measure into national law (as proposed in section 3.2 of the PSM template)

Domestic legal implementation should be included within the scope of the compliance review. Information on how each CPC implements and complies with the relevant requirement, including its domestic legal framework, should be collected through the Annual Report. The compliance status of each CPC should then be assessed taking into account the methods by which the CPC implements the requirements. If concerns remain as to the status of compliance of the CPC and/or whether the CPC's approach adequately ensures compliance, the matters could be brought to the Compliance Committee.

For example, in Section 3.2 of the PSM template, information on domestic legal implementation is requested after information on actual implementation, such as compliance with the 5% inspection requirement. However, the domestic legal framework provides the legal basis for implementation and should therefore be reviewed before actual implementation is assessed.

At the same time, once the necessary domestic legislation or regulations have been put in place, they generally remain valid unless subsequently amended or repealed. It may therefore be sufficient to conduct a focused review of domestic legal implementation once, for example in the year following the introduction of a new measure or within two years of its introduction. Periodic review would not appear necessary unless deficiencies in domestic legal implementation are identified. In addition, depending on how the information is to be submitted, CPCs could be required to submit information on domestic legal implementation only in the year in which such a focused review is conducted, rather than being required to report the same information on a regular basis.

c) The proposed format and structure of the template and any specific elements that should be added, removed or restructured.

Each template should clearly identify at the outset which CPCs are subject to the compliance requirements being assessed. For example, the PSM requirements distinguish between obligations applicable to Port States and those applicable to Flag States. The assessment items should therefore be structured according to the respective roles and obligations established under the relevant Recommendations.
As noted above, domestic legal implementation should be included as a separate item for review. Alternatively, a separate compliance review item, such as “Implementation of new Recommendations in national laws and regulations,” could be established in the following section. Under such an approach, domestic legal implementation of requirements introduced in the previous year could be reviewed collectively across species and measures, rather than repeatedly under each individual Recommendation.

Furthermore, as noted in 1 a), we are concerned that the proposed approach could create a significant administrative burden for the Secretariat. In the longer term, the reporting process under Annual Report should be simplified and streamlined. For example, a system similar to IOTC’s e-MARIS could be considered, in which CPCs could simply select “Yes” or “No” to straightforward factual questions, such as whether particular activities have taken place or whether required data have been submitted, with additional comments where necessary. In this regard, we do not consider it is necessary at this stage to develop templates for all Recommendations and requirements. Rather, the new approach could first be implemented on a pilot basis for two or three selected Recommendations or requirements, as now proposed. This would allow CPCs to gain a practical understanding of the new process, identify possible ways to make it more efficient, and improve the system progressively before it is applied more broadly.

As also noted in our comments on the individual draft templates, the assessment criteria should be based on the requirements established in the underlying Recommendations itself. We suggest maintaining current classification of Compliant and N/C, while using N/C2 only to reflect the cumulative effect of repeated N/C findings, for example where the same or similar non-compliance occurs consecutively or multiple times within a relatively short period.

2. 	Topics and frequency of review

A list of possible topics and the proposed frequency of assessment are shown in the table below.

	Template / area of implementation
	Proposed frequency

	Port State Measures
	Annual

	Observer Coverage
	Annual

	Transhipment
	Annual

	Catch Limits / Quota Compliance (all quota species)
	Annual

	Reporting Obligations (Completeness and submission on time)
	Annual

	IUU Vessel List 
	Annual

	VMS
	Biennial

	Record of Vessels
	Biennial

	Tropical Tuna 
	Biennial

	Bluefin Tuna (East & Med; West Atlantic)
	Biennial

	Swordfish (North, South, Mediterranean)
	Biennial

	Albacore (North, South, Mediterranean)
	Biennial

	Billfishes (marlin, sailfish, spearfish)
	Biennial

	Shark species (North/South Atlantic shortfin mako, North and South Atlantic blue shark, Prohibited / Protected species)
	Biennial

	Bycatch Reduction (seabirds, turtles, mobulids)
	Biennial

	Charter and Access Agreements
	Triennial





CPCs are invited to comment on:

a) Whether the proposed list of templates is appropriate, or whether topics should be added, merged or removed.

As noted above, before considering the development of additional templates, the proposed approach should first be conducted on a pilot basis for a limited number of Recommendations or requirements. The list of templates should therefore remain a matter for future consideration, taking into account the experience gained through the pilot exercise.

Having said that though, as a possible candidate for future consideration, we may consider establishing a separate item on “Trade Measures” to review the implementation of the Statistical Document Programmes (SDPs) is already subject to the current compliance review. 

With regard to observer coverage, the proposed template appears to group together different types of observers with different purposes and functions. Observers may be deployed for different purposes, including monitoring compliance with requirements applicable to particular operations and independently collecting scientific data. Rather than assessing all observer programmes under a single item, we suggest limiting the cross-cutting assessment of observer coverage to requirement concerning observer deployment on fishing vessels during fishing operations, such as applicable coverage rates and conditions of deployment including observer safety. Other observer requirements should be assessed under the relevant substantive areas according to their respective purposes and functions. For example, observers required for at-sea transshipment operations could be assessed under the transshipment item, while the regional observer requirements applicable to bluefin tuna could be assessed under the bluefin tuna item.

This approach would also ensure that the substantive compliance issue is assessed under the relevant item, irrespective of how or by whom the potential non-compliance was detected. Taking transshipment as an example, if a potential non-compliance (PNC) relating to a transshipment requirement is identified, it should be assessed under the transshipment item, regardless of whether it was identified by an observer or by the relevant port State or flag State authority. Such PNCs should therefore be treated separately from the template for assessing compliance with observer coverage requirements.

b) Whether the proposed frequency for each template is appropriate.

As noted in our comments under 1(a)–(b), the appropriate frequency of review may differ depending on the nature of the information being reviewed. Actual implementation, including specific instances of non-compliance identified in the course of implementation, should be reviewed periodically, for example annually. In contrast, it may not be necessary to periodically review the domestic legal framework and mechanisms established to implement the relevant requirements.

For domestic legal implementation, a review could be conducted once following the introduction of a new measure, with a further review only where non-compliance is subsequently identified or where the relevant domestic laws or regulations are amended. Depending on how data are to be submitted in the future and how the templates are structured, information that is unlikely to change frequently, such as the relevant legal basis, should preferably not be required to be submitted every year, or the system should allow CPCs/the Secretariat to carry forward the information provided in the previous year.

With regard to the frequency of review, if the current practice of holding dedicated Compliance Committee sessions biennially, in years when the regular meeting is held, is to continue, the review cycle should preferably be aligned with this schedule. Depending on the nature of the requirement, appropriate review intervals could therefore be annual or biennial, or, where a less frequent review is sufficient, every four years.



With regard to chartering arrangements, the appropriate review frequency should reflect the duration and renewal cycle of the relevant chartering arrangements. Where such arrangements or contracts are concluded or renewed on an annual basis, for example, it would be appropriate to review the relevant compliance requirements annually or biennially.

c) Whether catch-limit and reporting compliance should be addressed in two single cross-cutting templates (as proposed) or within each measure or species-specific template.

With regard to catch limits, these should be assessed as a separate, cross-species item, consistent with the current approach under the Compliance Tables. 

With regard to compliance with data and reporting requirements, a cross-cutting assessment may also be appropriate where the assessment is limited to whether the required data or information were submitted by the applicable deadline. However, whether the content of the data and information submitted meets the applicable requirements should be assessed under each relevant Recommendation, rather than on a cross-cutting basis, since the information required differs depending on the specific requirement.


3. 	Review process and timeline

The pilot templates envisage the following three-step process: (i) the ICCAT Secretariat produces a preliminary compliance screening, with ratings based on data available at a fixed cut-off date; (ii) CPCs receive the document and have a defined window to submit clarifications or corrections to the factual record; (iii) a final version is submitted to the Compliance Committee. 

CPCs are invited to comment on:

a) Whether the proposed three-step process is workable, and what the appropriate timeline should be (e.g. ICCAT Secretariat document circulated eight weeks before the Compliance Committee session; CPC clarification window of four weeks; final document two weeks before the session).

Given the application of strict deadlines, we consider the proposed three-stage process to be feasible. However, it should be carefully considered whether the current data/information submission deadlines would provide the Secretariat with sufficient time to review the information and prepare its preliminary assessment. In addition, CPCs should be provided with the final documentation at least four weeks before the COC meeting, so that they have sufficient time to review the compliance status of other CPCs prior to the meeting.

b) Whether there should be a firm cut-off date after which data submissions no longer affect compliance ratings for a given year, and if so how this interacts with ICCAT's existing reporting deadlines (in the past, the need for the ICCAT Secretariat to continually update information and adjust the compliance statuses – even during Compliance Committee sessions – has created a heavy workload for the ICCAT Secretariat at a difficult time; it is prone to errors and hinders analysis and monitoring). 

For the purpose of the Secretariat’s preliminary assessment, we support strict application of the submission deadline. However, as noted above, it should be examined whether the current data submission deadlines would provide the Secretariat with sufficient time to prepare its preliminary assessment. Following comments by CPCs on the preliminary assessment, any CPC that has further comments on the final assessment could raise them at the COC meeting. The Secretariat would not need to further revise the final assessment during the period between its circulation and the COC meeting. 



Note - Scope of this consultation: This consultation concerns the first of the two main phases identified: a structured process for identifying potential shortcomings or instances of non-compliance across areas of implementation, to complement the existing CPC-level Compliance Tables. A second phase - examining mechanisms to ensure follow-up on detected non-compliance and their link with the agreed Schedule of Compliance Issues and Corresponding Actions (Ref. 22-18) - could be addressed separately once the first phase is agreed. 

Other further matters raised in the discussions - such as the possible extension of time allocated to Compliance Committee sessions, or the possible consolidation of the relevant recommendations, resolutions and incorporation of procedural rules emerging from this process, into a single instrument - could also be considered at that moment.





Addendum 1 to Appendix 2

ICCAT Compliance Assessment
Port State Measures (PSM) Obligations
Draft template

1. 	Purpose and scope

This document assesses Contracting Party, Cooperating non-Contracting Party, Entity and Fishing Entity (CPC) implementation of ICCAT's Port State Measures (PSM). 

Scope: all CPCs that grant access to their ports to foreign fishing vessels, and all CPCs which flagged vessels access foreign ports falling within the scope of the PSM.

The categorisations in this document (compliant / partially compliant / NC1 / NC2) are the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening. They are not a final determination of non-compliance and are subject to the CPC clarification process before consideration by the Compliance Committee.


2. 	Legal basis

	Instrument
	Description
	Status

	Rec. 25-11
	Recommendation on PSM to prevent, deter and eliminate IUU fishing
	Entered into force 18 June 2026; base measure

	Rec. 14-08 / 16-18
	Recommendation by ICCAT to support effective implementation of Recommendation for an ICCAT Scheme for Minimum Standards for Inspection in Port
	Related measure




3. 	Obligations and verification criteria

Operative section of the document: each obligation is paired with the verification criterion the Secretariat applies to determine a compliant / partially compliant / non-compliant rating in Section 5. 

3.1 	Reporting obligations

	Obligation
	Legal reference
	Verification criterion

	Designation of point(s) of contact
	Paras. 12-13
	Name and contact details transmitted to the Secretariat within 30 days of entry into force; changes notified at least 14 days before taking effect. 

	Designation of ports open to foreign vessels
	Paras. 14-16
	List of designated ports submitted within 30 days of entry into force; updates notified at least 14 days before taking effect. CPCs not granting port access to foreign vessels indicated so in its Annual Report (Ref. 23-24).
Cross-checked against the ICCAT Record of Authorised Ports.

	Annual submission of PSM activity data
	Para. 47, Annex 1
	Data listed in Annex 1 to Rec. 25-1123-17 submitted by 15 September, covering activity of the preceding year.	Comment by Author: JAPAN: Correction Rec. number according to current version

	Notification to the Secretariat of denial of port entry and denial of port use
	Para. 22, 
Para. 29
	Secretariat notified promptly of the decision and its grounds, for posting on the secure part of the ICCAT website.

	Advance notification period required for entry into port of foreign fishing vessels
	Para. 19
	When CPC decided to change notification period of ARPE from specified in paragraph 17, new notification period and the reasons are transmitted to the Secretariat at least 14 days before the change takes effect.




3.2 	Substantive obligations

	Obligation
	Legal reference
	Verification criterion

	Minimum 5% in-port inspection coverage
	Para. 34
	Operations inspected ÷ foreign-vessel landing/transshipment operations notified, 
for the reporting year.
Compliant ≥5%; partially compliant 3%–<5%; non-compliant <3%.	Comment by Author: JAPAN: We disagree with setting the partially-/non-compliant criteria which are not defined in the current Recommendations.

	Recording and transmission of detected infringements
	Para. 41(a)-(b)
	Inspection report records the infringement (41(a)); a copy is transmitted to the Secretariat and flag State point of contact within 14 days (41(b)).	Comment by Author: JAPAN: The provisions of the recommendation effectively anticipate cases where a report cannot be submitted within 14 days.
Therefore, to keep consisitency with paragraph 43, it would be better to state that a copy should be sent within 14 days, or that the reason for being unable to send it within 14 days should be provided.

	Notification of denial of port entry and denial of port use
	Para. 29
	Vessel/representative, flag State notified promptly of the decision and its grounds.

	Flag State follow-up on referred infringements
	Para. 43
	Flag CPC takes action and notifies the Secretariat of investigation status/enforcement action within 6 months of receiving the report and evidence (or notifies delay reasons within that period).

	Domestic implementation
	Conv. Art. VIII(2); no dedicated paragraph in Rec. 25-1123-17
	CPC confirms in its Annual Report (Ref. 23-24) its legislation adopted, and other relevant measures taken to ensure the implementation of the ICCAT PSM obligations (port designation, inspection powers, sanctions).



Consideration will need to be given to progress regarding the potential future use by ICCAT CPCs of an electronic system compatible with the FAO GIES


4. 	Data sources
	
	Data element
	Source / Sec. Code / Sec. Form
	Legal reference

	Designated ports & contact points list
	CPC submission / M:GEN10a, M:GEN11 / CP24-AuthPort	Comment by Author: JAPAN: Requirement code should be fully covered if it is specified in this data source table.
	Paras. 12-15

	Annual PSM activity report (Annex 1)
	Port CPC submission/M:GEN42/ CP58-AnnRepPIs	Comment by Author: M:GEN42 / CP58-AnnRepPIs
	Para. 47

	Inspection reports
	Port CPC submission to Secretariat / M:GEN14 / CP28-InspectRp
	Para. 41(b)

	Denial-of-port notifications
	Port CPC submission/ M:GEN13	Comment by Author: M:GEN13 
	Paras. 22 & 29

	Flag State investigation/enforcement updates
	Flag CPC submission / M:GEN16
	Para. 43

	National legislation / implementing measures
	CPC Annual Report; national legal texts
	Conv. Art. VIII(2)

	PIEG self-/pre-assessment forms
	Requesting CPC, reviewed by PIEG
	Rec. 14-08 / 16-18 (voluntary)

	Other information made available to the Commission
	
	



A list of the information reported to ICCAT or information to which the Secretariat has access and which is relevant to the assessment of compliance with the measure
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[Summary report]

5. 	CPC-by-CPC compliance assessment

Compliance categories
	Compliant
	Partially compliant
	NC1 (1st year)
	NC2 (second year)
	Not applicable



A rating of non-compliant against a given obligation is labelled NC1 the first year it occurs. If the same CPC remains rated non-compliant against the same obligation in the immediately following years, the rating escalates to NC2, NC3, etc.

5.1 Quantitative port-State activity data

Limited to CPCs reporting foreign-vessel port-State activity in the period.
	Port CPC
	Foreign vessel port entry requests
para. 17
	Vessels denied port services
paras. 22 & 29
	Landing / trans-shipment ops. notified
para. 17
	Operations inspected (% vs. 5% threshold)
para. 34
	Infringements detected
para. 41

	CPC A
	35
	0
	35
	100%
	0

	CPC B
	12
	1
	11
	3% — partially compliant
	1

	CPC D
	231
	0
	230
	99.6%
	0


These categorisations reflect the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening only, and are not a final determination of non-compliance. CPCs are invited to submit possible comments or clarifications regarding their own CPC in relation to this preliminary assessment, before the Compliance Committee considers this document.














5.2 	Flag State follow-up on infringements reported by port authorities

One row per reported infringement case, not per CPC, tracked against the para. 37 deadline.
	Port CPC (reporting)
	Flag CPC
	Case reference / date reported
para. 41
	Date transmitted to flag State
	Flag State acknowledgement
	Action reported by flag State
para. 43, 6-month deadline
	Status

	CPC B
	CPC F
	PSM-2025-014 / 
14 Mar 2025
	18 Mar 2025
	Received, 
2 Apr 2025
	Investigation opened; outcome pending
	Open

	CPC D
	CPC G
	PSM-2025-031 / 
2 Jun 2025
	5 Jun 2025
	None recorded
	—
	Pending > 
6 months


These categorisations reflect the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening only, and are not a final determination of non-compliance. CPCs are invited to submit possible comments or clarifications regarding their own CPC in relation to this preliminary assessment, before the Compliance Committee considers this document.

5.3 	General compliance table

	CPC
	Ports & contacts
paras. 12 & 15
	Annual report
para. 47
	Inspection reports
para. 41(b)
	5% threshold
para. 34
	Denials notified
paras. 22 & 29
	Infringements transmitted
para. 41
	National legislation
Conv. Art. VIII(2)

	CPC A
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant
	N/A
	N/A
	Compliant

	CPC B
	Compliant
	Partially compliant
	Compliant
	NC1
	N/A
	NC2
	Partially compliant

	CPC C
	NC1
	NC1
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	NC1

	CPC D
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant
	NC1
	Compliant

	CPC E
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	NC1


These categorisations reflect the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening only, and are not a final determination of non-compliance. CPCs are invited to submit possible comments or clarifications regarding their own CPC in relation to this preliminary assessment, before the Compliance Committee considers this document.

	
6. 	Capacity-building	Comment by Author: JAPAN: While we believe it is not essential to retain this item, I cannot find any questionnaire with regard to this item under item 1-4. It is necessary to have some query regarding capacity building, or at least to specify the data source if necessary. 

The table sets out the capacity-building activities in which the CPCs are engaged, in particular under the Port Inspection Expert Group for Capacity Building and Assistance (PIEG), established under Rec. 14-08/16-18. 
	CPC
	Assistance requested
	Status
	Date
	Notes

	CPC C
	PIEG self pre-assessment (port inspection scheme)
	Pre-assessment submitted
	Mar 2025
	Full self-assessment pending

	CPC D
	PSM inspector training
	Requested, not yet scheduled
	—
	No designated ports reported to date

	CPC E
	Legislative drafting assistance
	Not yet requested
	—
	Flagged NC1 on national legislation indicator




7. 	Recommendations (Optional)

Recommendations emanating from the COC to the Commission, Secretariat and CPCs at the end of the compliance review process or emanating from a subsidiary body and endorsed by the COC at its annual session.

Note to CPCs: the recommendations below are only for illustrative purposes and are given as example only of the type of recommendations that could be put forward by the COC.

7.1 	Recommendations on compliance follow-up (the Compliance Committee)

2. Consider whether the annual PSM reporting template (Annex 1) should include a standard field for in-port inspection rate, to avoid manual calculation and recurring data gaps.

7.2 	Recommendations regarding the measure (Secretariat and/or CPCs)

5. The Secretariat should develop technical edits to Rec. 25-11 to resolve [a numbering issue] / [correct a typo] / [update a cross-reference].
6. Consider adding to the PSM Recommendation an explicit obligation for CPCs to report on domestic implementing legislation (as in other RFMOs), since the current legal basis for the transposition indicator rests on the general Convention obligation in Art. VIII(2) rather than a measure-specific provision.
7. The Secretariat should flag for correction para. 53 of Rec. 25-11, which still calls for a Commission review “no later than its 2020 Annual Meeting” (potential wrong carry-over from the original Rec. 18-09 text)
8. Consider whether the Secretariat's planned 2026 Report to the IMM Working Group on potential GIES data-sharing (para. 11) should also consider implications for this template's data-source verification status (Section 4), since GIES access could materially improve independent verifiability of self-reported PSM data.


Annex 1 to Addendum 1 to Appendix 2

Informative statistics

A.1 Port calls by port State (foreign vessels)

	Port State / port
	Port calls 2023
	Port calls 2024
	Port calls 2025

	CPC A
	28
	35
	[—]

	CPC D
	198
	231
	[—]




A.2 Port inspections recorded, by year

	Year
	Inspections recorded
	Change vs. prior year

	2023
	215
	—

	2024
	252
	+17%

	2025
	[—]
	[—]




A.3 Denials of port entry/use, by year

	Year
	Denials recorded
	Notified to Secretariat
	Notified to flag State

	2024
	1
	1
	1

	2025
	[—]
	[—]
	[—]




A.4 Infringements and flag State follow-up, by year

	Year
	Infringements reported
	Acknowledged by flag State
	Action reported
	Pending

	2025
	2
	1
	1
	1
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ICCAT Compliance Assessment  
Observer-related obligations
Draft template

1. Purpose and scope

This document assesses CPC implementation of ICCAT's observer-related obligations. 	Comment by Author: JAPAN: The scope of cross-sectorial review should be limited to matters directly related to observer deployment, such as:
・Whether the observer deployment rate is being met
・Usage of human observers and EMS
・Observer safety
・Submission of observer data
Any PNCs identified by observers should be documented under their respective categories, rather than the cross-sectorial review of observer.

Programmes covered:
· General baseline scientific observer programme - applying by default to pelagic longline, purse seine, baitboat, traps, gillnet and trawl fisheries.
· Tropical tuna purse seine fishery (bigeye, yellowfin, skipjack) 	Comment by Author: Why are LSTLVs excluded here?
· Bluefin tuna purse seine, first transfers, caging and harvesting operations 	Comment by Author: Other fishing vessels are also required an observer on board with some coverage. Could you tell us why they are excluded?
· Billfish recreational and sport-fishing tournaments (blue marlin, white marlin/roundscale spearfish)
· At-sea transshipment 
· Electronic monitoring systems (EMS) as an alternative or complement to human observers

The categorisations in this document (Compliant / Partially compliant / NC1 / NC2) are the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening. They are not a final determination of non-compliance and are subject to the CPC clarification process before consideration by the Compliance Committee.


2. 	Legal basis
	Instrument
	Description / status

	Rec. 16-14
	Minimum standards for fishing vessel scientific observer programmes and submission of data; general baseline (5% coverage)

	Rec. 24-01 
	Multi-annual conservation and management programme for tropical tunas (2025–2027)

	Rec. 25-04
	Multi-annual management plan for eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean bluefin tuna; Annex 6.

	Rec. 19-05
	Rebuilding programs for blue marlin and white marlin/roundscale spearfish

	Rec. 21-09 / 
Rec. 25-08
	North/South Atlantic shortfin mako conservation. Para. 16 (21-09) / para. 17 (25-08) sets a (not mandatory) 10% observer/EMS coverage target for longline vessels with potential interaction; para. 7 (21-09) / para. 8 (25-08) ties retention eligibility to observer/EMS presence. 

	Rec. 24-15
	Transshipment recommendations; require an ICCAT Regional Observer on board all carrier vessels transshipping at sea (Appendix 2).

	Rec. 23-18
	Minimum standards and programme requirements for the use of electronic monitoring systems (EMS) in ICCAT fisheries. 

	Conv. Art. IX(3)
	General Convention obligation for CPCs to furnish statistical, biological and other scientific information needed by the Commission — the overarching basis for observer/EMS data-reporting obligations.

	Rec. 19-10
	Observer health and safety, including Emergency Action Plans (EAPs); tracked only lightly in this template (Section 8).





3. 	Obligations and verification criteria, by Recommendation

3.1 	General baseline observer programme (Rec. 16-14)

	Obligation
	Type
	Legal reference
	Verification criterion

	Minimum 5% coverage of fishing effort (longline, PS, baitboat, traps, gillnet, trawl)
	Substantive
	Para. 3(a)
	Observed effort ÷ total fishing effort, by gear type. Compliant ≥5%; partially compliant 3% <5%; non-compliant <3%<5%  	Comment by Author: Japan: We disagree with setting the partially-/non-compliant criteria which are not defined in the current Recommendations. If the coverage is less than 5%, it should be non-compliant.

	Alternative monitoring approach for vessels <15m
	Substantive
	Para. 3(b)
	Where used, the approach was presented to SCRS for evaluation and approved by the Commission before being applied.

	Annual submission of observer-collected data
	Reporting
	Para. 10(f)
	Observer-collected data submitted annually to the Secretariat/SCRS in the designated electronic format.

	Annual Report information on implementation
	Reporting
	Para. 10(d)
	CPC's Annual Report includes the implementation information specified in para. 10(d).



3.2 	Tropical tuna purse seine fishery (Rec. 24-01)

	Obligation
	Type
	Legal reference
	Verification criterion

	100% observer or approved-EMS coverage on purse seine vessels
	Substantive
	Para. 68; para. 69 for the alternative 20% human / 80% EMS)
	Vessel-level confirmation of observer (Annex 7) or EMS coverage for all qualifying trips. Where the 20%/80% combination under para. 69 is used, periodic EMS audit reports must have been supplied to the Secretariat. Compliant if 100% confirmed; non-compliant if 100% coverage no met; partially/non-compliant if alternative distribution in para 69 no met, but total coverage of EMS+human=100% (e.g. 60%+40%)	Comment by Author: Japan: We disagree with setting the partially-/non-compliant criteria which are not defined in the current Recommendations.

	Minimum 10% observer coverage on large longline vessels (≥20m LOA), 2025–2027
	Substantive
	Para. 66
	Vessel-level confirmation of ≥10% coverage via human observer (Annex 7) or a human/EMS combination consistent with Rec. 16-14. Longline vessels <20m LOA remain subject to the general 5% baseline under Rec. 16-14 (Section 3.1).

	Reporting of observer/
EMS-collected data
	Reporting
	Paras. 66 & 68 (cross-referring to Rec. 16-14/Rec. 23-18)
	Data submitted to the Secretariat and SCRS per the timelines set in Rec. 16-14/Rec. 23-18. 





3.3	Bluefin tuna (BFT) (Rec. 25-04)

	Obligation
	Type
	Legal reference
	Verification criterion / rating guidance

	Regional observer deployed for purse seine, farming, caging and transfer operations as required	Comment by Author: JAPAN: Under this item, This should be evaluated on a binary scale based on whether observers were deployed 100% of the time, and any PNCs identified by observers should be evaluated under the bluefin tuna category, not this cross-sectoral review. 
	Substantive
	Paras.101–107, Annex 6
	Vessel/farm-level confirmation that an ICCAT regional observer (or an approved alternative under para. 100) was present for all required operations.
In principle, it would not be necessary to verify regional observer coverage for BFT, as the eBCD system requires the observer to validate the operations within the system whenever their presence is required, and does not allow the user to proceed to the next sections of the eBCD if this validation is missing.

	Cross-verification of observer reports against logbooks, VMS and eBCD. Follow up potential non-compliances (PNC) issued by the regional observers.	Comment by Author: JAPAN: Although we recognized that this template is for “observer-related obligations,” we are not sure whether this cross-verification requirements are appropriate for this list. This could be handled in the compliance assessment of BFT.
	Substantive
	Para. 88 ; Annex 6
	The flag CPC has responded to the potential non-compliances reported by the regional observer.
The responses to these PNCs outline the follow-up action taken, or, where no action has been taken, provide a valid justification for this.



3.4	Billfish — recreational and sport-fishing tournaments (Rec. 19-05)

	Obligation
	Type
	Legal reference
	Verification criterion / rating guidance

	Minimum 5% scientific observer coverage of blue marlin / white marlin/roundscale spearfish recreational and sport-fishing tournaments
	Substantive
	Para. 13
	CPC confirms a data collection programme for recreational/sport fisheries, including ≥5% observer coverage of qualifying tournaments. Compliant ≥5%; partially compliant 3% <5%;  non-compliant <53%.	Comment by Author: JAPAN: We disagree with setting the partially-/non-compliant criteria which are not defined in the current Recommendations. If the coverage is less than 5%, it should be non-compliant.



3.5 	At-sea transshipment (Rec. 24-15)

	Obligation
	Type
	Legal reference
	Verification criterion / rating guidance

	ICCAT regional observer on board all carrier vessels trans-shipping at sea
	Substantive
	Para. 28 
	Confirmed regional observer presence for 100% of at-sea transshipment operations by carrier vessels flying the CPC's flag. Compliant if 100% confirmed; non-compliant if 100% coverage no met (except in cases of force majeure).

	Follow up potential non-compliances (PNC) issued by the regional observers.
	Substantive
	Appendix 2
	The flag CPC has responded to the potential non-compliances reported by the regional observer.
The responses to these PNCs outline the follow-up action taken, or, where no action has been taken, provide a valid justification for this.





3.6 	Electronic monitoring systems (EMS) (Rec. 23-18)

	Obligation
	Type
	Legal reference
	Verification criterion / rating guidance

	Domestic EMS programme self-assessment submitted
	Reporting
	Para. 15
	CPC operating an EMS programme to fulfil binding requirements has submitted its domestic program the required self-assessment to the Secretariat within 30 days of the adoption of the programme and has reported any changes whenever such changes occur. /EMS Working Group.	Comment by Author: JAPAN: Proper reflection of paragraph 15. There is no self assessment required. 

	EMS programme reviewed and endorsed by the EMS Working Group
	Substantive
	Paras. 16–18
	The EMS Working Group has confirmed the programme meets Rec. 23-18 minimum standards. 



The provisions on observer coverage in Recommendations 21-09 and 25-08 (shortfin mako) are not taken into account as they do not contain any mandatory requirements regarding observer coverage (“CPCs “shall endeavour to gradually increase” longline observer/EMS coverage for vessels with potential shortfin mako interaction to 10%).


4. 	Data sources
	Data element
	Source	Comment by Author: JAPAN: To keep consistency with PSM template, requirement number (e.g., S:GEN10) and form number should be specified as well (if available)
	Verification status

	Domestic observer programme records & Annual Report
	CPC submission (Rec. 16-14)/S:GEN10, S:BFT04, S:TRO05,  ST09-DomObPrg
	Self-reported

	Observer/EMS coverage data, tropical tuna fishery
	Flag CPC submission; Secretariat compilation
	Self-reported; compiled fishery-wide by the Secretariat (Rec. 24-01, para. 70)

	BFT regional observer deployment & Annex 6 reports
	CPC / ROP provider submission
	Self-reported; SCRS reports on coverage achieved (para. 99)

	Tournament observer coverage data
	CPC submission via Billfish Check Sheet / Annual Report (Rec. 18-05)
	Self-reported; no independent verification mechanism identified

	At-sea transshipment regional observer deployment
	ROP provider / flag CPC
	Self-reported; cross-referable against transshipment declarations

	EMS self-assessment forms
	Requesting CPC, reviewed by the EMS Working Group
	Reviewed by Working Group — higher reliability
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5. 	CPC-by-CPC compliance assessment

Compliance categories
	Compliant
	Partially compliant
	NC1 (1st year)
	NC2 (second year)
	Not applicable



A rating of non-compliant against a given obligation is labelled NC1 the first year it occurs. If the same CPC remains rated non-compliant against the same obligation in the immediately following years, the rating escalates to NC2, NC3,..

5.1 	General baseline observer programme (Rec. 16-14)

	CPC
	5% coverage achieved
para. 3(a)
	Annual data reported
para. 10(d)(ii)
	Annual Report info.
para. 10(d)
	Alternative approach approved
para. 3(b)

	CPC A
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant
	N/A

	CPC B
	Partially compliant
	Compliant
	Partially compliant
	N/A

	CPC C
	NC1
	NC1
	NC1
	N/A

	CPC D
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant

	CPC E
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A


These categorisations reflect the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening only, and are not a final determination of non-compliance. CPCs are invited to submit possible comments or clarifications regarding their own CPC in relation to this preliminary assessment, before the Compliance Committee considers this document.


5.2 	Tropical tuna purse seine fishery

	CPC
	100% PS observer/EMS coverage
para. 68/69
	≥10% LL coverage, ≥20m LOA
para. 66
	Data reported per Rec. 16-14/23-18
paras. 66 & 68

	CPC A
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant

	CPC B
	Compliant
	Partially compliant
	Partially compliant

	CPC C
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	CPC D
	NC1
	NC1
	NC2

	CPC E
	Compliant
	N/A
	Compliant


These categorisations reflect the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening only, and are not a final determination of non-compliance. CPCs are invited to submit possible comments or clarifications regarding their own CPC in relation to this preliminary assessment, before the Compliance Committee considers this document.

5.3 	Bluefin tuna (BFT)

Illustrative rows shown only for CPCs with a recorded BFT purse seine/farming role.
	CPC
	Regional observer deployed as required
paras. 99–100
	Alternative measures reported/reviewed
para. 100
	Cross-verification, follow up of PNCs
para. 88, Annex 6

	CPC A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	CPC D
	Compliant
	Compliant
	Compliant


These categorisations reflect the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening only, and are not a final determination of non-compliance. CPCs are invited to submit possible comments or clarifications regarding their own CPC in relation to this preliminary assessment, before the Compliance Committee considers this document.


5.4 	Billfish — recreational and sport-fishing tournaments (Rec. 19-05)

Illustrative rows shown only for CPCs with recorded recreational/sport billfish tournament activity.
	CPC
	Tournament data collection programme established
para. 13
	≥5% observer coverage of tournaments achieved
para. 13

	CPC A
	N/A
	N/A

	CPC D
	Compliant
	Compliant

	CPC E
	NC1
	NC1



5.5 	At-sea transshipment

Illustrative rows shown only for CPCs with carrier vessels engaged in at-sea transshipment.
	CPC (carrier vessel flag)
	Regional observer on board all at-sea transshipments
para. 28 (24-15)
	Documentation obligations met
paras. 18–23
	Follow up of PNCs
Appendix 2

	CPC B
	NC1
	Partially compliant
	

	CPC D
	Compliant
	Compliant
	


These categorisations reflect the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening only, and are not a final determination of non-compliance. CPCs are invited to submit possible comments or clarifications regarding their own CPC in relation to this preliminary assessment, before the Compliance Committee considers this document.

5.6 	Electronic monitoring systems (EMS)

	CPC
	EMS domestic programme submitted
para. 15
	Reviewed/endorsed by EMS WG
paras. 16–18

	CPC A
	Compliant
	Compliant

	CPC D
	Compliant
	Compliant

	CPC E
	NC1
	N/A


These categorisations reflect the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening only, and are not a final determination of non-compliance. CPCs are invited to submit possible comments or clarifications regarding their own CPC in relation to this preliminary assessment, before the Compliance Committee considers this document.


5.7 	Cross-programme summary (optional)

Each cell shows the worst rating recorded for that CPC within that programme — detail is in Tables 5.2–5.6.
	CPC
	General baseline
Rec. 16-14
	Tropical tuna PS
Rec. 24-01
	Bluefin tuna
Rec. 22-08/24-05
	Billfish
Rec. 19-05
	At-sea transshipment
Rec. 24-15
	EMS
Rec. 23-18

	CPC A
	Compliant
	Compliant
	N/A
	
	N/A
	Compliant

	CPC B
	Partially compliant
	Compliant
	N/A
	
	NC1
	N/A

	CPC C
	NC1
	N/A
	N/A
	
	N/A
	N/A

	CPC D
	Compliant
	NC2
	Compliant
	
	Compliant
	Compliant

	CPC E
	N/A
	Compliant
	N/A
	
	N/A
	NC1


These categorisations reflect the Secretariat's preliminary, indicator-based screening only, and are not a final determination of non-compliance. CPCs are invited to submit possible comments or clarifications regarding their own CPC in relation to this preliminary assessment, before the Compliance Committee considers this document.


6. 	Capacity Building (as Applicable)	Comment by Author: JAPAN: We cannot find any data source with regard to this item under the relevant section. We note that the Secretariat may collect information from several data/information source, however, it would be helpful that possible data source is identified in the relevant section. 

The table sets out the relevant capacity-building activities in which the CPCs are engaged.
	CPC
	Assistance requested
	Status
	Date
	Notes

	CPC C
	
	Pre-assessment submitted
	-- 
	

	CPC D
	
	Requested, not yet scheduled
	—
	

	CPC E
	
	Not yet requested
	—
	




7. 	Recommendations (Optional)

COC_317/2026
14/10/2026 11:25

Recommendations emanating from the COC to the Commission, Secretariat and CPCs at the end of the compliance review process or emanating from a subsidiary body and endorsed by the COC at its annual session.
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Informative statistics

A.1 	Fleet-wide observer/EMS coverage achieved, by programme

	Programme
	Fleet-wide coverage 2023
	2024
	2025

	General baseline (Rec. 16-14)
	6.1%
	6.4%
	[—]

	Tropical tuna PS
	92%
	89%
	[—]

	BFT
	98%
	98%
	[—]

	At-sea transshipment
	96%
	94%
	[—]



A.2 	EMS programmes submitted and endorsed, by year

	Year
	EMS programmes submitted
	Endorsed by EMS WG

	2024
	0
	0

	2025
	3
	1
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Appendix 3

Comments from the United Kingdom

We are very much support the suggestions made and are happy with the direction of travel on this matter. In response to the circular, below please see our responses to the questions posed in Appendix 1:
 

1. Template concept and format

a) The overall concept of area-of-implementation templates:
 
The United Kingdom views the templates as a positive step forward in streamlining the COC & support the intent behind them. In our view they would provide the COC with accessible documents that show clearly what the trends in compliance are over time (i.e. what areas of implementation CPCs are struggling to comply with) and would facilitate helpful conversations on how to address them.
 
b) Whether the templates should systematically include, where relevant, a section on the transposition of the measure into national law (as proposed in section 3.2 of the PSM template):
 
We are cautious about the suggestion of needing to evidence the transposition of ICCAT measures into national law. This is primarily because CPCs do not always need to transpose ICCAT measures into national law in order to implement and comply with them. For example:
 
· A CPC may already have legislation that enables them to take action to ensure compliance with new ICCAT measures (e.g. a CPC already prohibits use of certain gears, before an ICCAT measure is adopted to prohibit them).
· A CPC might not consider themselves in scope – e.g. a northern CPC might not need to implement measures for a tropical species (in such instances consideration may need to be given to developing processes whereby appropriate exemptions are requested or granted, and/or to ensuring that CPCs provide sufficient information to explain why they do not need to take further action to comply with new measures).
· A CPC might use means other than legislation e.g. license conditions to ensure its flag vessels comply with ICCAT requirements.
 
However, we consider it important that CPCs provide sufficient information to evidence compliance/implementation of ICCAT measures. We also suggest that consideration should be given to process that should be implemented to allow CPCs to explain why they do not consider a measure to be applicable to them, or e.g. that their vessels/fishing activity are ‘out of scope’ of any particular measure, and for that to be agreed/endorsed. This would allow the COC/Commission to be satisfied that a CPC in this situation does not need to take action to ensure sufficient implementation. As a suggestion, free text boxes or drop-down menus in electronic forms could allow CPCs to provide information on such matters for the consideration of COC. Equally, however, processes may need to be adopted whereby any application for an “exemption” can be considered/endorsed by the COC or other relevant ICCAT body.  
 
c) The proposed format and structure of the template and any specific elements that should be added, removed or restructured:
 
The templates are structured in a logical and easy to understand way. However, we are interested to understand what is envisioned by:

“CPCs are invited to submit possible comments or clarifications regarding their own CPC in relation to this preliminary assessment, before the Compliance Committee considers this document”
 
Would these comments be published within the revised template ahead of COC? Or would they be uploaded separately via a letter uploaded to the documents page? Etc.
 
Our suggestion would be that these comments be included within the updated template – i.e. in a text box next to the requirement.
 

2. Topics and frequency of review
 
a) Whether the proposed list of templates is appropriate, or whether topics should be added, merged or removed:
 
No suggested amendments to the list of topics.
 
b) Whether the proposed frequency for each template is appropriate:
 
Proposed frequency seems appropriate. Biennial topics will need to be divided so that they are dealt with approximately half in one year and half in the next. These could possibly be grouped (as far as possible) along certain thematic lines.
 
c) Whether catch-limit and reporting compliance should be addressed in two single cross-cutting templates (as proposed) or within each measure or species-specific template:
 
Being able to examine both a summary of compliance with catch limits for each CPC as well as the information across species for a particular year/time series would equally be helpful – perhaps it is possible to present information by species and by CPC in both templates via a short summary?
 

3. Review process and timeline
 
a) Whether the proposed three-step process is workable, and what the appropriate timeline should be (e.g. ICCAT Secretariat document circulated eight weeks before the Compliance Committee session; CPC clarification window of four weeks; final document two weeks before the session):
 
Our view is that the three-step process is workable and we would suggest the following – assuming you work from the 15 September deadline for the submission of the Annual Report the process could look like this:
 
· 15 September – all reporting is complete and submitted by this date.
· 15 September – 13 October (4 weeks) for the Secretariat to assess/compile/publish the compliance reports for each area being examined that year at COC.
· 13 October – 9 November (roughly four weeks) for CPCs to provide their clarifications to the tables.
· This leaves about a week for all of those explanations to be included and the amended tables circulated ahead of a final decision at COC.
 
b) Whether there should be a firm cut-off date after which data submissions no longer affect compliance ratings for a given year, and if so how this interacts with ICCAT's existing reporting deadlines (in the past, the need for the ICCAT Secretariat to continually update information and adjust the compliance statuses – even during Compliance Committee sessions – has created a heavy workload for the ICCAT Secretariat at a difficult time; it is prone to errors and hinders analysis and monitoring):
 
We have mixed views on the suggestion to include a firm cut-off date for submitting data that affects compliance ratings each year. On one hand we note the workload issue for the Secretariat and also the potential to cause confusion during COC if compliance matters are “open” and information is subject to continual change and update throughout the COC sessions.  
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Equally however we think that CPCs should be given the opportunity to further clarify issues or provide information during the meeting in order to finalise their “compliance ratings”. We consider that the proposed three-step process may help reduce the extent to which this happens, however, as it allows good time, and a clear window, before the meeting for CPCs to provide additional/missing information.
Appendix 4

Comments from the United States

The United States welcomes the opportunity to respond to the “Comments on Streamlining the Work of the Compliance Committee (COC)” and the draft templates for Port State Measures and Observer-Related Obligations. We thank the Secretariat for circulating these materials and the CPC that submitted them for its continued efforts to improve and advance the ICCAT compliance process. 

Regarding the general concept of area-of-implementation templates:

While we find many aspects of these templates potentially useful in evaluating compliance with ICCAT obligations, we have the following initial overarching process questions and comments: 

· Once a template is populated with information for any given CPC, what are the next steps for CPC review? How will the review process of these new templates differ or build upon the current review process for COC-308 in terms of timeline and opportunities for CPCs to respond to follow‑up questions?  
· We interpret the table containing potential templates/areas of implementation in Appendix 1 to imply that a template will be created for each of these topics. Agreeing to templates for each of these topics could represent a substantial time commitment. Therefore, we think that CPCs might need to prioritize certain topics or discuss templates in batches. Following this line of thinking, is there an estimated time frame for negotiating template language? We are still considering what a reasonable timeline might be to agree to new templates. 
· In reviewing the tables in Section 5 of the draft templates, we found that the information presented here might be accessed more easily and reviewed in an online format and wonder if these templates could eventually be incorporated into the IOMS platform. 

Regarding the topics to be covered by templates and the frequency of review: 

Specific feedback on this initial list will depend somewhat on a better understanding of the proposed process and use of the templates. However, we find this list to be generally representative of the relevant obligation topic areas. There may be some areas where obligations fall into multiple categories, and the Commission will need to decide under which category to evaluate them. For example, the requirements for transshipment observers could fall under the transshipment template or the observer template. 

Template titles:

We suggest the titles of each template be updated to reflect that they are compilations or summaries of a CPC’s reporting, implementation, and other actions to support a compliance assessment and are not in and of themselves the assessment. Alternative formulations to replace “ICCAT Compliance Assessment” could be “ICCAT Compliance Compilation” or, as referenced in Appendix 1, “Preliminary Compliance Screening.” 

Regarding the headings and categories in tables included in Section 3 of the draft templates: 

· The United States finds that the two options for “type” of obligation (“Substantive” and “Reporting”) are likely insufficient to capture the nature of many ICCAT obligations.  We would suggest the addition of other categories, like “implementation” and “operational” to capture a wider range of obligations more accurately.

· Instead of “verification criterion,” we suggest alternative framing like “Compliance indicators” to more clearly indicate that the information captured in this column is intended to support a compliance assessment, not to be used to verify a previously determined compliance assessment. 

