
1 
 

Second SPRFMO Performance Review: 

Panel Report and Recommendations 

- ANNEXES - 
 

29 November 2024 

 

Kerrie Robertson 

Karin Mundnich 

Stan Crothers 

Josh Mitchell 

 

  



2 
 

Table of Contents 
 

Annex 1: Second Performance Review Recommendations .......................................... 3 

Annex 2: Governance Reforms and Strategic Planning Framework ............................... 7 

Annex 3: Decision 06-2024 on the Second Performance Review ................................ 12 

Annex 4: PR1 Recommendations - Fully implemented and/or addressed .................... 17 

Annex 5: PR1 Recommendations – Pending .............................................................. 23 

Annex 5.1: PR1 Recommendations - Significant work but not fully 
implemented/addressed (14 recommendations) ................................................... 23 

Annex 5.2: PR1 Recommendations - Marginal or uneven implementation (17 
recommendations) .............................................................................................. 33 

Annex 5.3: PR1 Recommendations - Not implemented/addressed (10 
recommendations) .............................................................................................. 44 

Annex 5.4: PR1 Recommendations - Unknown status (6 recommendations) ........... 50 

Annex 6: Methodology ............................................................................................. 51 

Annex 7: Supporting documentation ........................................................................ 55 

Annex 7.1: Questionnaire in English ...................................................................... 55 

Annex 7.2: Questionnaire in Spanish ..................................................................... 67 

Annex 7.3: Secretariat Survey ............................................................................... 79 

Annex 8: Biography of Reviewers .............................................................................. 82 

 

  



3 
 

Annex 1: Second Performance Review Recommendations 
The table below presents a compilation of recommendations derived from the five key 
areas identified in the Second Performance Review. Each recommendation is linked to 
the relevant section in the main report. These cover the following topics, and the 
recommendations are o]ered to the SPRFMO Commission and its relevant subsidiary 
bodies for implementation over the next three years: 

• Governance – Planning and Oversight (recommendations 1-3) 
• Building a High Performing Secretariat (recommendations 4-6) 
• Data Collection and Information Management Systems (recommendations 7-9) 
• Fisheries management (recommendations 10-22) 
• Improving Engagement (recommendations 23-24) 

Rec. Section Recommendation 
1. 3.1. Governance – 

Planning and 
Oversight 

The Review Panel recommends facilitating an annual strategic 
discussion aimed at producing a Statement of Intent that 
outlines where the Commission wants to be in 5 to 10 years and 
signals how it intends to get there. This should include how the 
Commission plans to address emerging issues such as climate 
change and BBNJ, among others. 

2. 3.1. Governance – 
Planning and 
Oversight 

The Review Panel recommends the development of a Business 
Plan with a three-year planning horizon and an associated 
budget. The first Business Plan should include a review and 
enhancement of the Headquarters Agreement with the New 
Zealand Government. 

3. 3.1. Governance – 
Planning and 
Oversight 

The Review Panel recommends that the Commission improve its 
direction to subsidiary bodies, the Data Working Group, and the 
Secretariat by approving their work plans/programmes through 
the proposed integrated business plan, with a three-year 
planning horizon and associated budget/funding model. 
Commission oversight can be strengthened by assessing the 
performance of the subsidiary bodies and Secretariat against 
their components of the proposed Business Plan. This would 
involve developing a Workplan for the CTC and FAC, improving 
the approach to the SC Multiannual Work Plan, and developing 
an Operational Plan for the Secretariat, as well as an Information 
Management Strategy and associated Data Management Plan. 

4. 3.2. Building a 
High Performing 
Secretariat 

Recruit a competent Executive Secretary with proven leadership, 
executive management, organisational development, and 
results-oriented skills that can drive the necessary internal 
reforms to improve the Secretariat’s operational performance 
and support the Commission’s strategic objectives. An 
understanding of the strategic importance of information 
management systems would also be an advantage to the 
organisation. The Executive Secretary should be provided with a 
performance agreement linked to Key Performance Indicators 
(KPIs) in the approved Business Plan. 
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Rec. Section Recommendation 
5. 3.2. Building a 

High Performing 
Secretariat 

Carry out an independent review of the Headquarters Agreement 
to ensure it is fit for purpose. 

6. 3.2. Building a 
High Performing 
Secretariat 

Develop a Secretariat Business Plan with a three-year planning 
horizon and an associated budget. The first Business Plan, with 
specific and measurable KPIs, should include: 
• A  staffing plan and associated organisational arrangements 
• Cultural improvement plan 
• The development of systems and processes to implement the 

staffing and financial regulations to meet international best 
practice and in a fair and consistent manner. 

• Support for the Information Management Strategy and Data 
Plan 

• Support for the Commission and it subsidiary bodies and the 
Data Working Group. 

Support for the independent review of the Headquarters 
Agreement with the New Zealand Government 

7. 3.3. Data 
Collection and 
Information 
Management 
Systems 

The Commission should develop an Information Management 
Strategy and Data Management Plan, placing a high priority on 
improving its overall approach to information management. This 
could draw on the SC’s existing progress through SC12-Doc12. 

8. 3.3. Data 
Collection and 
Information 
Management 
Systems 

The Commission should elevate the Data Working Group to a 
standalone body reporting directly to the Commission and 
reconsider its title and mandate in light of the issues identified 
by the Review Panel. 

9. 3.3. Data 
Collection and 
Information 
Management 
Systems 

The Commission should work towards conducting a 
comprehensive review of CMM 02-2022, following the 
development of the Information Management Strategy and Data 
Management Plan, as part of the Business Plan. 

10. 3.4. Fisheries 
management 

Continue discussions and actions toward full cooperation with 
the jack mackerel fishery occurring in adjacent national 
jurisdictions. The Commission should explore ways to 
incentivise improved cooperation and compatibility. 

11. 3.4. Fisheries 
management 

Undertake analysis of the jack mackerel fishery’s impact on 
other fish stocks and the broader ecosystem. Provide scientific 
recommendations based on these reviews and adopt relevant 
management decisions as necessary, with particular attention 
to chub mackerel, protected species and species of concern. 
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Rec. Section Recommendation 
12. 3.4. Fisheries 

management 
To ensure effective and timely management of the squid fishery, 
it is essential to execute all tasks related to squid as outlined in 
the SC’s Multiannual Workplan, which should be integrated into 
the broader Business Plan. This includes prioritising the 
development of management strategy evaluations (MSE) and 
harvest control rules (HCR), ensuring that work is directed and 
resourced in a more thoughtful and strategic manner, as part of 
an overall effort to achieve SPRFMO’s long-term objectives. 
The Commission shall also consider alternative options if the 
stock assessment cannot be completed or if it is not suitable for 
management purposes.   

13. 3.4. Fisheries 
management 

Participants of the fishery, including Members with squid 
fisheries in areas under national jurisdiction, should fully 
cooperate with the Commission and the SC through data 
sharing to facilitate the assessment. 

14. 3.4. Fisheries 
management 

Increase the observer coverage rate to generate relevant data 
that supports the SC's work, addressing both the targeted squid 
fishery and its potential impact on associated species. 
 

15. 3.4. Fisheries 
management 

Given the uncertainties regarding the current fishing capacity, 
consider further precautionary measures, including 
strengthening fishing effort limitations. 
 

16. 3.4. Fisheries 
management 

The Commission should ensure adequate funding and 
resources, including financial support, to involve scientists from 
academic institutions with relevant expertise. Additionally, 
Members and Observers should be encouraged to maintain their 
cooperation through both in-kind and financial contributions. 

17. 3.4. Fisheries 
management 

Investigate alternative approaches to managing these fisheries 
to explore whether it is possible to maintain a viable fishery in a 
way that is consistent with the Convention’s objective. 
 

18. 3.4. Fisheries 
management 

With respect to all other fish species captured by paragraph 11 
of CMM 03a, implement an operational trigger which, if met, 
would activate the development of more specific fisheries 
management measures, for example, catch limits. 

19. 3.4. Fisheries 
management 

The Commission and its relevant subsidiary bodies should 
initiate discussions to clarify how to apply Article 28 of CMM 13. 
This includes identifying fisheries approaching the ten-year mark 
and establishing a framework for transitioning them into 
established fisheries. 

20. 3.4. Fisheries 
management 

The SC should conduct review of the cumulative impacts of 
exploratory fisheries on both target stocks and the broader 
ecosystem. 

21. 3.4. Fisheries 
management 

The Commission should work to strengthen cooperation with 
adjacent RFMOs, particularly regarding the management of 
toothfish fisheries. Engaging with CCAMLR can provide valuable 
insights and support for the effective management of these 
fisheries and the process to transition these into established 
fisheries. 
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Rec. Section Recommendation 
22.  3.4. Fisheries 

management 
To ensure the consistent application of the precautionary 
principle, the Commission should adopt a defined harvest 
strategy approach for all SPRFMO fisheries. This approach will 
provide a clear framework for decision-making, ensuring that 
measures are based on scientific advice, aligned with the 
Convention objectives, and adaptable to changing conditions. 

23. 3.5. Improving 
Engagement 

The Commission should prioritise addressing barriers to 
participation by considering elevating Spanish to the status of at 
least a Working Language. This implementation can be scalable 
in both time and scope. The Commission could explore various 
options to fund interpretation and translation, such as 
partnerships with other institutions, formalising interpretation as 
a condition of hosting meetings, utilising the Developing States 
fund, and identifying additional options through the FAC 
workplan. 

24. 3.5. Improving 
Engagement 

The Commission should maintain a continuous and diligent 
focus on fulfilling Article 19 of the Convention. This includes 
ensuring that the Developing States Fund is appropriately 
utilised, and that CMMs consider the special requirements of 
Developing States. To ensure full implementation of Article 19, 
the Commission should develop a comprehensive plan for 
Article 19 and ensure it is discussed annually. The first iteration 
of this plan could be informed by bilateral consultations led by 
the new Executive Secretary in 2025. 
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Annex 2: Governance Reforms and Strategic Planning Framework 
The Review Panel recommends a substantial governance reform to help guide SPRFMO 
in achieving its long-term objectives. The Panel acknowledges that implementing these 
strategic plans may take some time initially but believes that these e]orts will ultimately 
enhance SPRFMO’s e]ectiveness. To assist the Members, the Review Panel has 
provided guidance on the key elements that SPRFMO should consider when developing 
these plans: 

1. Strategic Statement of Intent 

The Strategic Statement of Intent serves as a concise version of the directional 
component of a traditional strategic plan, typically 2-3 pages, and should: 

• Outline the Commission’s vision for the next 5-10 years. 
• Provide direction to the Commission’s work streams, subsidiary bodies,  and 

Secretariat. 
• Clarify SPRFMO’s relationships with external organisations (e.g., IGOs, NGOs, 

donors), including through MOUs. 

This Statement of Intent should be the output of an annual strategic discussion on the 
future direction of SPRFMO and how intends dealing with wider issues such as climate 
change, BBNJ, marine pollution, labour standards etc. 

2. Business Plan 

The Business Plan should outline the key outcomes that the Commission aims to 
achieve over the next 12, 24, and 36 months. Key components of the plan could  
include: 

• Sections for each subsidiary body, including the Data Management Working 
Group. 

• Specification of the roles and responsibilities of Members, Chairs, and the FAC in 
governance and management. 

• Specification of services and results to be delivered by the subsidiary bodies, 
Data Working Group and the Secretariat, including objectives, key performance 
indicators and budgets. 

• The Executive Secretary’s role and accountability, with their performance tied to 
the Business Plan. 

• The organisations size and structure required to deliver current services, and an 
outline of any necessary development. 

• Sections on organisational development, business continuity, and risk 
management. 
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The Review Panel recommends that the first Business Plan include a review and 
enhancement of the Headquarters Agreement with the New Zealand Government. 

3. Scientific Committee Work Plan 

The Scientific Committee’s multiannual plan should be integrated into the proposed 
Commission Business Plan, with a 3-year planning horizon. The Scientific Committee’s 
work should be management driven and consider such matters as: 

• Advice on and implementation of management objectives and reference points 
agreed by the Commission. 

• Advice on and implementations of Harvest Strategies for all targeted fisheries. 
• Providing science education and capacity building where needed. 
• Rationalising the SC work program and meeting schedule to a more appropriate 

workload, with a focus on supporting the Commission’s management needs. 
• Structuring the SC work and agenda to assess and provide advice on the impacts 

of fishing on marine ecosystems. 
• Ensuring the SC contributes to the development and implementation of the 

Information Management Strategy and Data Management Plan. 

4. Compliance and Technical Committee Work Plan 

The Review Panel reiterates that reviewing CMMs is a critical part of the CTC’s work. A 
CTC workplan would be an integral part of the proposed Commission Business Plan 
with a 3-year planning horizon.  It could consider: 

• Developing a rolling 3-year schedule for reviewing all CMMs. It is recommended 
that  CTC develop a sound review process that will  genuinely assesses the 
e]ectiveness of CMMs, and which provides opportunity for member 
consultation and  advice from other subsidiary bodies. 

• Improvements to the Compliance Monitoring Scheme, particularly its reliance on 
self-reported information, its consistency in approach, the ease of completing 
an Implementation Report, and the e]ectiveness of its follow up procedures, 
drawing on current best practice thinking. 

• As and when CMMS are reviewed, include auditable performance metrics. 
• Ensure the CTC is provided with adequate time to provide compliance and 

technical advice on new proposals. 
• Ensure the CTC contributes to the Information Management Strategy and Data 

Management Plan. The CTC also needs to be involved in data specification and 
standards, system user requirements, and data management processes. 

• Technical improvements recommended by PR1 on transhipment, IUU vessel 
listing, the CMS, port inspection, electronic reporting, VMS, electronic 
monitoring, in the process of reviewing those CMMs. 



9 
 

5. Finance and Administration Committee Work Plan 

The FAC work plan should also be integrated into the Commission Business Plan with a 
3-year planning horizon. It should consider: 

• Diversifying and improve the Commission’s funding model by exploring future 
funding needs and cost-e]icient ways to raise revenue, including through 
external and voluntary funding sources or additional cost-recovery mechanisms 
(e.g. vessel registration and transhipment fees).  

• Planning for future investments and identifying appropriate funding sources, 
accompanied by sound business cases. This should be easier if SPRFMO 
improves its integrated business planning. 

• Ensuring FAC contributes to the Information Management Strategy and Data 
Management Plan. 

• Coordinating and integrating work plans and budgets of the subsidiary bodies, 
Data Working Group, and the Secretariat. 

6. Secretariat Operational Plan 

The Secretariat’s Operational Plan should also be an integral part of the Commission 
Business Plan over a 3-year horizon. Key components should include: 

• Specify the nature, extent and standards of services to be provided to the 
Commission and to Members. 

• An outline of the business model to be used by the Secretariat to deliver 
approved services to the Commission and members. 

• Clarifying the role and responsibilities of the Secretariat as the Commission’s 
Information Manager. 

• A focus  on investment in people, organisational health and development, 
including: 

o Current and future organisational design and structure. 
o Job sizing appropriate to UN benchmarks. 
o Roles and responsibilities of sta] positions. 
o Bi-annual, independent organisational culture survey. 
o Review of the policies, systems and processes to ensure fair, reasonable 

and consistent administration of the Financial Regulations and the Sta] 
Regulations. 

o Fair and robust performance management systems and processes. 
• Developing and implementing a business continuity plan. 
• Developing an organisational risk management policy and plan. 

The Review Panel recommends the first independent organisational culture survey be 
undertaken before 31 March 2025, and the policy reviews begin as soon as practicable. 
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7. Information Management Strategy and Data Management Plan 

The Information Management Strategy and associated Data Management Plan should 
be an integral part of the Commission Business Plan. These should: 

o Be led by a strengthened multi-disciplinary Data Working Group, with enhanced 
terms of reference. 

o Examine current and future investment in data management and information 
systems. 

o Consult with experts across science, compliance, and NGOs and the fishing 
industry to understand data requirements and cost-e]ective delivery 
mechanisms. 

o Review of CMM 02, for alignment with SPRFMO needs of data and information. 

The Review Panel recommends a scoping study to examine these issues, followed by a 
business case to guide future investments in information management systems. 

 

The Review Panel is aware that it is recommending several new strategic outputs that, 
collectively, will enhance the Commission’s governance approach. To support the 
Commission, the Review Panel also provides an infographic on the following page to 
illustrate how these recommended outputs are interconnected. 
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Governance Reforms and Strategic Planning Framework – visual representation 
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Annex 3: Decision 06-2024 on the Second Performance Review 
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Annex 4: PR1 Recommendations - Fully implemented and/or addressed 
Following Decision 06-2024 the Second Performance Review panel was requested to analyse progress of the recommendations of the 
2019 Performance Review (PR1), as set out in Annex I of the said Decision.  

16 out of 63 recommendations of PR1 are fully addressed or implemented. The progress was analysed on a desk-based review of the 
relevant Commission and its subsidiary bodies documents on these recommendations. Additionally, this panel reviewed several other 
meeting reports, CMMs approved since 2019, and the Scientific Committee workplan.  

The table below contains the 16 PR1 fully implemented or addressed recommendations along with their progress. 

RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: FULLY IMPLEMENTED/ADDRESSED 
CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT 
166(j) Recognises the difficulty of reaching allocation decisions, including in the 

Jack mackerel fishery, Considers that the Article 21 allocation criteria 
provide a solid foundation for decision-making, and Encourages the 
continued consideration of these criteria in making future allocation 
decisions for both Jack mackerel and other stocks  

The Commission endorsed this recommendation.  
The Commission report texts demonstrate that Article 21 continues to be 
central to negotiations on allocation. 

215(c) Recommends that the report from the Secretariat, required by paragraph 
35 of the Port Inspection measure, be enhanced to clearly specify whether 
any vessels have been denied entry under the measure, and if so, the 
basis for the denial  

The CTC agreed with this recommendation.  It was implemented from 
2020. Now, the annual port inspection report includes a section on any 
vessels that were denied port entry and the basis.  For information, 
between 2019 and 2023, only two vessels were denied entry (one in 2022-
2021 and one in 2019-2020, basis for denial specified in both cases). 

215(f) Recommends that the Commission revise the Port Inspection measure to 
specify that all potential IUU vessels should be inspected and consider 
other revisions to improve reporting by Members and CNCPs of their 
implementation of the measure 

The Commission made this change on the basis of an EU proposal 
(COMM7-Prop06) resulted in the adoption of CMM 07-2019 by the 
Commission in 2019. 

252(d) Recommends that the Commission continues to work towards the 
adoption of its own high seas boarding and inspection regime tailored to 
the Convention, its Members and CNCPs, and its fisheries. 

The Commission noted that good progress had been made in resolving 
technical aspects of the proposed Boarding and Inspection Procedures 
and the USA has agreed to lead any further intersessional work on this 
The Commission adopted a regime on the basis of an US proposal 
(COMM11-Prop16) in 2023. 
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RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: FULLY IMPLEMENTED/ADDRESSED 
252(f) Recommends that the Commission prioritise hiring a professional staff 

member with compliance expertise to lead the Secretariat’s efforts to 
implement the MCS measures already adopted and to analyse the data 
captured through these measures. 

The CTC accepted this recommendation. The Commission now has a P3 
compliance manager embedded in the Secretariat structure.  
See also recommendation 386(d). 

252 (g) Encourages the Commission to continue to develop the SPRFMO 
Observer Programme and review and revise the measure to include all 
necessary aspects of the Observer Programme. The OP is up and running 
now so this is a change since 2019 - MRAG was selected, Members have 
gradually become audited.  Sec reports on this annually. 
See also para 236: It is also critical to clearly establish the process for 
obtaining, maintaining and revoking accreditation before there are any 
issues or questions related to accreditation. The Panel also notes that we 
are not clear on how paragraphs 2, 5 and 6 interact with each other. In 
particular, paragraph 6 seems to imply that observers may be selected 
individually, which if correct, would seem to have potential to undermine 
the intent of paragraphs 2 and 5 of ensuring that observers be 
independent and impartial. We suggest that the Commission may want to 
revisit these paragraphs during its review in 2019 and either revise 
paragraph 6 or clarify its relationship with paragraphs 2 and 5. Finally, the 
Panel also notes that several other RFMOs have been working to address 
the issue of observer safety and encourages the Commission to consider 
adding elements relating to observer safety into the observer measure 
during its review in 2019.  

The CTC endorsed this recommendation. The issue identified by the PR1 
panel was resolved by way of the substantive revisions made to CMM 16-
2018 adopted as CMM 16-2019. 
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RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: FULLY IMPLEMENTED/ADDRESSED 
DECISION-MAKING AND DISPUTE SETTLEMENT 
304(b) Recommends that the Chair of the Commission continues to provide 

clear guidance on when attempts to achieve consensus have been 
exhausted  

The Commission endorsed this recommendation. The PR2 notes that this 
is not a 'one time' recommendation to be implemented, but consistent 
with best-practice Chairing.  The Review Panel notes that there are two 
options when consensus cannot be reached: withdrawal of a proposal (or 
a no-adoption outcome) or a vote. The latter requires the Chair to judge if 
they have the will of the room to proceed to a vote. 
The Panel notes that SPRFMO has held 3 voting since the last 
performance review, in 2022, 2021 and 2023. In each case, the report 
records that the Chair considered all efforts to reach a decision by 
consensus have been exhausted. In 2023, Peru sought a vote on jack 
mackerel and the report records that the Chair noted it is the Chair’s 
prerogative whether to put a proposal to a vote and, in his view, the 
requirement to exhaust all efforts before resorting to a vote was not met. 

304(c) Recommends the continued use of informal discussions in attempts to 
achieve consensus 

The Commission endorsed this recommendation. 
The Review Panel notes a multitude of evidence that this is a normal part 
of Commission practice.  The Commission has routinely formed working 
group to deal with complex and/or controversial issues.  
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RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: FULLY IMPLEMENTED/ADDRESSED 
304(d) Notes the decision and observations on decision-making of the Article 17 

review panel in 2018, and Urges their consideration by the Members.  
There has been only one Article 17 Review Panel since PR1.  This panel 
found against the Commission - more specifically, that there had been 
unjustifiable procedural discrimination.  
This meant that the 10-year allocation adopted in 2023 had to be revisited 
in 2024 (though different members had different views on the scope of 
‘revisiting’ ).  5 Members made proposals in this respect - Belize, Chile, 
EU, Russia, Vanuatu.  The Commission formed a WG and adopted a 
proposal by consensus.  The Commission included in its report the words 
‘The Commission recognises that this measure is the result of a 
transparent and inclusive process, in which Members had adequate time 
for debate and decision-making’ (presumably because the unjustified 
procedural discrimination that was found was that 5 days was too short a 
time period to negotiate an allocation regime of a 10-year duration).  The 
report also records the Members reflections on the Article 17 review 
panel. The Commission endorsed this recommendation 
The 2018 Review Panel made a number of recommendations relating to 
the decision-making processes of the Commission. That panel then 
questioned whether the interests of developing States in the region ‘might 
not be better taken into account in a more deliberative and specific 
discussion as part of that decision-making process’. 
The PR1 recommendations appear to have made considered generally 
when CMM 01 was revised following that finding. 

320 
(h) 

Recommends the Commission take steps to ensure the effective 
implementation of the findings of an Article 17 review panel at the first 
meeting following the decision of the panel.  

The Commission supported this recommendation. PR2 notes that, in the 
one Article 17 process since the last Performance Review, the 
Commission undertook a concerted effort to revise CMM 01, the subject 
of the objection, at the next meeting.  The Commission adopted a revised 
CMM by consensus. 

320(k) Notes the Commission in the wake of the 2013 use of the Article 17 review 
panel process indicated the process was intended as an unusual 
occurrence, and Urges Members to continue to view the Article 17 review 
panel process in that light.  

The Commission endorsed this recommendation.  
Of 12 meetings, the objection process has been engaged 3 times (2013, 
2018, 2024), each time in relation to the jack mackerel measure.  It has 
been used most, but not all, times that measure has been put to a vote.  
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RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: FULLY IMPLEMENTED/ADDRESSED 
INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION 
328(b) Recommends that the Commission give consideration to developing a 

process for inviting observers to meetings where their participation would 
facilitate the meeting. 

COMM7 agreed with this and instructed the Secretariat to develop such a 
process.  COMM8 then said this would be discussed after the Rules of 
Procedure (ROP) are addressed in a later meeting of the FAC. 
This was implemented at COMM 7 by way of an amendment to the ROP - 
see rule (5). 

328(c) Recommends that the Executive Secretary notify observers of the 
establishment of a review panel under Article 17 of the Convention and of 
the findings and recommendations of the review panel. 

The Commission endorsed this recommendation and instructed the 
Secretariat to develop a process. The Secretariat has confirmed that all 
observers were notified about the Russian Federation's objection in 2024 
(as well as China's objection; later withdrawn); as well as included in all 
related correspondence.  

FINANCIAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES 
386(c) Encourages the Secretariat to prepare an estimate of the additional 

financial cost which is likely to arise from proposed conservation and 
management measures. 

The Commission supported the FAC response to this recommendation, 
which was to encourage Members to engage with the Secretariat when a 
proposal has financial impacts of influence on the Secretariat’s work. The 
context for the recommendation was that the Secretariat was small 
(smaller than it is currently) at the time of the review, and PR1 reflected on 
the challenging budget situation alongside resource demands. 
The Secretariat took the implementation of this recommendation a step 
further, and for the next meeting prepared FAC8-Doc06.3 which 
categorised the impact of new proposals as being low, minimal or 
significant.  It was a blunt approach and appears short-lived, as it was not 
replicated in following years.  However, the proposal cover page includes 
a check box (yes/no) for proponents to identify whether a proposal has 
impacts on the Secretariat. Implementation of this recommendation is 
not straightforward. However, this review has also found shortcomings in 
the governance and oversight of the Secretariat and the way in which their 
work is planned and resourced.  

386(d) Recommends that if the SPRFMO Observer Programme is to be properly 
implemented as part of the suite of MCS measures, the Commission 
should prioritise hiring a professional staff member with compliance 
expertise, as recommended above;  
 

As an interim solution, the Chilean government seconded a staff Member 
on a short-term basis.  Following this, the Commission implemented a P3 
level Compliance Manager position which has been filled since November 
2020.  
See also recommendation 252(f). 
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RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: FULLY IMPLEMENTED/ADDRESSED 
396(c) Recommends that the Commission set aside a half day for the Finance 

and Administration Committee in advance of the annual Commission 
meeting, and following the annual meeting of the Compliance and 
Technical Committee  

The Commission decided to maintain the existing arrangement i.e. to hold 
FAC in the margins of the Commission.  
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Annex 5: PR1 Recommendations – Pending 
This annex outlines the PR1 recommendations that remain pending, meaning they have not been fully addressed or implemented. The 
pending recommendations are categorised as follows:  

1. Significant work but not fully implemented/addressed (14 recommendations). 
2. Marginal or uneven implementation (17 recommendations). 
3. Not implemented/addressed (10 recommendations). 
4. Unknown status (6 recommendations). 

Note that at the end of each of the ‘Comments from PR2’ we have added cross-references to a specific section of PR2 main report.  

Annex 5.1: PR1 Recommendations - Significant work but not fully implemented/addressed (14 recommendations) 
RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: SIGNIFICANT WORK BUT NOT FULLY 

IMPLEMENTED/ADDRESSED 
COMMENTS FROM PR2 

CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT 
51(b) 
Recommends that the Commission maintain a 
precautionary approach to setting catch limits for 
the Jack mackerel stock;  

The Commission endorsed this recommendation 
noting that it has adopted an SC workplan that 
applies the precautionary approach. 
Jack mackerel currently operates under a rebuilding 
plan (it was Annex K, and now it is ‘adjusted Annex 
K’). 
The SC workplan commits to the development of 
MSE design of an alternative HCR based on 
decisions made at COMM8 (contained in its report, 
Annex B). This work appears to be progressing.  

We give consideration to the management of this 
fishery in our review, including the progress of the 
harvest strategy and the decisions made (and 
bodies involved) in support of that.   
The website refers to a ‘proposed 2022 HCR’ which 
is ‘Annex K + Adjusted Annex K _ -SC14 discussions’ 
but it is not clear to the Panel if that was adopted (or 
discussed) 
As an additional remark, this information is very 
diiicult to locate on the website and could be 
improved, as could the framework for making 
decision, titling decisions and recording decisions 
so as to be less reliant on institutional memory. 
See section 3.4 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations on jack 
mackerel.  
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RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: SIGNIFICANT WORK BUT NOT FULLY 
IMPLEMENTED/ADDRESSED 

COMMENTS FROM PR2 

51(e) 
Notes that there is little information on the status of 
non-target and bycatch species or the impact of 
SPRFMO fisheries on associated or dependent 
species and Urges, as a first step, that the 
Commission increase data collection in order to 
improve understanding of the impacts of fishing on 
associated and dependent species.  

In COMM8–Doc 08.1 the SC noted “the SC has 
made considerable progress on understanding 
potential relative risks to non-target and bycatch 
species though two ecological risk assessments; 
one covering 101 deepwater chondrichthyans 
(sharks, rays and chimaeras) thought to interact with 
demersal fishing gears and the other covering 159 
demersal teleost species. 
Based on the results of the risk assessment for 
deepwater chondrichthyans, SC has recommended 
that biological data collection should be 
strengthened and that attempts are made to 
improve the species-level identification of sharks 
using available guides. The results of the ERA for 
SPRFMO teleosts have been used to undertake 
preliminary categorisation of species into the 
SPRFMO stock assessment framework, as well as to 
inform eiorts towards better stock structure 
delineation for key species. Future ecological risk 
assessments are likely to be expanded to include 
marine mammals, seabirds, marine reptiles and 
other species of interest or concern. Such ERAs 
could consider the use of more powerful and 
quantitative risk assessment methodologies that are 
able to estimate cumulative impacts across 
fisheries.  
Limited progress has been made towards 
quantitative assessment of seabird interactions and 
mortality across all gears in the SPRFMO area. The 
SPRFMO Secretariat has begun compiling bycatch 
records for annual presentation to the SC. “  
 

We are mindful of the Scientific Committee’s work, 
as well as the need for the Commission to more 
carefully review its approach to data. There may also 
be some issues here in terms of the flow through 
and uptake of SC advice and recommendations to 
the Commission. 
See sections 3.3 and 3.4 of the PR2 main report 
for our analysis and recommendations. 
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68(b) 
Recommends that the Commission apply a highly 
precautionary approach to fishery management 
decisions in the absence of suiicient information to 
permit the application of an ecosystem approach to 
management. 

The Commission endorsed this recommendation 
noting its links with the fundamental objectives of 
the Convention.  

This is a requirement of the SPRFMO Convention, 
and the Commission needs to apply this 
consistently.  We comment on this in our review of 
the fisheries.  
See section 3.4 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 

68(c)  
Recommends that the Scientific Committee develop 
a workplan to progress fisheries management 
decisions, which takes into account a more holistic 
ecosystem-based approach. Elements of that 
workplan could include:  
i. A review of available tools and processes to lead to 
an integrated ecosystem fisheries management 
approach;  
ii. Identification of environmental data that will 
assist in both applying an ecosystem approach and 
to assessing the eiect of climate change impacts 
and the subsequent consideration of management 
decisions;  
iii. A review of the Jack mackerel fishery to 
determine the impact of the fishery on non-target 
species and habitat, to identify gaps in habitat, 
biological and bycatch data, and a programme for 
collection of that data;  
iv. Consideration of the use of cost and resource 
eiective ecosystem-based models; and  
v. Exploration of cooperation mechanisms with other 
bodies that may assist or benefit SPRFMO in the 
development of a relevant ecosystem-based 
fisheries management approach that is both cost 
and resource eiective for SPRFMO.  
 

The SC7 noted “that its multiannual workplan does 
include many of these elements although progress 
towards i., iv and v. could be strengthened. 
SC reviewed and revised the SPRFMO Bottom 
Fishery Impact Assessment Standard during 2018-
19, with the revised BFIAS being agreed by SC7. 
Importantly, the scope of the BFIAS has been 
expanded to require consideration of the impacts of 
bottom fishing on marine mammals, seabirds, 
marine reptiles and other species of 
interest/concern, as well as retaining its requirement 
for bottom fishing impact assessment to consider 
the impacts of bottom fishing on deepwater fish 
stocks and vulnerable marine ecosystems. The 
revised BFIAS is now more aligned with the objective 
to implement an ecosystem approach, as required 
by the SPRFMO Convention. 
The Members of the HMWG have agreed on a 
Workplan to be developed in the next 5 years 
including groups of specialists to develop an 
interdisciplinary ontogeny approach; Retrospective 
analysis (data bases); Training, sharing and capacity 
building; Tools and Platforms. “  

We are concerned about the SC’s work and the 
planning approach.  
See section 3.1 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 
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68(e) 
Recommends as an initial step that the Scientific 
Committee identify the research and data collection 
required for it to develop advice to inform the 
Commission on what action may be required to take 
into account the observed or expected impacts 
associated with a rapidly changing climate.  

SC 7 noted “One of the specific objectives of the 
Habitat Monitoring Working Group (HMWG) is to 
study the relationships between jack mackerel 
habitat and environment (El Niño, Regime shift, 
Climate change). In this regard, climate is 
considered to be the most important driving factor in 
the Humboldt Current System (HCS).  
The squid WG also recommended that more 
observer data are needed to estimate the diierence 
in size composition of catch among fishing vessels 
and the sampling methods could be improved. 
Considering that climate change may result in 
substantial changes in ecosystem structure, SC 
encourages Members to collect and make available 
environmental data to deliver on the identified 
environmental indicators associated to support 
sound decision making on fisheries management.”  

We are concerned about the unsustainable level of 
the SC’s work as well as the Commission’s approach 
to data.  We note that SPRFMO is examining some 
climate-related aspects of its fisheries, but it has not 
resolved what it can or will do on climate change. 
We think this recommendation can be integrated 
into the Commission’s planning on how it will 
improve its data approach and its climate change 
actions. 
See section 3.1 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 

100(e) 
Recommends that the Scientific Committee review 
and provide advice on any additional data 
requirements necessary to support the 
implementation of an eiective VME protocol 

The SC 7 noted its extensive workplan for the 
implementation of CMM 03-2019 and its specific 
tasks set out in that measure. 
CMM 03-2019 was adopted at the same meeting the 
Review Panel presented its report. That CMM did set 
out new tasks for the SC. 
Since then, the bottom fishing measure was 
comprehensively reviewed which included a detail 
review of the protocol. Since then, at a technical 
level, the CMM was further revised in 2023, and the 
SC is continuing to develop the ID guide for benthic 
bycatch that supports the eiective VME protocol.  

We consider each of the fisheries in our review, 
including the next steps and remaining work for 
deepwater fisheries. 
See section 3.4 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 

100(g) 
Recommends that the Commission work towards a 
standardisation of scientific data collection 
processes and procedures for observers across the 
diierent fisheries, and consider mechanisms to 

SC7 noted the progress on the OP accreditation 
provider and encouraged Members to pursue 
accreditation under the OP. The SC then 
recommended the Commission consider the 
mechanisms to harmonise collection of 

PR2 has reviewed the Commission’s approach to 
data. 
See section 3.3 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 
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harmonise coordination of data collection with other 
regional and/or sub-regional observer programmes. 
 

coordination of data collection in observer programs 
within MOUs with those relevant bodies. The 
Commission endorsed this at COMM 8 noting it is in 
part addressed through revised data standards 
(CMM 02) and through the roll out of the SPRFMO 
observer program accreditation and through MOUs 
with relevant regional bodies. 
The Observer Program accreditation process was 
new at the time of the review. It does standardise 
some requirements, but at the time the 
accreditation provider had not been chosen and no 
programs were accredited. That situation is diierent 
now. 
The Data Standard prescribes the data to be 
collected (not necessarily the processes). It is one of 
the oldest CMMs. The amendments in 2020 are 
editorial and/or consequential to the adoption of the 
Observer Program CMM (as well as adding biological 
sampling of sharks as a priority and guidance on 
length measurement methods). In 2021, the 
amendments were to include two new templates 
(C&E and observer data on the squid fishery). 

166(d) 
Recommends that the Commission take urgent 
action to update the management measures for 
bottom fisheries, adopt a precautionary approach to 
the conservation of all deepwater stocks, and 
implement a SPRFMO-wide approach to the 
management and protection of VMEs as a matter of 
priority.  

The Commission noted that the recommendation 
had been substantially addressed by the adoption of 
a revised bottom fishing measure at COMM 7. The 
impact of any bottom fishing on VMEs outside the 
evaluated area in the revised bottom fishing 
measure will be assessed through the exploratory 
fisheries measure and noted that where there is no 
fishing there is no impact on VMEs from fishing. The 
Commission did implement a totally new bottom 
fishing framework in 2019, the same year the PR1 
report was delivered. 

We consider each of the fisheries in our review, 
including the next steps and remaining work for 
deepwater fisheries. 
See section 3.4 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 
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The Commission then had a comprehensive review 
in 2022 of that measure which modified some key 
elements of the CMM, including a commitment to 
implement 70% protection in 2024 (the idea being 
the new candidate boundaries would be drawn up in 
2023). However, this was not implemented at the 
2024 annual meeting. 

166(g) 
Recommends that the Commission and its 
subsidiary bodies strictly apply the procedural and 
substantive requirements of CMM 13-2018 for all 
new and exploratory fishery proposals. 

The Commission asked the SC for advice on this. 
CTC endorsed the recommendation. The SC 7 said 
“To better assess exploratory fishing applications, 
the SC developed a Checklist for Exploratory 
Fisheries Proposals during SC6. This checklist was 
considered very useful and was provided in annex 12 
of the SC6 report. SC7 has reviewed the Checklist 
and agreed to develop interpretative notes for the 
checklist categories (which came directly from 
CMM-13) to ensure consistency of review between 
applications and years as the SC noted that a 
number of ambiguities remain in the interpretation 
of aspects of CMM 13-2019. Commission may wish 
to consider reviewing the measure in collaboration 
with the SC given its operational experience with 
application of this measure. 
The two proposals received in 2019 were assessed 
rigorously against the checklist. Following some 
revisions during the meeting, SC7 was able to 
finalise reviews by the end of the meeting. This 
avoided the need for any intersessional processes”. 
The SC checklist is a good development and a good 
way for the SC to ensure all of its requirements are 
ticked oi, but ultimately the responsibility lies with 
the Commission. 
Since 2019, things have changed. The controversy 
with specific exploratory applications does not 

We consider each of the exploratory fisheries 
framework and the impending decisions for the 
Commission regarding any transition to established 
fisheries. 
See section 3.4 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 
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seem to exist. The measure is more methodically 
applied, FOPs are being supported. The number of 
exploratory fisheries AND the number of Members 
using then has expanded.  In particular, there are 
more toothfish fisheries. 

178(b) 
Recommends that the Commission maintain and 
enhance monitoring of fishing capacity 
systematically in all fisheries, especially where there 
is a risk that catch limits may be exceeded in future. 

The Commission noted it will keep under review the 
need to maintain and enhance monitoring of fishing 
capacity in SPRFMO fisheries. 
PR2 notes that CMM03a includes over/under 
provisions. 
 
  

PR2 has reviewed SPRFMO’s fisheries.  In terms of 
this recommendation, the key issue is to ensure that 
appropriate limits are set, that the limits are 
monitored, and any catch above those limits is dealt 
with in the appropriate way. 
See section 3.4 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 

COMPLIANCE AND ENFORCEMENT 
202(e) 
Recommends the translation of those measures 
identified in d) above into the languages necessary 
to improve Members and CNCPs’ understanding of 
their obligations;  

Here, PR1 is referred to recommendation 202(d) 
which encouraged Members and CNCPs to identify 
those measures where there is a lack of 
understanding of the implementation obligations [of 
their flag State duties]. 
The Commission supported the CTC’s response to 
this recommendation, which was to note that 
English is the oiicial and working language of the 
Commission and its subsidiary bodies and the 
translation of measures into languages other than 
English should be the responsibility of Members and 
CNCPs. The FAC supported the CTC. 
It is not clear whether any Members/CNCPs have 
identified areas where there is a lack of 
understanding of the implementation obligations. 
The SPRFMO Secretariat provides unoiicial 
translations of the Convention text into Spanish, 
Simplified Chinese and traditional Chinese; as well 
as the full suite of CMMs in Spanish. These are 
available on the SPRFMO website. 

The Review Panel has considered this issue through 
a participation lens and noted that relying on English 
as the exclusive oiicial and working language is 
limiting some Members’ ability to participate, 
particularly those from native Spanish-speaking 
countries. 
See section 3.5 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 
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234 
In the Review Panel’s view, the VMS measure seems 
to be a strong and coherent measure. We do, 
however, see that there are some small 
improvements that could be made. First, in 
paragraph 17, the requirement is solely that 
Members ensure that their vessels “install and use” 
the required VMS units. The term “use” is ambiguous 
and does not imply the level of use that we imagine 
should be expected. Changing paragraph 17 to read 
“install, activate and continuously operate” would 
eliminate the ambiguity and make clear the level of 
use that Members are expected to require of their 
vessels. We also agree with the comment above that 
additional clarity could be provided to the process 
for requesting and obtaining VMS data from vessels 
flagged to other Members and the addition of access 
to a 100 nautical mile buier could provide benefits. 
We note, however, that the VMS measure is due to 
be reviewed in 2020, and do not see the 
recommended improvements discussed as 
suiiciently urgent to warrant moving that review up 
a year earlier to 2019  

This CMM was modified in 2020. Paragraph 17 
remains unchanged. 
The PR1 review process noted Member suggestions 
for improvement including increasing the polling 
rate, clarification on arrangement for accessing VMS 
data without flag state consent, ensuring 
Members/CNCPs have arrangements in place to 
prevent tampering with units by their vessels and 
allowing the coastal State to be given restricted 
access to VMS data within 100nm of their EEZs 
(similar to WCPFC). The Review Panel agrees with 
the suggestions relating to the 100nm buier and 
clarifying processes to access VMS data. 
With respect to each suggestion: 
• Polling rate - Unchanged (hourly, but ALCs must be 

capable of transmitting at 15min intervals) 
• Accessing VMS data without flag State consent - 

Some clarifications made on notifications to the 
relevant VMS points of contact following a request, 
clarification on how the ‘proposed purpose’ should 
be identified, clarifying that the spatial and 
temporal operational details will not be disclosed 
when advising the VMS point of contact the 
anticipated length of time the data is required, 
templates to facilitate SC access to VMS data and 
for Members to access it when consent is obtained 

• Tampering - Unchanged 
• 100nm buier for coastal States - unchanged  
This recommendation is therefore partially 
implemented. 

Our view is that these changes are likely to improve 
the VMS measure, which was last modified in 2020. 
There may be other changes that are warranted to 
this CMM.  The annual implementation reports are 
helpful, but it is unclearly if Members are maximizing 
the value of this data for scientific and compliance 
purposes. 
Reviewing CMMs is a key function of CTC. It would 
be useful to schedule a review of the VMS measure 
now that it has been operational for several years 
and with the benefit of permanent compliance stai 
in the Secretariat.  That review could consider these 
changes. 
See section 3.1 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 

264(c) 
Recommends that the Commission require 
information on investigations and enforcement 
actions in response to alleged violations, and if 

The Secretariat advised ‘information on 
investigations/enforcement actions taken are 
contained in the relevant implementation reports 
under which the alleged violation is identified’ 

PR1 has commented extensively on the CTC CMM 
review process, and we have also noted that the 
CMS has not been reviewed.  We consider this 
recommendation, and other improvements, should 
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already provided, that the Final Compliance 
Monitoring better document that information  

CTC notes the Secretariat action and the value of 
including information on investigations and 
enforcement actions in response to alleged 
violations and non-compliance issues in the 
relevant implementation reports.  
There are two elements to the recommendation: Is it 
required; and  does the final compliance report 
document it. 
• The point of requiring it is that Members will 

provide it and it will be documented. The 
Secretariat can only report on what it has. The 
implementation reports only cover some measures 
(inspection, fisheries, VMS, record of vessels, 
observers) If it has been made a requirement, the 
PR1 could not find it - it was not amended in the 
CMS. 

• Investigation/enforcement activity is not 
adequately documented. It is sporadic in the CMS 
report too. The Commission needs assurance that 
flag States are taking their flag State responsibility 
seriously. Feedback about investigation and 
enforcement would support that. That type of 
information is relevant for other Members in their 
own MSC risk assessments too. 

be taken into consideration through a review in the 
near term. 
See section 3.1 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 

FINANCIAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES   
386(e) 
Recommends that the Commission include in the 
budget a provision for increasing progressively over a 
five year period the level of the contingency fund, 
and to reimburse any expenditures from the Fund for 
any Article 17 review process, until it reaches a level 
of 3 months of the operating budget as provided in 
the SPRFMO Financial Regulations  

The Commission accepted this recommendation. 
The Commission has annually reviewed the level of 
the Contingency Fund and allocated new funding to 
it every year between FY 2017=2018 and FY 2022-
2023 inclusive. Exceptionally, no funding was 
allocated for the 2023-2024 FY. This is possibly 
because the Commission did not allocate funding 
this year because it had other expenses to 
accommodate.  

The Review Panel provides advice and 
recommendations more generally on the 
Commission’s budget. 
See section 3.1 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 
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The Secretariat advice in doc FAC11 DOC 06.2 is 
that if they had allocated the $30 000 as proposed, 
the contingency fund would be restored to 41% of its 
recommended level (equivalent to three months 
operations). As the Commission did not, the fund 
should remain at NZD 159 327. If the adopted 
budget is NZD 1 877 500 then 3 months operating 
costs is equivalent to ~NZD 469 375, so the 
contingency fund is at 33.96% of the recommended 
level.  
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IMPLEMENTATION 
COMMENTS FROM PR2 

CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT 
51(d) 
Recommends that the Commission, Scientific 
Committee and Members of the Commission 
accelerate eiorts to advance robust stock 
assessments of Orange roughy and Jumbo flying 
squid and give priority to collecting the necessary 
data for stock assessment purposes 

Squid - Three diierent models were presented by 
the Squid WG and 10th Scientific Committee (SC10-
SQ04, SC10-SQ10, SC10-Obs03); however, each 
had important limitations and uncertainties. The WG 
agreed that none of the models had enough support 
to be applied and used to produce management 
advice. It is not clear how the Commission has 
responded to this or how it has determined it will 
make its decisions on catch/eiort limits in the 
absence of a reliable stock assessment. 
Orange roughy - Latest assessment SC10-DW01_rev 
1 (for North, Central and South Louisville, W. Norfolk 
Ridge, NW Challenger and LHR, but not the Tasman 
Sea, STR or Westpac Bank). There are 7 recognised 
Orange roughy stocks in the high seas region. These 
stock assessments are being used for 
management.  The Orange roughy catch limits in 
CMM 03a are based on the assessments. 

We give consideration to the management of these 
fisheries in our review.  
See section 3.4 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 
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100(b) 
Recommends the Commission and Scientific 
Committee regularly review data collection 
requirements to ensure they align with the needs of 
new or revised CMMs, while recognising the 
challenges to SPRFMO database management 
through the addition of new data collection, access 
and storage requirements and Notes the need for 
investment in building the capacity of the SPRFMO 
database to meet these challenges;  

The Commission sought SC advice on this question. 
The SC7 supported this recommendation noting that 
a robust, accessible and comprehensive database 
supports the SC in fulfilling its mandate, and 
considered the recent development of new CMM 
and added complexity in terms of data 
requirements, the SC agreed with the 
recommendation and supported the need for 
investing in building the capacity of the database. 
The FAC noted the Commission should invest 
accordingly on the needs of having an operational 
database.   
The Commission then received advice at COMM 10 
outlining a proposal to strengthen the management 
of SPRFMO’s data assets (FAC10-DOC06.1). The 
FAC was supportive of the proposal (see paras 32 to 
35 of the FAC10 report) and provided that advice to 
the Commission. The Commission budgeted $130 
000 to support this. Since then, a Data Working 
Group has been established but it has so far not 
commenced work 

We give consideration to SPRFMO’s approach to 
data in our review.  
See section 3.3 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 

100(c) 
Recommends that the Commission strengthen the 
timelines for the submission and independent 
verification of catch and eiort data for the Jumbo 
flying squid fishery and Urges such measures to be 
adopted together with a general management 
measure for that fishery; 

CMM 18-2024 was adopted in 2024. Data is required 
to be collected in accordance with the Data 
Standard, including an annual catch report detailing 
catch on a monthly basis. Observer data is required 
to be provided for each fishing season to the SC  ‘to 
the maximum extent possible’, at least a month in 
advance. Observer coverage is 5% of fishing days, 
increasing to 10 % in 2029. The CMM is not 
scheduled for review until 2025 and 2031.  

See section 3.4 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations on squid. 
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100(f) 
Recommends that the Commission review, as a 
matter of priority, dataset sharing processes and 
procedures, both for data exchange within SPRFMO 
and externally, and provide specific guidance to the 
Secretariat with a view to removing impediments to 
the exchange and sharing of data; 

The Commission supported the intent of the 
recommendation but noted that the Secretariat first 
needed to develop its compliance capacity and 
expertise. The Commission agreed to review this 
recommendation no later than its 10th meeting in 
2022. This recommendation was not revisited. 
 

We give consideration to SPRFMO’s approach to 
data in our review.  
See section 3.3 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 

108(b) 
Recommends that the Commission take urgent 
action to implement management measures for the 
Jumbo flying squid fishery, and for precautionary 
measures to be put in place until suiicient 
information is available to undertake a reliable stock 
assessment 

SC7 noted that steps forward have been made with 
respect to stock assessment for the jumbo flying 
squid. The SC also noted that the workshop 
participants supported a future CMM including data 
gathering and reporting for the squid fishery with 
several possible management approaches including 
catch limits, fishing eiorts limits and temporal and 
spatial closures being discussed, however, there 
was no agreement on common elements for an 
appropriate CMM to be developed at this stage.   
The SC recommends the Commission to consider 
the current situation on CMM discussion from the 
squid working group and allow adequate time to 
develop the elements of the CMM for the Jumbo 
flying squid fishery.   
Developments have taken place on separate area-
based stock assessments and genetic studies for 
jumbo flying squid but there is still work to do 
including understanding the phenotype dynamics, 
improving the quantity and quality of fishery data 
and biological sample collection, and development 
of a whole stock assessment methodology. 
The SC could not agree on any management 
measure, while it duly notes the uncertainty on 
stock status and exploitation rate. Also relevant to 
the answer at 178 (c) . 
The Commission adopted CMM 18-2023 (in 2023) . 

See section 3.4 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations on squid. 
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166(k) 
Recommends that the Commission develop a 
timeline for the implementation of measures to give 
full eiect to Article 3(1)(a)(x) on measures to prevent 
pollution and waste originating from fishing vessels, 
discards, catch by lost gear or abandoned gear and 
impacts on other species and marine ecosystems.  

The Commission noted this recommendation is 
substantially addressed by the CMM adopted by 
COMM 7 on Fishing Gear and Marine Plastic 
Pollution.  
A CMM on fishing gear and marine plastic pollution 
was adopted in 2022.  

Like many other CMMs, it has not been substantively 
reviewed to ensure its eiectiveness It is unclear if 
this CMM is eiective in meetings its objectives, 
including Article 3(1)(a)(x). Review of CMMs is a key 
function of the CTC.  
See section 3.1 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations.  

178(c)  
Recommends that the Commission consider the 
implementation of fishing eiort limits in the Jumbo 
flying squid fishery based on existing fishing 
capacity as a precautionary interim measure 
pending further scientific and management advice 
from the Scientific Committee.  

The Commission adopted CMM 18-2024 (in 2024) 
which establishes an eiort limit partially based on 
authorised vessels as of 31 December 2020, as well 
as arrangements for Members that do not have 
registered capacity on 31 December 2020. 
This is implemented to the extent that the current 
limits are based on existing fishing capacity, but it 
was only implemented after the Scientific 
Committee gave advice on a (more conservative) 
limit, and that advice was not implemented in full. In 
that respect, the spirit of the recommendation 
remains unfulfilled.  

See section 3.4 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations on squid. 
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COMPLIANCE AND ENFORCEMENT 
202(h) 
Recommends that the Commission, in conjunction 
with the Secretariat, consolidate, and make publicly 
available, a list of capacity building needs and 
requests identified by Members and CNCPs in order 
to track progress, prioritise the needs and requests, 
and facilitate the ability of others to meet them  
 

Commission recommended Members and CNCPs 
advise the Secretariat of their capacity building 
needs, noting the utility of having these needs 
consolidated in a single place for consideration by 
the Commission 
Two intersessional working groups were started, but 
both were suspended early due to a lack of interest.   

Overall the Commission’s approach to capacity 
building has been unstructured. We take note of 
bilateral capacity building and the use of SPRFMO 
funding to attend meetings. It is unclear whether it is 
because the developing States do not require further 
assistance, or because the assistance on oier is not 
right. Notwithstanding this, the Review Panel is 
concerned that existing policy settings in the 
Commission could exacerbate capacity and 
participation issues - e.g. the compliance report is 
burdensome to complete, language constraints are 
making meaningful participation diiicult. 
See section 3.5 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations on improving 
engagement. 

215(d) 
Encourages the Secretariat to clarify reporting 
requirements for Members and CNCPs if it is not 
receiving suiicient information to meet the 
recommendation above;  

CTC accepted this recommendation, but it is not 
known to the Review Panel whether there are any 
ongoing issues nor what steps the Secretariat takes 
on a routine basis in this regard. 

See section 3.5 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations on improving 
engagement. 
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RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: MARGINAL OR UNEVEN 
IMPLEMENTATION 

COMMENTS FROM PR2 

252(h) 
Recommends that in its review of the Transshipment 
measure in 2019, the Commission address the issue 
related to the area of application of the measure and 
consider requiring all transshipments to be 
observed  

The Commission didn’t address this, as it wasn’t 
referred to them. The CTC didn’t oier a view on it but 
noted that it related to a proposal being considered 
by CTC6. That proposal was not successful. 
Amendments in 2020 and 2023 progressively 
introduced squid into the CMM. 
The CMM requires that if an observer is on board, the 
transhipment is to be observed. Observer coverage 
in the jack mackerel fishery is 5% and 5 full time at 
sea observers or 5% in the squid fishery (10% in 
demersal longline and 100% in demersal trawl but 
these fisheries do not typically tranship). 
 

While observer coverage increased, there are clearly 
mixed views within the Commission about whether 
that level of observation is suiicient.  The 
Commission needs to determine this in the context 
of its management and monitoring regime for squid. 
See section 3.4 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations on squid. 
The interpretation issue (on the application of the 
measure to transhipment of SPRFMO fishery 
resources outside the Convention Area) raised in 
PR1 was not solved. In any case, the policy outcome 
is still unclear as is the legal interpretation. This is 
concerning given the volume of transhipment 
occurring in the Convention Area - the matter should 
be clarified. 
See section 3.1 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 
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RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: MARGINAL OR UNEVEN 
IMPLEMENTATION 

COMMENTS FROM PR2 

278(c) 
Recommends a modest investment of resources to 
facilitate increased engagement of the SPRFMO 
Secretariat with colleagues from other RFMO 
Secretariats, which will provide a benefit to the 
Commission beyond the expenditure of resources in 
expertise gained, shared lessons learned, use of 
best practices and avoid spending time and money 
developing tools, templates, processes and 
procedures that already exist  

CTC7-Doc16 reports this as implemented but it is 
not clear how. We can turn to the Secretariat’s 
annual report on cooperation eiorts to see whether 
this is the case. 
Based on these reports, there are MOUs in place 
(which we can also see on the website). But that is 
not directly evidence of cooperation. 
Some examples seem to be: 
• Sharing information on toothfish releases and 

recaptures in SPRFMO (CCAMLR) 
• Joint workplan for scientific exchange on sharks 

(CPPS) (shared with SC see SC10-OBS02) 
• Participating in IMCS and Pan Pacific Fisheries 

Compliance network 
• Bilateral meetings (CCAMLR, IATTC) 
• Sharing meeting reports, IUU lists 
• Data sharing (vessels, transhipment, IMS) 

(WCPFC) 
• FIRMS 
• Red LAC de PESCA -IUU lists 
The Commission accepted CTC recommendation, 
which was to acknowledge the benefits that may 
flow, that it is the role of the Comms and Subsidiary 
bodies to adopt their own tools, templates, 
processes, procedures. Such engagement can be 
accomplished within normal budget constraints. 

We considered the current cooperation and the 
value it is bringing to SPRFMO.  
See sections 3.1 and 3.2 of the PR2 main report 
for our analysis and recommendations. 

278(d) 
Recommends additional engagement by the 
Commission with other international regional 
organisations that could serve as force multipliers 
on MCS issues (e.g., the Forum Fisheries Agency’s 
Regional Surveillance Centre) 

The Commission supported CTC response which 
was to acknowledge the benefits that may flow from 
the engagement by the Commission with other 
international or regional organisations on MCS 
issues without expressing a view on the merits of 
engagement with any particular organisation. 

See sections 3.1 and 3.2 of the PR2 main report 
for our analysis and recommendations. 
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RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: MARGINAL OR UNEVEN 
IMPLEMENTATION 

COMMENTS FROM PR2 

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION 
353 (b) 
Urges the Secretariat to include in the SPRFMO 
Annual Administrative Report information on the 
outreach to non-Members and non-CNCPs that has 
been undertaken in the previous year  

 
The Commission endorsed this recommendation. 
However, this information has not been included in 
any Annual Report prepared since PR1. It is not clear 
why. The PR2 survey results show that several 
Members are interested in understanding whether or 
not this is occurring. 
Some information is in the Secretariat's cooperation 
reports, such as a list of meeting invitations to 
relevant States and whether a response was 
received.  It is a historical list but does not identify 
why those States were selected or the nature of any 
contact besides sending an invitation. 
The Commission was advised in 2023 that 
invitations were sent to Angola, Colombia, 
Federated States of Micronesia, Fiji, France overseas 
territories, Japan, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, 
Niue, Palau, PNG, Samoa, Solomon Islands, and 
Tonga.  
• Angola responded in 2021 
• Columbia responded in 2019 
• France responded in 2015 
• Japan responded in 2022 
• Tonga responses in 2013 
• Ukraine responded in 2023 

The Review Panel is not clear why this information 
was not included, but we think generally that the 
Commission is seeking more information from the 
Secretariat on its activities and outreach, including 
that undertaken through MoUs. 
See sections 3.1 and 3.2 of the PR2 main report 
for our analysis and recommendations. 
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RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: MARGINAL OR UNEVEN 
IMPLEMENTATION 

COMMENTS FROM PR2 

360(b) 
Recommends that the Commission develop a 
cooperation strategy which targets cooperation 
towards organisations and activities which would 
provide a direct benefit to SPRFMO.  
 

The Commission endorsed this recommendation 
that it had instructed the secretariat to prioritise 
engagement with NPFC, WCPFC, IATTC. There is no 
cooperation strategy.  
There are several MOUs in place with WCPFC, 
NPFC, IATTC (as well as CCAMLR, CPPS, IMCS., 
FIRMS, Red LAC INDNR, ACAP, NOAA, RMIT) 
 

PR2 notes there are a number of MoUs, but it was 
not clear what the basis of that cooperation was or if 
it was operating against a particular 
strategy. Additionally, it is uncertain whether the 
current MoUs are delivering value to SPRFMO. The 
questionnaire results indicate that very few 
Members are aware of this either, with many 
reporting that they do not know how valuable the 
MoUs are. 
See section 3.1 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 

360(c) 
Recommends that in addition to the development of 
any necessary formal linkages through MOUs, the 
Secretariat engage informally with colleagues in 
other RFMOs to learn and share experiences of 
operational activities, not only in the MCS area as 
recommended above.  

The Commission endorsed this recommendation. 
Annual Secretariat reports do not provide any 
relevant detail, but we understand through our 
discussions with the Secretariat that this occurs in 
an ad hoc way between some stai and their 
counterparts in other RFMOs. 
 

As above 
See section 3.1 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 
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RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: MARGINAL OR UNEVEN 
IMPLEMENTATION 

COMMENTS FROM PR2 

369(b) 
Recommends that the Commission and Secretariat 
encourage the use of the Developing States budget 
category for more than funding the attendance of 
participants from developing countries at SPRFMO 
meetings and that the Commission work to remove 
any impediments to accessing the Special 
Requirements Fund for technical assistance and 
capacity building.  

The Commission endorsed the recommendation 
noting that implementation will take time and 
require consideration of dedicated resources. A 
working group was convened (led by the USA). 
The working group appears to have been suspended 
due to ‘low interest’ (circular g51 -2019). 
The annual reports on the status of the DS fund 
indicate that the funds are only being spent on 
meeting participation, still.  
In 2021, the FAC examined how the funds were being 
used and explored whether to remove the cap on the 
developing states fund. In 2022, this change was 
adopted to the Financial Regulations. There are 
some things to explore here - whether Members 
have impediments accessing the fund, or whether 
they have just not found projects they want to 
undertake. There appear to be some routine 
compliance issues that may require some 
assistance to address. 
PR2 is not apprised of the Secretariat’s eiorts in this 
regard. 

PR2 agrees with the spirit of this 
recommendation. We note that Article 19 is much 
broader than facilitating meeting assistance, and we 
further agree that the Commission should remove 
impediments where they exist. 
We give consideration to improving participation.  
See section 3.5 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations.  
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RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: MARGINAL OR UNEVEN 
IMPLEMENTATION 

COMMENTS FROM PR2 

FINANCIAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES   
396(b) 
Recommends that the Commission, on advice of 
the Executive Secretary, give consideration to 
reviewing the structure of the Secretariat to ensure 
the most cost eiective use of stai resources, and to 
investing additional resources in building the 
capacity of the Secretariat to analyse scientific and 
MCS data  

FAC6 and COMM7 accepted this recommendation. 
The Commission deliberated on this for several 
years. It did not appear satisfied with the 
Secretariat’s advice on the staiing strategy. Finally, 
FAC11 and COMM 12 discussed a staiing strategy. 
No staiing strategy was adopted but the 
Commission and agreed to create a new P2 Science 
Manager position, delaying recruitment to the 
2025/2026 year and to maintain the Coordination 
and Communications Oiicer as a P1 but deploy it to 
General Services if the incumbent cannot continue 
in the job. This is a critical issue and while steps 
have been taken it is not fully resolved. 

PR2 has given substantial consideration to the 
SPRFMO Secretariat. PR2 considers there is an 
urgent need to reform the Secretariat to ensure it 
can deliver appropriately.  
See section 3.2 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations on building a high 
performing secretariat. 
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Annex 5.3: PR1 Recommendations - Not implemented/addressed (10 recommendations) 
RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: NOT IMPLEMENTED/ADDRESSED COMMENTS FROM PR2 
CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT 
100(d) 
Recommends that the Commission implement 
more eiective and comprehensive bycatch data 
collection and reporting, particularly but not limited 
to dependent and associated species in each fishery 
and identified species of concern, the collection of 
suiicient biological data to support the 
development of reliable stock assessments for all 
fisheries, and the extension of data collection 
programmes to include environmental data and 
other data to assist in estimating potential impacts 
on non-target species 

SC7 provided a comprehensive response to this 
recommendation outlining a summary of their 
previous advice, relevant work of the Habitat 
Monitoring Group and areas where the 
Commission’s advice may be required. 
As the relevant rules did not change, there are no 
new data collection requirements and therefore the 
recommendation was not implemented. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PR thinks this recommendation has merit, and we 
generally agree that little attention has been given to 
bycatch data collection.  We also observe that there 
have been some instances where the SC advice has 
inadvertently not followed through to a CMM 
amendment. 
However, more generally, we consider that the 
Commission needs to assess its data needs and 
data management more holistically to ensure that 
data is being captured correctly and can be used for 
its intended purpose, before it implements any new 
data requirements. 
See section 3.3 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 

166(e) 
Commends the work undertaken thus far to 
minimise bycatch of seabirds and Recommends 
that the Commission extend the CMM relating to 
seabird bycatch to all fisheries in the SPRFMO 
Convention Area. 

There was no consensus on this recommendation 
when the Commission considered it in 2019. 
The current CMM has not been changed since 
2017.   
It applies only to longline and trawl gear. It therefore 
does not capture all fisheries (squid jigging is not 
included nor purse seining undertaken by jack 
mackerel vessels). 

This recommendation is relevant to the 
Commission’s ongoing discussions on the 
management of the squid fishery. We generally 
observe that the regulatory measures across 
fisheries are not well harmonised.  In deciding the 
future of the squid fishery, PR2 considers there are a 
range of issues that need to be taken into account- 
bycatch management is one of them. 
See section 3.4 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 
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RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: NOT IMPLEMENTED/ADDRESSED COMMENTS FROM PR2 
166(h) 
Recommends that the Commission review current 
eiorts to give eiect to Article 3(1)(a)(ii) to ensure 
impacts on non-target and associated or dependent 
species are taken into account, and Article 
3(1)(a)(vii) which requires marine ecosystems to be 
protected, in particular those ecosystems which 
have long recovery times following disturbance;  

The Commission endorsed this recommendation 
and committed to keep under review the 
Commission’s eiorts to give eiect to Articles 
3(1)(a)(ii) and 3(1)(a)(vii). It has not been formally 
reviewed.  
Of the relevant CMMs: 
• Seabirds - unchanged since adoption in 2017 
• Fishing gear and marine pollution - Not 

reviewed/amended since adopted in 2019 
• Some of the exploratory fisheries measures deal 

with some of these impacts in an ad hoc way (e.g. 
on sharks)  

We observe that the Commission has directed its 
attention to fisheries measures rather than 
protection of marine ecosystems and impacts on 
associated/dependent species. We also consider 
that the CTC and Commission’s approach to 
reviewing CMMs has been light touch - almost 
inadequate. 
Some of these measures have been implemented 
without ever being properly reviewed. We cannot 
know if they are working if they are not reviewed. 
This is a key function of the CTC.  
See section 3.1 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 

166(i)  
Recommends that the Commission develop 
conservation and management measures for 
species of concern, with particular priority to be 
given to measures to prevent adverse impacts of 
fishing activities on chondrichthyans;  

“Species of concern” is defined in CMM 02-2022 as 
‘marine mammals, seabirds, reptiles or other 
species of concern.’ 
‘Other species of concern’ is defined in Annex 14 of 
CMM 02-2022 as oceanic whitetip shark, great white 
shark, basking shark, porbeagle shark, manta rays, 
mobula nei, and whale sharks. 
The Commission endorsed the recommendation 
noting its link with work on ERAs being lead by 
Australia.  
The Commission has adopted CMM 09-2017 on 
minimising bycatch of seabirds. 
However, this is not implemented as there are no 
CMMs on these issues, except for some ad hoc 
management in certain exploratory fisheries.   
 

PR2 considers the regulatory framework is lacking 
measures and protections for species of 
concern. We are not aware whether, or to what 
extent, there are risks to these species.  At least one 
respondent has identified SC advice relating to 
oceanic whitetip that was not taken up. 
However, PR2 is generally mindful of the direction 
and volume of the Scientific Committee’s work. We 
are reluctant to simply add to that list.  We consider 
that the Commission needs to adjust the way it 
approaches its direction, tasking, volume and 
structure of the Scientific Committee’s work to 
ensure the workload is achievable and responsive to 
management needs 
See section 3.1 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 
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RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: NOT IMPLEMENTED/ADDRESSED COMMENTS FROM PR2 
COMPLIANCE AND ENFORCEMENT 
202 (f) 
Recommends the Commission convene an 
intersessional working group (electronic) to identify 
the audit points/implementation obligations for all 
existing measures, and that all new measures 
adopted by the Commission identify the audit 
points/implementation obligations;  

The CTC 2019 meeting report annex instructs the 
Secretariat to engage with the WCPFC Secretariat to 
learn about the process underway at WCPFC and 
report back on learnings at COMM 8. 
The Secretariat did do that in CTC7 DOC 16.2. 
Ultimately the CTC decided that implementing an 
audit point system would increase the Secretariat 
workload and recommended the Commission 
continue with the current CMS scheme. (see paras 
276 to 280) 
The recommendation was ultimately not accepted 
by the CTC. 
 

PR2 is aware that RFMO CMMs are negotiated 
outcomes.  This means that it is not always clear 
how obligations will be assessed or what is expected 
of a national administration of a fishing  company to 
implement them. 
PR2 takes note of the Commission’s earlier view. 
PR2’s advice is that clear performance measures are 
important, so we agree with PR1’s advice; but we 
also consider that the Commission would be better 
served considering performance measures as and 
when the CMMs are reviewed; rather than through a 
single process as in the WCPFC.   
See section 3.1 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 

252(i) 
Encourages the Commission to clarify the IUU 
Vessel List measure on the issues related to 
revocation of permits and modification of the IUU 
Vessel List at the annual meeting in the near term, 
but does not consider this an immediate priority  

CTC recommended the Commission agree to review 
the IUU vessel list measure in 2020. While the CMM 
was modified in 2019 ('control of nationals') and 
2020 (minor edits with respect to changes in the 
details of a vessel appearing on the IUU vessel list), 
it was not modified in a way that met this 
recommendation. 

We consider that PR1 has identified legitimate 
issues in this CMM which need to be reviewed. We 
consider it is the role of the CTC to be responsive 
where provisions are in dispute, unclear or 
redundant.  We consider that the CTC can be more 
proactive about its approach to reviewing CMMs, 
and that the CTC should consider whether, in light of 
recent issues, it is constructive to examine this 
CMM. 
See section 3.1 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 
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RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: NOT IMPLEMENTED/ADDRESSED COMMENTS FROM PR2 
252(j) 
Recommends review of the CMS measure and 
consideration of the changes identified by the 
Review Panel.  

CTC7-Doc16 reports that no further action is 
required on this. The CTC endorsed the 
recommendation noting that further consideration 
of the specific changes identified by the Review 
Panel would be required, suggesting CMS review 
take place in 2021. 
Other than a proposal to amend the review date 
(2023, Sec), no proposals have been received on this 
subject.  
The CMM was revised in 2019 on the basis of an EU 
proposal (on unrelated topics), but the PR1 
recommendations were not discussed. 

Similar to the views we have expressed above, the 
CMS has never been reviewed and we cannot be 
sure the process is serving SPRFMO’s best interests 
- i.e if it is fit for purpose for dealing with small and 
large issues, whether its accessible to all Members 
from a capacity perspective, and whether the 
corrective actions have utility. 
Reviewing CMMs is a key function of the CTC.  
See section 3.1 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 

264(d) 
Recommends that the Commission consider 
revisions to the responses to non-compliance 
section of the CMS measure  
4.5 cooperative mechanisms to detect and deter 
non-compliance 

CTC7 invited Members to consider the 
recommendation and make a proposal to the next 
Commission meeting. 
Other than a proposal to amend the review date 
(2023, Sec), no proposals have been received on this 
subject. 

Similar to the views we have expressed above, the 
CMS has never been reviewed and we cannot be 
sure the process is serving SPRFMO’s best interests 
- i.e if it is fit for purpose for dealing with small and 
large issues, whether its accessible to all Members 
from a capacity perspective, and whether the 
corrective actions have utility. 
Reviewing CMMs is a key function of the CTC.  
See section 3.1 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 
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RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: NOT IMPLEMENTED/ADDRESSED COMMENTS FROM PR2 
DECISION-MAKING AND DISPUTE SETTLEMENT 
320(g) 
Recommends that Members consider making a 
special budgetary allocation at the first meeting 
following a use of the Article 17 Review Panel 
process to reimburse the SPRFMO budget in order to 
cover the costs associated with support to the most 
recent Article 17 Review Panel proceedings.  

The FAC supported the recommendation in principle 
and noted the importance of having funds available 
to resource the Commission’s contribution to any 
Review Panel established under Art 17. The 
Commission supported the FAC response noting 
that no such provision has been made in the next FY 
year budget. 
The Commission did not make a special budgetary 
allocation in 2024 following the 2023 process. It is 
not clear from the records whether this was 
discussed (or whether other competing expenses 
took priority). 
The Russian objection cost the Commission NZD 69 
306 according to the financial statements. (and 
would arguably have been more expensive but one 
of the Review Panel Members lives in the 
Netherlands already). 
The SPRFMO accounts are already very lean, but 
SPRFMO needs to be prepared for expensive 
contingencies (e.g. departing professional stai 
Members). The Contingency Fund is ~$160k NZD. 
While this sounds like a lot, it could be depleted very 
quickly with one objection and one relocation (it 
may not even be enough if the relocation includes 
spouses/dependents). That is problematic against a 
backdrop of mixed views on real growth in the 
budget and the amount of time it took to grow the 
cash reserves to where they are now. it is not a 
stable financial trajectory particularly if funds are 
not being replenished.  

We agreed that there is a need to take a careful 
approach to managing SPRFMO’s finances.  The 
budget is small, but ad hoc, large expenditures have 
the capacity to deplete the budget very quickly. We 
consider this in our advice on Commission’s 
governance model.  
See section 3.1 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 
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RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: NOT IMPLEMENTED/ADDRESSED COMMENTS FROM PR2 
INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION 
338(c) 
Recommends that the Secretariat develop a 
communications strategy in order to enhance 
communications with Members, CNCPs and 
observers, to cost-eiectively increase the visibility 
and profile of SPRFMO in the wider international 
fisheries community, and to ensure that there is a 
targeted approach to communications which bring 
direct benefits to the organisation  
 

Previously proposed by the Secretariat to FAC6. 
COMM7 endorsed this noting the FAC had endorsed 
a related paper. FAC7-DOC 11 summarised 
Secretariat activities and proposed an anniversary 
campaign. The Secretariat was invited to provide 
more detail on what this will include to FAC 8. They 
did not provide that detail, but they did include it in 
the budget (the FAC 8 report reflects Member 
queries to this eiect). 
The 10-year anniversary campaign was budgeted 
NZD 20 000 in the 2021 budget (as a forecast for 
2022-2023). 
FAC9 considered FAC9-DOC 13 relating to the 
anniversary campaign, and requested a low 
environmental cost campaign  
FAC10 then considered FAC10-Doc10_rev 1 which 
included the activities relating to the anniversary. 
However, the website only has FAC10-DOC10, not 
the rev, and the 0 draft contains no information on 
the anniversary. 
We are aware that there was a newsletter at some 
stage but are unsure if this continues.  

PR2 could not find any evidence that a 
communications strategy was developed, and we do 
not have visibility over current communication 
activities. 
While a communication strategy would arguably be 
helpful, we do not think that is a priority for the 
Secretariat at this time. We consider there are far 
more important reforms that need to be undertaken 
internally firstly, and secondly, we consider the 
Commission needs to clarify and confirm what it 
wants to do in relation to its cooperation with other 
organizations. 
See section 3.1 of the PR2 main report for our 
analysis and recommendations. 
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Annex 5.4: PR1 Recommendations - Unknown status (6 recommendations) 
PR2 couldn’t find evidence regarding discussions or outcomes for the following PR1 recommendations.  

RECOMMENDATION PROGRESS: UNKNOWN STATUS 
COMPLIANCE AND ENFORCEMENT 
285(d) Recommends that the Commission not undertake the development of a 
Catch Documentation Scheme or other market-related measure at this time.  

Endorsed by the Commission. It is not clear if there has been any further 
progress. 

285(e)  
Encourages Members and CNCPs to consider what targeted market-related 
measures might be most needed in the future, and to work strategically to 
develop them at the appropriate time  

Endorsed by the Commission. It is not clear if there has been any further 
progress. 

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION 
348(a) 
Recommends that further information is provided to CNCPs by the Commission 
on the benefits of becoming party to the SPRFMO Convention. 

The Commission endorsed this recommendation and instructed the Secretariat 
to engage with CNCPs in this regard. It is not clear if there has been any further 
progress. 

348(b)  
Recommends that the Commission further encourages CNCPs to cooperate 
with the Commission in implementing its conservation and management 
measures, including data submission requirements, and that the Commission 
apply a consistent approach to the granting of CNCP status.  

Endorsed by the Commission.  It is not clear if there has been any further 
discussion. 

353(a) 
Recommends that the Commission continue to encourage non-Members and 
non-CNCPs found to be fishing within the Convention Area to cooperate with the 
Commission, including through requesting CNCP status  

Endorsed by the Commission.  It is not clear if there has been any further 
discussion. 

353(c) 
Recommends that Members and the Secretariat take a more proactive 
approach towards identifying those vessels of non-Members and non-CNCPs 
that are undertaking fishing operations in the SPRFMO Convention Area  

Endorsed by the Commission.  It is not clear if there has been any further 
discussion. 
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Annex 6: Methodology 
 

The Review Panel employed a mixed methods approach to gain a comprehensive 
understanding of SPRFMO’s current state. The Panel conducted its work remotely, 
holding two in-person meetings in Wellington and several virtual sessions. Following the 
data collection phase (outlined below), the Review Panel identified and discussed the 
key issues that emerged during the review. These issues formed the foundation of the 
report.  

a. Desktop Analysis 

The Review Panel undertook a desktop review of information provided by the 
Secretariat. Some of this information was public, and other information was restricted 
circulation.  This included: 

• Meeting reports from the Commission and all subsidiary bodies since 2019. 

• CMM Implementation Reports. 

• Annual reports prepared by the Secretariat. 

• Reports of relevant intersessional processes (Bottom Fishing working group, 
Secretariat Sta]ing, COVID 19 issues, Port Inspection; and two circulars relevant 
to the disestablishment of the Working Group on Capacity Building and Working 
Group on Identification of Capacity Building Needs). 

• Papers associated with the Sta]ing Strategy. 

• Documents related to the First Performance Review. 

• Secretariat administrative reports. 

• Information pertaining to the 2023 Article 17 Processes. 

• A list of CMMs that are in force since 2019 and when they were updated. 

The Review Panel requested further documents from the Secretariat that it identified in 
its review of the initial information. This included: 

• The current Commission-approved organisational structure with job 
descriptions and gradings of each position, provided by the Secretariat. 

• Further information on the Data Working Group, including its terms of reference 
and any work undertaken or planned to be undertaken. 

https://www.sprfmo.int/meetings/meeting-reports/
https://www.sprfmo.int/fisheries/compliance/
https://www.sprfmo.int/about/docs/article-29-annual-reports/
https://www.sprfmo.int/about/docs/article-30-reviews/
https://www.sprfmo.int/about/secretariat/
https://www.sprfmo.int/about/docs/objections/
https://www.sprfmo.int/fisheries/conservation-and-management-measures/
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• Further information on the EU and USA grants provided including the nature, 
extent and timing of the funding. 

• The start/leaving date of all sta] in the Secretariat since December 2018. 

• Leave balances of each sta] member, anonymised. 

• The consultancy advice submitted by the Secretariat to the FAC on New Zealand 
labour laws and the Sta] Regulations along with FAC11-Doc11_rev2 (Restricted). 

• Circular G51-2019 (Not publicly available). 

• The status of the ‘proposed 2022 HCR’ for jack mackerel referenced on the 
website. 

• The number of authorised vessels and gross tonnage for the squid fishery, by 
flag, as of 31 December 2020. 

• Clarification on whether observers were notified of the 2024 Article 17 
Objections. 

The Review Panel also reviewed a number of other publicly available documents from 
other RFMOs dealing with similar issues, including those that the questionnaire 
respondents sent to us. 

 

b. Questionnaires 

In addition to interviews, the Review Panel distributed a questionnaire to the 
Secretariat, Members, CNCPs and Observers in both English and Spanish (see annexes 
7.a - c). The Review Panel also distributed a di]erent questionnaire to Secretariat 
Survey sta] (Annex 5.c). The questionnaire drew from the Convention and followed a 
similar format to the one used in the First Performance Review.  

Questionnaires were distributed in July 2024, with a three-week response timeframe. 
Late questionnaire responses were considered. Questionnaire input was confidential.  

14 Members and 2 Observers responded to the Questionnaire, but there were no 
responses from CNCPs or the Secretariat. Three Secretariat sta] members responded 
individually to the Secretariat Survey. Responses were destroyed once the data was 
analysed. 

 

 

 

https://www.sprfmo.int/science/jack-mackerel/
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c. Semi-Structured Interviews 

The Review Panel extended invitations for interviews to all Members, CNCPs, 
Observers, current and recently departed sta], as well as Chairpersons and former 
Chairpersons. Semi-structured interviews were conducted to provide the Review Panel 
with a comprehensive understanding of delegation priorities and the key issues facing 
the Commission. 

• The following delegations were interviewed: Australia, Chile, the European 
Union, New Zealand, the USA, and Vanuatu. 

• The following current and former O]ice Holders were interviewed: Riley Kim 
(COMM Chairperson), Alexa Cole (COMM Vice Chairperson), Ricardo Oliveros 
(SC Chairperson), Rebecca Espinoza (CTC Chair), Jimmy Villavicencio (FAC 
Chair), Katherine Bernal (Former CTC Chair), Jim Ianelli (Former SC Chair). 
Written feedback was also received from Luis Molledo (Former COMM 
Chairperson). 

• The following observers were interviewed: Calamasur, DSCC, Pew. 

The Review Panel asked the following questions to all interviewees: 

• What would a successful review look like to you? 

• What are the key issues that need to be addressed by this review? 

• How does the future look for the SPRFMO Commission? 

• Do you want to further discuss any of the questions in our review questionnaire? 

Additionally, the following question was posed to the current and former Commission 
Chairpersons: 

• What are your views on the performance of the Secretariat in supporting the 
Commission? 

The following question was asked of all current and former subsidiary body 
Chairpersons: 

• How do you think [subsidiary body] could improve? 

• Does the Commission provide good direction and guidance to [subsidiary body]? 

Finally, the Review Panel also interviewed the former Data Manager about the 
opportunities and challenges in her former role. 

Each interview lasted approximately one hour. While the Review Panel asked the list of 
questions detailed above, the interview format was flexible, allowing for follow-up 
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questions and in-depth discussions. Interviews were conducted over July and August 
2024. 

All interviews were recorded with participant consent and transcribed for analysis. 
Transcriptions and recordings were destroyed following the analysis.  



55 
 

Annex 7: Supporting documentation 
Annex 7.1: Questionnaire in English 

SPRFMO PERFORMANCE REVIEW PANEL 2024 
 
The SPRFMO Performance Review Panel is inviting feedback from SPRFMO Members, 
CNCPs, Observers and the Secretariat. The Review Panel has prepared this questionnaire 
to assist it with its work in accordance with Decision 06-2024. 
This questionnaire has two parts, and eight sections. The Panel is pleased to accept 
responses in both English and Spanish. 
Part I seeks your feedback on the first Review Panel process. We are asking these questions 
to assist us in the way we prepare the report, ultimately with the view to providing you a final 
report that you find valuable.  
Part II seeks your feedback on a range of areas of the Organization’s work and practices.  
Your feedback here will assistance us to fulfil Part A of our terms of reference (relating to 
implementation of the previous recommendations); as well as to focus and target our work 
on emerging or systemic issues.  The eight sections are: 

1. Conservation and Management 
2. Compliance and Enforcement 
3. Decision-making and dispute settlement 
4. International Cooperation 
5. Process Management 
6. Financial and Administrative issues 
7. Data Management 
8. Emerging Issues 

This is a confidential questionnaire. The Panel will retain the summary data, but your 
individual responses will be destroyed shortly after they are collated. 
Members, CNCPs, Observers and the Secretariat are invited to return their responses to the 
questionnaire to kerrierobertson@hotmail.com by 31 July 2024. The Panel will confirm 
receipt of your questionnaire within 2 business days. 
 
Contact Information 

Delegation  
Respondent name  
Contact email  
Are you willing to be contacted by the Panel 
in case we would like to further elaborate 
on your answers? 

☐ Yes  
☐ No 
 

 
 

 

  

https://sprfmo.int/assets/Meetings/01-COMM/12th-Commission-2024/Report-and-Annexes/Annex-8b-Decision-06-2024-2nd-SPRFMO-Performance-Review.pdf
https://sprfmo.int/about/docs/article-30-reviews/1st-review-2018/
mailto:kerrierobertson@hotmail.com
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Part I 
The 2018 Performance Review 
 
a. What did you find valuable about the last Performance Review report as a 

Member/CNCP/Observer/Secretariat? 

Comments: 
 

 
b. How could that performance review have been improved? 

Comments: 
 

 
c. Are there any areas that the last review did not address? 

☐ Yes     ☐ No 

Further comments: 
 

 
d. How well do you think the Commission has implemented the recommendations 

from the last review? 
☐ Very well, SPRFMO has implemented most or all of the recommendations 
☐ Moderately well, SPRFMO has implemented a few recommendations, but many gaps 
remain 
☐ Not well at all, limited effort to implement recommendations 

Further comments: 
 

 
 

Part II 
1. Conservation and Management 
This section deals with conservation and management of SPRFMO fishery resources. This 
section is focused on management outcomes, rather than the way decisions are made.  
The Panel is aware that there are three main fisheries, each regulated under their own 
measures, as well as several exploratory fisheries.  Article 20 of the Convention sets out 
what Conservation and Management Measures (CMMs) are to achieve. Our questions here 
speak directly to Article 20.   
In terms of the exploratory fisheries questions, the Review Panel is aware that CMM 13 sets 
out the framework for establishing exploratory fisheries, and that each exploratory fishery is 
then regulated under its own CMM.  We note that these exploratory fisheries need to be 
developed in a way that is consistent with Article 22 of the Convention.  We are particularly 
aware that CMM 13 established a ten-year maximum limit for fisheries to be ‘exploratory’ 
and that some fisheries are approaching this limit.  We note the Commission will be faced 
with a decision on whether to establish or cease each fishery, as CMM 13 requires, in the 
short to medium term and that these decisions have not been made previously. 
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In terms of the final question, the Review Panel’s term of reference specifically requests us 
to comment on the effectiveness of compatible measures for straddling stocks, which are 
required under Articles 4 and 20 of the Convention. 
 
a. With respect to SPRFMO’s jack mackerel fishery, has the Commission adopted 

measures that: 
i. Ensure this stock is managed for long-term 

sustainability? 
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

ii. Prevent overfishing and over capacity for this 
stock? 

☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

iii. Maintain or restore populations of 
associated and dependent species? 

☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

iv. Ensure the protection of habitats and 
ecosystems in the management of the 
fishery? 

☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

Further comments: 
 

 
b. With respect to SPRFMO’s deepwater fisheries, has the Commission adopted 

measures that: 
i. Ensure these stocks are managed for long-

term sustainability? 
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

ii. Prevent overfishing and over capacity for 
these stocks? 

☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

iii. Maintain or restore populations of associated 
and dependent species? 

☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

iv. Ensure the protection of habitats and 
ecosystems in the management of the 
fishery? 

☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

Further comments: 
 

 
c. With respect to SPRFMO’s squid fishery, has the Commission adopted measures 

that: 
i. Ensure this stock is managed for long-term 

sustainability? 
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

ii. Prevent overfishing and over capacity for this 
stock? 

☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

iii. Maintain or restore populations of associated 
and dependent species? 

☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

iv. Ensure the protection of habitats and 
ecosystems in the management of the fishery? 

☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

Further comments: 
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d. How effective do you think the Commission’s exploratory fisheries framework is at 
ensuring that the new fisheries are developed on a precautionary and gradual basis 
in accordance with Article 22 and CMM 13? 
☐ Very effective 
☐ Moderately effective 
☐ Neither effective nor ineffective 
☐ Ineffective 
☐ Very ineffective 

Further comments: 
 

 
e. How do you see the Commission transitioning the exploratory fisheries into 

mainstream management once each exploratory fishery reaches its ten-year 
timeframe? 

Comments: 
 

 
f. With respect to the fishery resources that are identified as straddling areas under 

the national jurisdiction of a coastal State Contracting Party and the adjacent high 
seas of the Convention Area, are compatible measures in place? 
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

Further comments: 
 

 
 
2. Compliance and Enforcement 
The Panel notes that the Compliance and Technical Committee (CTC) is charged with a 
number of important responsibilities.  We see the CTC as having three core roles: assessing 
Member compliance with CMMs, reviewing and providing advice to the Commission on 
those CMMs and playing a key role in reviewing vessel conduct and flag State response in 
the IUU vessel listing procedure. The focus of our questions here is to understand how the 
CTC undertakes its work. 
a. Does the CTC have sound systems and processes in place to evaluate the 

effectiveness of CMMs and make recommendations for improvement?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

Further comments: 
 

 
b. Does the CTC have sound systems in place to evaluate the performance of 

Members in their implementation of CMMs? 
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

Further comments: 
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c. Does the CTC treat similar cases in the IUU vessel listing procedure consistently 
and equitably? 
☐ Yes     ☐ No  

Further comments: 
 

 
3. Decision-making and Dispute Settlement 
The Review Panel is interested in exploring how the SPRFMO Commission makes its 
decisions – that is, how the Commission can be sure its decisions are lawfully and properly 
made; and whether those decisions are appropriately transparent. We are also interested in 
exploring whether the objections procedure remains useful to Members, particularly now 
that it has been tested 3 times. 
a. Are you comfortable with the practices and processes the Commission uses to 

make decisions?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

Further comments: 
 

 
b. Do you think the objection procedure is effective to resolve differences in decision-

making?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

Further comments: 
 

 
c. Has the Commission applied a precautionary approach in line with the 

requirements of Article 3(2) of the SPRFMO Convention and the Code of Conduct for 
Responsible Fisheries?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

Further comments: 
 

 
d. Do SPRFMO decisions fully incorporate the ecosystem approach to fisheries 

management in accordance with Article 3(2) of the SPRFMO Convention?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

Further comments: 
 

 
e. Has SPRFMO sufficiently incorporated the criteria established under Article 21(1) of 

the SPRFMO Convention in the adoption of measures relating to the allocation  of 
the total allowable catch or total allowable fishing effort?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No 

Further comments: 
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f. Are the decision-making processes inclusive and transparent, where relevant?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

What can be improved? 
 

 
g. Is the Commission making decisions based on the best scientific and technical 

information available and the advice of all relevant subsidiary bodies?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

Further comments: 
 

 
 
4. International Cooperation 
The Review Panel notes that SPRFMO cooperates with a range of actors.  It has Memoranda 
of Understanding (MoUs) with a range of organisations (both within and external to 
fisheries).  The Panel is also aware that SPRFMO has a procedure for granting and renewing 
CNCP status.  Furthermore, the Panel notes the Commission’s responsibilities to recognise 
the special requirements of developing States, as set out in Article 19 and in international 
law more generally. 
a. How effective and/or valuable are the MoUs that SPRFMO has signed with other 

fisheries-related organisations?  
☐ Effective 
☐ Ineffective 
☐ Neither effective nor ineffective 
☐ We do not know how effective the MoUs are 

Further comments: 
 

 
b. If they are valuable, should the Commission broaden its sights into other MoUs 

with other fisheries-related organisations?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No  

Further comments: 
 

 
c. Should SPRFMO cooperate with other (non-fisheries) bodies such as the 

International Maritime Organization (IMO), International Labour Organization (ILO), 
etc?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No  

If yes, what would be the added value for SPRFMO? 
 

 
 
 

https://sprfmo.int/cooperation/mous/
https://sprfmo.int/cooperation/mous/
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d. Does the Commission have an effective process in place to incentivise CNCPs to 
voluntarily apply applicable CMMs?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

Further comments: 
 

 
e. Should the Commission increase its efforts to encourage CNCPs, either 

individually or collectively, to become SPRFMO Members?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No 

Further comments: 
 

 
f. Does the Commission have systems and processes to allow observers to 

contribute to the work of the Commission?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

Further comments: 
 

 
g. What actions has the Commission taken to implement Article 19 of the Convention 

on the Recognition of the Special Requirements of Developing States?  

Comments: 
 

 
h. Which future actions should the Commission prioritise, if any, to implement the 

provisions of Article 19?  

Comments: 
 

 
 
5. Process Management 
The Review Panel is seeking to understand how SPRFMO organises and plans its work to 
ensure that the Commission, its subsidiary bodies and the Secretariat work effectively. We 
are interested to understand the way the relevant bodies work together and the extent of 
strategic planning processes and any barriers to success. In terms of question 3, which the 
Panel acknowledges is very specific, we are aware that some RFMOs use a harvest strategy 
process not simply to ensure sound management of the stocks under their charge, but also 
as a means to plan and prioritise technical work and decisions that are required with 
respect to the stocks they are managing. 
 
a. Does the Commission have systems and processes in place to plan and prioritise 

its work within budgetary constraints?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

Further comments: 
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b. Does the Commission provide clear direction and oversight to the Scientific 
Committee?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

What can be improved? 
 

 
c. Does the Commission provide clear direction and oversight to the Compliance and 

Technical Committee?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

What can be improved? 
 

 
d. Does the Commission provide clear direction and oversight to the Finance and 

Administration Committee?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

What can be improved? 
 

 
e. How well is the subsidiary bodies’ work coordinated and integrated?  

☐ Very well integrated 
☐ Somewhat integrated 
☐ Not integrated, and this should be improved 
☐ Not integrated, but it does not need to be 

Further comments: 
 

 
f. Do you think the Commission should use a harvest strategy approach to managing 

its fishery resources?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No  

Further comments: 
 

 
g. What other international best practice do you think the Commission could usefully 

adopt?  

Comments: 
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h. To what extent is English, as the sole official and working language of the 
Commission, affecting Members’ ability to participate fully in the Commission’s 
work?  
☐ Significantly 
☐ Somewhat  
☐ Occasionally 
☐ Never 

Further comments: 
 

 
 
6. Financial and Administrative Issues 
We are interested to explore the way SPRFMO’s financial and administrative management.  
This includes sound budget management, ensuring the budget is resourced to meet needs, 
ensuring that there is sound communication between its organs so that decision-makers 
understand what is required.  It also includes cost effectiveness and achieving value for 
money. 
From an administrative perspective, the Review Panel notes that the Secretariat is small 
and that there have been a number of changes in personnel since the first performance 
review.  We are interested to understand the effectiveness of current arrangements, 
including with respect to attraction, retention and SPRFMO’s potential as an employer of 
choice. 
a. How well do you think the Commission provides direction and oversight to the 

Secretariat?  
☐ Strong and clear direction 
☐ Adequate direction 
☐ Limited or inconsistent direction 
☐ No direction at all 

Further comments: 
 

 
b. Are you satisfied with the quality and value for money (cost effectiveness) of 

services provided to Members by the Secretariat?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

Further comments: 
 

 
c. How do you think the performance of the Secretariat can be improved? Are there 

particular areas you consider need improvement?  

Comments: 
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d. Do you think the Secretariat is adequately resourced to meet the Commission’s 
current and future expectations?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No 

Further comments: 
 

 
e. How well does the Secretariat manage the budget?  

☐ Excellent 
☐ Above average 
☐ Average 
☐ Below average 
☐ Very poor 
 

Further comments: 
 

 
f. Are you satisfied with the hosting arrangements for the Secretariat, and how could 

these be improved?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

Further comments: 
 

 
g. Are the Staff Regulations, Headquarters Agreement and Financial Regulations fit 

for purpose?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No 

Further comments: 
 

 
h. Do you think the Secretariat has sound human resource management systems in 

place?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No 

Further comments: 
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7. Data Management 
Data management is essential in an organization such as SPRFMO.  We are interested to 
understand SPRFMO’s current data management, including to understand if it is securely 
housed and whether the Commission and its subsidiary bodies have the data they need, 
and can effectively use that data in support of its work. 
 
a. Has the Commission and its subsidiary bodies adequately identified its data 

needs?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No 

Further comments: 
 

 
b. How well do you think the Secretariat is managing Commission data? How do you 

think the Secretariat can improve?  
☐ Excellent 
☐ Above average 
☐ Average 
☐ Below average 
☐ Very poor 

Further comments: 
 

 
c. How does the Commission make investment decisions in terms of information 

management systems and infrastructure?  

Comments: 
 

 
d. Is the Data Working Group established in 2023 fulfilling its purpose?  

☐ Yes     ☐ No 

Further comments: 
 

 
e. Do you consider that the security of data held by the Secretariat is adequate?  

☐ Yes     ☐ No 

Further comments: 
 

 
f. Does the Commission have in place good processes and systems to protect the 

confidentiality of data, where relevant?  
☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

What can be improved? 
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8. Emerging Issues 
The SPRFMO Review Panel terms of reference specifically ask the Panel to consider 
emerging issues and the Commission’s readiness to address these. The Panel is interested 
to understand respondent’s views on the issues most critically facing the Commission. 
a. What are the key emerging issues for the Commission to address in the medium to 

long term, and why?  E.g., climate change is mentioned in Decision 06-2024.   

Comments: 
 

 
b. Is the Commission in a position to deal with these issues?  

☐ Yes     ☐ No     ☐ Partly 

Further comments: 
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Annex 7.2: Questionnaire in Spanish 

PANEL DE REVISIÓN DEL DESEMPEÑO DE LA 
SPRFMO 2024 

 
El Panel de Revisión del Desempeño de la SPRFMO solicita comentarios de los miembros 
de la SPRFMO, las Partes no contratantes cooperantes (PNCC), los observadores y la 
Secretaría. El Panel de Revisión ha preparado este cuestionario para ayudarlo con su 
trabajo de conformidad con la Decisión 06-2024. 
Este cuestionario tiene dos partes y ocho secciones. El Panel se complace en aceptar 
respuestas tanto en inglés como en español. 
La Parte I busca sus comentarios sobre el primer proceso del Panel de Revisión. Hacemos 
estas preguntas para ayudarnos en la forma en que preparamos el informe, en última 
instancia con el fin de brindarle un informe final que le resulte valioso. 
La Parte II busca sus comentarios sobre una variedad de áreas del trabajo y las prácticas 
de la Organización. Sus comentarios aquí nos ayudarán a cumplir con la Parte A de 
nuestros términos de referencia (relacionados con la implementación de las 
recomendaciones anteriores); así como centrar y orientar nuestro trabajo hacia cuestiones 
emergentes o sistémicas. Las ocho secciones son : 

1. Conservación y Manejo 
2. Cumplimiento y Ejecución  
3. Toma de Decisiones y Solución de Controversias 
4. Cooperación Internacional 
5. Gestión de Proceso 
6. Cuestiones Financieras y Administrativas 
7. Gestión de Datos 
8. Cuestiones emergentes 

Este es un cuestionario confidencial. El Panel conservará los datos resumidos, pero sus 
respuestas individuales se destruirán poco después de su recopilación. 
Se invita a los miembros, PNCC, observadores y la Secretaría a enviar sus respuestas al 
cuestionario a kerrierobertson@hotmail.com antes del 31 de julio de 2024. El Panel 
confirmará la recepción de su cuestionario dentro de 2 días hábiles. 
 
Información del contacto 

Delegación  
Nombre del encuestado  
Email de contacto  
¿Está usted dispuesto a ser contactado por 
el Panel en caso de que quisiéramos dar 
más detalles sobre sus respuestas? 

☐Sí  
☐No 
 

 

  

https://sprfmo.int/assets/Meetings/01-COMM/12th-Commission-2024/Report-and-Annexes/Annex-8b-Decision-06-2024-2nd-SPRFMO-Performance-Review.pdf
https://sprfmo.int/about/docs/article-30-reviews/1st-review-2018/
mailto:kerrierobertson@hotmail.com
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Parte I 
La revisión del desempeño de 2018 
a. ¿Qué encontró valioso sobre el último informe de Evaluación de Desempeño como 

Miembro/CNCP/Observador/Secretaría? 

Comentarios: 
 

 
b. ¿Cómo se podría haber mejorado esa evaluación de desempeño? 

Comentarios: 
 

 
c. ¿Hay áreas que la última revisión no abordó? 

☐Sí     ☐No 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
d. ¿En su opinión, la Comisión ha aplicado bien las recomendaciones de la última 

revisión? 
☐Muy bien, la SPRFMO ha implementado la mayoría o todas las recomendaciones. 
☐Moderadamente bien, la SPRFMO ha implementado algunas recomendaciones, pero 
aún quedan muchas brechas. 
☐Nada bien, esfuerzo limitado para implementar las recomendaciones. 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
 

Parte II 
1. Conservación y Manejo 
Esta sección trata de la conservación y ordenación de los recursos pesqueros de la 
SPRFMO. Esta sección se centra en los resultados de la gestión, más que en la forma en 
que se toman las decisiones. 
El Panel es consciente de que hay tres pesquerías principales, cada una regulada por sus 
propias medidas, así como varias pesquerías exploratorias. El artículo 20 de la Convención 
establece lo que deben lograr las Medidas de Conservación y Ordenamiento (MCO). 
Nuestras preguntas aquí se refieren directamente al artículo 20. 
En términos de las preguntas sobre pesquerías exploratorias, el Panel de Revisión es 
consciente de que la MCO 13 establece el marco para establecer pesquerías exploratorias, 
y que cada pesquería exploratoria está regulada por su propia MCO. Observamos que estas 
pesquerías exploratorias deben desarrollarse de manera coherente con el artículo 22 de la 
Convención. Somos particularmente conscientes de que la MCO 13 estableció un límite 
máximo de diez años para que las pesquerías sean 'exploratorias' y que algunas pesquerías 
se están acercando a este límite. Observamos que la Comisión se enfrentará a una 
decisión sobre si establecer o cesar cada pesquería, como lo requiere la MCO 13, en el 
corto a mediano plazo y que estas decisiones no se han tomado previamente. 
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En cuanto a la pregunta final, el mandato del Panel de Revisión nos solicita 
específicamente que comentemos sobre la efectividad de las medidas compatibles para 
las poblaciones transzonales, que son requeridas bajo los Artículos 4 y 20 de la 
Convención. 
 
a. Con respecto a la pesquería de jurel de la SPRFMO, ha adoptado la Comisión 

medidas para: 
v. ¿Asegurar que esta población se gestione 

para lograr una sostenibilidad a largo plazo? 
☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

vi. ¿Prevenir la sobrepesca y la sobrecapacidad 
de esta población? 

☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

vii. ¿Mantener o restaurar poblaciones de 
especies asociadas y dependientes? 

☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

viii. ¿Asegurar la protección de hábitats y 
ecosistemas en la gestión de la pesquería? 

☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
b. Con respecto a las pesquerías de aguas profundas de la SPRFMO, ha adoptado la 

Comisión medidas para: 
v. ¿Asegurar que estas poblaciones se 

gestionen para lograr una sostenibilidad a 
largo plazo? 

☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

vi. ¿Prevenir la sobrepesca y el exceso de 
capacidad de estas poblaciones? 

☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

vii. ¿Mantener o restaurar poblaciones de 
especies asociadas y dependientes? 

☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

viii. ¿Asegurar la protección de hábitats y 
ecosistemas en la gestión de la pesquería? 

☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
c. Con respecto a la pesquería de calamar gigante/pota/jibia de la SPRFMO, ha 

adoptado la Comisión medidas para: 
v. ¿Asegurar que esta población se gestione para 

lograr una sostenibilidad a largo plazo? 
☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

vi. ¿Prevenir la sobrepesca y la sobrecapacidad 
de esta población? 

☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

vii. ¿Mantener o restaurar poblaciones de 
especies asociadas y dependientes? 

☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

viii. ¿Asegurar la protección de hábitats y 
ecosistemas en la gestión de la pesquería? 

☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

Más comentarios: 
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d. ¿Qué tan efectivo cree usted que es el marco de pesquerías exploratorias de la 
Comisión para garantizar que las nuevas pesquerías se desarrollen de forma 
preventiva y gradual de conformidad con el artículo 22 y la MCO 13? 
☐Muy efectivo 
☐Moderadamente eficaz 
☐Ni eficaz ni ineficaz 
☐Ineficaz 
☐Muy ineficaz 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
e. ¿Cómo cree que la Comisión hará la transición de las pesquerías exploratorias a 

una gestión general una vez que cada pesquería exploratoria alcance su plazo de 
diez años? 

Comentarios: 
 

 
f. Con respecto a los recursos pesqueros identificados como transzonales entre las 

zonas bajo jurisdicción nacional de una Parte Contratantes que es Estado ribereño 
y la alta mar adyacente de la zona de la Convención, ¿se han adoptado medidas 
compatibles? 
☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
2. Cumplimiento y Ejecución 
El Panel observa que el Comité Técnico y de Cumplimiento (CTC) tiene una serie de 
responsabilidades importantes. Consideramos que el CTC tiene tres funciones principales: 
evaluar el cumplimiento de los miembros con las MCOs, revisar y brindar asesoramiento a 
la Comisión sobre esas MCOs y desempeñar un papel clave en la revisión de la conducta 
de los buques y la respuesta del Estado del pabellón en el procedimiento de inclusión en la 
lista de buques INDNR. El objetivo de nuestras preguntas aquí es comprender cómo lleva a 
cabo su trabajo el CTC. 
a. ¿Cuenta el CTC con sistemas y procesos sólidos para evaluar la eficacia de las 

MCOs y hacer recomendaciones de mejora? 
☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
b. ¿Cuenta el CTC con sistemas sólidos para evaluar el desempeño de los Miembros 

en la implementación de las MCOs? 
☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

Más comentarios: 
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c. ¿Trata el CTC de forma coherente y equitativa casos similares en el procedimiento 
de inclusión en la lista de buques INDNR? 
☐Sí     ☐No 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
 
3. Toma de Decisiones y Solución de Controversias 
El Panel de Revisión está interesado en explorar cómo la Comisión de la SPRFMO toma sus 
decisiones, es decir, cómo la Comisión puede estar segura de que sus decisiones se toman 
de manera legítima y adecuada; y si esas decisiones son debidamente transparentes. 
También estamos interesados en explorar si el procedimiento de objeciones sigue siendo 
útil para los Miembros, especialmente ahora que ha sido probado tres veces. 
a. ¿Se siente cómodo con las prácticas y procesos que utiliza la Comisión para tomar 

decisiones? 
☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
b. ¿Cree que el procedimiento de objeción es eficaz para resolver diferencias en la 

toma de decisiones? 
☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
c. ¿Ha aplicado la Comisión un criterio de precaución en consonancia con los 

requisitos del Artículo 3(2) de la Convención SPRFMO y el Código de Conducta para 
la Pesca Responsable? 
☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
d. ¿Las decisiones de la SPRFMO incorporan plenamente el enfoque ecosistémico en 

la ordenación pesquera de conformidad con el Artículo 3(2) de la Convención de la 
SPRFMO? 
☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

Más comentarios: 
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e. ¿Ha incorporado suficientemente la SPRFMO los criterios establecidos en el 
artículo 21(1) de la Convención de la SPRFMO en la adopción de medidas relativas a 
la asignación de la captura total permisible o del esfuerzo pesquero total 
permisible? 
☐Sí     ☐No 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
f. ¿Son los procesos de toma de decisiones inclusivos y transparentes, cuando sea 

pertinente? 
☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

¿Qué se puede mejorar? 
 

 
g. ¿Está la Comisión tomando decisiones basadas en la mejor información científica 

y técnica disponible y en el asesoramiento de todos los órganos subsidiarios 
pertinentes? 
☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
 
4. Cooperación internacional 
El Panel de Revisión señala que la SPRFMO coopera con una variedad de actores. Tiene 
Memorandos de Entendimiento (MoUs) con una variedad de organizaciones (tanto dentro 
como fuera de la pesca). El Panel también es consciente de que la SPRFMO tiene un 
procedimiento para otorgar y renovar el estatus de CNCP. Además, el Panel señala las 
responsabilidades de la Comisión de reconocer los requisitos especiales de los Estados en 
desarrollo, según lo establecido en el Artículo 19 y en el derecho internacional en general. 
a. ¿Cuán efectivos y/o valiosos son los MoUs que la SPRFMO ha firmado con otras 

organizaciones relacionadas con la pesca? 
☐Eficaz 
☐Ineficaz 
☐Ni eficaz ni ineficaz 
☐No sabemos qué tan efectivos son los MoUs 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
b. Si son valiosos, ¿debería la Comisión ampliar su mirada hacia otros MoUs con 

otras organizaciones relacionadas con la pesca? 
☐Sí     ☐No 

Más comentarios: 
 

 

https://sprfmo.int/cooperation/mous/
https://sprfmo.int/cooperation/mous/
https://sprfmo.int/cooperation/mous/
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c. ¿Debería la SPRFMO cooperar con otros organismos (no relacionados con la 
pesca), como la Organización Marítima Internacional (OMI), la Organización 
Internacional del Trabajo (OIT), etc.? 
☐Sí     ☐No 

En caso afirmativo, ¿cuál sería el valor añadido para la SPRFMO? 
 

 
d. ¿Tiene la Comisión un proceso efectivo para incentivar a los PNCC a aplicar 

voluntariamente las MCOs aplicables? 
☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
e. ¿Debería la Comisión aumentar sus esfuerzos para alentar a los PNCC, ya sea 

individual o colectivamente, a convertirse en miembros de la SPRFMO? 
☐Sí     ☐No 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
f. ¿Tiene la Comisión sistemas y procesos que permitan a los observadores 

contribuir al trabajo de la Comisión ? 
☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
g. ¿Qué medidas ha adoptado la Comisión para aplicar el Artículo 19 de la 

Convención sobre el reconocimiento de las necesidades especiales de los Estados 
en desarrollo? 

Comentarios: 
 

 
h. ¿Qué acciones futuras debería priorizar la Comisión, en su caso, para aplicar las 

disposiciones del Artículo 19? 

Comentarios: 
 

 
 
5. Gestión de proceso 
El Panel de Revisión busca comprender cómo la SPRFMO organiza y planifica su trabajo 
para garantizar que la Comisión, sus órganos subsidiarios y la Secretaría trabajen de 
manera efectiva. Estamos interesados en comprender la forma en que los organismos 
relevantes trabajan juntos y el alcance de los procesos de planificación estratégica y las 
barreras para el éxito. En términos de la pregunta 3, que el Panel reconoce que es muy 
específica, somos conscientes de que algunas OROPs utilizan un proceso de estrategia de 
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captura (harvest strategy) no simplemente para garantizar una gestión adecuada de las 
poblaciones a su cargo, sino también como un medio para planificar y priorizar el trabajo 
técnico y decisiones que se requieren con respecto a los stocks que están gestionando. 
a. ¿Cuenta la Comisión con sistemas y procesos para planificar y priorizar su trabajo 

dentro de las limitaciones presupuestarias? 
☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
b. ¿Proporciona la Comisión una dirección y supervisión claras al Comité Científico? 

☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

¿Qué se puede mejorar? 
 

 
c. ¿Proporciona la Comisión dirección y supervisión claras al Comité Técnico y de 

Cumplimiento? 
☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

¿Qué se puede mejorar? 
 

 
d. ¿Ofrece la Comisión una dirección y supervisión claras al Comité de Finanzas y 

Administración? 
☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

¿Qué se puede mejorar? 
 

 
e. ¿Qué tan bien está coordinada e integrada la labor de los órganos subsidiarios? 

☐Muy bien integrada 
☐Algo integrada 
☐No está integrada y esto debería mejorarse. 
☐No está integrada, pero no es necesario que lo esté. 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
f. ¿Cree que la Comisión debería utilizar un enfoque de estrategia de captura (harvest 

strategy) para gestionar sus recursos pesqueros? 
☐Sí     ☐No 

Más comentarios: 
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g. ¿Qué otras buenas prácticas internacionales cree que podría ser útil para la 
Comisión? 

Comentarios: 
 

 
h. ¿En qué medida el inglés, como único idioma oficial y de trabajo de la Comisión, 

afecta la capacidad de los miembros para participar plenamente en el trabajo de la 
Comisión? 
☐Significativamente 
☐Un poco 
☐Ocasionalmente 
☐Nunca 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
 
6. Cuestiones Financieras y Administrativas 
Nos interesa explorar el modo de gestión financiera y administrativa de la SPRFMO. Esto 
incluye una gestión presupuestaria sólida, garantizar que el presupuesto cuente con los 
recursos necesarios para satisfacer las necesidades y garantizar que exista una 
comunicación sólida entre sus órganos para que los tomadores de decisiones comprendan 
lo que se requiere. También incluye la rentabilidad y la obtención de una buena relación 
calidad-precio. 
Desde una perspectiva administrativa, el Panel de Revisión observa que la Secretaría es 
pequeña y que ha habido una serie de cambios de personal desde la primera revisión de 
desempeño. Estamos interesados en comprender la eficacia de las disposiciones actuales, 
incluyendo la atracción, la retención y el potencial de la SPRFMO como empleador de 
elección. 
a. ¿Qué tan bien cree que la Comisión proporciona dirección y supervisión a la 

Secretaría? 
☐Dirección fuerte y clara 
☐Dirección adecuada 
☐Dirección limitada o inconsistente 
☐Ninguna dirección en absoluto 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
b. ¿Está satisfecho con la calidad y la relación calidad-precio (rentabilidad) de los 

servicios que la Secretaría presta a los Miembros? 
☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

Más comentarios: 
 

 



76 
 

c. ¿Cómo cree que se puede mejorar el desempeño de la Secretaría? ¿Hay áreas 
particulares que considere que necesitan mejorar? 

Comentarios: 
 

 
d. ¿Cree que la Secretaría cuenta con los recursos adecuados para cumplir con las 

expectativas actuales y futuras de la Comisión? 
☐Sí     ☐No 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
e. ¿Qué tan bien administra la Secretaría el presupuesto? 

☐Excelente 
☐Por encima del promedio 
☐Promedio 
☐Por debajo del promedio 
☐Muy pobre 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
f. ¿Está satisfecho con las disposiciones de sede de la Secretaría y cómo podrían 

mejorarse? 
☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
g. ¿Son adecuados el Estatuto del Personal, el Acuerdo de Sede y el Reglamento 

Financiero? 
☐Sí     ☐No 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
h. ¿Cree que la Secretaría cuenta con sistemas sólidos de gestión de recursos 

humanos? 
☐Sí     ☐No 

Más comentarios: 
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7. Gestión de Datos 
La gestión de datos es esencial en una organización como la SPRFMO. Estamos 
interesados en comprender la gestión actual de datos de la SPRFMO, incluso si están 
almacenados de forma segura y si la Comisión y sus órganos subsidiarios tienen los datos 
que necesitan y pueden utilizarlos de manera efectiva en apoyo de su trabajo. 
a. ¿Han identificado adecuadamente la Comisión y sus órganos subsidiarios sus 

necesidades de datos? 
☐Sí     ☐No 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
b. ¿Qué tan bien cree que la Secretaría está gestionando los datos de la Comisión? 

¿Cómo cree que puede mejorar la Secretaría? 
☐Excelente 
☐Por encima del promedio 
☐Promedio 
☐Por debajo del promedio 
☐Muy pobre 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
c. ¿Cómo toma la Comisión decisiones de inversión en términos de infraestructura y 

sistemas de gestión de la información? 

Comentarios: 
 

 
d. ¿El Grupo de Trabajo de Datos establecido en 2023 está cumpliendo su propósito? 

☐Sí     ☐No 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
e. ¿Considera que la seguridad de los datos en poder de la Secretaría es adecuada? 

☐Sí     ☐No 

Más comentarios: 
 

 
f. ¿Dispone la Comisión de buenos procesos y sistemas para proteger la 

confidencialidad de los datos, cuando proceda? 
☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

¿Qué se puede mejorar? 
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8. Cuestiones Emergentes 
Los términos de referencia del Panel de Revisión de la SPRFMO solicitan específicamente 
que el Panel considere las cuestiones emergentes y la preparación de la Comisión para 
abordarlas. El Panel está interesado en comprender las opiniones del encuestado sobre los 
temas más críticos que enfrenta la Comisión. 
a. ¿Cuáles son las principales cuestiones emergentes que la Comisión debe abordar 

a medio y largo plazo, y por qué? Por ejemplo, el cambio climático se menciona en 
la Decisión 06-2024. 

Comentarios: 
 

 
b. ¿Está la Comisión en condiciones de abordar estas cuestiones? 

☐Sí     ☐No     ☐Parcialmente 

Más comentarios: 
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Annex 7.3: Secretariat Survey 

SPRFMO Performance Review 2024 
 

The SPRFMO Review Panel is invi2ng feedback from SPRFMO Secretariat staff. 

This is a confiden2al ques2onnaire. You can provide as liDle or as much informa2on as you are 
comfortable with. The Panel will retain the summary data but your individual responses will be 
destroyed shortly aFer they are collated. 

The Review Panel’s role is to review SPRFMO and to provide advice and recommenda2ons on 
how to improve the organisa2on, including the opera2on and func2oning of the 
Secretariat.  Your views are an important part of this process.   

Please return the completed ques2onnaire, if you choose to fill it in, to 
kerrierobertson@hotmail.com. 

 
1. ABOUT YOU 
 

1. What is your role within the SPRFMO Secretariat? 

 

2. What is the best part of your job with SPRFMO? 

 
  

 

3. What are the contributions that you feel most proud of? 

 
  

 

2. YOUR EMPLOYMENT 
 
1. Are your roles and responsibilities clearly specified? 

☐ Yes   ☐ No 

 

2. Are the terms of your employment clear? 

☐ Yes   ☐ No 
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3. Are the terms of your employment satisfactory? 

☐ Yes   ☐ No 

  
 

4. Do you feel supported and valued within the Secretariat, and do you have any feedback 
in this regard? 

☐ Yes   ☐ No 

 
  

 

5. Do you feel you have received adequate training and/or development opportunities in 
the SPRFMO Secretariat? 

☐ Yes   ☐ No 

  
 

3. THE WORKING ENVIRONMENT 
 
1. What can the Secretariat improve on (e.g. internal communication, transparency, 

workload, decision-making)? 

  
 

2. Do you have adequate resources to do your job? 

☐ Yes   ☐ No 

  
 

3. Are the Staff Regulations and associated human resource management practices fit for 
purpose? 

☐ Yes   ☐ No 

  
 

4. THE COMMISSION AND ITS SUBSIDIARY BODIES 
 
1. How closely do you work with the Commission and/or its subsidiary bodies?  

  
2. How well do you think SPRFMO is performing against the objectives in the Convention? 

  
 

3. What is a priority area for improvement in your view? 
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5. FOLLOW-UP 

 
1. Would you like to have a confidential interview with the Review Panel? 

☐ Yes   ☐ No 
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Annex 8: Biography of Reviewers 
Kerrie Robertson (Chairperson): Kerrie Robertson brings 18 years of public policy 
experience between the Australian Government and Cook Islands Government. Kerrie 
has represented national governments at regional and international levels, including at 
the United Nations, for over a decade. She has extensive experience with RFMOs (and 
CCAMLR), including holding Chairing positions in SPRFMO and SIOFA. She is currently a 
consultant working with a range of intergovernmental and non-government 
organisations on oceans and fisheries issues. She holds a masters degree in fisheries 
policy, as well as a masters degree in international law focussed on maritime and the 
marine environment. She is currently undertaking a PhD at the University of Wollongong 
focussed on equity in Indian Ocean tuna governance. 

Stan Crothers: Stan has over 50 years’ experience working in fisheries management. 36 
years working for the New Zealand government and fifteen years as an independent 
consultant working for the World Bank and for countries in the Pacific, Africa, South 
America and the Middle East. His primary areas of expertise are in sustainable wealth 
creation through the design and implementation of right based fisheries management 
regimes, fisheries governance and institutional strengthening, fisheries information 
management to support decision making, harvest strategies,  and fisheries monitoring, 
control, surveillance and enforcement. He has experience in RFMOs and other 
collective fisheries organisations such as the PNA, FFA and FAO. 

Karin Mundnich: Karin brings over 20 years of experience in fisheries management, 
with a substantial focus on international fisheries policy development and providing 
expert advice to the Chilean management authority. She has 10 years of experience as a 
delegate for Chile at SPRFMO, representing the Chilean Undersecretary of Fisheries 
between 2013 and 2021 in Commission meetings and its subsidiary bodies. Karin has 
led Chile’s delegation and coordinated national positions for several fisheries’ 
intergovernmental organizations, including the FAO Committee of Fisheries, APEC 
Ocean and Fisheries Working Group, OECD Committee of Fisheries, and the three 
Regional Fisheries Management Organizations to which Chile participates. In her most 
recent role as Senior Fisheries Standard Manager at MSC, she has been leading the 
Fisheries Standards Review through specific projects and overseeing MSC fisheries 
assessments. 

Joshua Mitchell: Josh has over 30 years’ experience working in maritime a]airs and 
oceans governance. This included a 20-year career working for the Cook Islands 
Ministry of Marine Resources, and 10 years as a diplomat working for the Cook Islands 
Ministry of Foreign A]airs & Immigration. His primary areas of expertise are in fisheries 
management (including with policy development and legislation, negotiation, 
compliance & enforcement, information management systems, and data analysis); 
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international shipping and maritime a]airs; international law/UNCLOS (including 
continental shelf and boundary delimitation and the BBNJ negotiations). He has 
experience across a broad range of RFMOs including WCPFC, IATTC, ICCAT, SIOFA and 
SPRFMO, as well as other collective fisheries organisations such as the FFA, SPC and 
FAO. He has represented the Cook Islands Government at the IMO, ISA, UN/DOALOS, 
UNESCO, UNFCCC and the ILO. 


