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1. Introduction 
 
The FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture Statistics and Information Service (FIPS) collates annual 
global fishery statistics on catch production from both areas of national jurisdiction, for 
example Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZs), as well as from High Seas areas. 
 
The Interim Secretariat of South Pacific Regional Fisheries Management Organisation 
(SPRFMO) collects, collates and validates reports on various fisheries data, including catch 
data, from the High Seas areas of the South Pacific Ocean defined in the recently adopted 
Convention on the Conservation and Management of High Seas Fishery Resources in the 
South Pacific Ocean1. 
  
In order to examine the consistency of data held on the FAO and SPRFMO databases, a 
comparison of the annual catch data held on each database was made. This comparative 
exercise focused on mackerel species (Trachurus and Scomber), squid, orange roughy and 
alfonsino.  Any gaps and/or discrepancies found are highlighted and discussed in sections 4 
and 5 of this paper.  The raw data are included in Appendix A. 
 
 
2. Catch data collected and compiled by the two organizations 
 
2.1 FAO 
 
Catch production statistics are reported to FAO-FIPS by national correspondents from the 
appropriate ministry or institution. In some cases these data are complemented with other 
sources, mostly information provided by Regional Fishery Bodies (RFBs). Presently, the FAO 
capture database2 includes data for the 1950-2008 period by three variables: country, 
species item, and FAO major fishing area.  
 
National statistical correspondents are requested to return nominal catches, i.e. live weight 
equivalent of landings, of the previous year by 31 August but, due to late submissions by 
several countries, annual updates of the FAO capture database are usually released at the 
end of February of the following year. Data reported by countries are carefully checked and 
validated, and when doubtful data are submitted, the national correspondent is consulted for 

                                                 
1Refer to the SPRFMO Convention text 
2The dataset can be downloaded at http://www.fao.org/fishery/statistics/software/fishstat/en together with the FISHSTAT+  
  software to consult it. 
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clarification. However, the quality of the FAO statistics is dependant upon the accuracy and 
reliability of the statistics collected nationally and provided to FAO. 
 
 
2.2 SPRFMO 
 
Data Collection & Data Standards 
The negotiations on the SPRFMO Convention were concluded in November 2009, and the 
Convention has not yet entered into force. 
 
SPRFMO aims to collect current and historical data in sufficient detail to facilitate effective 
stock assessment.  To date, data submissions have been provided to SPRFMO directly by 
members of participating delegations to the SPRFMO negotiations and the Preparatory 
Conference.  
 
In order to promote the collection of standardised, quality data, SPRFMO’s Interim 
Secretariat has already established a set of interim data standards3, as well as detailed Excel 
data submission templates.  These standard submission templates are available on the 
SPRFMO website4.  They are not always utilised by participants when making submissions 
as during the current interim period, both data provision and the use of standard submission 
templates are voluntary.  Accordingly, SPRFMO data submissions are sometimes received in 
variable and/or non-standard formats.  
 
Types of Data Collected 
SPRFMO collects a variety of catch data including annual catch, and sometimes (or 
alternatively) annual catch in 1x1 degree and 5x5 degree squares, and detailed (by tow/ set) 
catch data by species or species group.  The previous year’s catch data are due by 30 June 
of the current year.  These catch data are usually grouped by area (e.g.  FAO statistical area 
noting the High Seas and/or EEZ components), and fishing method. SPRFMO currently 
holds annual catch data totals from 1969 at the earliest.  Only SPRFMO’s annual catch data 
holdings are considered in this comparative exercise, although these may sometimes have 
been derived by summing finer scale data. 
 
 
2.3 Area of Interest 
 
Figure 1 below shows the overlap between the SPRFMO Convention Area and the FAO 
major fishing areas for statistical purposes.  Boundaries of the FAO-defined statistical areas 
and the SPRFMO Convention Area generally do not coincide, except for some parts of the 
southern SPRFMO boundary.   
 

                                                 
3Standards for the collection, reporting, verification and exchange of data 6 October 2008 (as  
  amended on 18 May 2009);  http://www.southpacificrfmo.org/data/ 
4SPRFMO standard data submission templates; http://www.southpacificrfmo.org/standard-submission- 
  templates/ 
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Figure 15  SPRFMO Area of Competence and FAO Major Fishing Areas for statistical  
                 purposes in the South Pacific 

 
 
FAO 
The FAO database statistical areas shown in Figure 1 above generally combine both High 
Seas and seas of national jurisdiction within any one FAO statistical area. 
 
SPRFMO 
In general, the data reported to SPRFMO only include High Seas catches, as the SPRFMO 
Convention Area covers only High Seas.  However, some EEZ catches have also been 
reported, especially for mackerel species.  
 
The SPRFMO Convention area incorporates all or parts of the High Seas of five FAO 
statistical areas:  

 minor portions of FAO 57, 71, and 77,  
 all of the high seas portion of FAO 81, 
 the majority of FAO 87.  

                                                 
5The Interim Secretariat has made the above map available for information purposes only.  It is a pictorial illustration of the 
area of application of the Convention that is properly described in legal terms in Article 5.  The map is not part of the 
Convention text and has no legal status.  It is not intended to reflect exactly the maritime spaces of adjoining coastal states 
and cannot be considered to constitute recognition of the claims or positions of any of the participants in the negotiations 
leading to the adoption of the Convention concerning the legal status and extent of waters and zones claimed by such 
participants. 
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3. Criteria adopted in the comparison of the FAO and SPRFMO catch data 
 
3.1 Period covered 
 

 Data were compared for the 1970-2008 period  
 Only annual total catch by species were compared 
 For the purposes of this paper, data referred to as “historical” are pre mid 1990s 

catch data. 
 
3.2 Participant countries 
 
European Union 

 In the SPRFMO database, catch totals for European Union (EU) countries are 
reported as a single combined annual tonnage, while in the FAO database catches 
are separated by country. Data for EU countries in the FAO database were summed 
to allow comparison. 

Russian Federation/ USSR 
 In the SPRFMO database, the Russian Fed.’s data submission includes data for the 

USSR up until about 1990, as well as data for the Russian Fed. post the dissolution 
of the USSR (occurred between approximately 1990 – 1991). SPRFMO holds some 
data for the new Republics separately post approximately 1990. 

 The FAO database holds data for the USSR until 1987, and from 1988 data are 
separated into the new Republics (i.e. Estonia, Georgia, Latvia, Lithuania, Russian 
Fed., and Ukraine). For comparative purposes, FAO data for these countries have 
been aggregated in several cases. 

Baltic States 
 FAO catch data for late 1980s - early 1990s by the Baltic States (Estonia, Latvia and 

Lithuania) were included in comparisons to those of the Russian Fedn in the 
SPRFMO database, while for more recent years, they were grouped with those of the 
EU countries.  This is because the Baltic States joined the EU in 2004.  

Ukraine prior to USSR Dissolution 
 SPRFMO has received an independent data submission from the Ukraine including 

data from 1978 onwards. SPRFMO has also been advised that, for years prior to the 
dissolution of the USSR (probably until 1990), Ukraine catches are also included 
within the Russian Fedn’s catch data submission. 

 As the aim of this exercise is to identify any gaps/ discrepancies between total catch 
statistics (and avoid double-counting for known cases), SPRFMO Russian Fedn data 
was compared directly to FAO USSR data for years prior to the USSR’s dissolution 
(as Ukraine data should be included within both of these datasets). 

 The SPRFMO Ukraine data could be compared to FAO Ukraine submissions to 
identify any gaps/ discrepancies for the period following the period of dissolution of 
the USSR. 

 
 
3.3 Fishing areas 
 
In order to facilitate comparisons: 

 All data for species relevant to SPRFMO from areas FAO 81 and FAO 87 were 
selected from the FAO database, 

 For FAO 57, only data from Australia were included, 
 Data for FAO 71 and 77 were excluded given that the SPRFMO area of competence 

covers only a minor part of those FAO areas, making it highly probable that FAO 
recorded historical catches by Distant Water Fishing Nations (DWFNs), for example 
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Japan, Korea Rep., Russian Fedn., Ukraine, USSR, etc., may have been caught 
outside the SPRFMO area. 

 
3.4. Species 
 
Some data have been submitted to SPRFMO labelled simply as “mackerel”.  In some cases, 
it has not yet been possible to confirm whether these catch data represent mackerel of genus 
Trachurus or Scomber.  This makes comparison of some historical mackerel catches difficult. 
 
Some mixed species categories used by FAO (e.g. ‘Loliginidae, Ommastrephidae’) may 
include catches of both coastal and offshore species taken within or outside EEZs/ areas of 
national jurisdiction. 
 
RESULTS 
 
4. Major discrepancies and lack of data by species and country or fishing entity   
 
Note 
In cases where less than 3 vessels were fishing, SPFRMO data are designated as an ‘X’ due 
to confidentiality constraints.  Data cannot be compared in these cases. 
 
4.1 Trachurus spp (see Table 1 in Appendix A) 
 
FAO lacks:  

 Belize, Cook Islands, Faroe Islands, and Vanuatu: all data  
 China: data for 2000-01  

 
SPRFMO lacks: 

 Chile: data before 1985 for FAO 87 
 Ghana: all data (2000-01 in the FAO database – db – for FAO 87) 
 Japan: all data (1971-2003 in the FAO db) for Trachurus spp from FAO 81 
 Korea Rep.: all data (FAO db lists all data for 1977-1978 and 1984-2008) for 

Trachurus spp from FAO 81 
 
Major discrepancies: 

 Cuba and Ecuador: discrepancies in historical data 
 EU: except for 1980-85, catches by EU countries in the FAO db are significantly lower 

than in the SPRFMO db  
 New Zealand: there appear to be significant differences or gaps between all years  – 

see comment in section 5.2.1 
 Russia + Ukraine: SPRFMO data are much greater for 1980-86 and recent years with 

the exclusion of 2006 and 2007 for FAO 87 
 
 
4.2 Scomber spp (see Table 2 in Appendix A) 
 
FAO lacks:  

 Belize, Faroe Islands, and Vanuatu: all data  
 
SPRFMO lacks: 

 Chile: data prior to 1985 
 Cuba: all data (1979-82 in the FAO database) 
 Ecuador: all data (1970-2008 in the FAO db)  
 Ghana: all data (2000-01 in the FAO db) 
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 Japan: all data (1974-1995 in the FAO db) for Scomber australasicus from FAO 81 
 Korea Rep.: all scattered data (4 years) in the FAO db for Scomber australasicus from 

FAO 81 
 Ukraine: 1991-2006 data for Scomber australasicus from FAO 81 

 
Major discrepancies: 

 EU: data in the FAO db are lacking or significantly lower than in the SPRFMO db for 
the 1975-1992 and 2005-08 periods 

 New Zealand: SPRFMO records only small quantities  – see comment in section 5.3.7 
 Russian Fed./USSR: SPRFMO data are greater for 1983-87 (1988 is not displayed) 

and 2006, FAO data are greater for 1991-92 
 

4.3 Squid (see Table 3 in Appendix A) 
 
FAO lacks:  

 Belize: all data 
 China: datum for 2001  
 Chinese Taipei6: 1992, 2002-08 data for Dosidicus gigas 
 EC: data for 1989-91 

 
SPRFMO lacks: 

 Australia, Colombia, Cuba, Ecuador: all data 
 
Major discrepancies: 

 Japan: FAO data significantly higher, SPRFMO misses several years, FAO db also 
includes data for Nototodarus sloani 

 Korea Rep.: For D. gigas, FAO data are lower, SPRFMO lacks 1998 and 2006 data 
 Ukraine: for Nototodarus spp FAO lacks 1979-80 and SPRFMO lacks 1990 and 2006 

 
4.4 Orange roughy (see Table 4 in Appendix A) 
 
FAO lacks:  

 Belize: all data 
 EU: datum for 1981 

 
SPRFMO lacks: 

 Norway: all data 
 Ukraine: 2006 datum 

 
Major discrepancies: 

 China: FAO data are from FAO 81, SPRFMO's from FAO 87: FAO data are lower in 
2002-03 and lacking for 2001 and 2004-07 

 Korea Rep.: FAO lacks 2000 and 2007, SPRFMO’s datum for 1999 is not displayed, 
but is lower than the corresponding FAO value. 

 
 

                                                 
6Taiwan Prov. of China in FAO terminology 
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4.5 Alfonsino (see Table 5 in Appendix A) 
 
FAO lacks:  

 Australia, Belize: all data  
 Ukraine: 1979-80 data from FAO 81 and all data from FAO 87 

 
SPRFMO lacks: 

 China, Korea Rep.: all data  
 
Major discrepancies: 

 Chile: FAO lacks 1988 datum, for all other years SPRFMO lacks data or data are 
much lower, as they probably include only high seas catches 

 EU/Lithuania: FAO includes 2007 datum by Lithuania, while EU data for 2007/08 are 
not displayed in the SPRFMO db as totals are for less than 3 vessels. 

 
4.6 Other species (see Table 6 in Appendix A) 
 
The FAO capture database also includes data for other species items (i.e. Allocyttus niger, 
Dissostichus eleginoides, Epigonus telescopus, Hyperoglyphe antarctica, Neocyttus 
rhomboidalis, Oreosomatidae, Paratrachichthys trailli, Polyprion oxygeneios, Pseudocyttus 
maculatus, Pseudopentaceros richardsoni, and Trachichthyidae) that may be of interest to 
SPRFMO. 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
5. Potential Reasons for Inconsistencies 
 
5.1 Overview 
There are clearly differences between the annual catch totals held in the FAO and SPRFMO 
databases. 
 
Ideally, catch totals held on the two databases should be consistent.  Greater levels of 
consistency might be expected for DWFN fishing in areas FAO 81 and 87 (areas that fall 
totally or almost totally within the Convention Area), which do not have EEZs/areas of 
national jurisdiction within the Convention Area.   
 
For those participants that do have EEZs/ areas of national jurisdiction within the Convention 
Area, or for FAO area 57 (FAO 57 is only partially included within the Area; FAO 71 and 77 
excluded from this comparison), it is more difficult to make direct comparisons between the 
two databases’ catch totals because of the greater likelihood that totals relate to different 
geographical areas. 
 
As well as potential inconsistencies due to differing spatial coverage, there are a range of 
other factors that could potentially contribute. These have been grouped as gaps or 
discrepancies and are discussed below. 
 
5.2 Information Gaps 
An information gap occurs in cases where data appear to be missing. 
 

5.2.1. Data are not submitted to either FAO or SPRFMO 
The submission of information to SPRFMO is voluntary while Member Nations and 
Associate Members are requested, in accordance to Article XI of the FAO Constitution, to 
communicate regularly to FAO statistics and other information published by the 
government. Information gaps over different time periods may result from the non-
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submission of data to either agency for that time period.  For example, SPRFMO 
participants do not often voluntarily submit EEZ catch data to SPRFMO as its Convention 
Area covers only High Seas.  Therefore, where a participant has only EEZ (and no High 
Seas) catch records, and EEZ records are not submitted to SPRFMO, this may appear 
as an information gap/ discrepancy in the SPRFMO db. 
 
Example 
New Zealand reported to SPRFMO only its estimated EEZ tonnage of T. murphyi, but 
NZ’s total EEZ catch of Trachurus species is also composed of T. declivis and T. 
novaezelandiae; EEZ catches of these latter two species have not been reported to 
SPRFMO.  This probably accounts for the discrepancy between the FAO and SPRFMO 
catch data for New Zealand’s Trachurus catch in FAO 81. 
 
5.2.2 Data have been aggregated differently between participating members 
Where there is a group of members and/or countries belonging to one Federation or 
Union, FAO or SPRFMO may not have received submissions that include all participating 
members.  Note that the opposite scenario is also possible – if participating members 
have submitted data separately, and the parent Federation or Union has also submitted 
an amalgamated total for its member states, then the catch may have been included in 
both sets of totals presented. 
 

 
5.3 Information Discrepancies 
Discrepancies occur where the two sets of information presented appear to differ.   
 

5.3.1 Transcription Errors 
Errors such as transcription errors could be present in the submitted data. 
 
Example 
A possible example of this situation could be the 2003 Scomber japonicus totals recorded 
for Peru:  94,384 is recorded by FAO versus 93,384 recorded by SPRFMO.  The figures 
are very similar and should be re-checked with the participant. 
 
5.3.2 Status of the Data: Preliminary versus Final Submissions  
Preliminary submission figures may not have been updated to final corrected figures.   
 
Example 
For 2008, the Dosidicus gigas catch reported to SPRFMO by Chinese Taipei7 was a 
preliminary figure.  This preliminary figure still needs to be confirmed as a final value or 
updated.  
 
5.3.3 Species Names 
Lack of clarification of species names in some SPRFMO submissions, especially for 
some mackerel species, sometimes makes it unclear as to which species catch totals 
(e.g. Trachurus species or Scomber species) these should compared with.  
 
Example 
One case is that of ‘Pacific mackerel’ reported to SPRFMO by the Russian Federation.  
For at least the years 1991 -1995, the figures submitted to SPRFMO for “Pacific 
mackerel” exactly match those figures which the FAO hold for Scomber australasicus for 
the Russian Fed.  Therefore, from this comparative exercise it appears that the species 
named “Pacific mackerel” probably refers to S. australasicus.  Supporting references 

                                                 
7 Taiwan Prov. of China in FAO terminology 
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were found where the usual species name given to “Pacific mackerel” is S. australasicus. 
This should be confirmed with members of the Russian Fed. 

 
5.3.4  Submission Units 
Annual catch totals may have been submitted in effectively different units.  FAO catches 
are recorded as nominal catch, but it has not yet been confirmed that all SPRFMO catch 
has been submitted as nominal catch.  For example, some SPRFMO catch totals 
represent the sum of all 5x5 degree square data for a calendar year, and it has not been 
verified that these finer scale 5x5 catch totals represent nominal catch weights.  
 

5.3.5 Information Sources 
Submissions could potentially differ as a result of data having been submitted to FAO and 
SFRFMO by different national agencies. A comparison of the data contact lists showed 
that there is an exact match for only two data correspondents: New Zealand and Chinese 
Taipei8. 
 
For seven submitters there are some minor differences (e.g. the same ministry but 
different departments, or the same office but an alternative contact person, etc.).  In eight 
cases (Belize, Cuba, Ecuador, EU, Faroe Islands, French Territories, Peru, and the 
Russian Federation) the data sources for FAO and SPRFMO appear quite different, and 
vary by fisheries department, international relations office, or by national research 
institute.   
 
For the EU, FAO has a national correspondent for fishery statistics in each EU Member 
State coinciding with the data provider to EUROSTAT, the statistical office of the 
European Commission. As stated in a summary of the EU legislation9, in general the EU 
represents all its Members at Regional Fisheries Bodies (RFBs) but requests Members 
States to send statistical data relevant to fisheries management directly to each RFBs 
(e.g. ICCAT, IOTC, etc.). However, to date, annual catch statistics made available by the 
EU to SPRFMO have generally been aggregated over all Member States, and SPRFMO 
receives EU submissions directly from the European Commission.  
 
 
5.3.6 Amalgamations of Countries/States into Federations/ Unions 
Differently grouped data in the two databases for different time periods, for the USSR and 
ex-USSR Republics, and possibly also for the EU, make it more difficult to compare the 
historical data for this set of participants (see section 3.2).  This situation could also result 
in apparent data discrepancies. 
 
Example 
The EU have recently submitted historical data (dating back to 1988 – 1999) for 
Lithuanian-caught Trachurus murphyi  as part of their historical data submissions, and to 
assist SPRFMO with the clarification of species previously referred to simply as 
“mackerel”.  These catch data have not yet been incorporated into the tables in Appendix 
A for the EU, unless they are already included within the SPRFMO FAO87 catch data 
labelled “Jack mackerel – unspecified” – this is currently unclear and needs to be 
checked.  
 
Lithuanian catch data is also included within the Russian Federation submission for the 
years prior to the dissolution of the USSR. 

                                                 
8 Taiwan Prov. of China in FAO terminology 
9 Summaries of EU legislation. Participation in a Regional Fisheries Organisations. Accessed at 
http://europa.eu/legislation_summaries/maritime_affairs_and_fisheries/external_relations_enlargement/l66034_en
.htm 
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5.3.7 Overlapping Submissions 
It is possible that two different participating members may submit overlapping data sets to 
one of the two organisations’ databases.  In this case, summing any overlapping data 
could result in ‘double counting’, i.e. an over-estimation of the total catch, and perhaps a 
false comparison of incorrect total catches between the two databases. 
 
Example 
For SPRFMO, both New Zealand and the Ukraine have made submissions detailing 
Trachurus murphyi and Trachurus species catches within the NZ EEZ (FAO 81).  It is 
possible that these submissions could contain duplicate data, i.e. some of the catch 
included within New Zealand’s submission of EEZ T. Murphyi catch may also be included 
within Ukraine’s submission for Trachurus spp caught within NZ’s EEZ.  It is not yet 
known if this is the case. 
 
 
5.3.8 Spatial Coverage 
 
As described in section 2.3 (refer to Figure 1), most of the FAO fishing areas’ boundaries 
in the South Pacific and the SPRFMO Convention Area do not match.  This is likely to be 
one reason for some of the discrepancies found between the two organizations’ data 
holdings, in particular for those species which occur and are caught within both High 
Seas and EEZs/national areas of jurisdiction. 
 
For coastal countries, e.g. Australia, Chile, Ecuador, New Zealand, Peru, etc., FAO 
submissions generally include both High Seas and EEZ/ national jurisdiction catch data.  
However, many SPRFMO submissions do not include EEZ/national jurisdiction catch 
data for coastal participants. In these scenarios it’s not possible to directly compare the 
data held on the two databases. 
 
Example 
This situation explains the apparent data gaps for Australian and New Zealand fisheries 
catch data such as orange roughy, and also Scomber australasicus and alfonsino for 
New Zealand.  Both countries have submitted only High Seas data to SPRFMO for these 
species.  It is clear from New Zealand domestic fishery assessment reports that New 
Zealand has taken additional catch of these species within its EEZ.  This domestic catch 
has probably been reported to the FAO, but has not been reported to SPRFMO as it is 
not required. This probably explains the apparent discrepancy between FAO and 
SPRFMO db catch totals. 
 

6. CONCLUSIONS 
 
6.1 General 
 
Despite the difficulties in comparing specific catch figures, this exercise proved useful in 
several ways: 

 To improve the understanding of both organisations about each others’ data sets, and 
to promote greater collaboration in the future, 

 To demonstrate that collaboration between the two organisations is a useful way of 
identifying gaps in catch information, i.e. situations where catch information has not 
yet been reported to one of the two organizations,  
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 To demonstrate that apparent discrepancies do exist between catch statistics 

reported to FAO and to SPRFMO between 1970 – 2008 for at least the FAO major 
fishing areas for statistical purposes (FAO 81, 87) which overlap with the SPRFMO 
Convention Area, but these may sometimes be a result of the way data is collected 
and/or reported. 

 
 
6.2 Future Actions 
 
FAO 

 For recent and future catch information, FAO will continue to check the catch data 
published by SPRFMO in order to identify those countries which have not yet 
reported recent South Pacific catches.  FAO will request that national correspondents 
also submit those data to FAO, alternatively FAO could derive the information directly 
from the SPRFMO database.  

 For historical catches, FAO will also consider including in its catch database those 
catches that have not previously been reported to FAO, but which are available  from 
the SPRFMO database.  

 
SPRFMO 
SPRFMO will continue to correspond with FAO to check the consistency of data submissions 
received to date, and to monitor any apparent gaps and/or discrepancies between the two 
organisations. 
 
Where this exercise has highlighted apparent inconsistencies between SPRFMO and FAO 
data holdings, SPRFMO will, if practicable:  

 Further investigate any apparent discrepancies which appear to be transcription 
errors by checking the data directly with the participants concerned, and by correcting 
any errors as advised, 

 Check with participants (for catch figures which are for at least 2 calendar years ago) 
that these represent the final catch figures, rather than preliminary figures, 

 Try to better clarify scientific names of species and/or species groups (especially for 
mackerel data) in cases where these are currently ambiguous, 

 Where necessary, confirm if the catch data submitted represents nominal catch data 
or alternate forms of catch data such as logbook data, 

 If required, clarify if catch data submissions represent a mix of catch caught between 
the High Seas and seas of national jurisdiction/EEZs versus catch caught only within 
the High Seas or only within seas of national jurisdiction/EEZs, 

 Further check whether duplicate catch data may have been submitted for two 
different participants/ flags for the same time period, e.g. in respect of Lithuania for 
the Russian Federation and the European Union, and for the Ukraine and New 
Zealand for the New Zealand EEZ area. 
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Appendix Key 
EEZ - Exclusive Economic Zone 
F - FAO estimate 
HS  - High Seas 
X - Data not displayed due to SPRFMO confidentiality 
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APPENDIX A 
Table 1: Comparison of Trachurus spp data, p1 of 4  

 



25 October 2010            DIWG-08-INF-03 
 

13 
 

Table 1: Comparison of Trachurus spp data, p2 of 4  
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Table 1: Comparison of Trachurus spp data, p3 of 4  
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Table 1: Comparison of Trachurus spp data, p4 of 4  
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Table 2: Comparison of Scomber spp data, p1 of 3  
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Table 2: Comparison of Scomber spp data, p2 of 3  
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Table 2: Comparison of Scomber spp data, p3 of 3  
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Table 3: Comparison of Squid data, p1 of 3  

* The names used in this Appendix for states, entities or fishing entities are those used in the respective databases of FAO and SPRFMO 
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Table 3: Comparison of Squid data, p2 of 3  

* The names used in this Appendix for states, entities or fishing entities are those used in the respective databases of FAO and SPRFMO 



25 October 2010            DIWG-08-INF-03 
 

21 
 

Table 3: Comparison of Squid data, p3 of 3  
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Table 4: Comparison of orange roughy data, p1 of 2  
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Table 4: Comparison of orange roughy data, p2 of 2  
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Table 5: Comparison of alfonsino data, p1 of 2  
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Table 5: Comparison of alfonsino data, p2 of 2  
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Table 6: Other Species in the FAO Database 

 
 

 


