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NASCOôs Next Steps Process 

Â Determined that a simpler and more transparent 
approach was needed for reporting on 
implementation of agreements  

Â Implementation Plans will address overall 
objective of ensuring the conservation, 
restoration, enhancement and rational 
management of salmon stocks  

Â Focus around the 3 main agreements: 
Â fishery management,  

Âprotection and restoration of habitat, and  

Âaquaculture and associated activities  



Next Steps Goals  

Â Modify reporting procedures to make them 
clearer and more transparent 

Â Implementation Plans are to provide the basis 
for the preparation of regular reports on the 
extent to which proposed actions have been 
undertaken and objectives achieved  

Â Expected that IPs will differ depending on the 
nature and status of stocks, the management 

regimes in place and other factors  

 



Terms of Reference for Ad Hoc 
Review Group  

ÂReview and provide feedback to the 
Council on the adequacy of 
Implementation Plans  

ÂAssess: 

ÂConformity of Plans with the Guidelines  

ÂHow well the plans lend themselves to 
evaluation in relation to the objectives of 
NASCOôs Resolutions and Agreements 



Guidelines for the Preparation of 
NASCO ñImplementation Plansò  

Â Content of Implementation Plans  
Â Introduction : General picture of the resource and 

management structure in place 

Â Status of stocks :  Description of the current status of 
stocks for future comparison  

Â Threats  to stocks and current management measures:  
fisheries, habitat, aquaculture, other  

ÂManagement Approach :  Approaches to address 
problems including measurable outputs against which 
subsequent reports can be assessed; socio-economic 
implications should be considered; identify data 
deficiencies and research needs for each focus area  

Â Evaluation   



Format of the Review  

ÂStructure and Format of the Plan 
Questions A1 ï A5 

ÂContent of the Plan 
Questions B1 ï B7 

ÂMonitoring and Evaluation  
Question B8 



A. Structure and Format of Plan  

A1.  Does it apply to all stocks/fisheries managed   
within the jurisdiction?  

A2.  Does it apply for a period >= 5 years?  

A3.  Does it make specific reference to the extent 
to which NASCO Guidelines, Resolutions and 
Agreements have been applied?  

A4.  Is it written in a clear and concise form to 
facilitate future reporting and cross 
referencing to the plan?  

A5.  Does it describe a process and outputs that 
are open to critical evaluation?  

 



B. Content of Plan  

B1.  Does it provide a general picture of the 
resource and the management in place? 

B2.  Does it describe the current status of stocks 
that will allow for future comparison?  

B3.  Does it provide a summary of the threats to 
stocks and outline current management 

measures?  



 
Does the Plan provide a summary of the 

approach that will be adopted to:   
 

B4. Review and modify fishery regulations?  

B5. Assess habitat quality, identify problems and 
prioritize actions?  

B6. Minimize adverse effects of aquaculture and 
control introductions and transfers?  

B7. Address other influences?  

 

 



Monitoring and Evaluation  

B8. Does it provide a summary of monitoring and 
evaluation activities that will be used to assess 
stock status and the efficacy of management 
measures?  

ÂFisheries 

ÂHabitat 

ÂAquaculture, Introductions & Transfers 

ÂOther influences, if identified  



The Results  

Â 15 Plans were submitted  
Â EU (8) 

Northern Ireland     Scotland        England and Wales        Ireland  

Finland                 Sweden         Spain (Asturias)            Denmark  

Â US 

Â Canada 

Â Iceland  

Â Denmark (in respect of Greenland & Faroe Islands) (2) 
Greenland 

Faroe Islands 

Â Norway  

Â Russian Federation  

 

Â 3 Plans missing  
Â EU  France     Germany    Portugal  

 
 



Overall Impressions  

ÂAre national salmon conservation efforts 
connected to international salmon 
conservation efforts?  
ÂConnection not explicit in some cases and not 

obvious in many cases  

 

ÂAre home NGOs fully engaged in NASCO 
in a meaningful way?  
ÂRole that NASCO can play in influencing and 

improving national salmon management not 
recognized   



 
 
 

Plan 
 
 
 

A1 A2 A3 A4 A5 B1 B2 B3 B4 B5 B6 B7 B8 Total 

N Ireland                           6 

Scotland                           3 

England  & 
Wales                           13 

USA                           13 

Finland                           3 

Sweden                           2 

Iceland                           8 

Greenland                           4 

Russia                           5 

Denmark                           2 

Canada                           7 

Norway                           12 

Spain                           0 

Ireland                           6 

Faroe I                           0 

Total 13 5 6 5 3 12 10 8 4 3 5 2/6 8   



Number of ñSatisfactoryò 
Responses by Party or Jurisdiction  

10 -13  6-9 3-5 0-2 No Plan  

England & Wales    N Ireland  Greenland *  Spain  Germany  

USA  Iceland  Finland  Sweden  Portugal  

Norway  Canada  Russia  Faroe Islands  France  

Ireland  Scotland   Denmark  

* Greenland was evaluated on only 8 questions (not 13)  



Number of Satisfactory 
Responses ï By Question  

10 -13  5-9 0-4 

A1- All stocks A2 - => 5 years  A5 - Outputs 

B1- Resource & mgmt A3 - NASCO Agreements B4 - Fishery plans 

B2- Stock status A4 - Clear and concise B5 - Habitat plans 

B3 - Summary of threats 

B7- other influences  
(2/6)  

B6 - Aquaculture plan 

B8 - Evaluation 

A5:  Process and Outputs for Critical Evaluation 

B4:  Approach to review and modify fishery regulations  

B5:  Approach to assess habitat quality, identify 
 problems and prioritize actions  

 



Identification of Best Practice  

ÂStructure and Format of Plan 

ÂConsistency with NASCO Guidelines, 
Resolutions and Agreements  

ÂDescription of Process and Outputs open to 
Critical Evaluation  

ÂStatus of Stocks 

ÂCurrent threats to stocks and 
management 

ÂFuture specific actions and timeframes  

 



Consistency with NASCO  

Ireland (Fisheries management)  
ÂObjectives of National Management Strategy 

ÂNational Objectives 

ÂIrelands international obligations ï NASCO 

ÂIrelands consideration of ICES advice 

ÂIrelands consideration of obligations under EU 
Habitats Directive  

ÂAlignment with scientific advice on 
precautionary approach  

 


