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CNL(26)57 

 

Report of the Forty-Third Annual Meeting of the Council of the  

North Atlantic Salmon Conservation Organization 

 

1. Opening of the Meeting 

1.1 The President, Seamus Connor (UK), opened the meeting. The President made an 

Opening Statement on behalf of the Organization (Annex XX). 

1.2 The representatives of Canada, Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and 

Greenland), the European Union (EU), Iceland, Norway, the Russian Federation, the 

United Kingdom (UK) and the United States submitted written Opening Statements 

(Annex XX). 

1.3 A written Opening Statement was submitted by France (in respect of Saint-Pierre et 

Miquelon) (Annex XX). 

1.4 A verbal Opening Statement was made by the NGO Co-Chair Robert Otto on behalf of 

the 40 Accredited Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) (Annex XX). 

1.5 A verbal Opening Statement was made by Håkon Mudenia (Sámi Parliament in 

Norway) and Levi Denny (Unama'ki Institute of Natural Resources) on behalf of the 

Indigenous Peoples representatives and institutions (IPRIs) with Accredited Observer 

status to NASCO (Annex XX). 

1.6 A list of participants at the Forty-Third Annual Meeting of the Council of NASCO is 

given in Annex XX.  

2. Adoption of the Agenda 

2.1 The Council adopted its Agenda, CNL(26)39. 

3. Financial and Administrative Issues 

a) Report of the Finance and Administration Committee  

3.1 The Chair of the Finance and Administration Committee (FAC), Rebecca Wintering 

(USA), introduced the report of the Meeting of the Finance and Administration 

Committee, CNL(26)04, giving an overview of the FAC Inter-Sessional Meeting, 

FAC(26)03, held virtually in April 2026. She informed Council that the Inter-Sessional 

Meeting was held to discuss contributions for 2026, the Russian Federation contribution 

arrears and the potential impacts on the budgets for both 2026 and 2027. She noted that 

these included the general issue of arrears, the 2026 budget, the Contractual Obligation 

Fund (COF), staffing levels, ICES advice, the hosting of NASCO meetings, a potential 

observer fee, and voluntary contributions, as well as several issues raised under any 

other business, which included increasing the ceilings of NASCO funds and a potential 

cap on the Secretariat staff lump sum. All these topics came up again during the FAC 

Annual Meeting except for the recommendation to move funds from the Recruitment 

and Special Funds to the Contractual Obligation Fund (COF), which went directly to 

Council. 

3.2 The FAC Chair raised that NASCO’s relationship with ICES was also discussed at the 

Annual Meeting of the FAC in light of the budget challenges and shortfalls being faced 

by the Organization. In advance of the Annual Meeting, the FAC had asked NASCO’s 

Standing Scientific Committee (SSC) to consider potential options to support a 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2604_Report-of-the-Meeting-of-the-Finance-and-Administration-Committee.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/FAC2603_Report-of-the-April-Inter-Sessional-Meeting-of-the-Finance-and-Administration-Committee.pdf
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discussion around changes to the relationship with ICES.  She gave an overview of the 

options, which in general terms were business as usual, modifying the relationship or a 

complete break. She noted that the actual content of the advice, and what SSC would 

consider necessary as part of annual or biannual stock assessments and catch advice, 

would be matters to defer to council. 

3.3 The Chair also raised that the FAC discussed the OSPAR MoU and the FAC has 

recommended that council agree to engage with OSPAR on the status assessment of 

Atlantic salmon that it will be undertaking over the course of the next year. 

3.4 The Chair noted that while the FAC did recommend the budget as prepared by the 

Secretary, it also had extensive discussion about what to do in the case of doubtful debts 

or not receiving all contributions.  This discussion led the FAC to recommend a budget 

with a supporting expenditure plan. She then explained two options discussed by FAC. 

The first would be not to have the science advice from ICES and not to have the intern 

programme. The second would be to keep the ICES advice and cut a number of 

expenses across the budget. In this scenario, many budget items would be reduced, such 

as travel, communications, office equipment and staff time. The intern programme 

would also be cut. 

3.5 The Chair also noted that the FAC had discussed increasing the ceilings of the Working 

Capital Fund and the Contractual Obligation Fund, recommending that the ceiling of 

each fund be raised by £200,000. She further noted that the FAC had discussed the 

Terms and Conditions of Observers, CNL(24)59, including whether to introduce a fee 

for observers to attend meetings, as a part of the Terms and Conditions are subject to a 

mandatory review in 2027. 

3.6 The Parties discussed whether the Organization should go a little further in 2027 and 

make the further savings identified by the FAC which related to travel, communications 

and office equipment. The Parties agreed to leave such decisions to the Secretary’s 

discretion. 

3.7 The Russian Federation stated that given that a number of difficult decisions had been 

taken and a number of difficult discussions initiated, it would like to emphasize that the 

delays in the contribution payments are caused not by the Party's unwillingness to fulfill 

its financial obligations but by the objective impossibility of doing so as a result of 

sanctions imposed on the Russian Federation in the financial sector. As a consequence 

of these restrictive measures, the Russian party stated that it has been artificially placed 

in a situation where making contributions in the prescribed and easy way has become 

effectively impossible. The Russian Federation further stated that it recognizes its 

financial obligations and remains fully committed to fulfilling them as soon as the 

existing restrictions no longer prevent the execution of payments and under the current 

circumstances is trying to identify a possible safe and stable way to fulfill them 

depending what comes first. 

3.8 On the recommendation of the Committee, the Council agreed to:  

• move funds from the Recruitment Fund (£20,000) and the Special Fund (£25,000) 

to the Contractual Obligation Fund; 

• request the SSC to compile an estimate of the costs of producing the advice in-

house; 

• approach ICES to find out additional information about the cost of the advice 

provision;  

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/CNL2459_Terms-and-Conditions-for-Observers-at-NASCO-Meetings.pdf
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• suspend the MoU with ICES and not request any scientific advice for 2027;  

• explore the alternatives for providing advice on salmon stocks and how often over 

the course of the next year via a small NASCO working group; 

• reallocate the funds that would have been allocated to ICES advice to the COF until 

it could cover any liabilities and then to the working funds, including an annual 

meeting fund; 

• make changes to Financial Rule 6.3 to increase the limit on the Working Capital 

Fund beyond £200,000 to give the new ceiling of the Working Capital Fund of 

£400,000; 

• make changes to Financial Rule 6.3 to increase the limit on the Contractual 

Obligations Fund beyond £250,000 to give a new ceiling of £450,000; 

• task the Secretary and FAC Chair to undertake the mandatory review of the Terms 

and Conditions for Observers at NASCO Meetings, CNL(24)59, in advance of the 

2027 Annual Meeting, and to give further consideration to the introduction of 

observer annual meeting fees as part of this process, in consultation with observers; 

• direct NASCO to engage with OSPAR to update the OSPAR Status Assessment for 

Atlantic salmon in 2027; 

• adopt the Audited Accounts for 2025; 

• adopt the budget for 2027 and the forecast budget for 2028 as proposed and subject 

to the changes related to the Research and advice budgetary line item with these 

monies reallocated from ICES to the various working funds; and 

• adopt the report of the FAC. 

b) NASCO Calendar and Working Group Membership 

3.9 The President noted that in 2024 Council had agreed that a calendar of inter-sessional 

meetings and membership of inter-sessional Working Groups would be included on the 

Agenda of each Annual Meeting for agreement by Council. He indicated that this would 

provide a greater level of certainty for Parties and the Secretariat, thereby enabling more 

efficient working for all concerned. 

3.10 Council agreed the ‘Membership of Working Groups agreed during the Annual 

Meeting’, CNL(26)47, with any outstanding names to be agreed by Parties as soon as 

possible. 

3.11 Council agreed its ‘Calendar of Inter-Sessional Meetings 2026 to 2027’, CNL(26)48, 

with Parties asked to provide specific availability information to the Secretariat as soon 

as possible. 

4. Scientific, Technical, Legal and Other Information 

a) NASCO News 2026 

4.1 The President noted that, in 2022, the Council had agreed that the ‘Report on the 

Activities of the Organization’ and the ‘Secretary’s Report’ would be merged to be a 

showcase for NASCO’s work. He referred Council to the ‘NASCO News 2026’, 

CNL(26)05. 

4.2 The President raised that the NASCO News is intended to showcase NASCO’s work 

and only includes information up to the end of February of the current year. He noted 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/CNL2459_Terms-and-Conditions-for-Observers-at-NASCO-Meetings.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2647_Membership-of-Working-Groups-Agreed-During-the-2026-Annual-Meeting.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2648_Calendar-of-Inter-Sessional-Meetings-2026-to-2027.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/CNL2605_NASCO-News-2026.pdf
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that since then, one NGO and one IPRI have applied and been accredited, with the NGO 

the Federation of River Owners in Iceland (FIRO) attending the Annual Meeting. He 

further noted that the IPRI, First Nations of Quebec and Labrador Sustainable 

Development Institute, had applied too late to be able to attend this year's Annual 

Meeting.  

4.3 The Secretary raised that the 2026 NASCO News and other aspects of the meeting such 

as PowerPoint presentations, the banner and new Guidelines had been produced using 

the new NASCO branding guidelines and encouraged delegates to engage with 

NASCO’s social media to share the materials being produced. 

b) Scientific Advice from ICES 

 (i) A new approach / presentation of the ICES Advice 

4.4 The President noted that in 2022 the Council asked the Secretary to approach ICES to 

investigate a more streamlined approach / presentation of the ICES Advice. He noted 

that both the former and current Secretaries have worked with ICES as requested.  

4.5 The ICES ACOM Vice-Chair, Sarah Gaichas, provided an update on the work on a new 

streamlined approach to the presentation of the ICES Advice on Atlantic salmon 

CNL(26)49. 

 (ii) Scientific Advice from ICES 

4.6 The President reminded delegates that the ICES advice for North Atlantic salmon 

stocks was published on 1 May 2026, CNL(26)06, and would be presented alongside 

advice relating to item 6.b) ‘New or Emerging Opportunities for, or Threats to, Salmon 

Conservation and Management’. 

4.7 The Chair of the ICES Working Group on North Atlantic Salmon (WGNAS), Alan 

Walker (UK), presented the advice. His presentation is available as document 

CNL(26)43. He noted that the reported retained catch in 2025 was 379 tonnes, the 

lowest in the time series since 1960. He added that if the Russian Federation caught 40 

tonnes, as in 2024, the total catch would have been 419 tonnes, slightly higher than the 

2024 total (404 tonnes). 

4.8 The Chair noted that a new question to ICES was consideration of post-release mortality 

associated with Catch and Release angling. He raised that some released fish still die 

and do not survive to spawn, leading to an over-estimate of spawner abundance. He 

noted that ICES canvassed across countries to establish data availability and it was 

possible to make an estimate of generalised mortality, i.e. 10% of released fish, but only 

as an approximate indicator of fishing pressure.  

4.9 The Chair noted that in considering new and emerging threats, low returns continued 

with record or near-record low returns of 1SW and MSW salmon reported in the 

majority of jurisdictions in 2023 or 2024. He added that low returns continued for all 

MSW and most 1SW in 2025, though 1SW numbers increased in northern parts of NAC 

and NEAC. 

4.10 The Chair raised that summers were longer and hotter in large parts of Canada leading 

to reduced catches, delayed migrations, and mortalities. He further raised that Scotland 

had recorded its hottest March-August since records began in 1884. The Chair also 

noted that Norway had recorded rivers with salmon infected with Saprolegnia, 

associated with low flows and warm waters. 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2649_Presentation-on-Streamlining-the-ICES-Advice_Sarah-Gaichas.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/CNL2606_ICES-Advice.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2643_Presentation-of-ICES-Advice-on-North-Atlantic-Salmon-Stocks-to-Council.pdf
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4.11 The Chair noted that Gyrodactylus salaris had been found on juvenile salmon in a new 

river further north on the Swedish west coast. He also noted that follow-up studies did 

not repeat the finding. 

c) Report of the International Atlantic Salmon Research Board 

4.12 The International Atlantic Salmon Research Board (the Board) met on 1 and 4 June. 

The Report of the Meeting of the Board, CNL(26)08, was introduced by its Chair, Peder 

Fiske (Norway). He noted the origin of the Board and its Scientific Advisory Group.  

4.13 The main topics for the Board’s Annual Meeting were the consideration of the Basin-

Wide Marine Growth Study, the progress of the EU-funded PINKTrack projects and 

the knowledge gaps surrounding the impacts of pink salmon on wild Atlantic salmon.  

4.14 On the recommendation of the Board, the Council:  

• agreed the Report of the Meeting of the Board, CNL(26)08. 

d) Report of the Standing Scientific Committee 

4.15 The President informed the Council that Articles 3 and 4 of the Convention require 

NASCO to take into account the best scientific evidence and establish working 

arrangements with ICES. He noted that it has been customary for the Standing 

Scientific Committee (SSC) to assist the Council and Commissions in formulating their 

questions to ICES but that at this year’s meeting the SSC had been requested to assist 

the Council in reassessing this arrangement and considering alternatives.  

4.16 The President shared a set of four decisions compiled by the Acting Co-ordinator of the 

SSC, Tim Sheehan (USA), on a four-pronged approach to compile information on 

developing scientific advice prior to the 2027 Annual Meeting. Such information would 

enable informed discussions and potential decisions on the future provision of scientific 

advice.  

4.17 The President noted that should a four-pronged approach be pursued, there may be four 

decisions for Council to make: 

1. An Interim Stock Status Working Group may be formed with Terms of Reference 

developed and agreed inter-sessionally. The small group would be responsible for 

working with Parties / jurisdictions inter-sessionally to develop an interim stock 

status report for delivery to Council prior to its 2027 Annual Meeting.  The report 

would focus on estimates of adult return and spawner trends overtime. 

2. The SSC would re-initiate their 2025 charge from Council to ‘consider, inter-

sessionally, a broader discussion of the advice needed from ICES to enable delivery 

of NASCO’s Ten-Year Strategy’ resulting in a streamlined and targeted future request 

for scientific advice.  The group has already started this process and will re-kindle 

their efforts. 

3. The NASCO Secretariat and SSC Chair will work inter-sessionally to clarify 

support requirements and estimate resource needs if future scientific advice were to 

be produced in-house. 

4. The NASCO Secretariat will communicate with ICES regarding future options for 

the provision of scientific advice.  

All the information referenced above will be made available to Council prior to the 

2027 Annual Meeting to enable informed discussions and potential decisions on the 

future provision of scientific advice. 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/CNL2508_Report-of-the-Twenty-Fourth-Annual-Meeting-of-the-Board.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/CNL2508_Report-of-the-Twenty-Fourth-Annual-Meeting-of-the-Board.pdf
https://nasco.int/document/handbook-of-basic-texts-2/
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4.18 Council agreed to the approach put forward in the four decisions outlined in paragraph 

4.17 of this document CNL(26)42 as amended by the UK:  

1. An Interim Stock Status Working Group may be formed with Terms of Reference 

developed and agreed inter-sessionally. The small group would be responsible for 

working with Parties / jurisdictions inter-sessionally to develop an interim stock 

status report for delivery to Council prior to its 2027 Annual Meeting.  The report 

would focus on estimates of adult return and spawner trends overtime. 

2. The SSC would re-initiate their 2025 charge from Council to ‘consider, inter-

sessionally, a broader discussion of the advice needed from ICES to enable delivery 

of NASCO’s Ten-Year Strategy’ resulting in a streamlined and targeted future request 

for scientific advice.  The group has already started this process and will re-kindle 

their efforts. 

The Council asks SSC to consider future requirements for advice on status, catch 

advice and one-off questions, making recommendations on what advice is required, 

why and how frequently. The Council would like to consider these 

recommendations at a winter inter-sessional meeting, to enable the Secretariat to 

fully consider delivery options ahead of the 2027 Annual Meeting. 

3. The NASCO Secretariat and SSC Chair will work inter-sessionally to clarify 

support requirements and estimate resource needs if future scientific advice were to 

be produced in-house. 

This work will be informed by items (1) and (2) 

4. The NASCO Secretariat will communicate with ICES regarding future options for 

the provision of scientific advice.  

This work will be informed by (2). 

All the information referenced above will be made available to Council prior to the 

2027 Annual Meeting to enable informed discussions and potential decisions on the 

future provision of scientific advice. 

e) NASCO’s Communications and Outreach Strategy 

4.19 The President noted that, in 2024, Council had agreed ‘The Future of NASCO – a Ten-

Year Strategy’, CNL(24)71rev, which included a high-level action to request the 

Secretary engage with an appropriate consultant to develop a communications and 

outreach strategy. Following the 2025 Annual Meeting, within a capped budget of 

£10,000, the Secretariat worked with a communications expert to develop concise 

branding guidelines, associated templates for NASCO's outputs, and a social media 

strategy. The Secretariat also created and implemented a communications and outreach 

scheduling plan.  

4.20 The Council discussed the potential to have a Ministerial meeting in the future and 

noted that while all Parties had limited resources, many were supportive of exploring 

the option further.  

4.21 Council agreed to direct the Secretariat to explore options for a future Ministerial 

meeting in 2027 associated with the Annual Meeting or in association with another 

event which may have appropriate Ministerial representation.  

f) Consideration of the Definitions of ‘Salmon’ in NASCO’s Resolutions, Agreements 

and Guidelines 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/CNL2471rev_The-Future-of-NASCO-%E2%80%93-a-Ten-Year-Strategy.pdf
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4.22 The President noted that Council agreed, CNL(25)80rev, to commission the Secretariat 

to compile a list of any definition of salmon to be found in NASCO’s Resolutions, 

Agreements and Guidelines. 

4.23 Iceland thanked the Secretariat for compiling the paper and noted that it was very useful 

from a transparency perspective. 

4.24 The United States also thanked the Secretariat for the work and raised that all Parties 

should strive for consistency in the use of these definitions.  

5. NASCO’s High-Level Action Plan  

a) Progress on Implementing NASCO’s High-Level Action Plan (2025-2026) 

5.1 The President reminded Council that, at the 2024 Annual Meeting, Council adopted the 

document ‘The Future of NASCO – a Ten-Year Strategy’, CNL(24)71rev, which 

included both a Strategy and a high-level Action Plan.  

5.2 The President noted that the first full year of the high-level Action Plan saw 11 actions 

completed by the 2025 Annual Meeting. He further noted that all actions scheduled to 

be addressed in 2025 / 2026 have progressed successfully, with 14 actions rated as 

ongoing and 10 classified as future actions.  

5.3 The President gave a presentation with an overview of the Ten-Year Strategy and High-

Level Action Plan, CNL(26)50.  

b) Consideration of Actions for Inclusion in NASCO’s High-Level Action Plan for 

2026-2027 

5.4  The President reminded Council that at the 2025 Annual Meeting, CNL(25)80rev 
paragraph 6.4, Council requested that the Secretariat:  

• create an updated high-level Action Plan, immediately after each Annual Meeting, 

showing the status of the high-level actions; 

• create an accompanying Word document each year to describe the changes, 

immediately following the Annual Meeting; and 

• each year, combine this information into a Council paper, separate from the ‘Ten 

Year Strategy’, that serves as the record of Council’s decisions. 

5.5 The UK worked with the UK to propose ‘Further guidance for the Aquaculture and 

Disease Guidelines Review Working Group’ (CNL(26)53) as an addition to the 

‘Generic Terms of Reference for the Working Groups for the Revision of NASCO’s 

Guidelines’, CNL(25)53. The UK noted that in the additional guidance that the UK and 

the US agreed that the international goals for containment and sea lice should remain 

and should guide the guidelines review work. The UK further noted that it wanted to 

clarify the audience for the guidelines, which it saw primarily as governments and it 

wanted to ensure that the review group engaged with industry without prescribing how 

that engagement takes place. The UK also raised that it wanted to set out the resource 

expectation for the working group as it may draw resources from outside the salmon 

world.  

5.6 The UK also noted that it wanted to clarify the scope of the guidelines, noting that while 

the review group is called ‘Aquaculture and Disease’, the UK would propose a focus 

on sea lice and escapes in line with the international goals, as there is currently no 

guidance on disease.  

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/CNL2580rev_Report-of-the-Forty-Second-Annual-Meeting-of-the-Council.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/CNL2471rev_The-Future-of-NASCO-%E2%80%93-a-Ten-Year-Strategy.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2650_Presentation-on-Strategy-and-Action-Plan-from-NASCO-President.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/CNL2580rev_Report-of-the-Forty-Second-Annual-Meeting-of-the-Council.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2653_Further-guidance-for-the-Aquaculture-and-Disease-Guidelines-Review-Working-Group-.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/CNL2553_Generic-ToRs-for-the-Working-Groups-for-the-Revision-of-NASCOs-Guidelines.pdf
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5.7 Norway raised that it was content with the work going ahead and reminded Council that 

NASCO had previously engaged with industry by inviting them to attend the Council 

meeting and speak on aquaculture issues, which could be a good mechanism during the 

review group’s work. 

5.8 Iceland also expressed support for the work going forward and suggested that industry 

engagement was left to the discretion of the group. 

5.9 The United States noted support for the additions proposed by the UK and raised that it 

looked forward to taking part in the working group. It further noted that it understood 

the starting point for the group would be to review existing guidance to assess the level 

of new information available and subsequently the level of update required, which it 

would leave to the working group’s discretion. 

5.10 The NGO Co-Chair raised a question that had been submitted in advance of the Annual 

Meeting against this agenda item: 

‘As an intergovernmental organization responsible for the conservation, 

restoration, enhancement, and rational management of Atlantic salmon, North 

Atlantic Salmon Conservation Organization works with Parties to improve 

cooperation, information-sharing, and management of factors affecting salmon 

populations, including incidental bycatch in non-directed fisheries that can 

present monitoring and regulatory challenges across jurisdictions. How can 

NASCO enable better and more consistent monitoring and regulation of 

fisheries with a high risk of salmon bycatch?’   

5.11 The President responded on behalf of the Parties: 

‘NASCO recognises that Atlantic salmon are at risk of being bycaught in some 

directed fisheries for other species, in the North East Atlantic. NASCO is also 

aware of changes to the location of pelagic fisheries operating in the North East 

Atlantic.  

NASCO is seeking to obtain a full picture of salmon bycatch. For 2025 NASCO 

requested the following information on bycatch: 

1) Salmon bycatch information from ICES, collated through the annual data 

call of the ICES Working Group on Bycatch. 

Data submitted in responses to the ICES  2025 bycatch data call reported two 

salmon bycaught in the Greater North Sea and six salmon bycaught in fisheries 

in the Celtic Sea. However, the 2025 data submission was incomplete. The 2026 

ICES data call has asked for data from 2025 activities and all previously 

unreported data and reporting is expected to increase. 

2) Salmon bycatch information requested from NEAFC, which NEAFC gathers 

via a direct request to all parties. 

For 2025, 200 kg of salmon bycatches was reported to NEAFC. In interpreting 

this data, NASCO notes that: 

• NEAFC regulate pelagic fisheries for Atlanto-Scandian/Norwegian Spring 

Spawning herring, blue whiting and mackerel. According to Article 12.1 of 

the NEAFC Scheme of Control and Enforcement, recording of all catches is 

mandatory, including non- NEAFC regulated resources, when fishing in 

NEAFC regulatory area; 
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• Regulatory requirements for vessels fishing in other areas of the North East 

Atlantic to report salmon bycatch vary; 

• Significant challenges in detecting bycatch have been noted; and  

• ICES advise that salmon bycatch is likely to be under-reported. 

NASCO recognises that while there is currently no firm evidence that significant 

salmon bycatch is occurring, the evidence base is neither clear, nor definitive. 

NASCO therefore support the following actions to improve our understanding 

of salmon bycatch: 

1) Seek opportunities to work closely with organisations such as NEAFC, other 

Regional Fisheries Management Organisations (RFMOs) and the 

International Council for the Exploration of the Seas (ICES) to better 

understand salmon bycatch risk, through both bycatch reporting and 

scientific studies/surveys. Specifically, engage with these groups to;  

a) summarise data landscape/understand existing data & gaps;  

b) identify data needs; and  

c) explore practicality of collecting new and useful data. 

2) Encourage the relevant regulatory authorises to consider strengthening 

their salmon bycatch reporting requirements; and 

3) Encourages parties, jurisdictions and observers to seek opportunities to 

improve by-catch detection using novel technologies.  This could include, 

eDNA, PIT tagging and Remote Electronic Monitoring (REM) to enhance 

the detection of salmon bycatch.’ 

5.12 The NGO Co-Chair raised another of the NGO questions submitted in advance, asking 

‘Do the parties feel that the breadth and depth of by-catch reporting through ICES will 

provide sufficient data and information?’. The President responded that ICES has is 

one route, there are other organisations involved and there is a regulatory requirement 

to report bycatch. He added that the Parties will use any means possible to improve and 

expand that reporting and to identify any potential gaps.  

5.13 Iceland raised that while the work is very important, the high seas are only a small 

portion of the relevant area and what happens in Icelandic or Norwegian waters etc is 

also very important. 

5.14 The President gave an overview, CNL(26)50, of the likely areas of focus on the high-

level Action Plan at the 2027 Annual Meeting. Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands 

and Greenland) raised that while actions may depend on NASCO’s budget, OSPAR 

should be added under ‘collaboration’. 

5.15 Council agreed: 

• to adopt the ‘Further guidance for the Aquaculture and Disease Guidelines Review 

Working Group’ (CNL(26)53) as an addition to the ‘Generic Terms of Reference 

for the Working Groups for the Revision of NASCO’s Guidelines’, CNL(25)53;  

• that the Review Group will be referred to as the Working Group to Review 

Aquaculture Guidelines; and  

• that the review group would not address the ‘Disease’ element associated with 

Aquaculture, but that Guidelines on Aquaculture Disease’ would be considered as 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2650_Presentation-on-Strategy-and-Action-Plan-from-NASCO-President.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2653_Further-guidance-for-the-Aquaculture-and-Disease-Guidelines-Review-Working-Group-.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/CNL2553_Generic-ToRs-for-the-Working-Groups-for-the-Revision-of-NASCOs-Guidelines.pdf
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future work. 

5.16 Council agreed to adopt the high-level NASCO Action Plan for 2026-2027, 

CNL(26)54. 

6. Conservation, Restoration, Enhancement and Rational Management 

of Atlantic Salmon under the Precautionary Approach 

a) Evaluation of Conservation Commitment Reports Under the Fourth Reporting 

Cycle (2026-2032) 

(i) Special Session: Evaluation of Conservation Commitment Reports Under 

the Fourth Reporting Cycle (2026-2032) 

6.1 The President noted that at its 2024 Annual Meeting, CNL(24)88rev, Council agreed to 

conduct a fourth reporting cycle. At the 2025 Annual Meeting, CNL(25)80rev, the basis 

of the fourth reporting cycle, CNL(25)55rev, was agreed to be (1) an individual 

‘Conservation Commitments Report’ (CCR) developed by each Party / jurisdiction, and 

(2) the use of metrics called ‘Performance Indicators’. 

6.2 The Chair of the Conservation Commitments Reports Review Group, Dan Kircheis 

(US), gave a presentation on the Report of the Meeting of the Review Group, and the 

Review Group’s overview of the CCRs. 

6.3 An extensive Question & Answer session followed the presentation. The discussions 

held during the Special Session are contained in Annex XX. 

(ii) Decisions Taken in Light of the Special Session on the Evaluation of 

Conservation Commitment Reports Under the Fourth Reporting Cycle 

(2026-2032) 

6.4 Council agreed that each Party / jurisdiction would be required to finalise their 

Conservation Commitment Report (CCR) by 30 November 2026 as specified in the 

original Schedule of the Fourth Reporting Cycle, CNL(25)57 

b) New or Emerging Opportunities for, or Threats to, Salmon Conservation and 

Management 

6.5 The Chair of the Working Group on North Atlantic Salmon (WGNAS), Alan Walker 

(UK), presented the advice relevant to this Agenda item. The presentation is available 

as document CNL(26)43. 

c) Report of the Working Group to Revise Habitat Guidelines 

6.6 The President reminded Council that in 2024, it agreed ‘The Future of NASCO – a Ten-

Year Strategy’, CNL(24)71rev. The associated High-Level Action Plan included 

recommendations to revise NASCO’s 2010 ‘Guidelines for the Protection, Restoration 

and Enhancement of Atlantic Salmon Habitat’, CNL(10)51. Council further agreed (see 

CNL(24)88rev) that a Working Group would be convene composed of relevant experts 

as volunteered by the Parties / jurisdictions, the NGOs and the IPRIs. 

6.7 The Chair of the Working Group to Revise Habitat Guidelines (HGWG), Stephen 

Gephard (USA), gave a presentation, CNL(26)55, on the Report of the Meeting of the 

Habitat Guidelines Working Group, CNL(26)11. 

6.8 Norway asked if the Guidelines addressed the need to anticipate issues in the future 

such as the impacts of changes in the climate and whether they included measures that 

could be taken to mitigate these. The Chair responded that mitigation was addressed. 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2654_NASCOs-Action-Plan-Update-2026.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/CNL2488rev_Report-of-the-Forty-First-Annual-Meeting-of-the-Council.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2025/09/CNL2580rev_Report-of-the-Forty-Second-Annual-Meeting-of-the-Council.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/CNL2555rev_Performance-Indicators_Conservation-Commitment-Reports_Templates.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/CNL2557_Schedule-for-the-Fourth-Reporting-Cycle.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2643_Presentation-of-ICES-Advice-on-North-Atlantic-Salmon-Stocks-to-Council.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/CNL2471rev_The-Future-of-NASCO-%E2%80%93-a-Ten-Year-Strategy.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2025/10/Habitat-Guidelines-Brochure.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/CNL2488rev_Report-of-the-Forty-First-Annual-Meeting-of-the-Council.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2655_Presentation-from-the-Chair-of-the-Habitat-Guidelines-Working-Group.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/CNL2611_Report-of-the-Meeting-of-the-Habitat-Guidelines-Working-Group.pdf
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6.9 The UK requested that the wording be changed from ‘long-term environmental change’ 

to ‘climate and environmental challenges’, to better capture the rapid and evolving 

impacts of climate change.  

6.10 Canada requested a wording change in Section 4.2, from: 

 ‘The goal of such regulatory oversight is to deny Permits to proposed 

developments (hereinafter referred to as ‘Proposals’) that will cause 

significant damage to salmon habitat or require modifications to the 

Proposal to minimise impact to the habitat.’ 

to 

 ‘Regulatory decisions should be taken to avoid or  

significant impacts on salmon habitat,  including permit refusal where 

appropriate, if significant residual impacts remain’.   

6.11 The United States requested a change to ‘obsolete barriers’ to remove the word 

‘obsolete’. 

6.12 The NGO Co-Chair noted that the Guidelines were useful and timely, especially in 

relation to the Conservation Commitment Reports. The IPRIs commented that the 

working group had done a great job revising the Guidelines. 

6.13 The Chair of the HGWG presented the amendments outlined in paragraphs 6.9-6.11 

alongside some other minor edits to the Guidelines.  

6.14 Council agreed to adopt the Draft Revised ‘NASCO Guidelines for the Protection, 

Restoration and Improvement of Atlantic Salmon Habitat’, CNL(26)56. 

d) Reports of the Pink Salmon Working Group 

6.15 The President reminded Council that at its 2022 Annual Meeting, CNL(22)53rev, the 

Council adopted a ‘Statement of the Council Regarding Pink Salmon, Oncorhynchus 

gorbuscha, in the NASCO Convention Area’, CNL(22)47, which included agreement 

to establish a Standing NASCO Working Group on pink salmon (PSWG). He noted 

that the PSWG met for the second time in 2025, CNL(26)10, after the Annual Meeting,  

in person in Kirkenes, at the invitation of the Norwegian Members of the Group, with 

the main purpose being to observe pink salmon abundance and mitigation measures in 

Norwegian rivers. 

6.16 The President informed Council that a new Chair of the Pink Salmon Working Group, 

Eva Thorstad (Norway), was appointed at the end of 2025 following the retirement of 

the previous Chair, Jarle Steinkjer (Norway). He noted that the third meeting of the 

PSWG took place in March 2026, CNL(26)16, with Iceland attending for the first time. 

6.17 The Chair of the Working Group, Eva Thorstad (Norway) presented the Report of the 

Pink Salmon Working Group Meeting held in Lysekil, Sweden in March 2026, 

CNL(26)51. 

6.18 Council agreed the Terms of Reference for the Pink Salmon Working Group, 

CNL(26)40. 

e) Management and Sampling of the Saint-Pierre and Miquelon Salmon Fishery  

6.19 The President noted that both the Council and the North American Commission were 

concerned about catches of salmon at Saint-Pierre and Miquelon which, although low, 

occurred at a time when there were serious concerns about the abundance of North 

American stocks and when harvest restrictions had been introduced throughout the 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/CNL2253rev_Report-of-the-Thirty-Ninth-Annual-Meeting-of-the-Council.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/CNL2247_Statement-of-the-Council-Regarding-Pink-Salmon-Oncorhynchus-gorbuscha-in-the-NASCO-Convention-Area.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/CNL2610_Report-of-the-Meeting-of-the-Working-Group-on-Pink-Salmon.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/CNL2616_Report-of-the-Meeting-of-the-Working-Group-on-Pink-Salmon_March-2026.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2651_Presentation-from-the-Chair-of-the-Pink-Salmon-Working-Group.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2640_Terms-of-Reference-for-the-Working-Group-on-Pink-Salmon.pdf
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North American Commission area. 

6.20  The President noted that France (in respect of Saint-Pierre and Miquelon) had submitted 

the report ‘Management and Sampling of the Saint-Pierre and Miquelon Salmon 

Fishery’, CNL(26)15. The fishery report had been considered in the North American 

Commission Meeting and there were no further comments in the Council Meeting. 

6.21 Canada noted that it had expressed concerns in the North American Commission and 

thanked France (in respect of Saint-Pierre and Miquelon) for its co-operation and 

continued participation in NASCO. 

f) Reports on the Conservation Work of the Three Regional Commissions  

6.22  The activities of the three Commissions were reported to the Council by their Chairs. 

7. Other Business 

7.1 No Other Business was raised. 

8. Date and Place of the Next Meeting 

8.1 Council agreed to hold its Forty-Fourth Annual Meeting from 31 May – 4 June 2027 in 

Trondheim, Norway. 

9. Report of the Meeting 

9.1 The Council agreed its Report of the Meeting. 

10. Close of the Meeting 

10.1 The President thanked the participants for their contributions and closed the Meeting. 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/CNL2615_Management-and-Sampling-of-the-St-Pierre-and-Miquelon-Salmon-Fishery.pdf

