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CNL(26)57rev1 

 

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 1). 

1.2 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 2). 

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

Miquelon) (Annex 3). 

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 4). 

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 5). 

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

given in Annex 6.  

2. Adoption of the Agenda 

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

2.2 The President noted that, as agreed in 2022 and with additional provision agreed in 

2025, the Parties, NGOs and IPRIs were invited to submit questions on Agenda items, 

in advance of the Annual Meeting, to the relevant Party. The Secretariat received 

questions from NGOs. Four of these questions were grouped as questions to all Parties 

under Agenda items, with additional questions for the UK and for Canada. The written 

responses to the additional questions are annexed to the Meeting Report (see Annex 7). 

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 

 
1 Revised 17 June 2026 to include two questions submitted in advance from NGOs to all Parties under Agenda 

item 6.(b) and agreement under Agenda item 5.(b) for the Secretary to explore a Special Session with external 

organizations at the 2027 Annual Meeting. 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2639_Agenda.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/08/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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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 

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 biennial stock assessments and catch advice, 

would be matters to defer to Council. 

3.3 The FAC 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 FAC 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 

internship 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 internship 

programme would also be cut. 

3.5 The FAC 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, 

which 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 fulfil 

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 Federation 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 recognises 

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 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/CNL2459_Terms-and-Conditions-for-Observers-at-NASCO-Meetings.pdf
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circumstances is trying to identify a possible safe and stable way to fulfil them 

depending on 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;  

• 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 

Contractual Obligations Fund until it could cover any liabilities and then to the 

working funds, including an annual meeting fund, should all contributions be 

received; 

• 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. 

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
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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 

that since then, one NGO and one IPRI have applied for and been granted accredited 

observer status, 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 WGNAS 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 overestimate of spawner abundance. 

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

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
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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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 WGNAS 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 WGNAS 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. 

4.11 The WGNAS 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 over time; 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/08/CNL2608_Report-of-the-Twenty-Fourth-Annual-Meeting-of-the-Board.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/08/CNL2608_Report-of-the-Twenty-Fourth-Annual-Meeting-of-the-Board.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/NASCO-Convention.pdf
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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; and 

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. 

4.18 Council agreed to the approach put forward in the four decisions outlined in paragraph 

4.17 of this document CNL(26)57rev 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); and 

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 

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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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, CNL(26)37. 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 

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. This compilation had been made available in ‘Definitions 

of ‘Salmon’ in NASCO’s Resolutions, Agreements and Guidelines’, CNL(26)14. 

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. 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/CNL2637_Update-on-the-NASCO-Communications-and-Outreach-Strategy.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/2026/05/CNL2614_Definitions-of-Salmon.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
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5.5 The UK worked with the United States 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 United States agreed, 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 the need to 

set out the resource expectations 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.  

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. 

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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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; 

• 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 organizations such as NEAFC, other 

Regional Fisheries Management Organizations (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 authorities 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 is one 

route, there are other organizations 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 
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portion of the relevant area and what happens in national jurisdictions 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 Norway noted that at an earlier discussion, the possibility of extending the Special 

Session at the 2027 Annual Meeting was raised. Norway proposed that the Secretary 

explore the potential for an extended Special Session focused on outreach and 

collaboration with external bodies, to include overviews from organizations whose 

work aligns closely with NASCO and with whom closer collaboration could be 

advantageous. 

5.16 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 

future work. 

5.17 Council agreed to task the Secretary to explore the potential for a Special Session at the 

2027 Annual Meeting with external organizations whose work is relevant to NASCO, 

such as OSPAR and NEAFC, with input from Parties as to which organizations should 

be invited to attend. 

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

CNL(26)54rev. 

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, see CNL(26)36. 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 

(USA), gave a presentation, CNL(26)52, on the Report of the Meeting of the Review 

Group, CNL(26)13, and the Review Group’s overview of the CCRs. 

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

held during the Special Session are contained in Annex 8. 

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
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2654rev_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/2026/05/CNL2636_Update-on-NASCOs-Fourth-Reporting-Cycle-2026-to-2032.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/2026/06/CNL2652_Presentation-from-the-Chair-of-the-CCR-Review-Group.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/CNL2613_Report-of-the-CCR-Review-Group-Meeting-February-2026.pdf
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(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. 

6.6 Two questions submitted by the NGOs in advance of the meeting under this Agenda 

item were answered during the course of the meeting. Both questions and their answers 

are included here. The first NGO question under this Agenda item asked: 

‘Noting that the IUCN has reclassified the global Atlantic salmon population 

from ‘Least Concern’ to ‘Near Threatened’, and recognising that many of the 

principal pressures affecting Atlantic salmon extend beyond the direct scope of 

the Convention, how does NASCO intend to strengthen its policy influence, 

intergovernmental coordination, and engagement with relevant international 

bodies to address these wider conservation challenges?’ 

6.7 The NGO Co-Chair noted that it was encouraging that reference had been made to 

the MoU with OSPAR in a previous Agenda item and raised the second question 

under this Agenda item: 

‘What are your plans, if any, to discuss Marine Protections that contribute to 

Atlantic Salmon conservation through the global targets of 30%?’. 

6.8 The President replied on behalf of the Parties to the first question, in paragraph 6.6 

above: 

‘NASCO recognises that conserving salmon requires actions outside of salmon 

fishery management. We’ve heard this week how Parties are progressing this at 

a domestic level, we’ve agreed international guidelines on habitat restoration 

and we’ve agreed Terms of Reference for a group that will review NASCO’s 

guidelines to minimise the impacts of aquaculture on wild salmon.  

In terms of working with other organizations, NASCO already has an MoU with 

OSPAR and will engage in OSPAR’s 2026 / 2027 salmon status assessment. 

Additionally at this week’s meeting the FAC tasked the Secretary to ‘pursue what 

additional co-operation with OSPAR could look like’.  

NASCO already gathers bycatch data from NEAFC and has today recognised 

the need to work more closely with organizations such as NEAFC, ICES and 

other RFMOs to better understand bycatch data, data gaps and opportunities 

to address these. These collaborations and further opportunities could form a 

focus for the high-level political meeting that the Secretariat has been tasked 

with exploring for 2027.  

In addition we have heard that there may be space at the 2027 Annual Meeting 

to hold a special session, which has not been considered but will come before 

us today and if Parties support this, then the Secretary could be asked to explore 

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
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the idea of a special session that brings together international organizations to 

explore opportunities for further collaboration ’. 

6.9 The President added that regarding the second question, in paragraph 6.7 above, it 

was more appropriate for individual Parties to respond.  

6.10 Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) raised that Greenland has 

fully committed to the 30% by 2030 and has been working on a management plan 

for vulnerable marine areas and the seabed with the aim of reaching 30% protection 

by 2030. 

6.11 Iceland raised that with respect to domestic decisions made towards 30 by 30 within 

Icelandic waters, Iceland is applying the approach to look at the purpose and 

evidence-based decisions when allocating areas towards marine protected areas. 

Iceland added that in terms of actions beyond its economic zone, Iceland is a 

member of NEAFC and works closely with NEAFC looking at marine protected 

areas, and NEAFC as such collaborates very closely with OSPAR under the 

auspices of a collective arrangement. 

6.12 Canada raised that it had just published and announced a new nature strategy called 

‘A Force of Nature’ in which it reconfirmed the goal of 30% in both terrestrial and 

marine and the goal of having more protected sites. Canada added that more 

engagement would occur as it progressed the implementation of the strategy. 

6.13 Norway raised that it was also committed to the goal of conserving 30% of marine 

areas by 2030, has adopted a marine protection plan and is currently mapping 

possible areas that could be turned into marine protected areas. Norway added that 

to date approximately 4.8% of the territorial waters of mainland Norway is protected 

and it plans to increase this.  

6.14 The UK noted that it gave its position on the BBNJ Agreement in the Special 

Session (see Annex 8) and added that the first meeting of the Conference of the 

Parties on that Agreement must take place before 16 January 2027 and the UK 

intends to play a leading role at that and subsequent meetings.  

6.15 The EU raised that in respect of its interests on Marine Protected Areas (MPAs) it 

is fully engaged with the BBNJ Agreement and has been advocating for MPAs in 

different areas.  

6.16 Canada raised that a lot of questions had been received from the NGOs in advance 

and that while it was flattered at the attention, it felt that the intent of the questions 

was to have a more informed discussion at Council. Canada further noted that 

several questions had been raised about its Conservation Commitments Report 

(CCR) despite extensive engagement with NGOs in the CCR preparation. The 

President noted that engagement between NGOs and Parties was encouraged 

throughout the year and not just at the Annual Meeting. He added that increasing 

numbers of questions may become challenging. The NGO Co-Chair raised that the 

NGOs had been unsure of the best process to follow regarding the CCRs when some 

NGOs were unable to attend the Special Session. He also noted that the NGOs 

recognised there had been a high number of questions, that there was a concerted 

effort to get all the NGOs to develop relationships with their delegations and that 

the NGOs would be responsive to the concerns that had been expressed.  

c) Report of the Working Group to Revise Habitat Guidelines 

6.17 The President reminded Council that in 2024, it agreed ‘The Future of NASCO – a Ten-
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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 convened composed of relevant experts 

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

6.18 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. 

6.19 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. 

6.20 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.  

6.21 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 mitigate significant impacts 

on salmon habitat, including permit refusal where appropriate, if significant 

residual impacts remain’. 

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

‘obsolete’. 

6.23 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. 

6.24 The Chair of the HGWG presented the amendments outlined in paragraphs 6.20-6.22 

alongside some other minor edits to the Guidelines.  

6.25 Council agreed to adopt the ‘NASCO Guidelines for the Protection, Restoration and 

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

d) Reports of the Pink Salmon Working Group 

6.26 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. 

6.27 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 

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
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2656_NASCO-Guidelines-for-the-Protection-Restoration-and-Improvement-of-Atlantic-Salmon-Habitat.pdf
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
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PSWG took place in March 2026, with Iceland attending for the first time. 

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

Pink Salmon Working Group Meeting, CNL(26)16, held in Lysekil, Sweden in March 

2026. Her presentation is available as CNL(26)51. 

6.29 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  

6.30 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 

North American Commission area. 

6.31  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. 

6.32 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  

6.33 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 1 – 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/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
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/CNL2615_Management-and-Sampling-of-the-St-Pierre-and-Miquelon-Salmon-Fishery.pdf
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CNL(26)57rev2 

 

Compte rendu de la quarante-troisième session annuelle du Conseil de 

l’Organisation pour la Conservation du Saumon de l’Atlantique Nord 

 

1. Ouverture de la session 

1.1 Le Président, Seamus Connor (RU), a ouvert la session. Le Président a fait une 

déclaration d’ouverture au nom de l’Organisation (Annexe 1). 

1.2 Le Canada, le Danemark (pour les Iles Féroé et le Groenland), l’Union européenne 

(UE), l’Islande, la Norvège, la Fédération de Russie, le Royaume-Uni (RU) et les États-

Unis ont transmis des déclarations d’ouverture écrites (Annexe 2). 

1.3 Une déclaration d’ouverture écrite a été transmise par la France (pour Saint-Pierre et 

Miquelon) (Annexe 3). 

1.4 Le Co-Président des ONGs, Robert Otto, a fait une déclaration d’ouverture orale au 

nom des 40 Organisations non-gouvernementales (ONGs) accréditées (Annexe 4). 

1.5 Håkon Mudenia (Sámi Parliament in Norway) et Levi Denny (Unama’ki Institute of 

Natural Resources), ont fait une déclaration d’ouverture orale au nom des Représentants 

et Institutions des Peuples Autochtones (RIPAs) ayant le statut d’Observateur accrédité 

auprès de l’OCSAN (Annexe 5). 

1.6 Une liste des participants à la quarante-troisième session annuelle du Conseil de 

l’OCSAN est fournie en Annexe 6.  

2. Adoption de l’ordre du jour 

2.1 Le Conseil a adopté son ordre du jour, CNL(26)39. 

2.2 Le Président a indiqué que, comme décidé en 2022 et selon des dispositions 

supplémentaires adoptées en 2025, les Parties, les ONGs et les RIPAs étaient invités à 

transmettre des questions sur des points de l’ordre du jour, avant la session annuelle, à 

la Partie concernée. Le Secrétariat a reçu des questions de la part d’ONGs. Quatre de 

ces questions ont été groupées en tant que questions à l’ensemble des Parties sous des 

points de l’ordre du jour, avec des questions supplémentaires pour le RU et le Canada. 

Les réponses écrites aux questions supplémentaires sont annexées au compte rendu de 

la session (se reporter à l’Annexe 7). 

3. Questions financières et administratives 

a) Rapport du Comité financier et administratif 

3.1 La Présidente du Comité financier et administratif (CFA), Rebecca Wintering (USA), 

a présenté le rapport de la session du Comité financier et administratif, CNL(26)04, 

donnant une vue d’ensemble de la réunion virtuelle en inter-session du CFA, 

FAC(26)03, tenue en avril 2026. Elle a porté à la connaissance du Conseil que la 

réunion en inter-session a eu lieu pour discuter des contributions de 2026, des arriérés 

de contribution de la Fédération de Russie et des impacts potentiels sur les budgets tant 

de 2026 que de 2027. Elle a indiqué que ceux-ci incluaient la question générale des 

 
2 Révisé le17 juin 2026 pour inclure deux questions transmises à l’avance par les ONGs à toutes les Parties sous 

le point d’ordre du jour 6.(b) et la décision sous le point d’ordre du jour 5.(b) pour que le Secrétaire explore la 

possibilité d’ une Séance spéciale  avec des organisations externes lors de la session annuelle 2027. 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2639_Agenda.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/08/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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arriérés, le budget 2026, le Fonds d’obligation contractuelle (FOC), les effectifs de 

personnel, l’avis du CIEM, l’accueil des sessions de l’OCSAN, un éventuel droit 

d’entrée pour les observateurs, et des contributions volontaires, ainsi que plusieurs 

autres questions soulevées sous le point Divers, qui comprenaient un relèvement des 

plafonds des fonds de l’OCSAN et une éventuelle limite pour la somme forfaitaire du 

personnel du Secrétariat. Tous ces sujets se sont re-présentés lors de la session annuelle 

du CFA à l’exception de la recommandation de transférer des fonds depuis le Fonds 

pour le Recrutement et le Fonds spécial vers le Fonds d’obligation contractuelle (FOC), 

qui est allée directement au Conseil. 

3.2 La Présidente du CFA a dit que la relation entre l’OCSAN et le CIEM avait aussi été 

discutée lors de la session annuelle du CFA à l’aune des défis budgétaires et des déficits 

auxquels l’Organisation doit faire face. Préalablement à la session annuelle, le CFA 

avait demandé au Comité scientifique permanent de l’OCSAN (CSP) d’examiner les 

options possibles pour alimenter un débat autour de changements dans la relation avec 

le CIEM. Elle a donné une vue d’ensemble des options, qui de façon générale étaient : 

statu quo, modification de la relation ou une rupture totale. Elle a indiqué que le contenu 

actuel de l’avis, et ce que le CSP considérerait comme nécessaire comme faisant partie 

d’évaluations annuelles ou bisannuelles du stock et recommandations de captures, 

seraient des sujets à référer au Conseil. 

3.3 La Présidente du CFA a aussi indiqué que le CFA avait débattu du MoU avec l’OSPAR 

et que le CFA avait recommandé que le Conseil prenne la décision de collaborer avec 

l’OSPAR sur l’évaluation du statut de saumon de l’Atlantique qu’elle va réaliser dans 

le courant de l’année prochaine. 

3.4 La Présidente du CFA a indiqué que bien que le CFA ait recommandé l’adoption du 

budget tel que préparé par le Secrétaire, il avait aussi débattu largement de ce qu’il 

faudrait faire en cas de créances douteuses ou de non-réception de toutes les 

contributions. Ce débat a conduit le CFA à recommander un budget assorti d’un plan 

de soutien des dépenses. Elle a ensuite expliqué les deux options discutées par le CFA. 

La première serait d’exclure l’avis scientifique du CIEM et le programme de stages. La 

seconde serait de conserver l’avis du CIEM et de supprimer un certain nombre de 

dépenses sur l’ensemble du budget. Dans ce scénario, de nombreuses lignes du budget 

seraient réduites telles que les déplacements, la communication, l’équipement de 

bureau et les heures de personnel. Le programme de stages serait aussi supprimé. 

3.5 La Présidente du CFA a aussi dit que le CFA avait débattu d’un relèvement des plafonds 

du Fonds d’Obligation Contractuelle et du Fonds de roulement, recommandant que le 

plafond de chaque fonds soit relevé de £200 000. Elle a indiqué en outre que le CFA 

avait discuté des Termes et Conditions de participation des observateurs aux sessions 

de l’OCSAN, CNL(24)59, incluant l’ajout d’un droit d’entrée pour la participation des 

observateurs aux sessions, en tant que faisant partie des Termes et Conditions, qui sont 

l’objet d’une révision obligatoire en 2027. 

3.6 Les Parties ont débattu du fait que l’Organisation devrait aller un peu plus loin en 2027 

et réaliser les économies supplémentaires identifiées par le CFA relatives aux 

déplacements, communications et équipements de bureau. Les Parties ont décidé de 

laisser de telles décisions à la discrétion du Secrétaire. 

3.7 La Fédération de Russie a déclaré qu’étant donné qu’un certain nombre de décisions 

difficiles avaient été prises et plusieurs discussions difficiles entamées, elle souhaiterait 

souligner que les retards de paiement de contribution sont dus non pas à l’absence de 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/CNL2459_Terms-and-Conditions-for-Observers-at-NASCO-Meetings.pdf
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volonté de la Partie de s’acquitter de ses obligations financières mais à l’impossibilité 

objective de le faire causée par les sanctions imposées à la Fédération de Russie dans 

le domaine financier. En conséquence de ces mesures restrictives, la Fédération de 

Russie a déclaré qu’elle avait été mise artificiellement dans une situation où il était 

effectivement impossible de verser des contributions de la manière prévue et simple. 

La Fédération de Russie a aussi déclaré qu’elle reconnait ses obligations financières et 

reste déterminée à s’en acquitter dès que les restrictions en place n’empêcheront plus 

l’exécution des paiements, et que dans les circonstances présentes elle essaie de trouver 

un moyen sécurisé et stable de s’en acquitter, selon ce qui se présente en premier. 

3.8 Sur recommandation du comité, le Conseil a décidé de:  

• transférer des fonds depuis le Fonds pour le recrutement (£20,000) et le Fonds 

spécial (£25,000) vers le Fonds d’obligation contractuelle; 

• demander au CSP de compiler et évaluer les coûts pour produire l’avis en interne; 

• prendre l’attache du CIEM pour trouver plus d’informations quant au coût de la 

provision de l’avis;  

• suspendre le MoU avec le CIEM et ne pas demander d’avis scientifique pour 2027;  

• explorer au cours de l’année prochaine, par le biais d’un petit groupe de travail de 

l’OCSAN, les alternatives pour fournir un avis sur les stocks de saumon et à quelle 

fréquence; 

• réallouer les fonds qui auraient été alloués à l’avis du CIEM au Fonds d’obligation 

contractuelle pour couvrir tout passif et ensuite aux Fonds de roulement, incluant 

un fonds pour la session annuelle, dans l’hypothèse où toutes les contributions 

seraient reçues; 

• modifier la Règle financière 6.3 pour relever la limite du Fonds de roulement au-

delà de £200,000, fixant un nouveau plafond du Fonds de roulement de £400,000; 

• modifier la Règle financière 6.3 pour relever la limite du Fonds d’obligation 

contractuelle au-delà de £250 000, fixant un nouveau plafond de £450 000; 

• charger le Secrétaire et la Présidente du CFA de commencer la révision obligatoire 

des ‘Termes et Conditions de participation des observateurs aux sessions de 

l’OCSAN’, CNL(24)59, préalablement à la session annuelle de 2027, et dans le 

cadre de cette procédure d’examiner plus avant l’introduction de droits d’entrée 

pour la participation des observateurs aux sessions annuelles, en consultation avec 

les observateurs; 

• ordonner à l’OCSAN de se mettre en relation avec OSPAR pour mettre à jour 

l’évaluation du statut du saumon atlantique de l’OSPAR en 2027; 

• adopter les comptes vérifiés pour 2025; 

• adopter le budget pour 2027 et le budget prévisionnel pour 2028 tels que proposés 

et avec les modifications concernant le point sur la ligne budgétaire Recherche et 

Avis pour que ces montants soient réalloués du CIEM vers les différents fonds de 

roulement; et 

• adopter le rapport du CFA. 

b) Calendrier de l’OCSAN et nomination des membres des Groupes de travail 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/CNL2459_Terms-and-Conditions-for-Observers-at-NASCO-Meetings.pdf
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3.9 Le Président a indiqué qu’en 2024 le Conseil avait décidé qu’un calendrier de réunions 

en inter-session et la nomination des membres des Groupes de travail seraient inclus 

dans l’ordre du jour de chaque session annuelle pour décision par le Conseil. Il a indiqué 

que ceci donnerait un plus haut niveau de certitude aux Parties et au Secrétariat, 

permettant ainsi un travail plus efficace de toutes les personnes concernées. 

3.10 Le Conseil a adopté le document ‘Membres des Groupes de travail nommés lors de la 

session annuelle’, CNL(26)47, les noms manquants devant être décidés par les Parties 

dès que possible. 

3.11 Le Conseil a adopté son ‘Calendrier de réunions en inter-session de 2026 à 2027’, 

CNL(26)48, avec demande aux Parties de transmettre dès que possible au Secrétariat 

les informations spécifiques de disponibilité. 

4. Informations scientifiques, techniques, juridiques et autres 

a) Actualités 2026 de l’OCSAN 

4.1 Le Président a indiqué qu’en 2022, le Conseil avait décidé que le ‘Rapport sur les 

activités de l’Organisation’ et le ‘Rapport du Secrétaire’ seraient fusionnés pour être 

une vitrine du travail de l’OCSAN. Il a renvoyé le Conseil aux ‘Actualités 2026 de 

l’OCSAN’, CNL(26)05. 

4.2 Le Président a souligné que les Actualités de l’OCSAN sont destinées à mettre en valeur 

le travail de l’OCSAN et ne contiennent que des informations allant jusqu’à la fin 

février de l’année en cours. Il a indiqué que depuis, une ONG et un RIPA avaient 

demandé et obtenu le statut d’observateur, l’ONG Fédération des propriétaires de 

rivière d’Islande (FIRO) participant à la session annuelle. Il a indiqué en outre que le 

RIPA, l’Institut de développement durable des Premières Nations du Québec et du 

Labrador, avait candidaté trop tard pour pouvoir assister à la session annuelle de cette 

année.  

4.3 Le Secrétaire a souligné que les Actualités 2026 de l’OCSAN et d’autres éléments de 

la session tels que les présentations PowerPoint, la banderole et les nouvelles Directives 

avaient été réalisées en utilisant les nouvelles directives de marque de l’OCSAN et il a 

encouragé les délégués à interagir avec les réseaux sociaux de l’OCSAN pour partager 

les contenus qui avaient été élaborés. 

b) Conseils scientifiques du CIEM 

 (i) Une nouvelle approche de la présentation des Conseils scientifiques du CIEM 

4.4 Le Président a indiqué qu’en 2022 le Conseil avait demandé à la Secrétaire de prendre 

l’attache du CIEM pour rechercher une approche / présentation simplifiée de l’Avis du 

CIEM. Il a dit que les Secrétaires précédent et actuel avaient tous deux travaillé avec le 

CIEM comme demandé.  

4.5 La Vice-présidente de l’ACOM du CIEM, Sarah Gaichas, a fourni une mise à jour sur 

le travail sur une nouvelle approche simplifiée de la présentation de l’avis du CIEM sur 

le saumon atlantique CNL(26)49. 

 (ii) Conseils scientifiques du CIEM 

4.6 Le Président a rappelé aux délégués que l’avis du CIEM pour les stocks de saumon de 

l’Atlantique nord a été publié le 1er mai 2026, CNL(26)06, et qu’il serait présenté en 

parallèle avec l’avis relatif au point 6.b) ‘Nouvelles opportunités ou opportunités 

naissantes pour, ou menaces contre, la conservation et la gestion du saumon’. 

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
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
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4.7 Le Président du Groupe de travail sur le saumon de l’Atlantique Nord (WGNAS) du 

CIEM, Alan Walker (RU), a présenté l’avis. Sa présentation est disponible en tant que 

document CNL(26)43. Il a indiqué que les captures conservées rapportées en 2025 

étaient de 379 tonnes, les plus basses des séries historiques depuis 1960. Il a ajouté que 

si la Fédération de Russie avait capturé 40 tonnes, comme en 2024, le total des captures 

aurait été de 419 tonnes, légèrement plus élevé que le total de 2024 (404 tonnes). 

4.8 Le Président du WGNAS a indiqué qu’une nouvelle question au CIEM était d’examiner 

la mortalité post-relâchage associée à la pêche avec remise à l’eau. Il a souligné que 

certains poissons relâchés meurent quand même et ne survivent donc pas pour frayer, 

ce qui résulte en une surestimation de l’abondance de poissons reproducteurs. Il a 

indiqué que le CIEM avait réalisé un sondage au travers des pays pour établir la 

disponibilité des données et qu’il était possible de faire une estimation de la mortalité 

générale, c.a.d. 10% des poissons relâchés, mais seulement comme indicateur 

approximatif de la pression de pêche.  

4.9 Le Président du WGNAS a indiqué que dans l’examen des menaces nouvelles et 

émergentes, les faibles retours se poursuivaient avec des records ou quasi-records de 

bas retours de saumons uni et multibermarins rapportés dans la majorité des juridictions 

en 2023 ou 2024. Il a ajouté que les bas retours continuaient pour tous les 

multibermarins et la plupart des unibermarins en 2025, bien que les chiffres des 

unibermarins aient augmenté dans les Parties nord de la CNA et la CANE. 

4.10 Le Président du WGNAS a souligné que les étés étaient plus longs et plus chauds dans 

de larges Parties du Canada entraînant des captures réduites, des migrations retardées 

et des mortalités. Il a ajouté que l’Écosse avait enregistré sa période de mars à août la 

plus chaude depuis le début des enregistrements en 1884. Le Président a aussi indiqué 

que la Norvège avait enregistré des rivières à saumon infectées par de la Saprolegnia, 

associée à de faibles débits et des eaux chaudes. 

4.11 Le Président du WGNAS a dit que le Gyrodactylus salaris avait été trouvé sur des 

saumon juvéniles dans une nouvelle rivière plus au nord sur la côte suédoise 

occidentale. Il a aussi indiqué que les études de suivi n’avaient pas conduit à le 

retrouver. 

c) Rapport de la Commission internationale de recherche sur le saumon atlantique 

4.12 La Commission internationale de recherche sur le saumon atlantique (CIRSA) s’est 

réunie le 1er et le 4 juin. Le compte rendu de la réunion de la CIRSA, CNL(26)08, a été 

présenté par son Président, Peder Fiske (Norvège). Il a mentionné l’origine de cette 

Commission et de son Groupe de conseil scientifique (SAG).  

4.13 Les principaux sujets de la réunion annuelle de la Commission étaient l’examen de 

l’étude de croissance en mer à l’échelle du bassin, l’avancement des projets PINKTrack 

financés par l’UE, et les déficits de connaissances autour des impacts du saumon rose 

sur le saumon sauvage de l’Atlantique.  

4.14 Sur recommandation de la Commission, le Conseil:  

• a adopté le Rapport de la Commission, CNL(26)08. 

d) Compte rendu du Comité scientifique permanent 

4.15 Le Président a indiqué au Conseil que les articles 3 et 4 de la Convention imposent à 

l’OCSAN de tenir compte des meilleures informations scientifiques et d’établir des 

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/2026/08/CNL2608_Report-of-the-Twenty-Fourth-Annual-Meeting-of-the-Board.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/08/CNL2608_Report-of-the-Twenty-Fourth-Annual-Meeting-of-the-Board.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/NASCO-Convention.pdf
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modalités de collaboration avec le CIEM. Il a indiqué qu’il avait été habituel pour le 

Comité scientifique permanent (CSP) d’assister le Conseil et les Commissions pour 

formuler leurs questions au CIEM mais qu’à la session de cette année il avait été 

demandé au CSP d’assister le Conseil pour réévaluer cet arrangement et examiner des 

alternatives.  

4.16 Le Président a partagé un ensemble de quatre décisions rédigées par le coordinateur par 

interim du CSP, Tim Sheehan (USA), sur une approche en quatre points pour compiler 

les informations afin de développer un avis scientifique préalablement à la session 

annuelle de 2027. De telles informations permettraient des discussions en connaissance 

de cause et de potentielles décisions sur la future fourniture d’un avis scientifique.  

4.17 Le Président a indiqué que si une approche en quatre points devait être poursuivie, il 

pourrait y avoir quatre décisions à prendre par le Conseil : 

1. Un Groupe de travail provisoire sur l’état des stocks pourrait être formé avec un 

mandat développé et adopté en inter-session. Ce petit groupe aurait la charge de 

travailler en inter-session avec les Parties / juridictions pour préparer un rapport 

provisoire sur l’état du stock à livrer au Conseil avant sa session annuelle de 2027. 

Le rapport ciblerait les estimations des retours d’adultes et les tendances des 

reproducteurs dans le temps; 

2. Le CSP ré-initierait l’instruction donnée par le Conseil en 2025 d’‘envisager, en 

inter-session, une discussion plus large sur l’avis du CIEM nécessaire pour 

permettre de délivrer la Stratégie sur dix ans de l’OCSAN’ avec pour résultat une 

future demande d’avis scientifique simplifiée et ciblée. Le groupe a déjà entamé 

cette procédure et renforcera ses efforts; 

3. Le secrétariat de l’OCSAN et le Président du CSP travailleront en inter-session à 

clarifier les exigences de soutien et à estimer les besoins en ressources si les futurs 

conseils scientifiques devaient être produits en interne; et 

4. Le Secrétariat de l’OCSAN communiquera avec le CIEM en ce qui concerne de 

futures options pour la fourniture de conseils scientifiques.  

Toutes les informations listées ci-dessus seront rendues disponibles pour le Conseil 

préalablement à la session annuelle de 2027 afin de permettre des débats éclairés et de 

potentielles décisions sur la fourniture de conseils scientifiques à l’avenir. 

4.18 Le Conseil s’est mis d’accord sur l’approche mise en avant dans les quatre décisions 

décrites au paragraphe 4.17 de ce document CNL(26)57rev tel que modifié par le RU:  

1. Un Groupe de travail provisoire sur le statut du stock peut être formé avec un 

mandat développé et adopté en inter-session. Ce petit groupe aurait la charge de 

travailler en inter-session avec les Parties / juridictions à développer un rapport 

provisoire sur le statut du stock pour le livrer au Conseil avant sa session annuelle 

de 2027. Le rapport se concentrerait sur les retours d’adultes et les tendances des 

reproducteurs dans le temps. 

2. Le CSP ré-initierait son instruction de 2025 par le Conseil d’‘envisager, en inter-

session, une discussion plus large sur l’avis du CIEM nécessaire pour permettre de 

délivrer la Stratégie sur dix ans de l’OCSAN’ avec pour résultat une future demande 

d’avis scientifique simplifiée et ciblée. Le groupe a déjà entamé cette procédure et 

renforcera ses efforts. 
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Le Conseil demande au CSP d’examiner les futurs besoins pour un avis sur le statut, 

des recommandations de captures et des questions particulières, faisant des 

recommandations sur les conseils nécessaires, pourquoi et à quelle fréquence. Le 

Conseil souhaite examiner ces recommandations lors d’une réunion en inter-session 

en hiver, pour permettre au Secrétariat d’étudier extensivement les options de 

livraisons préalablement à la session annuelle 2027; 

3. Le secrétariat de l’OCSAN et le Président du CSP travailleront en inter-session à 

clarifier les besoins de soutien et à estimer les ressources nécessaires si de futurs 

conseils scientifiques devait être produits en interne. 

Ce travail sera alimenté par les points (1) et (2); et 

4. Le Secrétariat de l’OCSAN communiquera avec le CIEM en ce qui concerne de 

futures options pour la fourniture de conseils scientifiques.  

Ce travail sera alimenté par (2). 

Toutes les informations listées ci-dessus seront rendues disponibles pour le Conseil 

préalablement à la session annuelle 2027 pour permettre des débats éclairés et de 

potentielles décisions sur la fourniture de conseils scientifiques à l’avenir. 

e)  Stratégie de communication et de sensibilisation de l’OCSAN 

4.19 Le Président a indiqué que, en 2024, le conseil avait adopté ‘L’Avenir de l’OCSAN – 

une Stratégie sur dix ans’, CNL(24)71rev, comprenant une action de haut niveau de 

demande à la Secrétaire de prendre l’attache d’un consultant approprié pour développer 

une stratégie de communication et de sensibilisation. A la suite de la session annuelle 

de 2025, dans la limite d’un budget plafonné à £10 000, le Secrétariat a travaillé avec 

un expert en communication à développer des directives de marque concises, des 

templates associés pour les produits de l’OCSAN, et une stratégie pour les médias 

sociaux, CNL(26)37. Le Secrétariat a aussi créé et mis en œuvre un calendrier de 

communication et de sensibilisation.  

4.20 Le Conseil a débattu de la possibilité de tenir à l’avenir une réunion ministérielle et il a 

indiqué que bien que toutes les Parties aient des ressources limitées, beaucoup 

apportaient leur soutien à une exploration plus poussée de cette option.  

4.21 Le Conseil a décidé d’ordonner au Secrétariat d’explorer les options pour une future 

réunion ministérielle en 2027 couplée à la session annuelle ou à un autre événement 

pouvant avoir la représentation ministérielle appropriée.  

f) Examen des définitions de « saumon » dans les Résolutions, Accords et Directives 

de l’OCSAN 

4.22 Le Président a indiqué que le Conseil avait décidé, CNL(25)80rev, de charger le 

Secrétariat de compiler une liste de toutes les définitions du saumon se trouvant dans 

les Résolutions, Accords et Directives de l’OCSAN. Cette compilation avait été rendue 

disponible dans ‘Définitions du ‘Saumon’ dans les Résolutions, Accords et Directives 

de l’OCSAN’, CNL(26)14. 

4.23 L’Islande a remercié le Secrétariat d’avoir compilé le document et a indiqué qu’il était 

très utile sous un angle de transparence. 

4.24 Les États-Unis ont aussi remercié le Secrétariat pour son travail et ont dit que toutes les 

Parties devraient faire des efforts de cohérence dans l’utilisation de ces définitions. 

 

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/2026/05/CNL2637_Update-on-the-NASCO-Communications-and-Outreach-Strategy.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/2026/05/CNL2614_Definitions-of-Salmon.pdf
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5. Plan d’action de haut niveau de l’OCSAN  

a) Progrès dans la mise en œuvre du Plan d’action de haut niveau de l’OCSAN (2025-

2026) 

5.1 Le Président a rappelé au Conseil que lors de la session annuelle 2024, le Conseil avait 

adopté le document ‘L’avenir de l’OCSAN – une Stratégie sur dix ans’, CNL(24)71rev, 
qui comprenait à la fois une Stratégie et un Plan d’action de haut niveau.  

5.2 Le Président a indiqué qu’au cours de la première année complète du Plan d’action de 

haut niveau 11 actions ont été accomplies jusqu’à la session annuelle 2025. Il a ajouté 

que toutes les actions programmées pour être abordées en 2025 / 2026 ont avancé avec 

succès, avec 14 notées comme en cours et 10 classées comme actions futures.  

5.3 Le Président a fait une présentation avec une vue d’ensemble de la Stratégie sur dix ans 

et du Plan d’action de haut niveau, CNL(26)50.  

b) Examen des actions à inclure dans le Plan d’action de haut niveau de l’OCSAN 

pour 2026-2027 

5.4  Le Président a rappelé au Conseil que lors de la session annuelle 2025, CNL(25)80rev 
paragraphe 6.4, le Conseil avait demandé que le Secrétariat:  

• crée un Plan d’action de haut niveau mis à jour, immédiatement après chaque 

session annuelle, montrant le statut des actions de haut niveau ;  

• crée chaque année un document Word d’accompagnement décrivant les 

changements, immédiatement après la session annuelle; et 

•  chaque année, assemble ces informations en un document du Conseil, séparé de la 

‘Stratégie sur dix ans’, qui constitue un enregistrement des décisions du Conseil. 

5.5 Le RU a travaillé avec les États-Unis pour proposer des ‘Lignes directrices 

complémentaires pour le Groupe de travail sur des Directives pour l’aquaculture et la 

pathologie’ (CNL(26)53) comme complément au ‘Mandat générique pour les Groupes 

de travail pour la révision des Directives de l’OCSAN.’, CNL(25)53. Le RU a indiqué 

que dans les lignes directrices complémentaires sur lesquelles le RU et les États-Unis 

s’étaient mis d’accord, les objectifs internationaux pour le confinement et le pou de mer 

seraient conservés et devraient guider le travail de révision des Directives. Le RU a de 

plus indiqué qu’il voulait clarifier quels étaient les destinataires des lignes directrices, 

qu’il voyait principalement comme les gouvernements, et il voulait s’assurer que le 

groupe de révision serait en lien avec l’industrie sans recommander comment cette 

liaison se ferait. Le RU a aussi évoqué la nécessité de clarifier les ressources attendues 

pour le Groupe de travail car il pourrait tirer des ressources d’en dehors du monde du 

saumon.  

5.6 Le RU a aussi dit qu’il voulait clarifier le périmètre des lignes directrices, indiquant que 

bien que le groupe s’appelle ‘Aquaculture et Pathologie’, le RU proposerait de se 

concentrer sur le pou de mer et les échappements, en ligne avec les objectifs 

internationaux, puisqu’il n’y a actuellement pas de lignes directrices sur la pathologie.  

5.7 La Norvège a indiqué qu’elle était satisfaite du travail qui se poursuivait et elle a rappelé 

au Conseil que l’OCSAN avait déjà auparavant fait une liaison avec l’industrie en les 

invitant à assister à la session du Conseil et à s’exprimer sur les sujets aquaculture, ce 

qui pourrait être un bon mécanisme pendant le travail du groupe de révision. 

5.8 L’Islande a aussi fait part de son soutien au travail en cours d’avancement et a proposé 

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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que le lien avec l’industrie soit laissé à la discrétion du groupe. 

5.9 Les États-Unis ont fait part de leur soutien aux compléments proposés par le RU et ils 

ont souligné qu’ils se réjouissaient de participer au groupe de travail. En outre ils ont 

dit qu’ils comprenaient que le point de départ pour le groupe serait de réviser les lignes 

directrices existantes afin d’évaluer le niveau d’informations récentes disponibles et en 

conséquence le niveau de mise à jour requis, qu’ils laisseraient à la discrétion du groupe. 

5.10 Le Co-Président des ONGs a évoqué une question qui avait été transmise préalablement 

à la session annuelle dans le cadre de ce point de l’ordre du jour: 

‘En tant qu’organisation intergouvernementale responsable de la conservation, 

la restauration, l’accroissement et la gestion rationnelle du saumon atlantique, 

l’Organisation pour la Conservation du Saumon de l’Atlantique Nord travaille 

avec les Parties à améliorer la coopération, le partage d’informations, et la 

gestion de facteurs qui affectent les populations de saumon, y compris les 

captures accidentelles dans des pêcheries non-dirigées qui peuvent représenter 

des défis en matière de suivi et de réglementation au travers des juridictions. 

Comment l’OCSAN peut-elle rendre possibles un meilleur suivi et une meilleure 

réglementation des pêcheries ayant un risque élevé de captures accidentelles de 

saumon?’  

5.11 Le Président a répondu au nom des Parties: 

‘L’OCSAN reconnait que les saumons de l’Atlantique risquent d’être capturés 

accidentellement dans certaines pêcheries dirigées vers d’autres espèces, dans 

l’Atlantique Nord-Est. L’OCSAN a aussi conscience de changements dans la 

localisation des pêcheries pélagiques opérant en Atlantique Nord-Est.  

L’OCSAN cherche à obtenir une vue complète des captures accessoires de 

saumon. Pour 2025 NASCO a demandé les informations suivantes sur les 

captures accessoires : 

3)  Informations de la part du CIEM sur les captures accessoires de saumon, 

collectées via l’appel à données annuel du Groupe de travail captures 

accessoires du CIEM. 

Les données transmises dans les réponses à l’appel à données 2025 du CIEM 

sur les captures accessoires ont comporté deux saumons en captures accessoires 

dans la Grande Mer du Nord et six saumons en captures accessoires dans des 

pêcheries en Mer Celtique. Toutefois, la soumission de données en 2025 était 

incomplète. L’appel à données 2026 du CIEM a demandé des données issues 

des activités de 2025 et toutes les données non rapportées auparavant, et une 

augmentation du rapportage est attendue. 

4) Informations sur les captures accessoires de saumon demandées à la 

CPANE, que la CPANE recueille par demande directe à toutes les Parties. 

Pour 2025, 200 kg de captures accessoires de saumon ont été rapportées à la 

CPANE. Dans son interprétation de ces données, l’OCSAN note que: 

• La CPANE réglemente les pêcheries pélagiques du hareng atlanto-

scandien/hareng reproducteur de printemps norvégien, le merlan bleu et le 

maquereau. Selon l’Article 12.1 du Programme de Contrôle et 

d’Application de la CPANE, l’enregistrement de toutes les captures est 

obligatoire, y compris pour les ressources non réglementées par la CPANE, 
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lors d’opération de pêche en zone de compétence de la CPANE; 

• Les obligations réglementaires de déclaration des captures accessoires de 

saumon pour les navires pêchant dans d’autres zones de l’Atlantique Nord-

Est sont variables; 

• Il a été indiqué que la détection de captures accessoires n’est pas aisée ; et  

• L’avis du CIEM est que les captures accessoires de saumon sont 

probablement sous-déclarées. 

L’OCSAN reconnait que bien qu’il ne soit pas prouvé fermement à ce jour que 

des captures accessoires de saumon significatives se produisent, la base de 

preuves n’est ni claire ni définitive. Par conséquent l’OCSAN soutient les 

actions suivantes pour améliorer notre compréhension des captures accessoires 

de saumon: 

4) Rechercher des opportunités de travailler étroitement avec des 

organisations telles que la CPANE, d’autres Organisations régionales de 

gestion des pêches (ORGPs) et avec le Conseil International pour 

l’Exploration de la Mer (CIEM) pour mieux comprendre le risque de 

captures accessoires de saumon à la fois par les déclarations de captures 

accessoires et par des études/enquêtes scientifiques. Dialoguer 

spécifiquement avec ces groupes pour;  

d) Cadrer le champ des données/comprendre les données et les lacunes 

existantes;  

e) Identifier les besoins en données; et  

f) Explorer la possibilité de collecter des données nouvelles et utiles. 

5) Encourager les autorités régulatrices pertinentes à envisager de renforcer 

leurs obligations de déclaration des captures accessoires de saumon; et 

6) Encourager les Parties, juridictions et observateurs à rechercher des 

opportunités pour améliorer la détection de captures accessoires en 

recourant à de nouvelles technologies. Ceci pourrait inclure l’eADN, 

l’implantation d’étiquettes à transpondeur passif (PIT tagging) et la 

Surveillance Electronique à Distance (SED) pour améliorer la détection de 

captures accessoires de saumon.’ 

5.12 Le Co-Président des ONGs a soulevé une autre des questions posées en avance par les 

ONGs, demandant ‘Les parties ont-elles le sentiment que le rapportage des captures 

accessoires par le CIEM est assez étendu et approfondi pour fournir des données et des 

informations suffisantes ?’. Le Président a répondu que le CIEM est l’un des moyens, 

que d’autres organisations sont impliquées et que la déclaration des captures accessoires 

est exigée par la réglementation. Il a ajouté que les Parties utiliseront tous les moyens 

possibles pour améliorer et étendre ce rapportage et pour identifier toute lacune 

potentielle.  

5.13 L’Islande a souligné que bien que ce travail soit très important, la haute mer ne 

représente qu’une petite portion de la zone pertinente et que ce qui se passe dans les 

eaux sous juridiction nationale est aussi très important. 

5.14 Le Président a fourni une vue d’ensemble, CNL(26)50, des domaines probables de 

priorité dans le plan d’action de haut niveau lors de la session annuelle 2027. Le 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2650_Presentation-on-Strategy-and-Action-Plan-from-NASCO-President.pdf
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Danemark (pour les Iles Féroé et le Groenland) a dit qu’alors que les actions peuvent 

dépendre du budget de l’OCSAN, l’OSPAR devrait être ajouté sous ‘collaboration’. 

5.15 La Norvège a indiqué que lors d’une discussion précédente, la possibilité d’allonger la 

Séance spéciale lors de la session annuelle 2027 avait été soulevée. La Norvège a 

proposé que le Secrétaire explore la possibilité d’une Séance spéciale allongée centrée 

sur la communication et la collaboration avec des organismes externes, afin d’inclure 

des vues d’ensemble de la part d’organisations dont le travail s’aligne étroitement avec 

celui de l’OCSAN et avec lesquelles une collaboration plus rapprochée pourrait être 

avantageuse. 

5.16 Le Conseil a décidé: 

• D’adopter les ‘Lignes directrices complémentaires pour le Groupe de travail de 

révision des Directives sur l’Aquaculture et la Pathologie’ (CNL(26)53) en tant que 

complément du ‘Mandat générique pour les Groupes de travail pour la révision des 

Directives de l’OCSAN’, CNL(25)53;  

• Que le Groupe de révision serait désigné comme le Groupe de travail pour la 

révision des Directives sur l’aquaculture; et 

• Que le groupe de révision ne traiterait pas de l’élément ‘Pathologie’ associé à 

l’Aquaculture, mais que des Directives sur ‘Pathologie en aquaculture’ pourraient 

être envisagées comme futur travail. 

5.17 Le Conseil a décidé de charger le Secrétaire d’explorer la possibilité d’une Séance 

spéciale lors de la session annuelle 2027 avec des organisations externes dont le travail 

est pertinent pour l’OCSAN, telles que l’OSPAR et la CPANE, avec contribution des 

Parties sur la question de quelles organisations devraient être invitées à participer. 

5.18 Le Conseil a décidé d’adopter le Plan d’action de haut niveau de l’OCSAN pour 2026-

2027, CNL(26)54rev. 

6. Conservation, restauration, accroissement et gestion rationnelle du 

Saumon atlantique dans le cadre de l’approche préventive 

a) Évaluation des ‘Rapports d’engagements de conservation’ dans le cadre du 

quatrième cycle de reporting (2026-2032) 

(i) Séance spéciale: Évaluation des ‘Rapports d’engagements de conservation’ dans 

le cadre du quatrième cycle de reporting (2026-2032) 

6.1 Le Président a indiqué que lors de sa session annuelle de 2024, CNL(24)88rev, le 

Conseil avait décidé de mener un quatrième cycle de reporting, voir CNL(26)36. À la 

session annuelle de 2025, CNL(25)80rev, il a été décidé que la base du quatrième cycle 

de reporting, CNL(25)55rev, serait (1) un ‘Rapport d’engagements de conservation’ 

(CCR) individuel développé par chaque Partie / juridiction, et (2) l’utilisation de 

métriques appelés les ‘ Indicateurs de performance ’. 

6.2 Le Président du Groupe d’examen des Rapports d’engagements de conservation, Dan 

Kircheis (USA), a fait une presentation, CNL(26)52, sur le Rapport de la réunion du 

Groupe d’examen, CNL(26)13, et la vue d’ensemble du Groupe d’examen sur les 

CCRs. 

6.3 Une session approfondie de Questions & Réponses a fait suite à la présentation. Les 

discussions tenues lors de la Séance spéciale figurent en Annexe 8. 

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
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2654rev_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/2026/05/CNL2636_Update-on-NASCOs-Fourth-Reporting-Cycle-2026-to-2032.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/2026/06/CNL2652_Presentation-from-the-Chair-of-the-CCR-Review-Group.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/CNL2613_Report-of-the-CCR-Review-Group-Meeting-February-2026.pdf
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(ii)  Décisions prises eu égard à la Séance Spéciale sur l’évaluation des ‘Rapports 

d’engagements de conservation’ dans le cadre du quatrième cycle de reporting 

(2026-2032) 

6.4 Le Conseil a décidé qu’il serait demandé à chaque Partie / juridiction de finaliser leur 

Rapport d’engagements de conservation (CCR) pour le 30 novembre 2026 comme 

prévu dans le Calendrier pour le quatrième cycle de reporting d’origine, CNL(25)57. 

b) Nouvelles opportunités ou opportunités naissantes pour, ou menaces contre, la 

conservation et la gestion du saumon 

6.5 Le Président du Groupe de travail sur le saumon de l’Atlantique Nord (WGNAS), Alan 

Walker (RU), a présenté l’avis pertinent pour ce point de l’ordre du jour. La présentation 

est disponible en tant que document CNL(26)43. 

6.6 Il a été répondu lors de la session à deux questions transmises par les ONGs 

préalablement à la session sous ce point d’ordre du jour. Ces questions et leurs réponses 

figurent ici. La première question d’ONG sous ce point d’ordre du jour était: 

‘Notant que l’UICN a reclassifié la population mondiale de saumon atlantique 

de ‘Préoccupation mineure’ à ‘Quasi menacé’, et reconnaissant qu’un grand 

nombre des principales pressions qui impactent le saumon atlantique dépassent 

le périmètre direct de la Convention, comment l’OCSAN a-t-elle l’intention de 

renforcer sa politique d’influence, sa coordination inter-gouvernementale, et 

son engagement avec les organes internationaux pertinents pour répondre à ces 

défis plus larges de conservation?’ 

6.7 Le Co-Président des ONG a dit qu’il était encourageant que le MoU avec l’OSPAR 

ait été évoqué à un point précédent de l’ordre du jour et il a soulevé la seconde 

question sous ce point d’ordre du jour: 

‘Quels sont vos plans, si vous en avez, pour débattre de Protections Marines 

contribuant à la conservation du saumon atlantique via les objectifs 

internationaux de 30% ?’ 

6.8 Le Président a répondu au nom des Parties à la première, au paragraphe 6.6 ci-

dessus: 

‘L’OCSAN reconnait que la conservation du saumon requiert des actions en 

dehors de la gestion des pêcheries de saumon. Cette semaine nous avons 

entendu comment les Parties font des progrès à l’échelle domestique, nous 

avons adopté des Directives sur la restauration des habitats et nous avons 

adopté un mandat pour un groupe qui révisera les Directives de l’OCSAN pour 

minimiser les impacts de l’aquaculture sur le saumon sauvage.  

En termes de travail avec d’autres organisations, l’OCSAN a déjà un MoU avec 

l’OSPAR et contribuera à l’évaluation de l’OSPAR du statut du saumon en 2026 

/ 2027. En outre, lors de la session de cette semaine, le CFA a chargé le 

Secrétaire de ‘rechercher à quoi pourrait ressembler une coopération 

supplémentaire avec l’OSPAR’.  

L’OCSAN recueille déjà des données de captures accessoires de la part de la 

CPANE et a reconnu aujourd’hui la nécessité de travailler de manière plus 

rapprochée avec des organisations telles que la CPANE, le CIEM et d’autres 

ORGPs pour mieux comprendre les données de captures accessoires, les 

lacunes dans les données et les opportunités pour y répondre. Ces 

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
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collaborations et nouvelles opportunités pourraient représenter un axe pour la 

réunion de haut niveau politique qu’il a été demandé au Secrétariat d’explorer 

pour 2027.  

En outre nous avons entendu qu’il pourrait y avoir de la marge lors de la session 

annuelle 2027 pour tenir une Séance spéciale, ce qui n’a pas encore été discuté 

mais qui va se présenter à nous aujourd’hui et si les Parties y apportent leur 

soutien, alors il pourrait être demandé au Secrétaire d’explorer l’idée d’une 

séance spéciale rassemblant des organisations internationales afin de 

rechercher des opportunités de collaboration renforcée ’. 

6.9 Le Président a ajouté qu’en ce qui concerne la seconde question, au paragraphe 6.7 

ci-dessus, il était plus approprié que les Parties répondent individuellement.  

6.10 Le Danemark (pour les Iles Féroé et le Groenland) a dit que le Groenland s’était 

totalement engagé envers les 30% d’ici 2030 et avait travaillé à un plan de gestion 

pour les zones marines vulnérables et le fond marin dans le but d’atteindre 30% de 

protection d’ici 2030. 

6.11 L’Islande a indiqué qu’en ce qui concerne les décisions nationales prises vers les 30 

d’ici 30 dans les eaux islandaises, l’Islande applique une approche consistant à 

regarder l’objectif et à prendre des décisions basées sur les preuves lorsqu’elle 

assigne des zones à des aires marines protégées. L’Islande a ajouté qu’en termes 

d’actions au-delà de sa zone économique, l’Islande est membre de la CPANE et 

travaille étroitement avec la CPANE au sujet des aires marines protégées, et la 

CPANE en tant que telle collabore très étroitement avec l’OSPAR sous les auspices 

d’un accord commun. 

6.12 Le Canada a énoncé qu’il venait juste de rendre public et d’annoncer une nouvelle 

stratégie pour la nature nommée ‘Une force de la nature’ dans laquelle il 

reconfirmait l’objectif de 30% aussi bien terrestre que marin et l’objectif d’avoir 

davantage de sites protégés. Le Canada a ajouté qu’il y aurait davantage 

d’engagement avec la progression de la mise en œuvre de la stratégie. 

6.13 La Norvège a dit qu’elle s’était aussi engagée à atteindre l’objectif de protéger 30% 

de zones marines d’ici 2030, qu’elle avait adopté un plan de protection marine et 

qu’elle est actuellement en train de cartographier les zones potentielles qui 

pouvaient devenir des aires marines protégées. La Norvège a ajouté qu’à ce jour 

approximativement 4,8% des eaux territoriales de la Norvège continentale est 

protégé et qu’elle prévoit d’augmenter ce chiffre.  

6.14 Le RU a indiqué qu’il avait donné sa position sur l’Accord BBNJ lors de la Séance 

spéciale (voir l’Annexe 8) et a ajouté que la première réunion de la Conférence des 

Parties sur cet Accord devait se tenir avant le 16 janvier 2027 et que le RU a 

l’intention de jouer un rôle majeur à celle-ci ainsi qu’aux réunions suivantes.  

6.15 L’UE a dit qu’en ce qui concerne son intérêt envers les Aires Marines Protégées 

(AMP) elle est entièrement engagée dans l’Accord BBNJ et a plaidé pour des AMPs 

dans plusieurs zones.  

6.16 Le Canada a indiqué que de nombreuses questions avaient été reçues des ONGs en 

avance et que bien qu’il soit flatté de cette attention, il avait le sentiment que 

l’intention des questions était d’avoir une discussion plus informée au Conseil. Le 

Canada a ajouté que plusieurs questions avaient été soulevées au sujet de son 

Rapport d’Engagements de Conservation (CCR) bien que les ONGs aient été 
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largement associées à la préparation du CCR. Le Président a indiqué que le dialogue 

entre les ONGs et les Parties était encouragé pendant toute l’année et pas seulement 

lors de la session annuelle. Il a ajouté qu’un nombre croissant de questions pouvait 

représenter un défi. Le Président des ONGs a dit que les ONGs avaient été 

incertaines quant à la meilleure procédure à suivre pour les CCRs si certaines ONGs 

n’étaient pas en mesure de participer à la Séance spéciale. Il a aussi indiqué que les 

ONGs reconnaissaient qu’il y avait eu un grand nombre de questions, qu’il y avait 

un effort concerté pour amener toutes les ONGs à développer des relations avec 

leurs délégations et que les ONGs seraient sensibles aux préoccupations qui avaient 

été exprimées.  

c) Rapport du Groupe de travail pour la révision des Directives sur l’habitat  

6.17 Le Président a rappelé au Conseil qu’en 2024, il a adopté ‘l’avenir de l’OCSAN - une 

Stratégie sur dix ans’, CNL(24)71rev. Le Plan d’action de haut niveau associé 

comprenait des recommandations de réviser les ‘Directives OCSAN - Protection, 

restauration et mise en valeur de l’habitat du saumon atlantique’ de 2010, CNL(10)51. 

Le Conseil a en outre décidé (voir CNL(24)88rev) qu’un Groupe de travail serait réuni, 

composé d’experts pertinents désignés par les Parties / juridictions, les ONGs et les 

RIPAs. 

6.18 Le Président du Groupe de travail pour la révision des Directives sur l’habitat (HGWG), 

Stephen Gephard (USA), a donné une présentation, CNL(26)55, sur le compte rendu 

de la réunion du Groupe de travail pour la révision des Directives sur l’habitat, 

CNL(26)11. 

6.19 La Norvège a demandé si les Directives traitaient du besoin d’anticiper des questions à 

l’avenir telles que les impacts des changements du climat et si elles incluaient des 

mesures à prendre pour atténuer ceux-ci. Le Président a répondu que l’atténuation était 

traitée. 

6.20 Le RU a demandé que le texte soit modifié en remplaçant ‘changement 

environnemental à long terme’ par ‘défis climatiques et environnementaux’, pour 

mieux refléter les impacts à court terme et évolutifs du changement climatique.  

6.21 Le Canada a demandé un changement de rédaction dans la Section 4.2, en remplaçant: 

‘Le but d’un tel encadrement réglementaire est de refuser des autorisations à 

des développements proposés (désignés ci-dessous par ‘Propositions’) qui 

causeront des dommages significatifs à l’habitat du saumon ou pour lesquels 

des modifications de la Proposition seront nécessaires pour minimiser les 

impacts sur l’habitat du saumon.’ 

par 

‘Les décisions réglementaires devraient être prises pour éviter ou pour atténuer 

des impacts significatifs sur l’habitat du saumon, y compris le refus 

d’autorisation, le cas échéant, s’il persiste des impacts résiduels significatifs’. 

6.22 Les États-Unis ont demandé un changement à ‘barrières obsolètes’ pour supprimer le 

mot ‘obsolète’. 

6.23 Le Co-Président des ONGs a dit que les Directives étaient utiles et arrivaient au bon 

moment, particulièrement en lien avec les Rapports d’Engagements de Conservation. 

Les RIPAs ont commenté en disant que le Groupe de travail avait fait un excellent 

travail de révision des Directives. 

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/2020/02/Habitat-Guidelines-Brochure-french.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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6.24 Le Président du HGWG a présenté les changements détaillés dans les paragraphes 6.20-

6.22 accompagnés de quelques autres modifications mineures des Directives.  

6.25 Le Conseil a décidé d’adopter les ‘Directives de l’OCSAN pour la Protection, la 

Restauration et l’Amélioration de l’Habitat du saumon atlantique’, CNL(26)56. 

d) Rapports du Groupe de travail sur le saumon rose 

6.26 Le Président a rappelé au Conseil qu’à sa session annuelle 2022, CNL(22)53rev, le 

Conseil a adopté une ‘Déclaration du Conseil concernant le saumon rose, 

Oncorhynchus gorbuscha, dans la zone de la Convention de l’OCSAN’, CNL(22)47, 

comprenant la décision de créer un Groupe de travail permanent de l’OCSAN sur le 

saumon rose (PSWG). Il a indiqué que le PSWG s’était réuni pour la deuxième fois en 

2025, CNL(26)10, après la session annuelle, en présentiel, à Kirkenes, à l’invitation des 

membres norvégiens du Groupe, dans le but principal d’observer l’abondance du 

saumon rose et les mesures de limitation dans les rivières norvégiennes. 

6.27 Le Président a porté à la connaissance du Conseil qu’une nouvelle Présidente du Groupe 

de travail sur le saumon rose, Eva Thorstad (Norvège) avait été désignée fin 2025 à la 

suite du départ en retraite du précédent Président, Jarle Steinkjer (Norvège). Il a indiqué 

que la troisième réunion du PSWG avait eu lieu en mars 2026, avec une première 

participation de l’Islande. 

6.28 La Présidente du Groupe de travail, Eva Thorstad (Norvège) a présenté le Rapport de 

la réunion du Groupe de travail sur le saumon rose, CNL(26)16, tenue à Lysekil, Suède, 

en mars 2026. Sa présentation est disponible comme document CNL(26)51. 

6.29 Le Conseil a adopté le Mandat du Groupe de travail sur le saumon rose, CNL(26)40. 

e) Pêcherie de saumons à St Pierre et Miquelon – Gestion et Échantillonnage  

6.30 Le Président a indiqué que tant le Conseil que la Commission Nord-Américaine étaient 

préoccupés par les captures de saumon à Saint-Pierre et Miquelon qui, bien que faibles, 

interviennent à un moment où de graves préoccupations portent sur l’abondance des 

stocks nord-américains et où des restrictions de captures ont été mises en place dans 

toute la zone de la Commission Nord-Américaine. 

6.31  Le Président a indiqué que la France (pour Saint-Pierre et Miquelon) avait transmis le 

rapport ‘Gestion et échantillonnage de la pêcherie de saumon à Saint-Pierre et 

Miquelon’, CNL(26)15. Le rapport sur la pêcherie avait été examiné lors de la session 

de la Commission Nord-Américaine et il n’y a pas eu d’autres commentaires à la 

session du Conseil.  

6.32 Le Canada a dit qu’il avait exprimé des préoccupations en Commission Nord-

Américaine et il a remercié la France (pour Saint-Pierre et Miquelon) pour sa 

coopération et la poursuite de sa participation à l’OCSAN. 

f) Rapports des trois Commissions régionales concernant leurs activités de 

conservation  

6.33 Les activités des trois Commissions ont été rapportées au Conseil par leurs Présidents. 

7. Divers 

7.1 Il n’y a pas eu de point divers. 

8. Date et lieu de la prochaine session 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CNL2656_NASCO-Guidelines-for-the-Protection-Restoration-and-Improvement-of-Atlantic-Salmon-Habitat.pdf
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
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/CNL2615_Management-and-Sampling-of-the-St-Pierre-and-Miquelon-Salmon-Fishery.pdf
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8.1 Le Conseil a décidé de tenir sa quarante-quatrième session annuelle du 1 – 4 juin 2027 

à Trondheim, Norvège. 

9. Compte rendu de la session 

9.1 Le Conseil a adopté son compte rendu de session. 

10. Clôture de la session 

10.1 Le Président a remercié les participants pour leurs contributions et il a clos la session. 
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Annex 1 

 

Opening Statement made by the President of NASCO 
 

Distinguished Delegates, Ladies and Gentlemen. 

My name is Seamus Connor and I am the President of NASCO. It is my great pleasure to open 

the Forty-Third Annual Meeting of NASCO. I not only welcome the people here in this room, 

but I would like to welcome our virtual delegates, especially those who are attending in the 

more inconvenient time zones! While I have been a part of the NASCO family for many years, 

it is with great pride and pleasure that I take up the role of President. I would like to thank Ruth, 

our former Acting President, who set a very high standard for this role during last year's 

meeting in Cardiff. Last year was certainly a year of change, as we also welcomed a new 

Secretary, Dr Cathal Gallagher, to whom I’m sure you will join me in wishing him all the best 

in his new role and in his first meeting as Secretary to NASCO. 

I would like to acknowledge and thank the NASCO Secretariat for hosting this year’s meeting 

in Scotland. We hope you enjoy your visit to the town of Aviemore, in the Cairngorms National 

Park and, as you may have noticed, in the Scottish Highlands. ‘Aviemore’ represents the Gaelic 

form ‘An Aghaidh Mhòr’ which I am told translates literally to ‘the big hill face’ and refers to 

the prominent face of the mountain Craigellachie overlooking the town. The town sits between 

the Monadhliath Mountains in the west and the Caledonian pine forests of Rothiemurchus to 

the east, in an area inhabited since the Bronze Age. The River Spey that runs through it was 

once the main north-south route through Scotland. Aviemore remained a village until 1898 

when it began to grow as a result of it becoming a railway junction and the increasing popularity 

of highland scenery, with Queen Victoria one of many visitors. It grew further after becoming 

one of Scotland’s first ski resorts in the 1960s. It is also notable for being near the freely grazing 

reindeer herd at Glen More, the only one in the United Kingdom, and most recently for being 

a film set for the 25th James Bond film ‘No Time to Die’.  

As I open the meeting, I would like to highlight that this is an appropriate venue for a salmon 

meeting, as the River Spey is considered a jewel amongst Scotland’s finest salmon rivers. As 

Scotland’s fastest-flowing river, it is also important in whisky production, with over half of 

Scotland's malt whisky distilleries in Speyside, as the region is known. For those of you who 

are wondering, that is over 50 distilleries. I am sure a few of you will make a dedicated effort 

to fully appreciate this significant cultural aspect of your visit here. 

But back to salmon, which you are all aware have been and remain a culturally iconic species 

throughout NASCO’s Parties and jurisdictions. We were delighted last year to welcome 

Indigenous Peoples’ representatives and institutions (IPRIs) as accredited observers and they 

have provided valuable input since then to the start of NASCO’s fourth reporting cycle and 

review of the Conservation Commitment Reports, the Working Group on Pink Salmon and the 

inter-sessional meetings of the West Greenland Commission. A recent application from another 

IPRI, the First Nations of Quebec and Labrador Sustainable Development Institute, has been 

received and approved, bringing the number of NASCO-accredited IPRIs to five, and we look 

forward to welcoming them to our future meetings. 

As you will be aware, we are in a critical time for the conservation of the wild Atlantic salmon. 

While we enjoy our scenic surroundings, only last month there was a devastating pollution 

incident which killed fish, frogs and other wildlife in a 2 km stretch of a tributary of the River 

Spey. During this meeting, we will receive the latest ICES advice. Unfortunately, the trend of 

declining stocks does not seem to be abating, as low returns continued in 2025 across most 
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parts of the Atlantic. In this context, NASCO developed its Ten-Year Strategy and associated 

high-level Action Plan to move us towards our agreed Vision where ‘The decline of wild 

Atlantic salmon has reversed, and populations are recovering to healthy and resilient levels 

across their range’. As we move through this meeting, I would like to remind you that our 

mission is to support and promote urgent and transformative actions to protect, conserve and 

restore this iconic species, which means so much to us all.  

Keeping this in mind, we have a full agenda for this year's shortened, slimline Annual Meeting. 

While we acknowledge the necessity of addressing administrative and financial issues, which 

are essential to the Organization's operations, this year's meeting will also place strong 

emphasis on conservation efforts. In particular, led by Dan Kircheis, the Chair of the 

Conservation Commitment Reports (CCRs) Review Group, we will receive insights into the 

development and review of jurisdictional Conservation Commitment Reports, which, as part 

of the fourth reporting cycle, are directed at ‘turning the needle’ on the status of our salmon 

stocks. Most importantly, the Special Session on Wednesday will provide an opportunity to 

discuss and raise any queries you may have on the Conservation Commitment Reports, which 

will be finalised by the end of November this year.  

In parallel, and as outlined in our high-level Action Plan, we have also been working to update 

our valuable guidance documents. I am pleased that the revised Habitat Restoration Guidance 

is now before Council for consideration. Particularly encouraging is the feedback we have 

received through this process on how valuable these guidance documents are to both 

government actors and stakeholders. We will also receive updates from the NASCO Pink 

Salmon and Gyrodactylus salaris working groups, whose reports will help keep us informed 

of these threats. 

The Commissions also have a packed schedule. In each of the Commissions, there will again 

be an opportunity for updates to be presented on any mixed-stock fisheries, including the most 

recent catch data and any developments in relation to the management of these fisheries to 

implement NASCO agreements. As a reminder, this also includes justification for their 

continued prosecution. The West Greenland Commission will convene, with a major focus on 

developing a Regulatory Measure for Fishing for Atlantic Salmon in West Greenland, which 

we hope will come to this Council for approval later in the week. In the North-East Atlantic 

Commission a new ‘Decision Regarding the Salmon Fishery in Faroese Waters’ will need to 

be agreed. The North American Commission will consider the Annual Reports from the US 

and Canada and look at the report on the fishery at St Pierre and Miquelon. 

The International Atlantic Salmon Research Board and the Finance and Administration 

Committee met yesterday, and I, like you, I’m sure, look forward to hearing about their 

deliberations later in the week.  

Communication is essential to engaging and influencing others to support our conservation 

efforts. Progress has been made in developing NASCO's social media strategy, building on 

NASCO’s Communications and Outreach Strategy approved by Council in 2025. Given this, I 

would encourage you all to engage with the Secretariat to support their efforts. Without you 

sharing the stories, materials or networks, the salmon conservation message will not reach our 

identified desired audience. 

While this year we are limited in the provision of opportunities for social engagement, I would 

like to sincerely thank our NGO colleagues at the Atlantic Salmon Trust for inviting us to a 

drinks reception at the Cairngorm Hotel last night, to mark International Wild Salmon Day. I 

hope you enjoyed the opportunity to network with friends and colleagues ahead of the NASCO 

meeting. 
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I would like to conclude with a reminder of some of my opening remarks on why we are all 

here. NASCO’s Vision is ‘a future where the decline of wild Atlantic salmon has reversed, and 

populations are recovering to healthy and resilient levels across their range.’ And I would ask 

you to keep our Vision at the forefront of your mind throughout the week. I am optimistic that, 

with your support, we can accelerate our progress towards achieving that Vision through the 

decisions taken and actions agreed at this meeting.  

Thank you. 
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Annex 2 

 

Opening Statements Submitted by the Parties 

 

Opening Statement to Council submitted by Canada 

 
Mr. President, Heads of Delegation, Distinguished Delegates, and Observers: 

Canada is pleased to join its fellow delegates to the 43rd Annual Meeting of the North Atlantic 

Salmon Conservation Organization (NASCO) in Aviemore, Scotland. We are grateful to the 

NASCO Secretariat for its tremendous efforts in hosting this meeting, and although business 

brings us here, we look forward to enjoying the town and its surroundings during the week.  

We continue to find ourselves in a pivotal period for Atlantic salmon, and for NASCO.  

The state of Atlantic salmon remains dire. Declines or sustained low abundance of salmon 

continues to be reported in many jurisdictions, with low returns of multi-sea age salmon in 

most parts of the Atlantic. In Canada, recent assessments have only affirmed these broader 

findings – now, despite ongoing efforts, more than half of Canada’s Atlantic salmon 

populations are considered threatened or endangered. 

Yet, just as the threats have never been greater, our knowledge has never been better and we 

are collectively making new commitments to address the challenges facing Atlantic salmon. In 

2024, NASCO adopted our Ten-Year Strategy, and this year, we will discuss an important 

milestone in this work: the development of our Conservation Commitment Reports (CCR). 

Canada’s CCR captures some of the ambitions of federal and provincial governments, and 

dozens of Indigenous partners and stakeholders, coalesced into key actions to address genetic 

introgression, habitat shifting and alteration, and temperature extremes. We look forward to 

sharing these actions and to learning from others’ CCRs so that we may, together, strengthen 

our impact. 

Building on Canada’s National strategy to ensure the future of Atlantic salmon (2024-2036), 

we are very pleased to share the recent announcement of A Force of Nature: Canada’s Strategy 

to Protect Nature, which includes funding of $80 million Canadian dollars to stabilize and 

rebuild habitat and support salmon conservation across Atlantic Canada. Through these 

investments, we will strengthen our capacity to deliver on Canada’s conservation commitments 

and to meet this moment of urgent and transformative change.  

This year will also be especially important for the West Greenland Commission. Canada 

appreciates the efforts of Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) to improve 

the management of the West Greenland fishery; however, as Commission members consider 

the future of this fishery, it is imperative that we are guided by the best available science, by 

precaution, and by our shared responsibility as coastal and origin States to protect Atlantic 

salmon. The decisions that we take here carry consequences across the range of Atlantic 

salmon, in particular for the threatened and endangered populations of North America upon 

which the fishery is based. Canada therefore looks forward to constructive discussions within 

the Commission that reinforce conservation-first management and accountability as we 

continue negotiation of a new regulatory measure. 

But the work is not only in the rivers and estuaries – this year, we must also address growing 

financial challenges that threaten NASCO. Discussions at the Finance and Administration 

Committee (FAC) may prove difficult, making it all the more important for Parties to 

demonstrate flexibility, to consider new approaches, and to focus on the essentials. We trust 

https://waves-vagues.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/library-bibliotheque/41286686.pdf
https://www.pm.gc.ca/en/news/news-releases/2026/03/31/prime-minister-carney-launches-new-nature-strategy-protect-canadas
https://www.pm.gc.ca/en/news/news-releases/2026/03/31/prime-minister-carney-launches-new-nature-strategy-protect-canadas
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that, with collaboration and commitment, Parties can identify a sustainable path forward for 

NASCO and its mandate.  

We wish all delegates a productive and successful meeting as we collectively work to safeguard 

a future for Atlantic salmon. 

Thank you. 

 

****** 

 

Opening Statement to council Submitted by Denmark (in Respect of the Faroe 

Islands and Greenland) 

 
Mr President, Mr Secretary, Ladies and Gentlemen, Distinguished Delegates, 

Greenland and the Faroe Islands are pleased to participate in the 43rd Annual Meeting of 

NASCO in Aviemore. Thank you to the Secretariat for arranging the Annual Meeting in such 

a beautiful area of the UK. 

We extend our thanks to the NASCO Secretariat for their tireless work in organizing this 

meeting, and we especially want to extend our appreciation to Cathal as this marks his first 

Annual Meeting as Secretary. We are grateful for his support and contributions to NASCO, 

and we look forward to continuing the collaboration in the years ahead. 

We appreciate the efforts undertaken to simplify and modernise the ICES advice format. 

Clearer and more focused advice will strengthen outreach and support more effective 

discussions and decision-making within NASCO.  

We would also like to thank the Review Group for the detailed and constructive work carried 

out during the evaluation of the draft CCRs. It is encouraging to see strong engagement from 

Parties and jurisdictions, as well as a clear focus on measurable actions and accountability. We 

look forward to following the next stages of the reporting cycle and to seeing real conservation 

outcomes emerge from this process. 

The progress on NASCO’s high-level action plan demonstrates that substantial work is being 

progressed across a wide range of NASCO priorities. We particularly welcome the continued 

focus on practical delivery, international cooperation, and knowledge-sharing. The progress 

achieved over the past year provides a strong foundation for future work, and we look forward 

to the results of the ongoing actions and initiatives outlined in the plan.  

For decades, Greenland and the Faroe Islands have made significant sacrifices by maintaining 

strict limitations on salmon fisheries, despite the major socioeconomic and cultural importance 

of fisheries for our communities. Yet, Atlantic salmon stocks continue to decline. This clearly 

demonstrates that further quota reductions are not the solution. The focus must now shift 

towards addressing the broader factors impacting salmon survival, including habitat 

degradation, aquaculture impacts, predation, pollution, and climate change. We therefore urge 

NASCO and the States of Origin to take stronger action on these issues instead of continuing 

to place the burden on the limited fisheries in Greenland and the Faroe Islands. 

Thank you.  

 

****** 
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Opening statement to Council submitted by the European Union 

 
Mr President, Mr Secretary, Distinguished Delegates, Observers, Ladies and Gentlemen, 

The European Union is honoured to participate in the 43rd Annual Meeting of NASCO, and 

we extend our sincere gratitude to the Secretariat for their efforts in organising this important 

gathering. 

Convening here in Aviemore provides us with a valuable opportunity to address the critical 

items on our agenda, including the adoption of a new regulatory measure for the West 

Greenland fishery and the continued implementation of the Strategy and Action Plan agreed 

upon in 2024. In this context, the special session on Conservation Commitment reports, as part 

of the 4th Reporting Cycle, will be instrumental in highlighting the key challenges facing wild 

Atlantic salmon across our respective jurisdictions. 

The EU remains fully committed to constructive collaboration with all Parties throughout this 

meeting. Together, we look forward to making decisive progress on measures that will 

strengthen the conservation of this iconic species. 

 

****** 

 

Opening Statement to Council Submitted by Iceland 

 
Mr. President, distinguished delegates, ladies and gentlemen, 

The Icelandic delegation is grateful for the opportunity to address the NASCO Council at its 

43rd annual meeting here in Aviemore, Speyside, Scotland — a region distinguished by both 

its heritage of salmon fishing and its renowned single malt whisky production. 

Iceland remains fully committed to working constructively with all delegations, the Secretariat, 

and the non-governmental organizations within NASCO to protect and sustain wild Atlantic 

salmon stocks. Co-operation within this forum is more important than ever. 

This is only the third meeting since Iceland rejoined NASCO, and my second as Head of 

Delegation. It is therefore with some concern that I note that, once again, a significant part of 

our discussions is being shaped by the organization’s financial situation. 

The outlook remains challenging. For several consecutive years, NASCO has faced a budget 

shortfall. While we recognize the efforts that have been made to address this issue, the 

continued strain on resources is beginning to affect our ability to operate with the effectiveness 

and ambition that the current situation demands. 

This is not a reflection of a lack of commitment, but rather of the difficult choices we are 

increasingly asked to make. Decisions regarding budget constraints are never easy, and they 

risk diverting attention from our core mission. 

At a time when wild Atlantic salmon populations require our full and focused attention, it is 

essential that we ensure NASCO is adequately equipped to fulfil its mandate. We should aim 

to place our organization on a stable footing that allows us to respond decisively and 

responsibly to the challenges ahead. 

I say this with respect and with the hope that we can collectively find solutions that strengthen 

both our co-operation and our capacity to act. 



38 

Our credibility and effectiveness ultimately depend on all Parties fully meeting their 

obligations. Without that commitment, we risk allowing inaction to erode both this 

organization and our collective responsibility to safeguard the future of wild Atlantic salmon. 

Thank you. 

 

****** 

 

Opening statement to Council submitted by Norway 

 
Mr. President, distinguished Delegates, Observers, Ladies and Gentlemen.  

Norway is pleased to participate in the Forty-Third Annual Meeting of NASCO. It is, as always, 

a pleasure to meet all delegates in person. First and foremost, we extend our sincere gratitude 

to the the Secretariat for hosting this year's Annual Meeting of NASCO here in Aviemore, 

Scotland. We look forward to productive discussions in the days ahead and are confident in the 

strong commitment of all Parties to identify effective solutions to secure the future of wild 

Atlantic salmon, as reflected in each Party's Conservation Commitment Report.  

In Norway, the pre-fishery abundance of wild Atlantic salmon run has been at a historic low 

level in recent years. The 2025 Atlantic salmon run was now exception. The main reason is 

reduced survival at sea, but local and regional differences suggest that adverse human impacts 

strongly influence the development and status of stocks. As a result of the reduction in numbers 

of returning Atlantic Salmon, fewer populations reached their conservation limits in 2024 and 

2025 than in previous years. The management goals for the period 2021-2024 were reached or 

nearly reached for 88% of the populations. Because fishing has been reduced more than the 

decline in salmon populations, the number of salmon spawning in rivers has increased over the 

past 10-15 years, but with a decline in the last two years. The reduced fishing has thus 

compensated for the decline in salmon populations.  

The Scientific Advisory Committee for Atlantic Salmon classify the state of the Norwegian 

Atlantic Salmon stocks and identify and rank anthropogenic threats to the stocks. The greatest 

human-caused threats to Norwegian salmon are linked to the effects of salmon farming and 

climate change. Climate change alters the conditions of rivers, estuaries and oceans, and 

amplify the effects of existing threats. Climate change underscores the urgency of reducing 

other anthropogenic pressures on wild salmon. Norwegian authorities are committed to 

strengthening monitoring systems, improving sea lice control, and enhancing preparedness to 

manage escape events. As reflected in Norway's draft CCR, a White Paper on aquaculture has 

recommend major regulatory reforms.  

The situation for the salmon stocks in the Tana watercourse in 2025 continued to show a 

negative status. Although salmon run improved slightly compared to 2024, the overall low 

returns of salmon continued in 2025. It is expected that the return of salmon will be low also 

in 2026. Because of the critical condition of the Atlantic Salmon stocks in river Tana, and the 

poor status of the salmon stock in river Neiden, bag net fisheries were closed or significantly 

further reduced in Finnmark county from 2025. 

The total number of pink salmon caught in Norwegian rivers was lower in 2025 than in 2023. 

The total catch by angling in rivers increased from 13 000 individuals in 2023 to 15 000 in 

2025. The pink salmon caught in targeted measures was reduced from 245 000 in 2023 to 160 

000 in 2025. When breaking down the numbers to separate regions, it is evident that the 



39 

occurrence and catch of pink salmon was significantly reduced from 2023 to 2025 in the eastern 

part of Finnmark County, closest to the Russian border. In Troms County, the occurrence and 

catch have increased in the same period. 

In Norway we are looking towards an end to the battle against Gyrodactylus salaris. All 

infected regions except for the Drammen-region have been chemically treated. According to 

the action plan the Drammen region will be fully processed in 2028, and thereby hopefully 

putting an end to a battle which has lasted for more than four decades.  

In closing, the Norwegian delegation would like to thank the Secretariat for its efforts in all the 

preparations for this meeting. We look forward to a constructive dialogue and continued 

collaboration to protect and restore wild Atlantic salmon across the North Atlantic 

 

****** 

 

Opening Statement to Council Submitted by the Russian Federation 

 

Mr President, Distinguished Delegates, Observers, Ladies and Gentlemen  

At the outset, we would like to thank the President and the Secretary for their work during what 

has clearly been a particularly active inter-sessional period for NASCO. 

Over the past 40 years, many wild Atlantic salmon populations in the North Atlantic and Arctic 

Oceans have declined to record lows or disappeared entirely. In recent years, record low returns 

of 1SW and MSW salmon have persisted in most parts of the Atlantic region, with many 

countries experiencing declines and persistently low salmon numbers. Since the last Annual 

Meeting, significant progress has been made in implementing decisions arising from the 

Working Group on the Future of NASCO. Atlantic salmon is one of the most extensively 

studied fish species, with significant research conducted in both freshwater and marine 

environments. Parties identified primary threats and challenges to wild Atlantic salmon in their 

stressor analysis undertaken in 2025 as a part of the preparation for the Fourth Reporting Cycle 

and following the Ten-Year Strategy. The three highest-priority stressors identified in an 

individual stressor analysis along with actions to address those stressors formed the basis for a 

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

 Thus, we note the successful submission of Draft Conservation Commitment Reports by 19 

Parties and jurisdictions, as well as the substantial work undertaken by the CCR Review Group 

in reviewing these reports. In light of this process, we look forward to the Special Session 

“Evaluation of Conservation Commitment Reports Under the Fourth Reporting Cycle”. We 

believe that the measures undertaken by NASCO Parties to better understand and address 

stressors affecting wild Atlantic salmon populations, including the aquaculture-related issues, 

make an important and indisputable contribution to the scientific basis for salmon management 

and conservation. 

The Russian Federation continues to strengthen its own conservation and management 

measures. This year, the Anadromous Commission in Murmansk Region adopted a decision to 

reduce the fishing season for commercial Atlantic salmon fishery in the White Sea to four 

months, beginning in September. Similarly, the corresponding regulatory commission in the 

Arkhangelsk Region decided to shorten the fishing season in the Northern Dvina River to three 

months, from late July until the end of October. We believe that these decisions reflect our 
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commitment to the precautionary approach and to the sustainable management and 

conservation of Atlantic salmon stocks. 

We also note the continued work of NASCO’s subsidiary bodies, including the meetings of the 

Working Group on Pink Salmon and the Working Group on Gyrodactylus salaris.  

Looking ahead, we welcome discussions on the proposed Habitat Guidelines and the future 

work on Aquaculture and Disease Guidelines, as well as continued efforts to promote the 

valuable guidance documents developed by the Organization. 

Mr. President, the delegation of the Russian Federation is looking forward to a very productive 

meeting and to working closely with you and all the Parties during this week. 

Thank you! 

 

****** 

 

Opening Statement to Council Submitted by the United Kingdom 

 

Mr. President, Mr. Secretary, Distinguished Delegates, Observers, Ladies and Gentlemen, 

The UK is pleased to be in attendance at this year’s NASCO annual meeting in Aviemore.  

We would like to thank the NASCO Secretariat for the considerable work undertaken in 

organising this meeting, and for their continued efforts throughout the year to enable the 

organisation’s important work. We hope this will be a successful and productive meeting, 

allowing us to share best practice and further our collective goal of halting the decline of wild 

Atlantic salmon.  

However, despite NASCO’s successes in significantly reducing the exploitation of wild 

Atlantic salmon, stocks across the North Atlantic continue to decline. The UK recognises that 

efforts to improve the status of salmon requires a collaborative and constructive approach by 

all Parties, NGOs, and IPRIs – working together to implement effective conservation measures 

and address the key pressures on our domestic stocks.  

In this context, the UK would therefore like to acknowledge the significant work undertaken 

to develop the Parties’ new Conservation Commitment Reports. These reports will play a 

critical role in guiding conservation action and strengthening partnership working. They also 

reflect that addressing this crisis will require action beyond governments alone. We therefore 

very much welcome the opportunity for a focused discussion on the CCRs during Wednesday’s 

special session. 

Another important focus is the agreement of a new regulatory measure for the mixed-stock 

salmon fishery at West Greenland. The West Greenland Commission (WGC) has already held 

two important intersessional meetings to further this work, and the UK would like to thank 

DFG for their open and collaborative approach so far. We do however remain mindful that the 

ICES catch advice indicates there should be zero catch at West Greenland, and that the stocks 

continue to deteriorate. Against this challenging backdrop, the UK is committed to working 

with the WGC to agree a new measure that is consistent with our shared objective of conserving 

and rebuilding stocks, while respecting Greenland’s cultural heritage. 

We also recognise the importance of progressing work to update NASCO’s guidelines. We 

welcome the revised habitat restoration guidelines, which will support domestic action to 
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improve salmon habitat. Looking ahead, the revision of the aquaculture guidelines will be 

equally important. It is vital they reflect the best available science and support continued 

improvements in managing the impacts of aquaculture on wild salmon. 

This year’s discussions also take place in the context of a challenging financial environment. 

The UK recognises the importance of ensuring that NASCO remains financially sustainable, 

and that resources are focused on delivering the greatest impact in support of the organisation’s 

strategy and action plan. 

All of these strands represent important progress towards improving the sustainability of 

salmon stocks, across the North Atlantic. We look forward to another constructive meeting, to 

build upon our existing efforts to protect and conserve wild Atlantic salmon.  

 

****** 

 

Opening Statement to Council Submitted by the United States 

 
Mr. President, Mr. Secretary, Distinguished Delegates, Observers, Ladies and Gentlemen: 

The United States is pleased to participate in the 43rd Annual Meeting of NASCO in Aviemore, 

Scotland. We sincerely thank the Secretariat for arranging the meeting venue and for their hard 

work in preparing for this event. We would also like to acknowledge Cathal for his efforts 

during his first year as NASCO Secretary. 

As in past years, mixed-stock fisheries that intercept U.S.-origin salmon is the United States’ 

highest priority. The number of U.S.-origin salmon returning to home waters continues to be 

very low. Estimated adult returns to U.S. rivers in 2025 were 755 fish, which is well below 

both the previous 5-year and 10-year mean returns and remains significantly below our 

recovery goal as identified in the U.S. Recovery Plan for Atlantic Salmon. Although the West 

Greenland fishery has been harvesting near the agreed-upon quota of 27 metric tons over the 

past regulatory measure, any U.S. fish harvested in this mixed-stock interceptory fishery has 

an outsized impact on our critically endangered populations. We take the scientific advice from 

ICES very seriously, which for 25 years has been recommending no catch for this fishery. 

The United States is looking forward to Wednesday’s Special Session, where we will hear 

about the commitments of Parties and jurisdictions to address the highest priority stressors 

identified in their 2025 stressor analyses. The reporting process provides transparency and 

accountability for the participating Parties and Jurisdictions in upholding our commitments to 

NASCO’s Convention and its resolutions, agreements, and guidelines. We hope that the 

participating Parties, NGOs, and Indigenous groups use this special session effectively to ask 

questions and provide constructive feedback on these commitments. We also look forward to 

hearing from the Habitat Guidelines working group on their efforts to update the guidelines, as 

well as the assembly of a new working group to commence updates to the aquaculture 

guidelines. 

In closing, I want to reaffirm the United States’ commitment to the conservation of Atlantic 

salmon and to working cooperatively and collaboratively with our international partners to 

successfully address the important issues and challenges that the salmon face now and into the 

future. 
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Annex 3 

 

Opening Statement to Council Submitted by France (in respect of Saint-

Pierre-et-Miquelon) 
 

First, the French delegation would like to thank the secretariat and the Chair for their invitation 

to take part in these important discussions as an observer, and for organizing this conference.  

Each year, the French delegation would like to underline its attachment to this observer status, 

but also its attachment to continue and maintain cooperation for the conservation and 

management of North Atlantic salmon.  

The French delegation would like to highlight also her willingness to have a sustainable and 

reasoned management of salmon fisheries. 

This year, fishing has softly decreased. Captures are limited and do not call into question the 

willingness of the French delegation to cooperate with the NASCO. SPM salmon fishery is 

residual and there is no intention of expansion. 

About the management of the SPM salmon fishery by recreational fishermen:  

At long-term objective, SPM is working to promote a sustainable management of the resource. 

To this end, I can mention some measures adopted locally, as the contingentement of annual 

fishing authorizations for recreational fishermen since 2021 (there is a quota of 80 annual 

authorizations since 2021).  

French delegation underlines the voluntary steps taken by recreational fishermen to actively 

participate in the long-term preservation of the resource. To this end, fishermen voluntarily 

keep a fishing logbook in which they declare all the captures of salmon. However, under French 

legislation, this obligation does not apply to recreational fishermen.  

Besides, it can be report that the president of the association of recreational fishermen, the 

authorities of Saint-Pierre & Miquelon and the french scientific institute (IFREMER) has 

signed a charter in December 2024 including regulatory and voluntary measures to ensure the 

sustainability of Atlantic salmon resources and the marine ecosystems. The charter came into 

effect since May 1, 2025. The specificity of the charter is that it allows each recreational 

fisherman to make an individual commitment by signing an individual appendix and by 

voluntarily submitting to controls. Without individual signature, licenses should not be 

renewed. Moreover, it is specifically mentioned in the charter that recreational fishermen are 

engaged to cooperate with the French research institute IFREMER in sampling and they are 

engaged to cooperate with the administrations on illegal captures of salmons.  

The charter reinforces the quality of recreational fishermen's participation in the sustainable 

maintenance of salmon stocks.  

About professional fishermen: 

Fishing decreased and it is also important to remember that professional salmon fishing in SPM 

is a secondary activity and no fisherman carries out this activity as a principal activity. This 

sector is not attractive for companies from SPM.  

About the sampling of the SPM salmon fishery:  

The French delegation is also particularly satisfied about the scientific cooperation with Canada 

on the evaluation and analysis of sampling carried out by the French institute IFREMER to 
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improve the understanding of the biological characteristics and origin of salmon caught by the 

Saint-Pierre & Miquelon fishery.  

It can be report the voluntary participation of recreational fishermen in the development of 

scientific knowledge, in 2025, 7 voluntary recreational fishermen participated to sampling. The 

objective is to increase the number of samples. 

About inspections:  

Inspections did not reveal any infringements. A nautical mean have been deployed since 2024 

for sea control.  

In 2025, 52 sea and leading controls have been deployed, no infractions have been detected.  

Finally, French delegation recall number for salmon fishing in SPM, which are relatively low 

and stagnant. (in 2025: 127 kg for professional fishermen and 1 412 kg for recreational 

fishermen). French delegation recall also SPM collaboration with NASCO to ensure the 

sustainability of the resource.  
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Annex 4 

 

Opening Statement to Council Submitted by NASCO’s Non-Governmental 

Organizations 

 
Dear President, Secretary, Heads of Delegation, Distinguished Delegates, 

Thak you for the opportunity to address Council at this Annual Meeting. We also thank the 

NASCO Secretariat for convening us here in beautiful Aviemore on the banks of the historic 

River Spey. 

We speak on behalf of NASCO’s accredited NGOs – 40 organizations united by the objective 

of reversing the decline of wild Atlantic salmon and securing its recovery across the North 

Atlantic. Together, we bring scientific expertise, deep practical conservation experience, and 

extensive on the ground capacity to conserve and restore salmon and the ecosystems on which 

they depend. 

At the basin-wide scale, wild Atlantic salmon continue to be in crisis, and that crisis is 

deepening. In some regions populations are endangered and the NGOs submit to you that the 

window for meaningful action is narrowing rapidly. The latest ICES advice is unequivocal. 

Declines and persistently low abundance are being reported across much of the Atlantic, with 

low returns continuing in 2025 in most areas. While salmon people are invariably optimists, 

and we search for any positive signals, the ratchet is currently set to only turn one way. 

Science tells us clearly that current efforts are not yet sufficient. Without action at a 

fundamentally different pace and scale, extinction across parts of the salmon’s southern range 

becomes a real possibility. At last year’s Annual Meeting, Council declined to revise their 10-

year strategic objective to ‘slow the decline’, choosing to focus on implementing ‘urgent and 

transformative’ actions and plans. NASCO’s mechanism in the Fourth Reporting Cycle is the 

Conservation Commitment Reports. These are the opportunity for change, and we welcome 

the ambition shown by some Parties. However, in our collective view, too many proposed 

actions still reflect incremental progress or business as usual, rather than the scale of response 

this crisis demands. Such reluctance to set stretch objectives will not result in urgent and 

transformative actions, it will continue the status quo. 

Further, the challenge before us is no longer simply to make commitments. It is to deliver 

meaningful outcomes. Commitments must translate into measurable improvements for wild 

salmon populations and address the most important pressures they face, including those 

managed by other Governments or departments. Without such outcomes, decline will continue. 

NGOs stand ready to support this work through partnership, expertise and delivery. But we will 

also continue to hold ourselves and Parties – accountable for progress. We are conceiving, 

designing, delivering and funding the required science and conservation actions. 

Looking forward, we want to focus on two key issues. Sea lice and escapes from open-net pen 

salmon aquaculture remain among the most significant anthropogenic pressures on wild 

Atlantic salmon across the North Atlantic. Plastic waste and other forms of pollution from sea-

cage farms contribute to pressures on coastal ecosystems supporting wild Atlantic salmon, 

while escapes from aquaculture operations contribute to population decline and reduced genetic 

integrity. 

More than two decades ago, NASCO Parties committed to international goals for salmon 

farming. Yet progress towards those commitments remains unrealized and insufficient. In the 
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absence of demonstrable compliance with NASCO’s best practice guidance and applying the 

precautionary principle – continued expansion of open-net pen aquaculture cannot be justified. 

We therefore call on Parties to: 

• Prevent the authorisation of new farms, or expansion of existing farms, until compliance 

with NASCO best practice standards can be demonstrated; and 

• Commit to a clear, binding and time-bound pathway to eliminate sea lice emissions from 

current open-net aquaculture. 

These are not radical demands. They are the minimum response the science now requires. Why 

focus on salmon farming? Addressing this impact is wholly within our care and control, and 

one where this organization has held Special sessions, produced advice, guidelines and 

resolutions. If we cannot succeed where solutions are already known and available to us, 

what confidence can we have in addressing more complicated challenges ahead? 

NASCO NGOs remain deeply concerned about mortality at sea. While the CCRs, importantly, 

largely address national actions in rivers, many of the most significant pressures on salmon 

occur beyond individual jurisdictions and require a co-ordinated international response. ICES 

has identified the mackerel fishery as high-risk for salmon bycatch. Against this backdrop, 

there is a clear contradiction in Governments supporting pelagic catch quotas above scientific 

advice, while simultaneously committing to salmon recovery. We welcome ongoing work by 

NASCO and ICES on bycatch, but we now need stronger action. If NASCO is not the 

organization to lead this work, then who is? 

We call on Parties to introduce remote electronic monitoring across relevant fleets to ensure 

complete and verifiable catch data, including salmon bycatch. This would enable timely 

management action where impacts on wild salmon are identified. 

Despite the seriousness of the situation, recovery remains possible. Across the North Atlantic, 

NGOs are working with governments, Indigenous representatives, scientists andlocal 

communities to protect remaining strongholds and rebuild salmon populations. 

These are encouraging signs: 

• In Canada, wild Atlantic salmon returns are improving in many northern areas. 

• In north-west England, Atlantic salmon have returned to three rivers for the first time in 

nearly a decade. 

• In Norway, the long battle against Gyrodactylus salaris is nearing completion. 

These examples show that significant progress is possible. But isolated successes will not 

reverse a basin-wide crisis. That will require co-ordinated international action, sustained 

political will and ambition equal to the scale of the challenge before us. Wild Atlantic salmon 

are at a critical point – but they are not beyond recovery. 

The science is clear. The solutions are known. Commitment and action are now needed. The 

decisions taken here will determine whether we continue to manage decline – or begin driving 

and allowing recovery across the North Atlantic. 

The NGOs feel it is past time for NASCO to organize a summit of all NASCO Party Fisheries 

Ministers to commit to conserving wild Atlantic salmon for the future, and we reiterate this call 

made previously by individual NGOs, as well as discussed at Wild Salmon connections in 

London in January of last year. 
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Recovery is possible, that is not the question at hand. It is whether we are prepared to act with 

the urgency, ambition and accountability that Atlantic salmon now demand. 

Thank you, 

NASCO NGO Co-Chairs 
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Annex 5 

 

Opening Statement Submitted to Council by the Indigenous Peoples’ 

Representatives and Institutions 

 
Mr. President, Mr. Secretary, Distinguished Delegates, Observers, Ladies and Gentlemen,  

On behalf of the Indigenous Peoples’ Representatives and Institutions with observer status in 

NASCO. We would like to extend our gratitude to the NASCO Council for making space for 

Indigenous Peoples at NASCO in 2025 and allowing us to take space as observers for the first 

time. The decisions that are made here affect us and we believe that we have valuable 

knowledge to offer to safeguard the salmon and its waters. We hope to further develop our role 

in NASCO to better serve the salmon. 

We recognize that NASCO is a gathering of international cooperation and democracy in action. 

While many of the world´s most powerful governments keep pushing the boundaries of 

international law, NASCO and its member states continue to advocate for cooperation and 

human rights which directly benefit indigenous peoples. 

Locally to internationally, Indigenous Peoples’ knowledge systems and rights pertaining to 

Salmon and Salmon habitats must be upheld and respected in all arenas of governance and 

Management. This aligns with The United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous 

Peoples. 

As our second year in attendance as IPRIs, many doors opened for our involvement, and for 

which we are grateful. We hope that NASCO committees have also benefited from our 

participation. As such we thank the participants of the working committees for their time, 

dedication, and hard work. 

Salmon continues to be affected by climate change and other anthropogenic activities. 

Indigenous Peoples’ knowledge is recognized by leading researchers as a way to address the 

global biodiversity crisis. Our ways of being are to use sparsely, to be in dialogue with nature, 

and to leave our surroundings for our children, in as good as, or better state, than was left to us 

by our ancestors.  

In October 2024, Indigenous Peoples from across the northern hemisphere gathered in 

Kárášjohka for the second International Indigenous Salmon Peoples Gathering, hosted by the 

Sámi nation. There we wrote a statement that outlines some important common principles for 

salmon stewardship which we continue to build upon. As in 2025, we would like to invite you 

to read the Declaration of the International Indigenous Salmon Peoples Gathering IISPN - 

Karasjok Declaration. Any person or organization can sign it in solidarity with us. 

Indigenous Salmon Peoples and salmon populations exist in a reciprocal relationship of 

providing and caring. Salmon remains the lifeblood of our communities, Tribes, and Nations, 

integral to our food security and food sovereignty and feature prominently in our spiritual and 

ceremonial practices. When Salmon do not return, Salmon Peoples practices, foodways and the 

knowledge surrounding them leads to losses in all realms of our lives, including our and the 

world's health and wellbeing. In a way, Indigenous Peoples culture, knowledge, and customs 

become at risk. Like Kalaallit Nunaat, we understand the role of salmon to our heritage. 

IPRIs would like to commend Kalaallit Nunaat on their efforts to enhance salmon management 

through legislative changes, innovative campaigns, inspections, and transparent reporting to 

NASCO. Small reductions in harvest may provide benefits to salmon and Indigenous peoples 

http://wellbeing.in/
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relationship to salmon. We would like to provide a gentle reminder that we share the same 

salmon. 

As we stand here in solidarity, we would like to bring to NASCO’s attention that many of our 

Indigenous nations have continued to voluntarily reduce harvests and no longer harvest in many 

of our traditional areas. We are doing our best to protect the habitats so that the salmon will 

return. These are concerted efforts of Indigenous Peoples across continents to honor our 

relationship to salmon. 

Lastly, we are delighted to be here again in the UK for the forty-third Annual Meeting of 

NASCO and thank the UK for their hospitality. We are looking forward to meaningful dialogue 

with other jurisdictions and concerned organizations, and to contribute our Indigenous 

knowledge for the benefit of salmon.  

Giitu, Wela’liek, Woliwon, and thank you! 
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* Denotes Head of Delegation 

CANADA 
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Representative, North West 

River, Newfoundland and 
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Representative  
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Canadian Representative, 

Shediac, New Brunswick 

Dr Julien April julien.april@environnement.gouv.qc.ca 

Ministère de l’Environnement, 

de la lutte contre les 

changements climatiques, de la 

Faune et des Parcs du Québec, 

Québec 

Dr Cindy Breau cindy.breau@dfo-mpo.gc.ca Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 

Moncton, New Brunswick 

Ms Kathryn Collet 
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kathryn.collet@gnb.ca 

Department of Natural 

Resources and Energy 

Development, New Brunswick 

Ms Livia Goodbrand Livia.Goodbrand@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 

Ottawa, Ontario 

Mr James Goudie jim.goudie@nunatsiavut.com 
Nunatsiavut Government, 

Newfoundland & Labrador 

Mr William Harris william.harris@dfo-mpo 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 

Ottawa, Ontario 

Mr Nick Kelly Nicholas.Kelly@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 

St.Johns, Newfoundland & 

Labrador 

Mr Jason LeBlanc 

(Virtual Participant) 
jason.leblanc@novascotia.ca 

Department of Fisheries and 

Aquaculture, Nova Scotia 

Mr Dale Marsden Dale.Marsden@dfo-mpo.gc.ca 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 

Ottawa, Ontario 

Ms Charline McCoy 

(Virtual Participant) 
charline@salmonconservation.ca 

Foundation for Conservation 

of Atlantic Salmon, 

Fredericton, New Brunswick 

Mr Tom Taylor 

(Virtual Participant) 
tom.taylor@atlanticfishfarmers.com 

Atlantic Canada Fish Farmers 

Association, Letang, New 

Brunswick 
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DENMARK (In respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) 

*Ms Katrine Kærgaard katk@nanoq.gl  

Ministry of Fisheries, Hunting, 

Agriculture and Self-

sufficiency, Nuuk, Greenland 

*Mr Sverri Skaalum Joensen 

(Virtual Participant) 
SverriJ@mfa.fo 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

and Culture, Tórshavn, Faroe 

Islands 

Mr Masaana Dorph mado@nanoq.gl 

Ministry of Fisheries, Hunting, 

Agriculture and Self-

sufficiency, Nuuk, Greenland 

Ms Augusta Jerimiassen auje@nanoq.gl 

Ministry of Fisheries, Hunting, 

Agriculture and Self-

sufficiency, Nuuk, Greenland 

EUROPEAN UNION 

*Mr Ignacio Granell – 

Representative 
ignacio.granell@ec.europa.eu 

European Commission, 

Brussels, Belgium 

Dr Carlos Alexandre 

(Virtual Participant) 
cmea@uevora.pt University of Évora, Portugal 

Ms Luz Arregui Maraver 

(Virtual Participant) 
mlarregui@mapa.es 

Ministry of Agriculture, 

Fisheries and Food, Madrid, 

Spain 

Dr Ida Ahlbeck Bergendahl ida.ahlbeck.bergendahl@slu.se 

Swedish University of 

Agricultural Sciences, 

Drottningholm, Sweden 

Ms Anjelina Bengyuzova anjelina.bengyuzova@consilium.europa.eu 

General Secretariat, Council of 

the European Union, Brussels, 

Belgium 

Dr Sofia Brockmark sofia.brockmark@hotmail.com 
Swedish Agency for Marine and 

Water Management, Gothenberg, 

Sweden 

Mr Javier de las Peñas 

(Virtual Participant) 
fjdelaspenas@mapa.es 

Ministry of Agriculture, 

Fisheries and Food, Madrid, 

Spain 

Dr Jaakko Erkinaro jaakko.erkinaro@luke.fi 
Natural Resources Institute, 

Finland 

Mr Clemens Fieseler clemens.fieseler@ble.de 
Federal Office for Agriculture 

and Food, Bonn, Germany 

Mr Nils Friedrichs (Virtual 

Participant) 
nils.friedrichs@bmel.bund.de 

Federal Ministry of Food and 

Agriculture, Bonn, Germany 

Mr Tapio Hakaste tapio.hakaste@mmm.fi 
Ministry of Agriculture and 

Forestry, Helsinki, Finland 

Dr Fiona Kelly fiona.kelly@fisheriesireland.ie 
Inland Fisheries Ireland, 

Dublin, Ireland 

Ms Catherine McGinty Catherine.McGinty@DCEE.gov.ie 
Department of Climate, 

Energy and the Environment 

Dr Sarah McLean sarah.mclean@loughs-agency.org 
Loughs Agency, Derry, 

Northern Ireland 
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Dr Michael Millane michael.millane@fisheriesireland.ie 
Inland Fisheries Ireland, 

Dublin, Ireland 

Mr Fernando Miranda Fernando.miranda@ec.europa.eu 
European Commission, 

Brussels, Belgium 

Mr Kealan O’Higgins Kealan.ohiggins@Fisheriesireland.ie 

Drumsna, Carrick-On-

Shannon, Co. Leitrim, N41 

HD78, Ireland 

Ms. Sara Sofia Rego da Silva ssrs@uevora.pt University of Évora, Portugal 

Dr Thomas Staveley tom.staveley@slu.se 

Swedish University of 

Agricultural Sciences, 

Drottningholm, Sweden 

Ms Isabel Teixeira 

(Virtual Participant) 
iteixeira@dgrm.mm.gov.pt 

General-Directorate for 

Natural Resources, Security 

and Maritime Services, Lisbon, 

Portugal 

Patricia Trigo 

(Virtual Participant) 
pandrada@dgrm.mm.gov.pt 

General-Directorate for 

Natural Resources, Security 

and Maritime Services, Lisbon, 

Portugal 

Ms Bénédicte Valadou benedicte.valadou@ofb.gouv.fr 

OFB (Office français de la 

Biodiversité), Direction 

Générale, Montpellier, France 

Mr Lavrentios Vasiliades lvasiliades@dfmr.moa.gov.cy 

Permanent Representation of 

the Republic of Cyprus to the 

EU, Belgium, Brussels 

ICELAND 

*Mr Kristján Freyr Helgason kristjan.freyr.helgason@atrn.is Ministry of Industries, 

Reykjavik 

Dr Hlynur Bárðarson hlynur.bardarson@hafogvatn.is 

Marine and Freshwater 

Research Institute, 

Hafnarfjörður 

Dr Guðni Magnús Eiríksson gudni.m.eiriksson@fiskistofa.is 
Directorate of Fisheries, 

Akureyri 

NORWAY 

*Mr Raoul Bierach – 

Representative 
raoul.bierach@miljodir.no 

Norwegian Environment 

Agency, Trondheim 

Mr Helge Dyrendal helge.axel.dyrendal@miljodir.no 
Norwegian Environment 

Agency, Trondheim 

Dr Peder Fiske peder.fiske@nina.no 
Norwegian Institute for Nature 

Research, Trondheim 

Ms Heidi Hansen heidi.hansen@miljodir.no 
Norwegian Environment 

Agency, Trondheim 

Dr Julie Gjørtz Howden  julie-gjortz.howden@kld.dep.no 

Norwegian Ministry of 

Climate and Environment, 

Oslo 
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mailto:julie-gjortz.howden@kld.dep.no
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Ms Vera Løvold Vera.Lovold@miljodir.no 
Norwegian Environment 

Agency, Trondheim 

RUSSIAN FEDERATION 

*Anna Shulaeva 

Representative (Virtual 

Participant) 

pr-norway@fish.gov.ru 

Representative of the Federal 

Agency for Fisheries in the 

Kingdom of Norway 

Vladimir Belyaev 

Representative (Virtual 

Participant) 

belsea@inbox.ru 
Russian Research Institute of 

Fisheries and Oceans, Moscow 

Ms Elena Basova 

(Virtual Participant) 
basova@murmansk.fish.gov.ru 
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Department of the Federal 

Agency for Fisheries, 

Murmansk 
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Ms Jill Barber Jill.barber@gov.scot 
Scottish Government, 

Edinburgh 

Professor Colin Bean colin.bean@nature.scot NatureScot, Glasgow, Scotland 
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Ireland 
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Ireland 

Mr Robert Floyd robert.floyd@gov.wales 
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mailto:kazantseva@fish.gov.ru


53 

Dr Richard Kennedy richard.kennedy@afbini.gov.uk 
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Brunswick, Maine 

Mr Dan Kircheis dan.kircheis@noaa.gov 
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Annex 7 

 

NASCO Annual Meeting 2026 Questions from NASCO Accredited NGOs to 

Canada and UK (England) 

 
Submitted 15 May 2026 

NGO Co-Chairs: Wendy Kenyon, Robert Otto 

Canada 

Questions provided to Canada in advance of the Annual Meeting and its Special Session on 

Conservation Commitments Reports supported responses and discussion during the Annual 

Meeting itself and will not be answered in writing here. 

UK 

Written responses were received to questions provided to the UK in advance of the Annual 

Meeting and its Special Session on Conservation Commitments Reports.  

Stressor 1- Ensuring Sustainable Abstraction  

Q5. How much of the £85m by 2030 quoted in the CCR specifically for PSR 

catchments, as opposed to simply being the total size of the fund?  

The £85m by 2030 is a commitment for peatland restoration, across England. It is not currently 

possible to estimate how much of this will specifically benefit PSR catchments. We would 

encourage NGOs to apply for the Nature for Climate Peatland Grant Scheme, which has been 

extended until March 2027, to carry out projects in PSR catchments. 

Q6. How much is the Big Nature Impact Fund projected to raise from the private 

sector? How much will be specifically for peatland restoration, and how much will 

be targeted at PSR catchments? Is the area set out as an outcome for peatland 

restoration (2,282 hectares) specific to PSR catchments or for peatland restoration 

generally?  

The Big Nature Impact Fund has already secured £64 million in investments, of which £34m 

is from private investment. Finance Earth, which manages the Fund, aims to grow it to between 

£90 million and £120 million over the next 18 months. It is not currently known exactly how 

much of the Fund will be allocated to peatland restoration.  

The full 2,282 ha target is for peatland restoration in PSR catchments.  

Q7. When will the programme for the review of abstraction licences (589 water bodies 

across 20 PSRs) be published and will the data be publicly available?  

As the programme concerns potential changes to individual and company abstraction licences, 

it will not be possible to publish individual licence outcomes due to confidentiality 

considerations. High level statistics on progress towards sustainable abstraction delivered by 

this programme will be made available where appropriate.  

Q8. Of the 49 water bodies (HMWBs) impacted by low flows as a result of public water 

supply reservoirs, the target for 2030 appears to only address 8.2 through the 

WINEP. Is this correct? And what actions envisaged can be taken by water 

companies, the EA, or third parties outside of the WINEP?  

The target is to undertake action on three HMWBs designated for drinking water supply, 

representing approximately 6% of the 49 HMWBs impacted. This would bring the total 

https://defraenvironment.blog.gov.uk/2026/05/28/unlocking-englands-nature-markets-a-further-step-forward-for-investment-in-the-environment/
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percentage of HMWBs in PSRs meeting Good Ecological Potential for flow to 8.2% by the 

end of the fourth reporting cycle. These are the only schemes in the current WINEP programme 

at the ‘Implementation’ stage.  

WINEP schemes are usually delivered in two phases; ‘Investigation,’ where an assessment is 

made into if and how an improvement can be made, and ‘Implementation,’ where the outcome 

of the investigation is implemented. There are seven additional schemes in the current WINEP 

for ‘Investigation’ stage, but any resulting measures would not be implemented until the next 

WINEP and NASCO cycle.  

The WINEP process provides a formal requirement to address the issues where evidence and 

previous investigations have identified a clear impact and options to remedy the situation.  

In addition to the WINEP, a number of HMWB rivers in PSRs have a ‘fish bank’ – a volume 

of water reserved for fisheries purposes – which allows a certain amount of flow mitigation to 

be requested for salmon (reservoir releases), particularly in periods of low flow.  

Additional partnership project actions can also be undertaken outside of the WINEP process, 

and many water companies work with third parties to address and mitigate local impacts.  

Q9. In the period covered by the CCR, it is proposed to increase the number of water 

bodies with adequate flow by four percent and the number of HMWBs by three, 

from one (totalling four) of the 17 HMWBs. We note that actions are expected to 

be Urgent and Transformative. What further steps will DEFRA/the EA take to 

build on this and rise to the scale of the crisis when they submit their updated plan 

in the autumn?  

Currently, 1,067 (86%) PSR water bodies are meeting their flow targets under WFD. The target 

is to increase this by 4%, so that 90% of PSR water bodies are achieving flow targets by the 

end of the reporting cycle. This would improve flow on approximately 50 PSR water bodies.  

49 water bodies across 17 PSRs are designated as HMWBs for drinking water supply or water 

regulation. Actions are planned to improve flow on three of these HMWBs, across three PSRs, 

which would bring the total number of HMWBs in PSRS meeting flow targets to four.  

Flow improvements for HMWBs designated for drinking water supply can only be made where 

they do not impact primary use of the water body. WINEP is the only formal delivery 

mechanism for these improvements. The current WINEP concludes in 2030 and the next 

WINEP will include further improvements recommended through investigations being 

undertaken in the current WINEP.  

Catchment scale abstraction licence reviews will also help ensure sustainable abstraction in 

PSRs. During this cycle, 589 catchments will be reviewed.  

Stressor 2 – Water Quality  

Q10. The outcome, S.2.1.d. (1,902 farm inspections). Is this specifically for PSR 

catchments or is it the total number of farm inspections conducted in the time 

period?  

The target of 1,902 farm inspections is specific to PSR catchments. There are national 

inspection targets of approximately 6,000 inspections for non-intensive farms and around 449 

inspections for intensive (permitted) farms in 27/28.  

Q11. Are the 2,956 inspections of wastewater treatment works (WWTW) the total 

number of inspection, across all WWTWs or just those discharging into PSR 

catchments?  
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The target of 2,956 wastewater treatment works inspections is specific to PSR catchments. 

Defra has set a national target of 11,500 inspections in 2027.  

Q12. What level of non-compliance is anticipated, if any?  

The level of non-compliance will not be known until the inspections have been carried out. In 

2024, the non-compliance rate in PSRs was approximately 21%, based on 247 cases of non-

compliance from 1192 inspections. It is possible that the level of non-compliance identified 

could increase as the number of inspections increases.  

Stressor 3 – Habitat Alteration  

Q13. The CCR proposes to address 105 barriers out of a total of 492 (21.3%). Will the 

updated CCR be able to increase this number?  

The target of 105 fish passage improvement projects is based on the known schemes on PSRs 

that are expected to be delivered during this NASCO cycle by the EA or partners. Since there 

is no centralised repository for externally delivered projects, this target is not exhaustive but 

reflects the local fishery team’s knowledge of planned work in their catchments.  

If more schemes are delivered than forecast, these can be reported in future progress reporting. 

Delivery is constrained by funding, legislation and delivery body capacity and capability. If 

additional NGOs are willing and able to fund and deliver such projects, greater progress will 

be achieved.  

Q14. A total of 252 in-channel habitat improvements will take place though this CCR. 

How many will be specifically focused on improving the habitat for salmon and 

how many will be more general improvement but will not have salmon as the 

priority species behind the improvement?  

The target of 252 habitat improvement schemes is based on an average of one scheme per PSR, 

annually. These projects will largely be delivered by NGO partners. The detail of individual 

projects is not yet known but only projects which have a direct benefit to salmon will be 

reported and each project will be assessed by the EA for its relevance to salmon prior to 

inclusion.  

Q15. What length of river will be improved from the 252 in river habitat improvements, 

and what length of river is it expected will benefit from these improvements?  

The detail of individual projects is not yet known, so it is not possible to quantify length of 

river improved for target setting. We can provide additional information about schemes 

delivered in annual progress reporting.  

Q16. What percentage of the £816m government grant program for tree planting will 

be directed at riparian tree planting? And of those, what percentage will be 

specifically for PSRs?  

The distinction between riparian tree planting and other tree planting is not yet known, as 

planting locations for future years have not yet been determined. Due to limitations in available 

geospatial datasets, the current PSR target only includes tree planting schemes that the EA 

collate. This represents a small subset of the overall Ha of trees planted in England.  

There is a national target to plant 43,000 hectares of trees between 2022 and 2030, so PSRs are 

likely to benefit from additional tree planting not currently captured in the EA dataset. If a 

geospatial dataset becomes available which includes wider planting locations, this target will 

be updated.  
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Q17. How is the figure of 648ha of tree planting for PSRs calculated? What is the 

expected impact of this level of commitment at a national scale?  

The target of 107.9Ha per year (648ha in total) is based on the mean annual action in PSRs 

over last 5 years. This value only includes tree planting schemes that the EA collate, which is 

a very small subset of the overall Ha of trees planted in England. This action is expected to 

contribute to improved water quality and lower in-river temperatures. PSRs are likely to benefit 

from additional tree planting, not captured by the EA’s dataset.  

Q18. The CCR proposes to address 105 barriers out of a total of 492 (21.3%). This is 

too low. Will the updated CCR be able to increase this number?  

Please see answer to Q13.  

All responses are correct as of 12 June 2026. 
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Annex 8 

 

Question and Answer Session held during the Special Session of the Council: 
Evaluation of Conservation Commitment Reports Under the Fourth 

Reporting Cycle (2026-2032) 

Dan Kircheis (USA): So, in respect to that, this has been a quick, high-level overview of the 

CCRs that we reviewed. Does anybody have any questions on that? Rob? 

Robert Otto (Atlantic Salmon Federation, Canada): Thanks very much, Dan. That's really 

helpful. Appreciate it. You mentioned that the review group received some modifications to 

the feedback that was provided and I'm just wondering. So, two questions. 

Is it possible to understand who did that simply so that, when we go through the CCRs that 

were posted, we will have the information to understand whether or not that's been modified? 

And, secondly, did the Review Group do a review of the revisions that came in from those 

Parties? Thanks. 

Dan Kircheis (USA): Yes. Sure. So, the first cut of the CCRs that were received were not 

posted on the website until they had the opportunity to modify their CCRs. So, you have the 

modified version for any that were submitted by the end of the timeline, which was the end of 

April. Those CCRs were posted in May. Yes. Then, what was the other question? 

Robert Otto (Atlantic Salmon Federation, Canada): Well, I think, actually, you answered 

both of them there. The ones that were posted are the revised, so there aren't two for the 

countries that did do a revision. That's really helpful. Can I ask another question? 

Dan Kircheis (USA): Yes, absolutely, please. 

Robert Otto (Atlantic Salmon Federation, Canada): So you mentioned or I saw in your 

histogram there on the back, it was quite near the beginning of the, yes, the priority stressors. I 

notice in there you've got genetic introgression and stocking separated out. Can you talk about 

the approach of the working group to separate those out versus putting them together? That 

would be helpful for me. 

Dan Kircheis (USA): Yes. I'm trying to recall. We created this big spreadsheet and we grouped 

everything together by category. I can't remember the specific example in respect to that case. 

I don't know if somebody from the review group recalls this and how this came about, but I 

can't right off the top of my head. I'd have to go back and look, but I can probably get to it 

pretty quick. I'd have to go dig back into the spreadsheet. Any other questions on the process? 

Yes, Raoul? 

Raoul Bierach (Norway): Yes. Thank you. It's also about that histogram. If I understand this 

correctly, it's about how many Parties or jurisdictions that have put those into their top three. 

Dan Kircheis (USA): Top three stressors, yes. 

Raoul Bierach (Norway): Yes. It's not about how many stocks or proportion of the total 

amount of salmon that is affected by them. Thank you. 

Dan Kircheis (USA): Yes. So, like I said, we took some liberty to, we needed to fit things 

together in the similar categories, so we took some liberty to, everybody's stressor analyses 

were a little bit different and they worded things a little bit different, we just took a little bit of 

liberty to lump them into these categories because there were some similarities in that respect. 

But, in general, these were the top three stressors that Parties identified in their stressor analysis, 

so just to reflect that. Yes. Rob, yes. 
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Robert Otto (Atlantic Salmon Federation, Canada): Thanks, Dan. I noticed that your pie 

graph - 16% new actions. It would be great to get your perspective on the working group about 

that statistic and when viewed through the lens of urgent and transformative, was there a 

comfort level? Did that raise any flags? How did the working group feel about that? Thanks. 

Dan Kircheis (USA): Yes. We talked a lot about the urgent and transformative stuff. That's a 

really high bar and we recognise that, but, like I mentioned last year when we were developing 

this process, we wanted to challenge Parties to come up with urgent and transformative actions. 

But it's a really high bar and I think that Parties really did put a lot of thought into the actions 

that they were developing and putting forward. 

Yes, connectivity is great. We should continue doing it. That is a high bar, but, man, to actually 

change the direction of the needle, it's a death by a thousand cuts. You’ve got to address a lot 

of cuts in order to actually change the direction of the needle for salmon. So I think people did 

a really good job. 

I think they did elevate the actions to the extent that they can be transformative, I think they 

did. I think they really put forward their best effort. A lot of Parties and jurisdictions are really 

limited by resources, but this is the process. Parties need the reinforcement that people care and 

that this is an important issue that we should be taking on and that there's encouragement to go 

out and do this type of work. 

So, I think it's all good stuff. We're really happy with what we saw. Of course, yes, we can all 

do better, but so much of that is limited by our capacity and our resources to do it. But we are 

putting our best foot forward, I think, from my perspective. 

Seamus Connor (President): Can I just remind everybody that this is for all delegates? So, in 

case you're maybe sitting in the back rows, if you just raise your hand, Vicky or Martha on 

either side can bring you a microphone just so that you're heard if you want to ask a question. 

So, just a reminder. Thanks. 

Dan Kircheis (USA): Raoul? 

Raoul Bierach (Norway): Yes. I was just wondering. When we talked about setting up this 

way of doing things going forward, there was some anxiety and / or scepticism about whether 

this exercise was worth doing or whether it was difficult. 

So, I'm actually wondering, did you get some impression of what the Parties and jurisdictions 

thought about this exercise, whether it was actually helpful to them as well or if it was just, 

well, something else. 

Dan Kircheis (USA): Yes. That's a good question because we did hear a little bit of mix of 

both. We got a lot of positive feedback on the process, but we also heard, ah, it's more 

paperwork, we're writing more reports. So, there was that concern, too. It's just another 

paperwork exercise. People spend a lot of time writing reports when they could actually maybe 

be doing stuff on the ground, too. So, there was a little bit of mix. 

We heard a little bit of both when we were talking to the Parties and maybe, I would love to 

hear feedback from the Parties, what they thought of the process. People that were actually 

writing these reports, what did they think? Maybe this is an opportunity to do that. We can 

have a little bit of that conversation. But that's what we heard when we were talking to the 

Parties. 

We did the interview process, which was great, like I said. We had that feedback. We could 

talk to them, they could talk to us, and we had that little bit of opportunity for that engagement. 

Yes. Cathal, do you want to add anything on that? 
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Cathal Gallagher (Secretary): There was one thing that came to mind. We did get some 

feedback that this process enabled some departments that are dealing with salmon, enabled 

them to engage further with other departments. It became more of a cross-government approach 

and I think we heard that from a number of jurisdictions. I think that was a positive one. 

Dan Kircheis (USA): Yes. Just a second. I got a response to the earlier question about genetic 

introgression, Raoul. The genetic introgression was from escapes whereas the stocking was 

tied to stocking efforts. So that's where the differences were on that. Yes. In the back, do you 

have a mic? You're all set. 

William Entwistle (South West Rivers Association): Good morning. Willie Entwistle. I chair 

Southwest Rivers Association, representing some 20 salmon rivers in the southwest of England 

and one of the NGOs. Forgive me, I'm not sure precisely how this session is going to go. So, 

may I offer a very brief view, not least to engender some debate and which might encourage 

some other questions? Would that be all right, Mr. Chair? 

Dan Kircheis (USA): Yes, sure 

William Entwistle (South West Rivers Association): That's very kind. Firstly, I'm most grateful 

to NASCO for allowing the NGOs to attend. It's really useful and it provides all sorts of very 

interesting insights to take back to the grassroots-level people who we represent. I just wanted 

to be clear. Where I come from in the southwest, in the 20 salmon rivers that I represent, we 

are already now facing an extinction crisis. This is happening now. 

Some of our rivers have declared functional extinction. We ran the fish trap on one river this 

last autumn on every spate after a drought summer from September through to mid-December. 

We caught 167 sea trout up to ten pounds and not a single salmon on a river that used to have 

a prolific salmon run. Extinction is happening now in the southwest of England. This is not a 

future problem. 

It's a problem now. It's in this context that I just offer this view. I hugely welcome the CCRs. 

They are a massive step forward, but I would offer that they're essential but not sufficient. In 

fact, I'd go further. I'd say that, in the context of what I've just described in the southwest, we 

need to do so much more, particularly to address the issues on the high seas. 

At the last SAMARCH conference in Southampton three years ago, the fisheries scientists - 

this is not little old Willie Entwistle, the enthusiastic amateur - they told me 70% of the problem 

in their view, approximately, that salmon are facing are on the high seas. In this context, it 

seems to me this is no longer a fisheries issue. Forgive me. It's taken me a while to work out 

that NASCO is a fisheries management organization, not a conservation organization. 

Therefore, the question I have really is, at what point does this extinction crisis become 

something that is beyond NASCO and where we need to look to other mechanisms to address 

the conservation issues that surround this fish, which NASCO has done a brilliant job of trying 

to address in the margins of what the Convention is actually for? So, in that context, I fully 

support a jurisdictional CCR for the high seas, which has been mentioned already by Robert 

Otto. 

But I wonder also. I'm surprised that the UN Convention on the High Seas, which has just been 

ratified by 89 nations in February this year and which, interestingly, at least the United States, 

Canada, and the UK have not yet ratified, which has an ambition for 30 by 30, that's 30% of 

the world's oceans to be marine protected areas by 2030. 

The next COP summit is going to be built around this apparently. Whether that, which is legally 

binding on the countries that have ratified it, might be a mechanism that NASCO uses to 
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address the extinction crisis that I'm describing happening already. Thank you so much for 

letting me say my piece. I won't say anything more. 

Dan Kircheis (USA): Thank you very much. A lot of those questions are above my pay grade, 

but I totally hear what you're saying. We are in an extinction crisis. We see the same thing at 

home, back in the US, we are in an extinction crisis and it's a huge deal. Any way that we can 

elevate this, this is a great platform to raise it on an international stage and raise these really 

important issues and the concerns here. 

But it's only a first step, like you said. To transform that into something more, it takes a lot of 

work. So, I'm just going to step through, I have a few more things here that I want to step 

through and then I'm going to open the floor up again. Basically, what I want to do is, if I can 

get back here - the Parties and jurisdictions, like I said, they submitted their CCRs. 

In an ideal world, we would let all the Parties and jurisdictions give a short presentation on the 

stressors that they identified and the actions associated with those stressors. We don't have time 

for all the Parties and jurisdictions to do that, but I have a short slide for everyone that you can 

just look at. For each Party, there is a QR code. 

So, if you want to see their CCRs, you can click on it with your phones and get their full CCR. 

This is just an example. We're going to start off with Canada because I always like to pick on 

Canada first, especially since they're sitting right here. So we have the stressors in the blue box 

atop the top as well as the action underneath the stressor. 

So, in this case, introgressions and genetic material was their stressor and their action was 

stocking guidance. Then they have habitat shifting and alterations followed by a couple of 

actions and then temperature extremes followed by three actions. In the top right-hand corner, 

and this is consistent with every slide, is the top stressor that they chose not to address in their 

CCR. 

So, I have this the same way for each one. I'm not going to read every one, but I'm just going 

to go through them slowly and give folks time to look at them. Then we can open the floor if 

there's any questions to the Parties and jurisdictions in respect to their stressor analysis. So, 

here we have Greenland. The QR code is down on the left, if you need it. Then we have 

Denmark. 

These were the actions they identified and the stressors. Finland, Germany, Portugal, Spain-

Asturias, Spain-Cantabria, Spain-Galicia. 

And then I get to pronounce the next one. Yes. Now we're going to go on to Spain-Navarra, 

Sweden, Iceland, Norway, Russian Federation and England. There's a lot here; Northern 

Ireland, Wales and then, last but not least, the United States. 

I see a question already. Yes?  

Stuart Singleton-White (Angling Trust): My name is Stuart Singleton-White. I'm here 

representing the Angling Trust and the European Anglers Alliance. I waited until the end of 

the three United Kingdom ones because I have a question to the United Kingdom delegation, 

if that's okay, including Scotland, who didn't submit a CCR as well. They're included in this 

question. So, first of all, I'd like to thank the UK delegation. 

They met yesterday evening with the UK NGOs as we tabled a series of detailed questions to 

their CCR. I was grateful for the feedback and the responses they gave, but it gave rise to a 

further question, which, Dan, you touched on some of the aspects of during your presentation. 

That is that, given the emphasis the UK places on partnership working as part of this, which is 

something that NASCO were promoting for delivery of their CCR, what steps are the UK 
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governments going to take to build those partnerships and to ensure the right guidance of action 

to deliver the tangible benefits that the CCR is setting out to achieve as part of its targets? 

In addition, what actions are governments going to take to ensure that there's proper cross-

governmental joined up around the policy space to ensure that there is support and action for 

salmon recovery across governmental policies? So this will include working with things like 

nearshore marine management, land use and spatial planning, and, indeed, economic 

development and how they will feed into the CCR and its objectives. 

And then, taking the actions set out in the CCR together in the UK, with the national action 

plans for England, Wales, Scotland, and Northern Ireland, how confident is the delegation that 

the urgent and transformative change that is required will be delivered and will not only slow 

the decline in salmon, which is part of the NASCO objectives, but actually will create the 

conditions for recovery of salmon over the timeline of this reporting cycle? Thank you. 

Ruth Allin (United Kingdom): Thank you for the question, Stuart. I think the first thing to 

say is just that the UK, while we're one Party, we're four jurisdictions. We've got four CCRs 

and the management of salmon is a devolved area. So, I don't really think there's a UK-level 

response to that. We need to be able to respond to this for each of the UK nations present here. 

On that basis, I'm going to hand over to Claire just to give a Scottish perspective in the first 

instance and then we'll go around the other UK nations. 

Claire Speedie (United Kingdom): Yes. Thanks, Ruth. Just firstly, in response to the bit of 

the discussion earlier about how Parties have felt in going through this process, we obviously 

have an existing Wild Salmon Strategy implementation plan in Scotland that we are delivering 

with key partners. 

But I just wanted to note that this whole process has obviously been a useful process in us for 

actually thinking about what we have in existence, thinking about that urgent and 

transformative question, and thinking outside of our wild salmon strategy as well. 

Our reach within our wild salmon recreational fisheries team is vast across the Scottish 

Government, first of all internally with stakeholders, working with our water environment 

colleagues, working with our regulators, SEPA, working with NatureScot colleagues, but also 

with our wider external colleagues as well. 

We have a delivery group that, together with we take collective action under our 

implementation plan. So, we have been thinking, I suppose, outside the box as well of our 

existing setup and this has been a useful process in that to help us with that. You asked about 

building partnerships. 

I've spoken a bit about that there. I like to think that, as a team, we have really good 

relationships across a number of partnerships internally and externally across Scotland. The 

other thing is salmon within the wider Scottish Government context. 

So, we have our Wild Salmon Strategy, but we also have our Scottish Biodiversity Action Plan. 

One of the actions in that is delivery of the Scottish Wild Salmon Strategy. So we're in that 

wider government consideration as well. We also work closely with our marine planning 

colleagues. A new national marine plan is in development at the moment and we've been 

working with them to feed in our salmon interests. 

On that last point about, how do we ensure we slow the decline and create conditions, that's 

something that we have specifically, obviously, been thinking about within this CCR 

development and thinking about, yes, you can take action, but what are the best actions that 

have the most value and that we can link back to wild salmon and actually seeing how we can 

make that specific difference? I hope that’s helpful from a Scottish perspective. 
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Robert Floyd (United Kingdom): Thanks. If I can just pick up on a couple of bits from a 

Welsh perspective. Obviously, we've just recently gone through an election. We have a new 

government in place and the new Welsh Government has made clear that we're committed to 

halting biodiversity loss and achieving sustainable environmental recovery, which, from our 

point of view, will include salmon and salmon habitats. The First Minister has appointed a 

cabinet with a relentless focus on doing what's best for Wales and each minister will be setting 

out their priorities shortly in that regard as well. So I’m going to leave it there. 

Art Niven (United Kingdom): Thank you very much. My name is Art Niven. I represent UK, 

and Northern Ireland. In response to the question, stakeholder engagement formed a significant 

part of our CCR as well and we had unanimous support for our draft CCR with our stakeholder 

consultation group. We will continue that engagement on through the process of delivery and 

are working closely with our delivery partners for the CCR. 

In terms of, how confident is the delegation that we can implement tangible and transformative 

actions, I guess it was touched on by the Chair of the Working Group in terms of the joined-up 

policy and the cross-cutting nature of the plans, strategies, and policies that governments are 

delivering and developing. So, we are continuing to work collaboratively at a UK level and at 

NI level with our other devolved government colleagues. 

We are developing cross-cutting delivery objectives on future farming schemes because land 

impacts weigh heavily on the aquatic environment. We also have significant plans and 

strategies underway around Lough Neagh improvement and also peatland restoration 

strategies, etc. 

Another core cross-cutting element for delivery is water framework regulations,  programmes, 

and measures. So, we've got a number of overlapping mechanisms that we can feed into, which 

will hopefully coordinate how CCRs are developed in a complicated environmental governance 

sphere. We're trying to make those linkages, where possible, to lead to effective delivery, but 

we can't do that alone. 

So, partnership, developed and collaborative working is core to that. We also are in a lovely 

position that we've got an extremely strong evidence base in UK NI with the River Bush ICES 

index stream. Thank you. 

Ruth Allin (United Kingdom): Finally, I can come back on the question from an England 

perspective. I think first of all in terms of reflections on the process. So, in England, we don't 

have an overarching English salmon strategy or plan. So, actually, we found NASCO’s CCR 

process to be hugely helpful in driving forward that thinking for the next step in salmon 

conservation and I think it has really forced us. We've heard today this isn't so much about 

fisheries management anymore. This is about salmon conservation. 

It has turned the engagement with relevant policy and delivery teams from being a very broad 

conversation to being a very specific conversation. I think I wouldn't want anyone to 

underestimate the amount of work that has gone into developing quantified targets in those 

non-fisheries areas. 

It's really been a significant amount of work but, I think, also a significant step forward in terms 

of the understanding of the level of benefit that we're expecting salmon will get from wider 

environmental improvement work. I know there are criticisms. We haven't predicted that 17 

inspections are going to lead to 42 more fish. We can't make that link, we recognise that, but I 

think quantifying how many more inspections will take place and what benefits we think that 

that will bring over time, it’s a step in the right direction. 
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So, I just think it's really important to recognise that. In terms of guiding action for partnership, 

I think the Environment Agency in England do already work very closely with partners and the 

England Fisheries Group is really central for bringing that all together. 

So, we'd see that as the key forum but recognise that there are further conversations to be had 

and we're keen to continue to engage with stakeholders and talk about how we can work 

together even more effectively. Cross-government policy join-up I think I've touched on in the 

reflections on the process. I think there is more to do. I think we will continue to build those 

links. What the CCR reporting will bring is that transparency. How are we doing? I think that 

that's really the answer in terms of the urgent and transformative action. We're confident we're 

doing a lot. We're confident that we've got a strong CCR. We would like it to make a tangible 

difference. I think the reporting will allow us to see, A, whether we're delivering what we said 

we would. Over time, we will see also, through the performance indicators, whether our 

numbers of salmon are increasing, but I think we do need to recognise that that will happen 

over time. 

But we've got a good system in place to track that. If we're not getting the outcomes that we're 

seeking, then we can take proactive action. I think that is all from the UK. Hopefully, that helps 

answer your question, Stuart. 

Dan Kircheis (USA): You’ve got a question in the back there? Yes. 

Noel Carr (Federation of Irish Salmon and Sea-Trout Anglers): Thanks, Mr. President. 

Noel Carr, Federation of Irish Salmon and Sea Trout Anglers. I welcome and embrace the 

concept of the new process, CCRs, and hopefully they will make tangible improvements in the 

future. 

With regards to our own Irish one, I would like to just find out why there’s, with regards to fish 

kills and pollution and also the continuance of a mixed-stock fishery system within Cork, 

Kerry, and Donegal areas. So, if the Irish delegation could make some sort of comment on it at 

the moment, I’d appreciate that. Thank you. 

Sarah McLean (European Union): Hi. Noel, just to answer your question, I can only, 

obviously, answer from the Donegal point of view, but the Finn River was actually included as 

part of the UK NI CCR because that's the way the rivers get divided up from a NASCO point 

of view. So, I can only, obviously, talk about the Finn as a cross-border river, but that's where 

it is included. So that's the actions that will be delivered for the Finn. 

Michael Millane (European Union): Hi, Noel. Yes. You talked about mixed-stock fisheries. 

You had a question there. So, we have about three mixed-stock fisheries in Ireland and they're 

managed looking at the individual rivers and managed to a more conservative conservation 

limit. We've taken that approach since 2007. 

But I think you're referring to another river that is managed as a single-stock fishery. There is 

some research and a report that will be out shortly, looking at what level that stock is single-

stock and if any management measures need to be made in light of the findings of that. Do you 

have another question? 

Noel Carr (Federation of Irish Salmon and Sea-Trout Anglers): With regards to the fish 

kills and pollution incidents, the Blackwater, obviously, last August, but the most recent one is 

the Glyde from Carrickmacross down to the Irish Sea at the moment. 

There is a serious pollution incident, but, much more importantly, all the east coast migrating 

smolts going back out, arising out of a smolt track service which confirm it, their return is so 

low, arising out of the smolt track, showing that the Western Isles has wiped out our migrating 

smolt run for the last three or four years. 
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Catherine McGinty (European Union): Thanks, Noel. So, as you know, the Blackwater was 

the major fish kill last year. It was, I suppose, the largest recorded fish kill in the state. As a 

result of that, Ireland commissioned an independent review of that fish kill that was carried out 

by the European Commission's Joint Research Commission. That report was published in 

February of this year. So that includes a range of recommendations that we will be 

implementing. 

Some are already in the process of being implemented around protocols, co-ordination, comms. 

Others will take a longer-term approach. There's recommendations there around real-time 

monitoring. So we have to assess what already exists in Ireland for a range of those and what 

additional measures are needed. That obviously covers a wide range of regulatory authorities 

and departments, so it requires a huge inter-agency coordination and we're looking at that at 

the moment. 

Sharri Venno (Houlton Band of Maliseet Indians): Thank you, Dan. This is a statement, a 

comment, and a suggestion and is directed to the Parties of Canada and US. My name is Sharri 

Venno. I work as an environmental planner for the Houlton Band of Maliseet Indians. We are 

located in northern Maine in a little pocket of the Wolastoq-Saint John, which is a 

transboundary watershed. We are in the upper reaches of the watershed, hence the nature of 

this comment. 

This comment is in reference to the CCRs of Canada and the US. It highlights elements both 

CCRs have in common and reflects on the possibility that the CCR process could offer both 

Parties an opportunity to develop joint actions within their shared salmon catch basins. 

Canada's CCR recognises that salmon management is shared across multiple jurisdictions, 

provincial governments, stakeholders, and Indigenous partners. The US CCR illustrates the 

same element under its habitat access priority stressor in its description of the partners engaged 

in dam removals. Canada includes increasing connectivity and identification and conservation 

of cold water refugia as actions under their priority stressors two and three, respectively. 

While not captured by the US CCR, in the US portion of the Wolastoq-Saint John shared 

salmon catch basin, both activities are currently being planned by an Indigenous-led, i.e., the 

Houlton Band of Maliseet Indians, tribal, state and NGO partnership with federal technical 

assistance. 

In fact, the US portion of the catch basin presents considerable opportunity to contribute cold 

water refugia to the entire catch basin once connectivity is addressed. In the second Canada-

US transboundary salmon catch basin, the Schoodic-Sainte Croix, transboundary watershed 

management is well established under the International Joint Commission. 

The Passamaquoddy Indian tribe and Peskotomuhkati First Nation, a transboundary Indigenous 

community, both desire to see salmon return to that river system. Shared actions developed by 

Canada and the US could represent a path forward for the council to address other 

transboundary catch basins where collective action could result in better outcomes for Atlantic 

salmon. 

Dan Kircheis (USA): Thank you, Sharri. We really appreciate the comments on that. Yes. I 

think we acknowledge that, that those transboundary discussions need to happen. Yes. I think 

I'll let Canada weigh in if they have anything to add to that, but, yes, we totally hear what you're 

saying and we'd like to talk to you more about it. 

Nicole Bouchard (Canada): Yes. I can just add that we totally agree and it totally makes 

sense. There are already some discussions for those joint rivers and, as we move through more 
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specific action, we will continue and increase those discussions. Did you want to add 

something? 

Livia Goodbrand (Canada): No. I guess I don't have much specifically to add, just 

acknowledging that this was a really great connection that was made through Sharri that 

brought myself and Dan back together in discussions. So I think the CCR has achieved one of 

its outcome, to promote collaboration between Parties. 

The two river systems you've identified do have different transboundary management 

considerations, but I see a lot of room for ongoing conversations. The Indigenous peoples and 

communities on those rivers are well positioned to support those actions, given their place, 

communities on both sides of the border. So, thanks, Sharri. 

Dan Kircheis (USA): We still have an hour. 

Torfinn Evensen (Norwegian Salmon Rivers): Here we go. Hello. My name is Torfinn 

Evensen from the Norwegian Salmon Rivers. I have some comments and questions for the 

Norwegian CCR. First, positive feedback. Norway has identified the three most significant 

threats and stressors, the sea lice, escaped farm salmon and hydropower. First question to action 

for all the three stressors. 

For wild salmon, for many Norwegian rivers, the situation is highly critical and there is an 

urgent need to implement measures with clear deadlines. If not, both aquaculture and 

hydropower companies will tend to delay action. So, the question is, how can Norway establish 

clearer deadlines that ensure increased progress, both in aquaculture and hydropower, and what 

is being done to avoid delays? 

And let me go to the question to the stressor one, sea lice regulation in aquaculture. How will 

Norway design their assessment of the choice between a sea lice quota system or a sea lice fee 

so that the consequence for wild salmon are properly addressed and that the criteria for 

selecting a solution ensure viable wild salmon populations in line with the Norwegian quality 

standard for wild salmon? 

And compared to the stressor two, reduce the number of escaped farmed salmon. In Norway, 

the reporting of escaped farmed salmon is highly inadequate and is based on estimates reported 

by the aquaculture operators themselves. Even the Directorate of Fisheries have very limited 

confidence in these figures. 

So, the question is, what is being done to ensure more reliable requirements for reporting 

escaped farmed fish and how to assure that this size of the fee reflects the consequences that 

escape incidents have for vulnerable wild salmon stocks? Thank you. I will send the questions 

so it is easy for you to answer afterwards anyway. 

Julie Gjørtz Howden (Norway): Thank you very much and thank you, Torfinn, for these 

questions. Regarding deadlines, what is challenging is that, for all of these three stressors that 

we have identified, they all have regulation under development. So, it's difficult to define 

precise milestones and definite timelines. 

Also, because these processes are subject to significant political considerations and this always 

presents a risk to delay and has already delayed many of these processes, as you know. But we 

are looking at major changes in the present regulatory scheme for many of these, for all the 

stressors really. 

So, it's unfortunately difficult to set more precise timelines at this moment, but we do agree 

that progression is very important. As for your question of the assessment between a sea lice 

quota and a fee for lost fish, no, a sea lice fee. 
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The Ministry of Trade, Industry and Fisheries has asked the Institute of Marine Research to 

prepare a scientific recommendation for the maximum acceptable levels of sea lice emissions. 

We're waiting for their assessment or that report and that report will form the basis for the 

future system for regulations of sea lice from aquaculture. 

Then, at the same time, Menon Economics has been commissioned by the same ministry, 

Trade, Industry and Fisheries, to assess how sea lice quotas and sea lice fees can be designed 

to regulate sea lice emissions from aquaculture. So we're gathering knowledge on both these 

possibilities and we'll compare them in the following few months, I think. 

So these are also under development, but the purpose of all these regulations and changes in 

the regulations is to reduce the impact on wild Atlantic salmon. So that's the main purpose of 

why this has been put into motion. 

Then you also asked about the reporting. What is being done to ensure more reliable reporting 

of lost fish? In the white paper on aquaculture that was presented by the Norwegian 

Government last year and which is still then under further development, we propose to 

introduce a fee for lost fish, both escaped farmed salmon and dead salmon. 

And the size of such a fee must, of course, be considerable, as you said, both because of the 

damage that escaped farmed salmon represent for the wild Atlantic salmon and also because of 

the strong financial situation for the producers. So, in order to be a fee that actually matters, it 

has to be considerable. 

The authorities are, of course, aware of the problem of reporting and the problem of accurate 

reporting and also that a high fee might give incentives for under-reporting. How this should 

be designed is something that we are also looking into in our further work with this, the follow-

up of the white paper on aquaculture. Thank you. 

Vegar Jakobsen Bæhr (Sámi Parliament Norway): Thank you. My name is Vegar Bæhr. 

I'm part of the IPRI delegation here on behalf of the Sámi Parliament in Norway. I see here that 

the top stressor that is not addressed is climate change. 

Do we have any forecasts on how climate change will affect the sea lice situation in Norway? 

Do we have any possible regulatory measures that could be used to, in that case, meet the 

climate change-inflicted changes in the sea lice situation? Thank you. 

Julie Gjørtz Howden (Norway): Thank you. I think there is no doubt about climate change 

being a major threat to wild salmon in many ways, including the risk of a huge increase in the 

problem of sea lice, which we have also seen during the last couple of years, especially in the 

far north, where high sea temperatures resulted in a very high number of sea lice in many areas. 

I'm not aware that we have any very accurate predictions of calculating exactly how or to which 

extent sea lice in the future will impact wild Atlantic salmon under the present regulation 

regime. 

But with the new regulation regime that is under construction or development, we anticipate 

that the problem of sea lice, or at least that's the purpose of the regulation, to get this problem 

under control by introducing either a quota on sea lice or a fee, as I said earlier. We're hoping 

to design a better system that also awards the producers that produce sustainably and with little 

impact or preferably no impact on wild Atlantic salmon. Thank you. 

William Entwistle (South West Rivers Association): Forgive me, Chair. I know I said I 

wasn’t going to say anything else, but if nobody else wants to say anything, then I might as 

well use the space. I'm fascinated by the 84% of these things are either doing stuff that's already 

being done or a modification of a thing that's already being done. So 16% are new. I can't 
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remember. I think it was Einstein who said the definition of insanity is doing the same thing 

over and over and expecting a different result. 

Nothing that has been done in the last 50 years has prevented the slow creep, to use an English 

idiom, of the Atlantic salmon cricket ball towards the extinction boundary. I'm not sure that 

doing 84% the same thing is going to change that. So, what's absolutely key, if we're going to 

do 84% the same thing, is measuring the outcomes of those things properly. 

As the English delegation have already alluded to, that is really difficult because you can't do 

cause and effect between these two things. So, it seems to me, based on what I was saying 

earlier about the fact that salmon are becoming extinct where I represent right now, they're 

gone from some rivers, we need the radical ideas and the future-proofing. In fact, the future 

proofing already was discussed last year. 

We're already past the point where, how can we have a gene bank for a river where there are 

no salmon left anymore? So, last year at the conference when we were talking about gene 

banking, the suggestion was that, for a gene bank, you need 400 adult salmon. Most of our 

rivers don't have 400 adult salmon running them anymore, so we're past that point. 

We are into the need for seriously different radical thinking, which means people are going to 

have to, if we want to make a difference to this, do something radically different and change 

where we are instead of necessarily doing 84% the same thing. Then the last thing, if I may, is 

just a shout-out for all the NGOs. 

So much of the delivery of this is done by NGOs because, entirely understandably, 

governments can't do it. So, the partnership piece is really important. Consultation is not the 

same thing as co-operation and that is not the same thing as partnership, either. So often, people 

say, we've consulted widely and then we've ignored the consultation. 

It allows people to say, we've talked to everybody who's interested in this, so we've done our 

consultation, but the things that they want us to do are too difficult. So, we'll just say we've 

consulted and we've done our bit. That's not co-operation and it turns people off. Partnership 

means trusting the organizations who are doing the delivery and just letting go a bit. 

I think building that sense of trust that the top-level policy is going to drive real change and 

then helping the delivery organizations, who are very often NGOs and pro bono, to do that is 

probably going to be key if we're going to turn this around and make a success of it. Because 

doing 84% the same thing ain't going to change the dial. 

Dan Kircheis (USA): Thank you. Yes. I hear you. I will say, thinking about that in the context, 

we've been working on dams. I'll just use an example back home. We’ve been working on dams 

for a long time and we've seen measurable benefits, but our salmon returns are still where they 

were when we started working on dams. 

We’ve been working on dams for longer than 25 years, but for the last 25 years there's been a 

real concerted effort to address the passage through hydroelectric facilities, to remove dams, 

thanks to our NGO partners and all the work that they've done, and our adult returns are still 

where they are. 

But what we do know is survival through turbines. We measured turbine survival was 50%. 

We're now up to over 90% survival of smolts going down through these. So we know we're 

making a difference, but our adult returns are still where they were. 

So, we're still doing the same thing because we know it makes a difference, but our adult returns 

are still where they are. So, I understand where you're coming, but are we going to not work 

on dams because we don't think - I think we still should work on dams. So that's just an 
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example. So, it's a real uphill battle and what's happening in the ocean, there's a lot of black 

boxes still there. 

We know a lot more than we did 20 years ago, but it's still a pretty big black box and there's a 

lot in terms of our ability to address some of those issues. So, there's some real challenges, no 

doubt. So, yes, I'll just leave it with that. I don't know if anybody has any other comments on 

that. Yes, Robert. Go ahead. 

Robert Otto (Atlantic Salmon Federation, Canada): Great. Thanks very much. I do have a 

question for Canada, but I do want to make a couple of comments leading into it. I want to 

thank Canada for certainly all the work they've done putting into the Conservation 

Commitments Reports. The engagement was quite extensive in Canada and a pretty good 

turnout at those events. 

I hope the feedback that was received was helpful. We talked a little bit about it on Monday 

evening, on Wild Salmon Day, but I just want to highlight here at NASCO proper of Canada's 

recent announcement of funding for their national wild Atlantic salmon strategy. 

This is a huge influx of funding for a strategy that was announced in March of 2025. At the 

time it was announced, and to some consternation, there weren't resources to implement it. But 

Canada has recently made the announcement of almost $82 million Canadian to support that. 

I just want to make sure that everybody in the room understands the commitment that Canada 

has made recently to wild Atlantic salmon and certainly the NGOs in Canada want to 

congratulate Canada on getting that done. It's a major step forward. I'd also like to, we've heard 

about consultation, collaboration, and partnership, I just want to highlight as well that NGOs 

in Canada have committed to $25 million Canadian in partnership  programme spending to 

help support the strategy as well. So that brings the total to just over $100 million Canadian. I 

don't think that should be lost on the room. So, thank you very much. 

So, a question around the Conservation Commitments Report. I just want to ask about stressor 

number one and the genetic introgression. We saw in Dan's earlier figure the separation 

between stocking and aquaculture escapes. 

We do know that the genetic introgression issue is largely driven and the real serious issues 

come from aquaculture escapes. Yet that's not captured in Canada's stressor analysis or actions. 

So, if there could be some explanation as to why that wasn't included, that would be much 

appreciated. Thank you. 

Nicole Bouchard (Canada): Thank you, Robert, for the question and also for the mention of 

the funding. We are quite happy and feel confident that we will have, I guess, the means of our 

ambition with the CCR. We, I guess, benefit from a good momentum in Canada. As you 

mentioned, our engagement was quite extensive. 

But it’s also because people contributed and have interest in what we are proposing and in the 

process and want to be part of. Somebody talked about co-operation and I think that's what we 

feel as, we're trying to get there, but we also have people, what's the word, response to our offer 

for co-operation. 

In terms of genetic introgression in aquaculture measure, and maybe that's going to speak to 

one major challenge that we found and anyway what I found, doing that exercise. As you know, 

management of aquaculture is a shared jurisdiction in Canada. It involves provinces, the 

fisheries, and the ocean, too. So discussions are ongoing to improve best management practice. 
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But these discussions take time and so that was a challenge, I guess, with not only that action 

but through the process. How can we come up with urgent and transformative measures in that 

short time? 

So, hopefully, we can have an iterative process. As we continue progressing on our 

implementation and discussions, we come up with more measure or more precision on how 

we're going to move forward. Did you want to add something? 

Livia Goodbrand (Canada): I think I'll just back it up a little bit because my response will 

also address your initial question about the distinction between genetic interactions and 

stocking. I think that graph issue came from Canada. So, with respect to our stressors analysis, 

Canada relied on the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada, COSEWIC, 

which approaches its threat classifications through the lens of pathways of effect. 

So, rather than looking at any one activity like aquaculture, hydroelectric dams, or climate 

change, it looks at the cause and effect of how impacts happen. So, in the case of genetic 

introgression, there can be two sources, stocked fish or interaction with aquaculture fish. 

We chose to go with stocked fish. There are currently or there will be soon ten hatcheries 

operating in Canada that span eight designatable units. We felt like reducing the risks of genetic 

introgression through those stocking activities was a meaningful and impactful action, so we're 

going to focus our efforts there. 

I think you'll agree, knowing how contentious stocking is, that it is ambitious unto itself. So I 

wanted to add that I like Nicole's description of why aquaculture wasn't considered. As she 

said, those conversations are ongoing collaboratively with the federal government, provincial 

governments, who hold most of the regulatory authority, the industry, industry associations. 

Discussions around mutual interests like the conservation of wild salmon do take place. 

However, those appropriate forums and timelines don't necessarily fit into NASCO’s timelines. 

So, I hope you're pleased with that response. 

Robert Otto (Atlantic Salmon Federation, Canada): Thanks for that. That's helpful. It 

sounds like the door is open to adding on, perhaps, over time to the Conservation Commitments 

Report and that would be good. I just would like to point out that I know, in eastern Canada, 

the regulatory landscape is shared, but the federal government does still have jurisdiction over 

introductions and transfers for the aquaculture industry. 

So, I just would like to point that out and just further reinforce that recent science does point 

out that, in some areas like in southern Newfoundland, where at least one river, of all the 

possibilities, the possible hypotheses of huge reductions in salmon, the only one that could not 

be tossed out was impacts from the aquaculture industry close by. So it's an important issue. 

I'd just like to reinforce that, if we're talking urgent and transformative, which is the lens by 

which we look at all of this, we definitely need to take on those most important issues and 

encourage Canada to continue to do that. We'll, of course, continue our conversations about it. 

I'm glad the door is open for some additions to the CCR, it sounds like it. Thanks. 

Paul Vernon (Wye Salmon Association): I’d just really like to pick up on points raised by... 

There we go. I'd just like to pick up on the points that Willie made and some stuff from Robert. 

A question, really, to this year's working group, but linking it back to the work that was done 

in 23-24 and 24-25 in terms of stocking and conservation aquaculture future-proofing. I sat 

here last year and heard a very passionate update from the team that had worked on what I'm 

calling the future-proofing side, the conservation aquaculture side. 
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The bottom line was, we had to go away from here and do that. Now, I think it's fantastic that 

I've heard Canada today saying that they're looking at hatcheries and it's a big risk and all the 

rest of it. But, 12 months on from there, we're all looking at the lines in the graphs still 

proceeding from top-right to bottom-left and getting closer to the zero. Willie’s already got a 

situation where they have got rivers that have gone extinct. 

Whilst we were going through the CCR process, and I recognise it's a massive amount of work 

for the delegations to do, I just wanted to really ask the work group and NASCO whether they 

were surprised that delegations didn't underline their CCRs by committing to looking at future-

proofing, conservation, aquaculture, gene banking, or whatever as an underlying insurance 

policy whilst the CCRs are in action. 

Because it's quite clear that, if we don't, it's just going to get worse and worse and we're not 

going to have anything at all to play with. So, I'm just interested to know whether the 

workgroup was surprised that more delegations weren't actually looking at that area of work. 

Dan Kircheis (USA): Thank you. We didn't talk about it, so I wouldn't say we were surprised. 

We didn't really get into a discussion about it, I should say. I don't know the landscape of gene 

banking across the Parties and jurisdictions. I know what we do back at home, but my 

knowledge on it is not that extensive. 

We didn't really get into that discussion much, so I can't say that we were surprised by it. Some 

of the Parties highlighted work that they were doing in efforts to conserve salmon, using 

various stocking efforts. 

Spain had highlighted some of their efforts to try to avoid some of the impacts of climate 

change through collection of fish in the wild and moving them to areas that are more resilient 

to climate change. So there's some unique ideas in order to conserve salmon using these various 

efforts, but I can't say that we actually spent much time actually talking about that specific 

issue. I don't know if anybody else from the review group has anything to add there or not. 

Livia? 

Livia Goodbrand (Canada): Actually, I have a question back to you. Can you clarify what 

you mean by future-proofing aquaculture? I'm not quite sure I know exactly what you're 

speaking to. 

Paul Vernon (Wye Salmon Association): I think, from that point of view, I'm referring to 

gene banking, maybe kelp reconditioning, growing on smolts, SNR ponds, those highly 

focussed, now-recognised scientific tools that we've got available to us as opposed to, should I 

say, blanket stocking. I'm not an advocate of just chucking fish in the river. So, it's the highly 

focussed stuff. 

I hear what you say about the working group, but I find it, in a way, disappointing, considering 

the work that was put in by a lot of people in 23-24 to rewrite the Stocking Guidelines. I've 

already said I don't like the word stocking, but you'll know what I mean. And then in 24-25, 

when they looked at the conservation aquaculture side of future-proofing and such like. 

There was very strong recommendations and very passionate closing speeches by that working 

group that organizations, NGOs, countries should go out and undertake that work with urgency. 

Transformative. And here we are another 12 months on. The focus immediately went on to 

CCRs and all that work seems to have got lost in the wash again. 

I'd have felt a lot happier if I'd seen CCRs which are very intense. There's a huge amount of 

work going on there. But, as Willie said, 84% of it or whatever it was is the same old, same 

old. That needs to be done. 
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I'm not saying that it doesn't, but I would have thought that it was the real sensible thing to be 

doing very specific things to safeguard and to future-proof underneath all of that. 

Dan Kircheis (USA): I think you raise a really good point and it may be a product of the CCR 

process itself in terms of identifying stressors. It's not necessarily that the Parties, I'm not sure 

of the extent or the landscape of gene banking across the Parties and jurisdictions myself, but 

it may not have risen up in the stressor analysis because identifying stocking as a stressor may 

not, it's not going to rise up there. 

So, it just may be a side effect of the product, the CCR process, that gene banking didn't come 

out in that process. It doesn't mean that they're not necessarily doing them. I know that we have 

our own gene banking  programme back home or means of preserving the genome back home. 

I'm not sure so much on the other Parties, but I think you raise, it's a very relevant point. 

Yes, we should be gene banking and conserving these animals where it's needed. But, yes, it 

didn't come out through the CCR process. That may be a product of the process itself and not 

that people aren't necessarily doing it. 

Ken Whelan (Atlantic Salmon Trust): Thank you, Dan. My name is Ken Whelan. I represent 

the Atlantic Salmon Trust with my colleague here, Allison Baker. Just a couple of points, if I 

may. I just want to divert for one second and talk a little bit about the marine because it relates 

to what I'm going to say. There was a point made by Alan Walker yesterday that we're banging 

on about for several decades and that's a really important point. 

We have no seat at the table in terms of the scientific components of what's happening at sea. 

We urgently need a situation where we have salmon scientists actually sitting down with the 

marine scientists in ICES and planning a lot of the work that's happening in the oceans. We 

don't have a seat at the table when they're planning the mackerel surveys, we don't have a seat 

at the table when they're planning the herring surveys, and we don't have a seat at the table 

when they're looking at climate change. 

We urgently need to find a mechanism. Alan mentioned finances yesterday. It's a day for radical 

suggestions. Even if we were to suspend the ICES working group as it now stands for five 

years and divert some of that resources into actually getting to grips with what's happening in 

the marine environment, I think that's worth it. That's just a suggestion. 

If we're looking at a situation where we're attempting to try and unravel what's happening at 

sea, that is not going to help us in the near term in terms of marine returns. We're most likely 

not going to be able to do anything about it. It will help us in managing the issue because we 

know the size of the consequences of the fish going to sea. We've been in a situation since 

2011, when, after SALSEA, we collectively decided that the most important thing we could do 

in fresh water is to try and stabilise and produce more wild smolts. 

That's really the point I want to make. I think Willie is quite right, but I don't think we're in the 

middle of an extinction crisis. We're at the beginning of an extinction vortex and there's quite 

a difference between the two things. Here in the UK and in Ireland, we have five cycles of 

multi-sea winter fish up to 2050. 

In those five cycles, we have to try and stabilise and increase the number of wild smolts that 

are actually going to sea. I think that has to be our clear focus. In terms of the CCRs, I think 

we need numerical outputs. We need to really get radical here and we need to be thinking about 

putting a chart up there every year that shows the success or otherwise of actually producing 

more smolts. 

That may seem very far-fetched, but that's the only way we're going to be able to buffer what's 

happening at sea. As Dan was saying, it may not actually result in more adults back. But 
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imagine a situation where the driftnet fishery was still in place in Ireland or all of those dams 

were still in place in North America. Our situation would be much worse. So, what we're 

looking at is actually trying to stabilise the situation. 

I think, in that context, when I'm teaching, I often say to students, I'm not worried about trying 

to get to the nearest smolt. I want to know what size of unit I'm dealing with. Am I dealing with 

a 50,000-smolt unit, a 5,000-smolt unit, a 500,000-smolt unit? When you look around the whole 

of the North Atlantic, there's a relatively small number of catchments that are actually 

producing the bulk of these smolts. 

So, scientifically, it should be possible, at least in order-of-magnitude terms, to give us some 

idea of the outputs from those, particularly the high-grade, let me call them, strongholds that 

we have. We should be able to put in place some sort of numerical measure in terms of seeing 

where we're going. Yes, we can put a measure up there and say, we've solved 25 dams or 

whatever. I'm not taking from that, but what's the result? 

Where are we in terms of our efforts in this vortex to try and stop what Willie was mentioning? 

In Ireland yesterday, as Noel mentioned, we had a horrific fish kill yesterday on the River 

Glyde in Ireland. I have a three-minute video here showing every salmon in that river dead. So, 

at the end of the day, we really, I think, have to get quite radical in terms of the actual 

assessments that we're doing. 

I think we have to be in a situation over the coming years. in the context of strongholds in 

particular, that we're trying to get to some numerical basis. It's not going to be a magic basis 

whereby we can actually link that in with returning adults, but I think it is possible for us, at 

least in order-of-magnitude terms, to know what we're dealing with in terms of smolt output, 

in terms of stabilising that smolt output, and hopefully, in some cases, increasing that smolt 

output. 

But the number of systems we're trying to deal with at the moment is probably too large and 

we may have to actually make some really tough choices in the context of my vortex idea. 

Because, at the end of the day, we may not have the resources to be able to do this on every 

single river, but we certainly should be thinking, I would suggest, radically in terms of how 

we're going to deal with this. It's a relatively short period of time up to 2050. 

In that context, I think we really have to think about salmon as a species. Perhaps it may not be 

possible to protect every single population of fish that we have under our control at the moment, 

but certainly I think we have to start thinking about new ideas and new approaches in terms of 

where we're heading for in such a very short space of time. 

Dan Kircheis (USA): Thank you, Ken. We have a comment at the back. 

William Entwistle (South West Rivers Association): Since there's no other questions coming 

forward and I think this is really important. Ken, I agree entirely with you although, in the 

southwest, I think we are at the leading edge of that vortex. So, I agree entirely with Ken and 

one thing which I'm also surprised hasn't come up this year is the value of smolt to adult 

supplementation, which has been done on the River Dee up here under the Atlantic Salmon 

Trust and Stirling University, which avoids the whole high seas journey. 

You take the smolts, you put them into saltwater tanks, you get them onto pelletised food, you 

grow them onto grilse size, and then you decide what you're going to do with them. Either put 

them back in the river to spawn naturally, which is exactly what they're doing on the River Dee 

up here, or, if you want to, strip them and use them in a more conventional aquaculture sense 

to restock a river where there are already no salmon. 
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I have developed or my organization, Southwest Rivers Association, a pro bono organization, 

has developed a partnership. We've led it, which includes, in the UK, regulators, scientists, 

grassroots interests, conservationists. We have just got permission to do a two-river smolt-to-

adult supplementation trial in the southwest to try to address this issue. 

The marvellous thing about smolt-to-adult supplementation is, it avoids the high seas journey 

completely, so you knock out all of those problems. The fisheries scientists prefer it to a 

conventional hatchery because they think it is less genetically stressful for the river than more 

conventional means. So, I would love to see NASCO trying to look at some of these novel 

ideas and seeing how NASCO could help if people think that's a good and quick fix for the 

high seas issue, which it seems to me that it is in the context of what Ken is talking about 

strongholds. 

Because we've now got to the point where I can't get any broodstock to restock the rivers in the 

southwest and the scientists won't let them from further east from us because that's a different 

genetic subspecies. When I go to the rivers that we might take them from, from the west, in 

accordance with NASCO guidance for a class-three river, which is, if you have no sustainable 

run left in your own river, then you can take it from the nearest non-native river with the same 

genetic subspecies. Well, there aren’t any in the other rivers with genetic subspecies. So, how 

do I repopulate these rivers? That’s where we are now in the southwest. 

Smolt-to-adult supplementation, to Ken's suggestion about increasing smolt runs, seems to me 

to be something which NASCO should be pursuing. It's working on the Dee. The first fish went 

back in the river this autumn. They're pretty sure that they all spawned naturally, but they will 

know when they do the eDNA work and the DNA work in the river this summer. Thank you. 

Dan Kircheis (USA): Alan Wells. 

Alan Wells (Fisheries Management Scotland): Thank you very much. Back to the theme of 

urgent and transformative and this is really a question for all heads of delegation, so it's a very 

general question. I’d just like to say I absolutely recognise the huge amount of work that's gone 

into developing the CCRs and the real challenges in pulling something like this together. 

Certainly, we've been doing a lot of thinking within the NGOs as to how we can feed into these 

processes and I absolutely recognise those challenges. 

But really I'm going to invite you to look forward a little bit and take your crystal ball out. So, 

if you delivered your commitments in full alongside all of the other things that you've already 

got ongoing within your jurisdictions, the planned work that you've got going, how confident 

are you that this action will lead to positive outcomes that will move the dial for wild Atlantic 

salmon across the North Atlantic? 

Katrine Kærgaard (Denmark (in respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland)): Thank 

you for that question. I will start because maybe it's easier for me to reply. We only have one 

salmon river or identified salmon river in Greenland. Today we're not really doing anything, 

so I think anything we will do would have a positive result for the salmon in Greenland and 

across the North Atlantic. Thank you. 

Raoul Bierach (Norway): Yes. I can try to give my personal perspective on that. I'm pretty 

sure, of course, and that's maybe a no-brainer, that if we are able to deliver all of that compared 

to not doing that, it will be worth. But, having said that, I'm not too overoptimistic, actually. 

Because it all depends on, I think, how climate change is to interact with all the stressors that 

we have, make them worse or better, and also the effects climate change will have directly on 

the species, both in freshwater and saltwater. 
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So, actually, I don't know and I'm not too overoptimistic, but I think we have to do everything 

we can to reduce the stressors that are under our control. If we are able to do that, we have done 

the best we can. 

Hopefully, this will enable as many populations as possible to get the strengths and the numbers 

of fish necessary to adapt to what probably will be a new regime, both in the freshwater and 

the saltwater environment. 

That will require not only a lot of work of all those who are responsible for the identified 

stressors, but also I think we have to face that it will require that we are very cautious and more 

and more cautious about fishing activities, unfortunately. 

We have to find some sort of balance between not having any sort of fishing or interaction with 

the fish and, at the same time, keeping the engagement for the species alive. Because if no one 

is interested in the salmon anymore, then there is no chance also, politically, to do the other 

side. 

So, I've been working on this for, I don't know, 30 years maybe now. It’s like it has been said, 

we have tried to do a lot also during those past three decades, but we have seen the result and 

it's not good. 

We haven't been able to turn the arrow from the downward tendency. With the obvious climate 

change going on at the moment, I'm not too overoptimistic, but I want to hope that we give this 

species a chance to survive and as many populations as possible. Thank you. 

Kristján Helgason (Iceland): Thank you for the question. Yes. The three stressors that Iceland 

has identified, they are there for a reason. So, we actually believe that those are the factors that 

we can manage and have input to. 

Last year, for instance, we did put out pink salmon as one of the stressors, but, after internal 

discussions, we decided on exchanging pink salmon for conservation limits because we thought 

that would serve the Icelandic cause better than dealing with or identifying pink salmon. That 

doesn’t mean that we are not concerned about pink salmon.  

The three Icelandic stressors do not include climate change. That doesn't mean that we are not 

concerned about climate change, but those are the things that we can identify and are trying to 

deal with. Thank you. 

Ignacio Granell (European Union): Thank you. It would be fantastic to have an answer for 

that question, but unfortunately I don't and I'm not sure if anybody has. I think I align myself a 

little bit with some of the arguments that Raoul brought. I think climate change is going to be, 

in my opinion, a key element. At the EU, I think we have submitted a dozen CCRs. 

Between the northern part of Finland where the Teno / Tana River is and Bilbao, because one 

of the jurisdictions is Gipuzkoa, you have pretty much 4,000 kilometres. So, the impact of 

climate change in that range in the next 20 years might be substantially different. 

So, I think any action that has been identified by our jurisdictions, I mean the stressors and the 

actions, are a great signal, a great step forward. I think there is progress. I think it's much better 

to do something and take action that do nothing. 

But in terms of quantifying the result that those actions will bring to the salmon populations, I 

think it is difficult to assess at this point. But I think, as we said before, any action is always 

better than nothing. But me personally, without being a scientist, I think climate change is 

really what concerns me the most. 

Dan Kircheis (USA): I know the IPRIs have a question 
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Shelley Denny (Unama'ki Institute of Natural Resources): Yes, just a question for Canada, 

actually, for clarification. I was just wondering whether the in-water work and activities also 

included electrofishing and other scientific investigations. 

Livia Goodbrand (Canada): I'd like to answer that one, Shelley. Thank you for the question. 

I think when we initially started to formulate that action, we had in-water works, i.e. Fisheries 

Act authorisations and working with provinces on their equivalent, in mind. 

But we quickly realised, in part by reflecting on previous conversations, the proceedings of the 

International Year of Salmon, for example, that we were missing an opportunity by limiting 

ourselves to those in-water works and activity authorisations. I believe there was actually a 

couple of questions submitted to us in advance of the meeting on it, which correctly identified 

that our language around this action is very broad. 

The reason we made it broad was to provide us with the maximum flexibility so that we could 

consider those other authorisations and permits, including electrofishing, that, although well 

intended, can have dire consequences for fish in warm water. 

So, I think we're all interested and excited about this particular action and hope to reflect on 

some of what we've heard, particularly through engagement with Indigenous peoples, on the 

risks of over-loving and studying this species when, in fact, we're causing harm. So, thank you 

for that question, as it allowed us to clarify the intention of that action. 

Shelley Denny (Unama'ki Institute of Natural Resources): And I have one more, just a comment, 

actually. It says here that the actions will be led by the relevant authority with the support of 

Indigenous partners. I'd just like to draw your attention that we do have an example in Nova 

Scotia where Indigenous peoples actually review the applications for scientific work in marine 

protected areas outside of Cape Breton. So there are examples of DFO collaborating with the 

local Mi'kmaq to ensure that our values are represented and respected when it comes to issuing 

those permits. Thank you. I’ll end. 

Dan Kircheis (USA): Thank you. So, I’ll go back to the UK, Ruth? 

Ruth Allin (United Kingdom): Thank you. I was just coming in on the earlier question around, 

do we think we're going to be successful over the next years? I think, from a UK perspective, 

we are very confident that salmon will be in a better position if we deliver our CCRs than if we 

didn't deliver our CCRs. We think we're focusing on the right things and we think we're taking 

meaningful action. I think the process also provides a huge amount of transparency, so it will 

be evident whether we took the action that we had intended. 

I think there is a question about how quickly we would expect to see salmon stocks respond to 

those actions, but we will be tracking both whether the action is being taken, I think some of 

our monitoring is about the environment, so we may start to see whether the environment is 

improving. And then we do carry out annual stock assessments across the UK, so we also have 

the means to see whether salmon stocks are recovering. But, as I say, we're not going to inspect 

a farm tomorrow and see an increase in salmon tomorrow. 

There's a lag there, but what this process gives us is transparency and a clear understanding. 

So, I think what we will certainly see at the end of this process, when we evaluate it, is, A, have 

we been successful in delivering our commitments and are we starting to see the changes that 

we are very much hoping those commitments will, will deliver on the ground? So, we're 

hopeful. Just more broadly, we were also hoping to come back on some points that have been 

raised on stocking and biodiversity beyond national jurisdiction. Should I do that now? 

Dan Kircheis (USA): Sure 
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Ruth Allin (United Kingdom): So, I'll tackle the biodiversity beyond national jurisdiction. 

Then I'll hand over to Claire on stocking. So, just from the UK's position on biodiversity beyond 

national jurisdiction. The agreement, sometimes called the High Seas Treatment, is, in our 

view, a landmark international agreement that will, for the first time, create a legal mechanism 

to establish protected zones in international waters. The UK played a leading role in shaping 

the treaty and was among the first countries to sign it in 2023. We've started the process to 

ratify the BBNJ Agreement in the UK. 

The UK BBNJ Act received royal assent on the 12th of February this year. We now need to 

put in place secondary legislation that will ensure the UK can meet some of its obligations 

under the treaty. This includes amending our current marine licensing regime to include... 

Sorry, to ensure compliance with BBNJ environmental impact assessment obligations. This 

process will take time, but we're committed to getting it right. By building a robust legal 

foundation, we're ensuring the UK can play a meaningful role in protecting the high seas for 

generations to come. 

So, the UK government does see the BBNJ Agreement as a crucial tool in reversing marine 

biodiversity decline that will help the UK and the international community meet the target set 

out in the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework to protect 30% of the ocean by 

2030. So, I think, from a UK perspective, I just want to acknowledge we’re very much 

committed to that process. Then I wanted to hand over to Claire to talk a little bit more about 

stocking. 

Claire Speedie (United Kingdom): Thanks, Ruth. Yes. I just wanted to mention stocking 

because it's an important issue in Scotland, you were mentioning the work on the Dee earlier. 

It's often proposed as a management measure and in some circumstances it may be a suitable 

intervention. 

As the Scottish government, we know that it can also sometimes lead to significant and long-

lasting harm. NASCO have obviously looked at it as well over the last years. I just wanted to 

make the point about the importance of balancing the risks and benefits and also to raise 

awareness. 

I don't know if people know, but within our Scottish Wild Salmon Strategy and implementation 

plan we have been doing some review and work in the stocking space. The ultimate action in 

the plan is to review the Scottish Government's stocking policy. So, we're on our way. 

As part of this, we have a science and evidence board who provide advice to the delivery group 

of the implementation plan and the SEB, the science and evidence board, has already 

considered recovery stocking of wild salmon into weak populations. It's a well-constructed and 

helpful document I just wanted to flag. 

It's online. We can share a link around if helpful. It helps as a guide in the thought process for 

managers. Gene banking is referenced in that report as well and noted that it may be considered 

as a precautionary option. So, we are thinking about that safeguarding element, too, for 

retaining local genetic traits for use in population rebuilding should extirpation occur. So I just 

wanted to put that in and make others aware. Thanks. 

Marcus McAuley (Institute of Fisheries Management): Thank you very much for the 

presentation. I sense we're coming towards the end and I think it's been a very good, helpful 

session. So, thank you. It's been very helpful to break the CCRs or collect the information and 

present it in this way. So, really a comment. 
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I represent the Institute of Fisheries Management, which is the professional body for all of 

those working on fish. I say fish rather than fisheries intentionally in the UK and Ireland. So, a 

comment really on the session or on particular issues. 

I think it's very helpful that there have been jurisdictions looking to address aquaculture. I think 

it was 16% of 88 actions. I think that hopefully will focus minds as far back as I can remember, 

as far back as 2003 and the Williamsburg Resolution. 

Hopefully that work will focus minds on the challenge that it has been to address aquaculture 

since that time and I’d hope it helps other jurisdictions who remain in a difficult political space 

and that to take that action. Likewise, I note some actions on the difficult, contentious issue of 

predation by other animals. 

There's always that balance between which animal is conserved, but we do have predation 

issues. I very much welcome that people are looking at it as a novel issue in Northern Ireland 

with lamprey and I look forward to seeing that one. But again, I hope it helps others to be able 

to look at what can be a very difficult issue. 

Finally, just to reiterate, I think, what has been said both by you, Chair, and Ken, we still must 

recognise probably the biggest challenge is low marine survival. There's been conversations 

about that challenge there, but I would really encourage people to look at anything that we can 

do in the marine environment. We're starting to know where the smolts go. We're starting to 

know that they go where people fish very intensively for mackerel and other pelagic species. 

I think that's an area of overlap that was referred to in the ICES work, that where information 

becomes more available, Parties look more broadly with colleagues in managing fisheries and 

fish, wider sea fishing, pelagic plants and, as Ken said, sit at the same table on that issue. So, 

again, thank you very much. 

Seamus Connor (President): Just checking, is there any more questions for Dan in terms of 

the CCR Review Group? There's one just on the far left there. 

Dwayne Shaw (Downeast Salmon Federation): Dwayne Shaw with the Downeast Salmon 

Federation Angling Group in Maine, a group that can no longer angle because of the 

endangered species crisis that we're in. I think that, having seen this over many decades and 

seen the decline of the angling community and the contribution, I think it's important to 

acknowledge the fact that anglers ourselves have made a huge impact and continue to make an 

impact in many jurisdictions. 

The ICES report with respect to the mortality as a result of hook and even catch-and-release is 

an important number, I think, and something that I think I want to challenge my own colleagues 

to consider, whether it's as simple as pinching the barb of a hook. Some things can be done at 

the river itself that the anglers who are so integrally involved with this could be doing in a 

much more aggressive way. 

I wish in Maine that we had done this much more aggressively sooner because it is a measurable 

component of the mortality factor. That's one statement. I think we could measure that and 

report on it. 

The NGOs have talked about having more inter-sessional relationships such that we can come 

back with some better suggestions and perhaps report out of some of the things that we've done 

collectively ourselves in this broad partnership. 

I think one thing separate from that topic is this question about measuring the decline. So we 

have a sinking ship and it would be good to measure, I guess, the rate at which it's sinking and 
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to report, not only for actions now but for the historical record, that we understood what we 

were doing, that the things that were being done were done within the context of a triage. 

The way to do that, I believe, is to report in terms of the genetic biodiversity that exists at this 

current snapshot in time. We can back cast and look at what was there historically, perhaps 

with the genetic tools that exist currently, so that ultimately, we can say, here's where we stand. 

This is the genetic biodiversity as it exists currently. It's apples to oranges. We've got 

strongholds, we have rivers that are on the verge or have recently blinked out. We need to 

represent that accurately so that the public understands it, so that the politicians who make the 

hard decisions every day understand these are the numbers that we're actually working with. 

We have a triage situation. We're letting this patient die because we really have no choice. 

We're choosing to do, with our discretionary dollars perhaps, these actions over here that we 

think are perhaps something of a moonshot where we say, we're going to take a river. I'll give 

an example of home. That's the Kennebec. Really no salmon on that river, no genetic historic 

legacy for existing population. 

We're going to create a common garden experiment. So, we're going to take fish from another 

location into a river that we're recovering by spending $300 million on dam removals in the 

next ten years. Meanwhile, a tiny river with an existing population is receiving very few 

resources. So, we have both a moonshot going on and a triage situation. 

We're choosing collectively where to put our resources. So, I think, for future generations, we 

should at least document what is here currently and to represent to ourselves where we're 

choosing to put our time and energy. Thank you. 

Seamus Connor (President): Just checking, are there any more questions from the delegates 

before we? If not, Dan, I just want to thank you for the presentation and also for the work that 

the group has done. I do take heart in the presentation that is given and the feedback, first of 

all from the Parties and the process itself and the fact that they mentioned that the guidelines 

that are there, supplied by NASCO, have been a help and assistance to them in developing 

those. 

We did look at this process and we thought it was important that Parties had room and scope 

to look at issues and pressures that were affecting their area. I suppose, in the development of 

these CCRs, that's a process that is undertaken, that they have made the decision in consultation 

with stakeholders that these are the areas that they consider and feel to be the best at moving 

that dial and changing the plight of salmon. 

I appreciate that some of these things have been ongoing for a period of time, but I suppose, 

when you look at maybe cumulatively how much has been done, maybe it's a reflection of the 

fact that we're all faced with political decisions around budgets etc. and we have to live within 

those means. It does help to have the discussion with stakeholders and it's been really useful. I 

found it very interesting. There was quite a number of important points that have come through 

from a range of speakers there. 

We do have to finalise CCRs by the end of this year, so there are still opportunities to look at 

those CCRs and to see whether any further changes are needed or required. I would certainly 

ask the Parties to do so on reflection after they leave this meeting. So, thanks, Dan, to you and 

the team for the tremendous work that was done there. So, we're going to move on to the next 

agenda item. 

This is 6a, part ii. So, this allows for decisions to be taken on the evaluation of Conservation 

Commitment Reports under the fourth reporting cycle in light of this special session that we've 

just had. So, everybody has had the opportunity to ask questions and to provide comments 
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during the special session, but again I would just ask, if there's any further questions, then now 

is certainly the time to raise those. 

I don't see any hands up. So, I suppose the only decision here for the Council is, do you agree 

that each Party and jurisdiction is required now to finalise their Conservation Commitment 

Reports by the 30th of November 2026 as specified in the original Schedule of the Fourth 

Reporting Cycle, which is CNL(25)57? 

Are Parties content that they finalise those CCRs in line with the November deadline? I take 

that as agreed by council. So, we now have a break, slightly earlier than the normal. So we will 

come back here at 11:45 and conclude the final two items of today's business. So there's tea 

and coffee downstairs and there's a couple of stations, I think, now available. So that should 

hopefully ease the congestion downstairs. Thank you. 

 


