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Report of the Meeting of the Finance and Administration Committee of the 

North Atlantic Salmon Conservation Organization 

 

1. Opening of the Meeting 

1.1 The Chair, Rebecca Wintering (USA), opened the meeting. 

1.2 A list of participants is contained in Annex 1. 

2. Adoption of the Agenda 

2.1 The Finance and Administration Committee (FAC) adopted its Agenda, FAC(26)07 

(Annex 2).  

3. 2025 Audited Accounts 

3.1 The Chair noted that the Audited Accounts for 2025, FAC(26)02, were circulated to the 

President, Heads of Delegations and FAC members on 13 February 2026.  

3.2 The Secretary noted that the 2025 Audited Accounts included the 2026 contribution 

from Iceland that had been paid in advance. He also noted that the Russian Federation 

contributions for 2024 and 2025 did not materialize and provision has been made for 

them in the 2025 accounts. He added that extra income had been received through a tax 

rebate in relation to one of the staff members, and that this went some way to mitigate 

an operating loss of approximately £19,000. He also reminded the FAC that the 

Contractual Obligation Fund had a sum taken out of it due to a lump sum payment and 

at the time of the audit, stood at approximately £37,000. The Secretary also noted the 

Working Capital Fund, at the time of Audit, stood at £197,500 which is near its capacity 

of £200,000. 

3.3 The Secretary noted that while no major issues were raised by the auditors in the audit 

letter, they noted that the Secretary is required to make a formal assessment of the 

Organization's ability to make sure it is a going concern. He informed the FAC that to 

address this for 2026, he performed a liquidity analysis, which was also reviewed by 

the auditors and provided to the FAC. He added that this analysis showed that should 

the Russian Federation contribution not be received during 2026, the Organization 

would potentially operate at a loss of approximately £68,000 for the year ahead. 

3.4 The Secretary informed the FAC that he and the auditors are content that the 

Organization is in a good position to operate throughout 2026. He raised that the 

auditors recommended the Organization carefully review the future lump sum 

obligations to ensure adequate budgetary allowances are made and to ensure the 

position of the Organization going forward.  

3.5 The FAC agreed to accept the 2025 Audited Accounts and to recommend to Council 

that they be adopted. 

4. Report of the Inter-Sessional Meeting of the Finance and 

Administration Committee 

4.1 The Chair reminded the Committee that, at its inter-sessional meeting in April 2026, 

FAC(26)03, the FAC considered the impact of contribution arrears on the 2026 budget 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/FAC2607_Agenda.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/02/FAC2602_2025-Audited-Accounts.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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and decision making, and revising the NASCO 2026 and future budgets in light of 

contribution arrears. She noted that these included the general issue of arrears, the 2026 

budget, the Contractual Obligation Fund (COF), staffing levels, ICES advice, the 

hosting of NASCO meetings, a potential observer fee and voluntary contributions as 

well as several issues raised under any other business, which included increasing the 

ceilings of NASCO funds and a potential cap on the Secretariat staff lump sum. The 

Chair noted that each of the considerations would come up in due course under the FAC 

Agenda items and the FAC would discuss each of the outcomes of that meeting under 

the appropriate agenda item. 

4.2 The Chair noted that at the Inter-Sessional the FAC ‘agreed to make a recommendation 

to Council to move funds from the Recruitment Fund (£20,000) and the Special Fund 

(£25,000)’ to the Contractual Obligation Fund (FAC(26)03 paragraph 4.6). 

4.3 The Russian Federation raised that with regard to the issue of contribution arrears it 

remains committed to fulfilling the financial obligation and its arrears are related to 

restrictions imposed on it (sanctions) rather than an unwillingness to pay.  

5. Relationship with ICES 

5.1 The Chair noted that NASCO’s relationship with ICES was a standing item on the 

FAC’s Agenda. At its inter-sessional meeting in April (FAC(26)03) the FAC discussed 

potential changes to the provision of multi-annual advice from ICES, given the 

Organization’s constrained financial circumstances. The FAC requested the Secretariat 

consult with NASCO’s Standing Scientific Committee (SSC) to understand more fully 

the potential issues associated with updating the ICES Memorandum of Understanding 

(MoU) or changing the process entirely. The SSC discussed the provision of multi-

annual ICES advice and provided several options for the FAC to consider. 

5.2 The SSC’s Acting Co-ordinator, Tim Sheehan (USA) gave a presentation to the FAC 

to outline the options as discussed by the SSC. The three main options discussed were: 

• Option 1: Business as usual; 

• Option 2 : Modified NASCO / ICES relationship with (a) renegotiation of the MoU 

rate, (b) request for advice every two or three years or (c) annual stock status 

completed in-house with five-yearly catch advice from ICES; and 

• Option 3 : Complete break from ICES. 

He also raised that the original charge of the SSC (‘consider, inter-sessionally, a broader 

discussion of the advice needed from ICES to enable delivery of NASCO’s Ten-Year 

Strategy’) that was put on hold should be re-initiated and worked on inter-sessionally. 

5.3 The SSC Acting Co-ordinator noted that the SSC’s top option was to have a modified 

NASCO / ICES relationship with renegotiation of the MoU rate and presented the pros 

and cons of such an approach. He further noted that the SSC’s next preferred option 

was to make a complete break from ICES and prepare the information required in-house 

rather than request advice from ICES. He again presented the pros and cons of such an 

approach. 

5.4 Points raised by the SSC Acting Co-ordinator included: 

• NASCO’s request for scientific advice can be delineated into 3 general categories, 

with different timelines and purposes: 

o Stock status (occurs annually); 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fnasco.int%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2026%2F05%2FFAC2603_Report-of-the-April-Inter-Sessional-Meeting-of-the-Finance-and-Administration-Committee.pdf&data=05%7C02%7Cwinteringrj%40state.gov%7C4c762664cac941aa88f908debbe0448d%7C66cf50745afe48d1a691a12b2121f44b%7C0%7C0%7C639154769239258491%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=jXYnDzk5E2fvJlAQMVuVqX40wDIxRqOAdlXTfnbApIA%3D&reserved=0
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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o Catch advice (as needed, currently every 3 years, but could be re-aligned to 

current regulatory measures (i.e., every 5 years)); and 

o One-off questions (occurs as needed, generally annually); 

• the duration and attendance of the ICES Working Group on North Atlantic Salmon 

(WGNAS) is usually around 11 days and attended by 15-25 representatives, 

normally one or two from each jurisdiction; 

• that annual stock assessments are not required annually from a scientific 

perspective. However, the SSC felt that NASCO seems to place a priority on having 

the assessment done every year;  

• the scientific advice process could be simplified and possibly completed more 

quickly in-house. The SSC coordinator noted that that there may be impacts in terms 

of data quality and expertise if it were not done annually;  

• the Performance Indicators, which Parties would be submitting in the following 

year, would provide a partial picture of that stock status, and could provide scope 

for data collection/summation efficiencies under the second option of going in-

house with the process; and 

• financial implications for NASCO for each option were estimated, but the financial 

implications for Parties and jurisdictions were less clear as they may remain the 

same or could be reduced. 

5.5 Iceland raised that the exercise had led it to the conclusion that a relationship with ICES 

should be maintained, as taking the job in-house would probably raise issues that may 

not be foreseen, would put extra strain on the Secretariat and would require working on 

IT issues. Iceland further noted that obtaining an external review of advice developed 

in-house could be costly. It noted that NAFO, ICCAT and IWC produce their own 

advice, but are much larger RFMOs that issue many pieces of advice. Iceland raised the 

possibility that Parties may need to consider exercising restraint in making special 

advice requests or take on the cost of asking those questions. 

5.6 Norway noted that it recognizes the difficult financial situation of the Organization, but 

still prefers a solution where ICES is involved. 

5.7 The Russian Federation noted that current discussions provide an important opportunity 

to consider not only financial situation but also inclusiveness and the ability of all 

NASCO Parties to participate fully in the scientific process. The Russian Federation 

highlighted that any future arrangement should address this issue and seek to ensure 

that all Parties are able to contribute to and participate in the scientific process on an 

equal basis. 

5.8 Canada noted that it would be important to understand the cost implications of various 

options before deciding on an appropriate way forward. It also noted that concerns 

about credibility of the science advice could be addressed through establishment of 

appropriate governance mechanisms to ensure the advice is provided in an independent 

way from management influence, as is the case in other RFMOs.   

5.9 The UK supported the point raised by Canada regarding the importance of 

understanding the cost implications of the options. It also raised that before considering 

either an in-house process or a renegotiated relationship with ICES, the advice required 

should be revisited, regardless of who provides it. The UK further raised that there was 
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an assumption from the SSC that NASCO needed annual stock assessments, but the 

assumption had not been validated. 

5.10 The FAC agreed to recommend to Council to request the SSC to compile an estimate 

of the costs of producing the advice in-house. 

5.11 The FAC agreed to recommend to Council that NASCO approach ICES to find out 

additional information about the cost and / or that Council consider terminating the 

MoU and explore the alternatives over the course of the next year via a small NASCO 

working group. 

5.12 The EU also recognized the difficult financial situation of NASCO and noted that 

considering the ICES advise has been similar throughout the years, it would support a 

solution that would imply reducing the cost of ICES. Perhaps by requesting scientific 

advice from ICES every 2 or 3 years. 

5.13 The Chair noted that the content of the advice would be considered by Council under 

its Agenda Item 4 – A new approach / presentation of the ICES Advice, which would 

be important in considering changes to NASCO’s relationship with ICES and / or a new 

process.  

6. MoU with the OSPAR Commission 

6.1 The Chair noted that the MoU between NASCO and the OSPAR Commission came 

into effect in 2013. She referred the FAC to a paper on this item entitled ‘MoU with the 

OSPAR Commission’, FAC(26)05, which contained issues of interest to NASCO and 

highlighted item 2 of that report regarding the OSPAR Status Assessment of Salmon. 

6.2 The Secretary indicated that the OSPAR Secretariat had asked whether members of 

NASCO would be willing to engage in the process in late 2026 / early 2027 when the 

next Status Assessment is prepared. He further noted that building relationships with 

other organizations supporting work on salmon was feasible without being a large 

overarching piece of work. 

6.3 The FAC discussed NASCO engagement with OSPAR as being a positive action and 

agreed to recommend to Council to engage with OSPAR on its Status Assessment of 

Salmon. 

6.4 The FAC also agreed to pursue what additional co-operation with OSPAR could look 

like, such as the NEAFC co-operation agreement with OSPAR, and that this was an 

action it would like the Secretariat to investigate further. 

7. Consideration of the 2027 Draft Budget, Schedule of Contributions 

and Five-Year Budgeting Plan 

7.1 The Secretary presented the 2027 Draft Budget, the Schedule of Contributions and the 

Five-Year Budgeting Plan, FAC(26)04rev. He noted that the overall budget figure had 

increased by 3.1%, in line with inflation.  

7.2  The Secretary raised that the main difference between the budget in 2026 and in 2027 

is that there is agreement that a Party will host the 2027 Annual Meeting, which 

provides some flexibility in the provision of funds available to specific budget line 

items. He also noted that there was currently no host for the 2028 Annual Meeting, but 

he was budgeting on the assumption of receiving all contributions, with a host for 2027 

and not for 2028.  

7.3 The Secretary noted that under the 2027 budget, the Secretariat salaries have three line 

items associated with them, based on an inflationary increase, allowances that are 

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/FAC2605_MoU-with-OSPAR.pdf
https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/FAC2604rev_2027-Draft-Budget-2028-Forecast-Budget-and-Five-Year-2027-2031-Budgeting-Plan.pdf
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largely overtime from the annual meeting and budgeting for an intern. He further noted 

an increase in the travel budget to facilitate travelling to Norway for the 2027 Annual 

Meeting and a decrease in the payment to ICES as fees were lower than expected. The 

Secretary raised that the Communication budget item had been increased to facilitate 

the addition of information from NASCO working groups on pink salmon and 

Gyrodactylus salaris to the Wild Atlantic Salmon Atlas. He further raised that he had 

increased the contribution to the COF from £30,000 in 2026 to £71,000 in 2027, due to 

the additional funds available as a Party will host the 2027 Annual Meeting. 

7.4 The Chair invited questions and the FAC discussed and clarified: 

• under 2.2 and 5, the travel budget is intended to support travel to working group 

meetings, a potential Ministerial meeting / symposium, potential visit to the 

Regional Secretariats’ Network meeting in Rome, a meeting with ICES and an 

inter-sessional meeting of the West Greenland Commission; 

• under 7, the Wild Atlantic Salmon Atlas has had four requests for the data by 

researchers, nearly 700 page views and almost 500 page visitors;  

• under 9, the expenses for any unexpected, not planned or expected office equipment 

costs and that the £13,600 forecast for 2028 is to fund replacement laptops; 

• the balances expected in the Recruitment Fund (£10,000), and the Periodic Projects 

Special Fund (£10,500), and the COF (£114,000) by the end of 2026 and how much 

will be in the COF by the end of 2027 (£185,000). The Secretary noted that at the 

end of 2026 the liability calculated for lump sum payments stood at £182,000, 

giving a difference of £68,000 with the COF. The Secretary also noted that the 

liability for lump sum payments was increasing by approximately £30,000 each 

year; 

• the need to clarify the costs associated with the Atlas, noting the ESRI licenses are 

listed in multiple places; 

• the need to add the new meeting fund as a line item to future budgets; 

• that for more revenue to be received from renting out more of the HQ building, it 

may require investment, for example, to modify the facilities to allow for an 

additional tenant, and that this could be considered over the longer term; and 

• that if no Party hosted the annual meeting, the possibility of an online meeting could 

be considered given an in-person meeting would cost the organization £72,000 in 

2028. 

7.5  Following the clarifications of the budget, the Chair invited Members’ suggestions for 

prioritising budget items, such as which items to de-prioritise if not all contributions 

are received. It was noted that the amount of contribution in 2027 that could be in 

arrears would be roughly £81,000. Two options for reducing costs were identified. The 

first option related to ICES advice, which would be a very similar amount to the 

potential arrears. The option of determining whether the MoU with ICES could be 

terminated was suggested. It was also noted that other options should be considered to 

reduce costs in anticipation of challenges with suspending the ICES MoU. The 

suspension of the intern programme was also suggested.  

7.6 The second option concerned potential cuts, shared by the Secretary, that could be made 

should not all contributions be received. He noted that removing the internship 
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programme and associated items of consultancy and agency staff costs could provide a 

saving of £14,000. A further £5,000 could be saved on travel and £5,000 again on 

communications, in addition to the £500 on office equipment. Retaining the 

contribution to the COF at £31,000 would save £40,000. The Secretary raised that given 

these savings and other caveats a total of £73,000 could be de-prioritized from the 

budget in the event not all contributions are received. The Chair noted that such actions 

would be required if the ICES MoU could not be terminated.  

7.7 The UK suggested that if the ICES MoU could not be terminated and savings of £73,000 

were made but there remained a shortfall from £81,000, the Working Capital Fund 

could be used. 

7.8 The United States raised that where Parties had fulfilled their contribution obligations, 

they should be assured that their contributions would not change due to another Party 

not fulfilling its contribution obligation. The United States further suggested that in 

other organizations where contributions may not be received, this risk is included in the 

budget as a ‘doubtful debt’ and is presented alongside other expenses. 

7.9 The Chair suggested the addition of a new line to the budget as a ‘doubtful debt’ and to 

clearly identify what items would be included in the budget if all contributions are paid 

but that were prioritised for removal if they are not all received. 

7.10 Iceland raised the possibility of selling the building. The Chair noted that the building 

is owned by the Parties and not the Organization. If sold, the revenue would not address 

the Organization’s budget shortfall but rather would need to be allocated to Parties 

according to what Parties had originally contributed to its purchase and to the running 

of NASCO over the years. The Secretary noted that the Organization does not have 

operational costs at present for office space and could have about £40,000 in operational 

and lease costs if not in its own building. He also noted that a timescale of 2 / 3 years 

may be required to sell the building and that property prices in the area had reduced in 

recent years. Iceland also asked / discussed the possibility to lease out one more floor 

of the building and by doing so, increasing the revenue from the property. 

7.11 The UK noted that the Organization was not yet on a long-term sustainable footing, and 

that it would be considering whether either the first option on ICES advice or the second 

option on the Secretary’s suggested savings alone would be enough to secure this, ahead 

of the Council discussion. Further noting that consideration of the five-year budget plan 

was critical to answering questions about financial sustainability. 

7.12 The FAC asked the Secretary to update the current budget to add doubtful debts to 

account for the possibility that not all contributions would be received and to clearly 

identify what would need to be cut in that case.  

7.13 The FAC agreed to recommend to Council the draft 2027 Budget, being clear that the 

first option is the full budget as proposed by the Secretariat, but in the event that not all 

contributions are received, doubtful debts would clearly identify work to be 

deprioritized. In that case, the FAC recommended terminating the ICES MoU and 

internship programme, and should Council not agree to that or it did not prove feasible 

to terminate the ICES MoU in time to eliminate those 2027 costs, then the cuts as 

described in paragraph 7.5 and 7.6 would be pursued. The Chair noted that a decision 

on the ICES MoU would have to be made by end of the week.  

7.14 The FAC agreed to add additional information to the doubtful debt, that should the 
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MoU with ICES be suspended and result in no 2027 costs, and all Parties’ contributions 

paid, any surplus monies would go into the meeting hosting fund as well as the COF, 

and the Working Capital Fund, with a preference to the meeting hosting fund. 

8. Changes to Financial Processes and Rules 

8.1 The Chair reminded the FAC that at its inter-sessional meeting in April 2026, observer 

fees, the Secretariat staff lump sum and increasing the ceiling of the Working Capital 

Fund and Contractual Obligation Fund were also raised for further discussion. 

8.2 The FAC agreed to recommend to Council changes to Financial Rule 6.3 to agree to 

increase the limit on the Working Capital Fund beyond £200,000 with an extra 

£200,000. If agreed, the new ceiling of the Working Capital Fund would be £400,000. 

8.3 The FAC agreed to recommend to Council changes to Financial Rule 6.3 to agree on 

an increase of the limit on the Contractual Obligations Fund beyond £250,000 with an 

extra £200,000. If agreed, the new ceiling of the Contractual Obligations Fund would 

be £450,000. 

8.4 The Chair noted that the Terms and Conditions for Observers at NASCO Meetings, 

approved by Council in 2024 (CNL(24)59), are subject to mandatory review by the 

FAC in 2027. The FAC agreed to recommend to Council to task the Secretary and FAC 

Chair to undertake the mandatory review of Terms and Conditions for Observers at 

NASCO Meetings 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. 

8.5 The FAC discussed the option of revisiting discussions on the staff lump sum and 

agreed not to proceed with that action as this had been recently extensively discussed 

and agreed based on legal advice received. The FAC also highlighted the importance of 

Parties paying for their contributions, noting that all Parties have a treaty-based 

obligation to make their contributions. 

9. Other Business 

9.1 There was no other business. 

10. Report of the Meeting 

10.1 The FAC agreed the Report of the Meeting.  

11. Close of the Meeting 

11.1 The Chair thanked participants for their contributions and closed the meeting.  

  

https://nasco.int/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/CNL2459_Terms-and-Conditions-for-Observers-at-NASCO-Meetings.pdf
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Annex 1 

List of Participant – FAC 2026 

 
Canada 

*Dale Marsden (Vice-Chair) 

William Harris (virtual participant) 

 

Denmark (In respect of the Faroe Islands and Greenland) 

*Augusta Jeremiassen 

Katrine Kærgaard 

Masaana Dorph 

 

European Union 

*Ignacio Granell 

Fernando Miranda (virtual participant) 

 

Iceland 

*Kristján Freyr Helgason  

 

Norway 

*Heidi Hansen  

Raoul Bierach 

 

Russian Federation 

*Anna Shulaeva (virtual participant) 

Elena Basova (virtual participant) 

Andre Chesnakov (virtual participant) 

Ekaterina Kazantseva (virtual participant) 

 

UK 

*Charlotte Beardwell 

Ruth Allin 

Rob Floyd  

 

USA 

* Lisa Phelps 

Shannon Dionne 

Tim Sheehan  

Rebecca Wintering (Chair) 

 

Secretariat 

Cathal Gallagher 

Clare Cavers 

 

 

*FAC Member 
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Annex 2 

 

FAC(26)07 

 

Meeting of the Finance and Administration Committee 

 

Macdonald Aviemore Resort, Scotland 

 

1 June 2026 

 

Agenda 

 
1.  Opening of the Meeting 

2.  Adoption of the Agenda 

3.  2025 Audited Accounts 

4.  Report of the Inter-Sessional Meeting of the Finance and Administration Committee 

5.  Relationship with ICES 

6.  MoU with the OSPAR Commission  

7. Consideration of the 2027 Draft Budget, Schedule of Contributions and Five-year 

Budgeting Plan 

8. Changes to Financial Processes and Rules 

9. Other Business 

10. Report of the Meeting 

11. Close of the Meeting 

 

 


