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OPENING OF THE MEETING
1.
The second meeting of the Open-ended Technical Working Group on Information Exchange
(TWG-IE) was held in Seoul, Korea, from 15 to 17 May 2019. The meeting was attended by 95 experts
from 32 Parties to the Agreement on Port State Measures (PSMA/Agreement), 23 other FAO Members,
seven inter-governmental and two international non-governmental organizations. A list of participants is
attached in Appendix 1.
2.
Mr Matthew Camilleri, Head of the Fishing Operations and Technology Branch (FIAO), opened
the meeting, welcomed participants and thanked the Republic of Korea for their hosting of the meeting,
together with the European Union (EU), the United States of America, Korea, Sweden and Spain for
supporting the attendance of several participants. He also informed the TWG-IE of the kind contribution
by the government of Iceland to FAO to support the development of the PSMA global information exchange
system (GIES).
3.
The participant from Iceland delivered a statement on behalf of his government on the support
provided to the GIES (Appendix 5).
ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA AND ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE MEETING
4.
The TWG-IE recalled that the discussions would focus on the information exchange requirements
to support the effective implementation of the PSMA.
5.

The meeting was facilitated by the FAO Secretariat.

6.

The TWG-IE adopted the agenda without modification (Appendix 2).

REVIEW OF THE OUTCOME OF THE FIRST MEETING OF THE TWG-IE
7.
The Secretariat recalled the conclusions of the first meeting of the TWG-IE, where participants
agreed that a GIES was needed to support the implementation of the PSMA, and that a two-staged approach
for developing this system should be taken prioritizing the need to access basic information.
8.
The Secretariat informed the TWG-IE that it was in the process of conducting a study to assess the
feasibility of different options for the development of a GIES, considering the initial ideas discussed at the
first meeting of the TWG-IE, and that a summary of its preliminary outputs would be presented during the
meeting. The results of the study will be shared with FAO members.
9.
The TWG-IE noted that the International Criminal Police Organization (INTERPOL) operates a
secure global police communication system (I-24/7) that could provide additional information for risk
assessment.
10.
The TWG-IE noted that the International Maritime Organization (IMO) is considering increasing
the number of digits with the IMO ship identification number scheme, given the increasing number of
fishing vessels requesting these numbers.
STATUS OF THE DESIGNATED PORTS AND NATIONAL AUTHORITIES DATABASE
11.
Following the guidance from the Parties at their first meeting, and further elaboration at the first
meeting of the TWG-IE, the Secretariat developed a prototype application for the submission of information
on designated ports as per Article 7 of the Agreement and national contact points, as per Article 16.3 of the
Agreement.
12.
The prototype application was launched on 19 June 2018, with Parties to the Agreement receiving
both sets of unique credentials, while non-Parties were only provided with credentials to submit information
on their national contact point.
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13.
Additionally, the Secretariat developed a separate application for viewing the information
submitted on national contact points and designated ports. This application has been accessible since July
2018, and is open to the public. As a precautionary measure and in consideration of the confidentiality
aspects of some of the information submitted, the Secretariat did not publicise, through the application,
personal contact information fields submitted by Parties and non-Parties for the national contact point.
14.
The Secretariat gave a live demonstration of the protoype application for viewing the designated
ports and national authorities database, currently containing 302 designated ports from 24 States and 30
national contact points from xx Parties and xx non-Parties.
15.
The TWG-IE commended the advances made in the development of both applications and
encouraged other Parties to include their information, recalling the importance of sharing information on
national contact points and designated ports. Some participants considered the importance of including
further information fields regarding the authority processing the advanced request for entry into port
(AREP) and the minimum time for advanced request for port entry considering that this may apply
differently for different vessels.
16.
The TWG-IE recognised the benefits of promoting the availability of the information on designated
ports and contact points to a wider audience, in the interest of ensuring that the end-users are aware of its
availability.
17.
The observer from IMO highlighted the importance of the UN/LOCODE as an international
standard to guarantee consistency and accuracy when designating ports.
18.
The TWG-IE noted that certain States faced difficulties with the designation of ports as these were
in some cases under the authority of the transport agency or other relevant agency, and therefore, reinforced
the need of improving inter-agency coordination at the national level, involving the UN/LOCODE national
focal point.
CONCLUSIONS OF THE FIFTH MEETING OF THE GLOBAL RECORD OPEN-ENDED
TECHNICAL AND ADVISORY WORKING GROUP
19.
The Secretariat summarised the conclusions of the fifth meeting of the Global Record Working
Group (GRWG5), including;


the call for States to continue uploading, maintaning and updating vessels and provide a wider
range of information on their vessels;



the planned developments to the system, to be completed by end of 2019, which will improve
system performance and facilitate future exchange of information through automatic data upload
mechanisms, including links with the IHS Maritime and Trade database, RFB databases and
other existing regional databases;



the mandatory requirement of the IMO number for a vessel to be included in the Global Record
Information System, the GRWG encouraged States to obtain IMO numbers for their vessels;



the importance that the conclusions from the GRCG-DR, regarding the amendments to the
ISSCFV, be reflected in its final recommendations to the CWP;



the importance of using standardised reference lists for the submission of data within the Global
Record Information System. In this context, the group saw the potential of the UN/LOCODE as
a suitable international standard for identifying ports in the system;



the adoption of the amendments to the ISSCFG, the GRWG agreed on the use of this standard
in the Global Record Information System;
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the preference for automated data exchange mechanisms, in particular through the use of APIs,
such as UN/FLUX, to ensure accuracy and reliability of data, and efficiency of data upload;



the role of the Global Record, which is voluntary, as one of the most important tools for the
effective implementation of the Agreement on Port State Measures (PSMA), facilitating the
cross-check of information and risk analysis on vessels during decision-making on whether to
allow a foreign vessel into port, or whether to inspect a foreign vessel. Some participants
recognised the benefit of the Global Record becoming a mandatory tool.

20.
Noting the conclusions of the fifth meeting of the GRWG5, the TWG-IE agreed that vessel
information available in the Global Record could provide important vessel data to the global information
exchange system (GIES). Some participants stressed that the voluntary nature of the Global Record should
not limit its use for the implementation of the PSMA, inclunding through its link to the GIES. The TWGIE agreed that active participation by States in the Global Record can be an important element to maximise
the potential of the Global Record to support the functioning of the GIES.
UPDATES ON NATIONAL AND REGIONAL PORT STATE MEASURES INFORMATION
EXCHANGE SYSTEM
21.
The Secretariat invited participants to share their experience on national and regional port State
measures (PSMs) information exchange systems.
22.
Some participants noted that effective regional information exchange systems are in place, such as
through RFBs, some of which include fully automated procedures. However, these are often limited to
specific convention areas or species. The challenge of needing to consider the interaction between Parties
and non-Parties to the PSMA within the future GIES was also noted.
23.
Some participants noted the importance of addressing inter-agency coordination in order to have
efficient information sharing systems at the national level. Additionally, it was also noted that many port
States have to use several different manual systems and e-PSM systems in combination, depending on the
fishing operations of the vessel.
24.
The TWG-IE agreed that the GIES should not add burden but rather facilitate information
exchange, considering all possible options whilst considering the use of national and regional systems.
25.
It was noted that developing port States with low capacity to carry out inspections and follow up
actions would rather deny entry, than inspect a vessel suspected of IUU fishing. Therefore it was
recommended that the third meeting of the Part 6 Working Goup addresses this issue with a view to identify
a supporting mechanism to facilitate inspection and prosecution procedures.
OPTIONS FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF A GLOBAL ELECTRONIC INFORMATION
EXCHANGE SYSTEM IN SUPPORT OF THE PSMA
26.
The Secretariat presented the three options for the development of the GIES to the TWG-IE, which
are described in detail in TWG-IE/2/2019/2, and summarised in Appendix 3. The TWG-IE expressed
appreciation for the work carried out by the Secretariat, but raised some additional important considerations,
including the development of hybrid options, that would need to be taken into account when developing
the GIES, including:


Development and ongoing maintenance costs: the Secretariat provided further information in
this regard, explaining that estimated costs associated with the development of the three options
for the GIES would range between USD 500,000 for Option 1 (GIES as a basic PSM system) to
USD 1,000,000 for Option 3 (GIES as an integrated PSM system). Additional estimated costs
would include about USD 10,000 per month for maintenance, as well as varying implementation
costs incurred by the actors. Based on this information, the TWG-IE considered that a staged
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approach might be most sensible, through the use of a modular system that could include from
its inception all possible functionalities, but permit the system to operate with fewer
functionalities as a start.


Data protection: some participants expressed concerns regarding confidentiality of sensitive data
to be stored in the GIES, and recommended that defined user roles (to be decided) should be
developed to limit and protect access to law enforcement sensitive inspection reports, while
other actors should only be communicated outcomes of, or availability of inspection reports.
The need to find a balance between confidentiality and transparency was discussed.



Sustainability: the sustainability of the GIES was discussed in the context of funding and
function. The TWG-IE agreed on the importance of considering long term funding for the GIES
when choosing an approach, and of ensuring that the system is robust enough to permit fast
recovery in case of shut down.



Languages: the TWG-IE highlighted the need to have the GIES eventually function in multiple
languages and noted the costs and possible complexities associated with that.

27.
Some participants recalled Aricle 6 of the Agreement, highlighting that Parties are compelled to
have an information exchange mechanism in place, and expressed their preference for a GIES as an
integrated PSM system, which would permit utilizing existing systems using a modular approach, whilst
providing a platform for those regions and countries where no e-PSM system is yet available. Any links to
available systems should clearly note if there is a “push” or “pull” approach. The need to make use of
existing systems for a cost-effective approach was highlighted. To this end, the Secretariat will offer to
RFBs and States to collaborate in the development process of the GIES, by participating in the eventual
testing phase.
28.
The TWG-IE recommended that, based on the decision of the second Meeting of the Parties and
further clarifications to be provided by the Secretariat pertaining to paragraph 26, the Secretariat proceeds
with the development of a working prototype of the GIES, working closely with RFMOs and other regional
bodies and networks. It was suggested to involve States’ inspectors in the test phase to assess and ultimately
ensure the system’s user-friendliness.
REVIEW OF THE DRAFT QUESTIONNAIRE FOR MONITORING THE IMPLEMENTATION
OF THE PSMA
29.
The Secretariat introduced this agenda item, explaining that the planned meeting for the review of
the effectiveness of the PSMA, as per Article 24.2 of the PSMA, is to take place in the European Union
in 2020, and that the Parties decided at their first meeting in Oslo, Norway, in May 2017 that the TWG-IE
would be tasked with reviewing a draft questionnaire proposed by the Secretariat to assess and review the
effectiveness of the PSMA, which would be consequently presented to the Parties for adoption.
30.
The Secretariat presented the draft questionnaire, and invited the TWG-IE to provide comments.
The revised questionnaire can be found in Appendix 4.
31.
The TWG-IE invites the second Meeting of the Parties to clarify if the questionnaire should
consider general implementation of the PSMA and/or actual actions taken under the PSMA by Parties.
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
32.
The TWG-IE recognised the advances made in the sharing of information on designated ports and
national contact points, but expressed the necessity for all Parties to include their information in the system
as soon as possible. The TWG-IE agreed that an additional field should be added to the designated ports
data upload template, to permit the entry of the authority processing the advanced request for entry into
port (AREP), should this be different from the main port authority.
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33.
The TWG-IE recognised that the Global Record is a supporting tool for the implementation of the
PSMA, and that active participation by States in the Global Record can be an important element to maximise
the potential of the Global Record to support the functioning of the GIES.
34.
The TWG-IE agreed that the GIES should be up and running as soon as possible to satisfy the
requirements of the PSMA, especially inspection results and information on port denials, and recommended
that the Secretariat, based on an informed decision at the second Meeting of the Parties, proceeds with the
development of a working prototype of the GIES, working closely with RFMOs and other regional bodies
and networks.
35.
The TWG-IE revised the questionnaire to assess and review the effectiveness of the PSMA, to be
presented for adoption by the Parties at their next meeting in Santiago, Chile, in June 2019.
DATE AND PLACE OF NEXT MEETING
36.
The next meeting of the TWG-IE will tentatively be held in the second quarter of 2020. The
Secretariat will correspond with States to explore the possibility of any State hosting the meeting.
ADOPTION OF THE REPORT
37.

The report was adopted on 17 May 2019.

CLOSURE OF THE MEETING
38.

The meeting was closed at 16:30.
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APPENDIX 1

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

ARGENTINA
Josefina Bunge
Legal Counsel Official
Plenipotentiary Minister
Mail: jfb@mrecic.gov.ar
AUSTRALIA
Suzy Yoon
Assistant Director
Department of Agriculture and Water Resources
Embassy of Australia
Email: Suzy.yoon@dfat.gov.au
BELIZE
Felicia Cruz
Fisheries Officer
Belize Fisheries Department
Mail: feliciacruzbz@gmail.com
BRAZIL
Giselle Vieira dos Santos
Head of Division - Coord. Aquaculture and
Fisheries Monitoring
Secretariat of Aquaculture and Fisheries
Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Food
Supply
Mail: giselle.santos@agricultura.gov.br
Felipe Brum
Secretary/Head of the Trade Section
Embassy of Brazil
Email: filipe.brum@itamaraty.gov.br
Gutemberg Barone A. Nojosa
Agricultural Attaché
Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Food
Supply – MAPA
Email: gutemberg.barone@agricultura.gov.br
CAMBODIA
Kimchhea Chhuon
Deputy Director of
Department of Fisheries Affairs, NFP for RFVR
Database

Mail: kimchhea@yahoo.com
CANADA
Paul Shea
C&P International Program Senior Compliance
Program Officer Fisheries and Oceans
Mail: Paul.shea@dfo-mpo.gc.cac
CHINA
Ming Lyu
Doctor and Associate Professor
Shanghai Ocean University
Mail: m-lv@shou.edu.cn
Xinan Zhang
Director Bureau of Fisheries & Law
Enforcement, Ministry of Agriculture and Rural
Affairs of P.R. China
Mail: boffad@agri.gov.cn
COLOMBIA
Tatiana Meneses Lamilla
Contractor Technical Direction of Inspection
and Surveillance
AUNAP
Mail: tatiana.meneses@aunap.gov.co
COSTA RICA
Julio Dijeres Bonilla
Fisheries and Aquaculture Institute
of Costa Rica
Mail: jdijeres@incopesca.go.cr
DOMINICA
Jullan Defoe
Senior Fisheries Officer
Fisheries Division
Mail: jullan.defoe@gmail.com
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC
José Infante
Fisheries Department Manager
Dominican Council of Fishery and Aquaculture
Mail: infante.jose@gmail.com
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ECUADOR
José Ricardo Perdomo Cañarte
Director of Industrial Fisheries
Ministry of Production, Foreign Trade
Investments and Fisheries
Mail: jperdomo@produccion.gob.ec
EL SALVADOR
Raúl Edgardo Cortez Cota
Division of Fisheries Management and
Administration
Directorate of Fisheries and Aquaculture
Development
Ministry of Agriculture
Mail: raul.cortez@mag.gob.sv
EUROPEAN UNION
Ramon Van Barneveld
Deputy Head of Unit
European Commission
Mail: Ramon.Van-Barneveld@ec.europa.eu
Saba Nordstrom
Inspector
Fisheries Control and Inspections
Mail: saba.nordstrom@ec.europa.eu
FRANCE
Fanny Loisel
Officer in charge of the fight against IUU
fishing
Fisheries Control Unit
Directorate for Sea Fisheries
E-mail: fanny.loisel@agriculture.gouv.fr
GAMBIA
Amadou Jallow
Senior Fisheries Officer
Department of Fisheries of the Gambia
Mail: jallowfish@gmail.com
GEORGIA
Lomashvili Irine
Chief Specialist of the Department of
Biodiversity and Forestry
Mail: Irinaloma@yahoo.com;
Irine.Lomashvili@mepa.gov.ge

GHANA
Alex Yao Sarbah
Head
Monitoring Control and Surveillance Division
Fisheries Commission
Ministry of Fisheries and Aquaculture
Development
Mail: alexsabah66@yahoo.com
GUATEMALA
Nancy Yezenia Sandoval Reyes
Head of the Department of Maritime Fisheries
Directorate of Regulation of Fisheries and
Aquaculture
Mail: nsdipescagt@gmail.com
GUYANA
Devon Reece
Fisheries Officer
Fisheries Department
Ministry of Agriculture
Mail: fisheriesguyana@gmail.com
Devon_reece2011@yahoo.com
ICELAND
Stefan Jon Hafstein
Permanent Representative of Iceland to FAO.
Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Iceland
Email: hafstein@mfa.is
INDONESIA
Haryo Topo Yuwono
Head Section for Fishing Vessels Management
Directorate General of Capture Fisheries
Ministry of Marine Affairs and Fisheries
Email: haryoty@yahoo.com
Ditya Agung Nurdianto
Deputy Director
Agriculture and Commodity Development
Directorate of Trade, Commodity, and
Intellectual Property
Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Email: ditya.nurdianto@kemlu.go.id
KENYA
Kennedy Shikami
Principal Fisheries Officer
Kenya Fisheries Service (KeFS)
Mail: shikamikn@gmail.com
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KIRIBATI
Iotua Itimwemwe
ICT Director
Ministry of Fisheries & Marine Resources
Development
Email: iotuai@mfmrd.gov.ki

LAO PDR
Khamhou Thongsamouth
Technical Officer
Department of Livestock and Fisheries
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry
Mail: khamtsm@yahoo.com

KOREA
Chang Seob Nam
Maritime Safety Policy Division
Deputy Director
Ministry of Oceans and Fisheries
Email: skynam@korea.kr

LIBYA
Ali Shagrune
Director of Fisheries Department & Libyan
Representative
Mail: marine.marine.libya@gmail.com

Sang Won Moon
Fishing Vessel Policy Team
Email: swmoon7@korea.kr
Jae Youn Kang
National Fishery Products Quality Management
Service
Busan Regional Office
Port Inspection Officer
Email: kangjy94@korea.kr

MADAGASCAR
Andrianaivonavalona Rakotoniaina
Head of IT and Information Technology
Department
Fisheries Monitoring Center of Madagascar
Mail: csp-mprh@madagascar-scs-peche.mg

Jae Ryong Lee
National Fishery Products Quality Management
Service
Gangneung Regional Office
Port Inspection Officer
Email: ljryong8812@korea.kr
GeoYoung Kang
Head of Multilateral Fisheries Cooperation
Team
Email: gykang@korea.kr
Young su Lim
Assistant Director, Multilateral Fisheries
Cooperation Team
Email: konggo99@korea.kr
Tae Hoon Won
Policy Analyst
Email:
Hae Na Lee
Policy Analyst
Email:

MARSHALL ISLANDS
Samuel Lanwi
Deputy Director
Oceanic and Industrial Affairs
Marshall Islands Marine Resources Authority
Email: skljr@mimra.com
MAURITANIA
Mohamed Salem Louly
Technical Advisor to the Minister
Officer in charge of Training, Communication
and Promotion of the Sector
Mail: msalemlouly@hotmail.fr
MAURITIUS
Subhas Chandra Bauljeewon
Divisional Scientific Officer
Ministry of Ocean Economy
Marine Resources, Fisheries and Shipping
Mail: sbauljeewon@govmu.org
MEXICO
Samuel Mendoza Ambriz
Naval Attaché of the Mexican Embassy in the
Republic of Korea
Mail: agrenavcormex@hotmail.com

4

MYANMAR
Nilar Kywe
Deputy Director
Department of Fisheries
Republic of the Union of Myanmar
Mail: nlkdof1325@gmail.com
NAMIBIA
Malcolm Block
Control Fisheries Inspector
Mail: Malcolm.Block@mfmr.gov.na
NAURU
Julian Itsimaera
Fisheries Enforcement Officer
Nauru Fisheries and Marine Resources
Authority
Mail: julian.itsimaera2016@gmail.com
NICARAGUA
Nora Palacio Alegría
Delegada SERPAC
INPESCA- OSPESCA
Mail: npalacios@inpesca.gob.ni
NORWAY
Hilde Ognedal
Senior Legal Advisor. Directorate of Fisheries
Mail: Hilde.ognedal@fiskeridir.no
PANAMA
Vivian Quiros Solis
Fisher Technician of the Aquatic Resources
Authority of Panama
Mail: vquiros@arap.gob.pa
PAPUA NEW GUINEA
Martina Bubula Ragagalo
Manager, Compliance Operations
National Fisheries Authority
Email: mragagalo@fisheries.gov.pg;
mragagalo993@gmail.com
Yaniba Koimilla Alfred
Coordinator Catch Documentation Scheme.
National Fisheries Authority
MaPHIil: ybarewai@fisheries.gov.pg;
koimilla.alfred@gmail.com

PERU
Johnny Gonzales Carmen
Fishing engineer
Ministry of Production
Mail: jgonzalesc@produce.gob.pe

PHILIPPINES
Beverly San Juan
Fishing Regulations Officer
Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources
Mail: beyesanjuan@gmail.com
Aldrin Jude Madalag
Launch Service Supervisor. Bureau of Fisheries
and Aquatic Resources
Email: ajudem7@gmail.com
Rafael V. Ramiscal
Chief
Capture Fisheries Division
Bureau of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources
Mail: rv_ram55@yahoo.com
ST. KITTS AND NEVIS
Maritza Queeley
Port State Control Officer
Mail: maritzaqueele@gmail.com
SOLOMON ISLANDS
David Balaga Fatai
Chief Fisheries Policy Office
Ministry of Fisheries and Marine Resources
Mail: dfatai@fisheries.gov.sb
SOUTH AFRICA
Mandisile Mqoqi
Deputy Director
Demersal Fisheries Management
Department Agriculture Forestry and Fisheries
Email: MandisileM@daff.goff.za
Thembalethu Vico
Director Fisheries Protection Vessels (MCS)
Department of Agriculture Forestry and
Fisheries
Email: ThembalethuV@daff.gov.za
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SPAIN
Marta López Gómez
Head of the Spanish IUU/PSMA Department
Mail: mlopezg@mapa.es
Javier García Cantón
Marine Fisheries Inspector. Ministry of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Food
Mail: jgarciaca@mapa.es
SRI LANKA
Susara Prasanna Premawardana
Fisheries Officer
Department of Fisheries and Aquatic Resources
Mail: vrdfar@gmail.com
SUDAN
Hatim Hassaballa Kejagla
Fisheries Specialist. Ministry of Animal
Resources & Fisheries
Mail: hatimkajagla@gmail.com
THAILAND
Kamonpan Awaiwanont
Chief of Fishing Ground Development and
Rehabilitation Unit
Marine Fisheries Research and Development
Division
Mail: kawaiwanont@yahoo.com
Punnamat Siripipat
Fisheries Biologist
Department of Fisheries
Mail: punnasiri@hotmail.com
Nanthiya Poolsawat
Computer Technical Officer
Information and Communication Technology
Center
Department of Fisheries
Mail: nanthiyaps@gmail.com
Akkarach Kawbunjun
Computer Technical Officer
Information and Communication Technology
Center
Department of Fisheries
Mail: kakkarach@gmail.com

Jaruwan Songphatkaew
Fishery Biologist
Information and Communication Technology
Center
Department of Fisheries
Email: ying_blackydot@hotmail.com
THE NETHERLANDS
Marjoleine Karper
Fishery Regulation Officer
Ministry of Economic Affairs and Climate
Mail: Marjoleine.karper@rvo.nl
Wim Van Koningsveld
Senior Fisheries Regulation Officer
Ministry of Economic Affairs and Climate
Mail: Wim.vankoningsveld@rvo.nl
Gelare Nader
Senior Policy Officer
Department of European Fisheries Policy
Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and Food Quality
Email: g.nader@minlnv.nl
TONGA
Poasi Ngaluafe
Deputy Chief
Executive Officer for Fisheries
Head of Fisheries Compliance Division
Mail: poasi66@hotmail.com
TUNISIA
Hamadi Mejri
Assistant Director
Fish Resources Conservation
Ministry of Agriculture, Hydraulic Resources
and Fisheries
Email: Hamadi.mejri1@gmail.com
UKRAINE
Vasyl Turok
Head of Department of International
Cooperation and European Integration
Mail: darg@darg.gov.ua
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Rebecca Wintering
Foreign Affairs Officer
Department of State
Mail: winteringrj@state.gov
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Cheri McCarty
Senior Foreign Affairs Specialist
National Marine Fisheries Service
Mail: Cheri.McCarty@noaa.gov

FORUM FISHERIES AGENCY (FFA)
Ramesh Chand
Manager Vessel Monitoring System
Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency
Mail: ramesh.chand@ffa.int

Katheryn Patterson
Foreign Affairs Specialist
U.S. National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA)
Mail: katheryn.patterson@noaa.gov

INTERNATIONAL MARITIME
ORGANIZATION (IMO)
Brice Martin-Castex
Head of Implementation of Instruments Support
Mail: bmcastex@imo.org

VANUATU
Wayne Tony Taleo
Principal Data Officer
Acting Compliance Manager
Vanuatu Fisheries Department
Mail: ttaleo@vanuatu.gov.vu

INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL POLICE
ORGANIZATION (INTERPOL)
Aurelie Buthod-Garcon
Principal Fisheries Agent
Mail: a.buthod-garcon@interpol.int
NORTH-EAST ATLANTIC FISHERIES
COMMISSION (NEAFC)
Hrannar Mar Asgeirsson
MCS Officer
NEAFC
Mail: hrannar@neafc.org

VENEZUELA
José Andres Mendoza Bracho
Fishing Engineer
Ministry of the Popular Power
of Fisheries and Aquaculture
Mail: ing.joseamendozab@gmail.com
VIETNAM
Nguyen Thi Trang Nhung
Deputy Director
Department of Science Technology
International Cooperation
Directorate of Fisheries
Mail: trangnhungicd@gmail.com

Nguyen Thuy Linh
Expert of ICD
Email: linhnguyen.mard@gmail.com

ORGANISATIONS
BENGUELA CURRENT CONVENTION
Xolela Wellem
Compliance Manager
Benguela Current Convention
Mail: Xolela@benguelacc.org/

and

SOUTHEAST ASIAN FISHERIES
DEVELOPMENT CENTER (SEAFDEC)
Kongpathai Saraphaivanich
Head
Training and information section
Training Department
SEAFDEC
Mail: kongpathai@seafdec.org
Sutee Rajruchithong
Technical Expert of the Training Department
SEAFDEC
Mail: sutee@seafdec.org
Masanami Izumi
Special Advisor
SEAFDEC Secretariat
Mail: izumi@seafdec.org
THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERIES
COMMISSION (NPFC)
Peter Flewwelling
Compliance manager
NPFC
Mail: pflewwelling@npfc.int
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THE PEW CHARITABLE TRUSTS (PEW)
Dawn Borg Costanzi
Officer, Ending Illegal Fishing
International Fisheries
Mail: dborgcostanzi@pewtrusts.org
Courtney Farthing
Senior Associate
Email: cfarthing@pewtrusts.org
WORLD WIDE FUND (WWF)
Hongki Kim
Ocean Project Officer
WWF Korea
Email: hkkim@wwfkorea.or.kr

Doohyun Park
Oceans Programme Officer
Email: dpark@wwfkorea.or.kr

Eszter Hidas
Fishery Officer
Fishing Operations and Technology Branch
Fisheries and Aquaculture Policy and
Resources Division
Fishery and Aquaculture Department
Email: Eszter.hidas@fao.org
Giuliano Carrara
Fishery Officer
Fishing Operations and Technology Branch
Fisheries and Aquaculture Policy and
Resources Division
Fishery and Aquaculture Department
Email: Giuliano.carrara@fao.org
Joao Batista Neves
Consultant
Fishing Operations and Technology Branch
Fisheries and Aquaculture Policy and
Resources Division
Fishery and Aquaculture Department
Email: Joao.neves@fao.org

FAO SECRETARIAT
Matthew Camilleri
Head
Fishing Operations and Technology Branch
Fisheries and Aquaculture Policy and
Resources Division
Fishery and Aquaculture Department
Email: Matthew.camilleri@fao.org

José Antonio Acuña
Consultant
Fishing Operations and Technology Branch
Fisheries and Aquaculture Policy and
Resources Division
Fishery and Aquaculture Department
Email: Joseantonio.acuna@fao.org

In Gu Kang
Senior Fishery Officer
Fishing Operations and Technology Branch
Fisheries and Aquaculture Policy and
Resources Division
Fishery and Aquaculture Department
Email: Ingu.kang@fao.org

Maria Eugenia Escobar
Office Assistant
Fishing Operations and Technology Branch
Fisheries and Aquaculture Policy and
Resources Division
Fishery and Aquaculture Department
Email: mariaeugenia.escobar@fao.org
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APPENDIX 2
AGENDA AND TIMETABLE
Wednesday, 15th May 2019
9:30 – 12:30

1.

Opening of the meeting

2.

Adoption of the agenda and arrangements for the meeting

3.

Review of the outcome of the first meeting of the TWG-IE

4.

Status of the designated ports and national authorities database
LUNCH
14:00 – 17:00

5.

Conclusions of the fifth meeting of the Global Record open-ended Technical and Advisory
Working Group

6.

Updates on national and regional port State measures information exchange systems

7.

Options for the development of a global electronic information exchange system in support of
the PSMA
Thursday, 16th May 2019
9:30 – 12:30

8.

Cont.
LUNCH
14:00 – 17:00

9.

Review of the draft questionnaire for monitoring the implementation of the PSMA

10.

Conclusions and recommendations

11.

Date and venue for next meeting of the working group
Friday, 17th May 2019
14:00 – 17:00

12.

Adoption of the report

13.

Closure of the meeting
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APPENDIX 3
Considerations for the development of a Global Information Exchange System
The objective of this working document is to provide the TWG-IE with background information to
discuss the conceptual design and strategy for the development of a Global Information Exchange System
(GIES) in support of the implementation of the PSMA, and accordingly provide further guidance for its
development and implementation. In considering options, the following factors are taken into account:


information requirements of the PSMA;



outcomes of the relevant meetings of the Parties and working groups;



requirements of developing States Parties, including governance and capacity issues;



options that facilitate the use of a harmonised standard for the timely electronic exchange of
information among different systems, including the use of such systems as the “Fisheries
Language for Universal Exchange” (FLUX);



opportunities to take advantage of existing information systems, including the Global Record of
Fishing Vessels, Refrigerated Transport Vessels and Supply Vessels (Global Record);



confidentiality requirements;



lessons learnt from the development of regional information systems and those of RFMO/As;



lessons learnt from the development of the Global Record information exchange system;



successful experiences of existing, well developed information exchange systems of other
relevant regional and international organizations (e.g., International Maritime Organization’s
(IMO) Global Integrated Shipping Information System (GISIS) and Equasis);



the choice of the technologies to be used and related technical specifications for the system;



high-level overview of the system architecture and data design associated with the system;



roles and responsibilities of the System’s users (hosting, information uploading, maintenance,
etc.);



possible challenges in the development and implementation of the proposed GIES.

The GIES is intended to be the global Electronic-Port State Measures system (e-PSM) and therefore is
only as useful as the information/data the system holds. A fundamental rationale is that to extract
information/data from the system, the information/data has to be in the system and has to be accurate and
validated. This principle works well when there is an existing data asset, i.e. for a system which already
holds information that users want to access. Consideration should be given at the outset to ways of getting
users into the system so that a critical mass can be achieved quickly enough for the System to generate
momentum and affect change. If an information system takes too long to reach a critical mass of valuable
information, it could be more difficult to get countries to start using the system as they do not see a clear
benefit. Creating a system that offers Parties a PSMA-compliant way to manage their port entries, and
therefore reduces effort, is likely to guarantee a quicker commitment from them than a system that creates
some extra effort upfront with the promise of a future return of valuable information.
Additional considerations which may influence the decision for the approach include: the number of
Parties that need to be synchronised with the GIES for it to be considered successful and the location of
target areas.
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I.

Implementation options for the GIES

The discussion below presents three implementation options of the GIES:


GIES as a Basic PSM System;



GIES as a Global PSM System; and



GIES as an Integrated PSM System.

For each option, a brief description is presented, an analysis of the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities
and threats (SWOT) is made and a diagram of the workflow is presented. Additional background
information on the use of terms, standardization, and workflow considerations are available in Annex 1.
All three options would preferably be linked to the Global Record. It is vital to have e-PSM reports linked
to a unique vessel identifier. The IMO number is the obvious choice since it follows a vessel throughout
its existence.
Option 1 - GIES as a Basic PSM System
The Basic PSM System is a direct extension of existing “paper based” PSM systems. There could be a
number of ways to implement this type of GIES, differing in how far they go in automation of the
workflow. Here, the approach taken assumes that GIES is a simple receiver of data, mostly pdf
documents, either scanned copies of handwritten forms or electronically filled in forms saved as pdf. It is
assumed that such documents are supplemented with key parameters identifying the document and actors
to allow for a search tool.
This type of GIES would still have an access controlled web interface, providing access to the data with
web reports and queries and for uploading of completed reports. However, the data itself would be only
readable with the eyes of the viewer (not computers) and therefore not allow any extensive analysis of the
content of the reports. In the workflow diagram below, it is assumed that the steps are mainly manual
actions, performed by the vessel operator, the operator of a national or regional PSM system (Port State or
RMFO/A) and the flag State. In this case, the GIES is a passive receiver, not directly participating in the
workflow. The SWOT analysis for the GIES as a basic PSM System is below in Table 1.
Table 1. SWOT Analysis for GIES as a Basic PSM System
Strengths




Likely easy to implement.
Known, simple procedures to complete forms.

Weaknesses



Uniformity of data not guaranteed except for some key parameters.



Limited automation of data processing or analysis, including limited
possibility for automated risk analysis features.



Time-delay constraints for real time exchange of information, as speed of
information exchange depends on speed of upload of information by
relevant actors.

Opportunities



Considerable contribution to fight against IUU fishing and to sustainability,
relatively quick to develop.

Threats



Lack of trust means implementation could be low, lack of resources creates
performance issues and confidence is dented.
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Figure 1 below presents the workflow diagram for the GIES as a Basic PSM System. In this case, existing
national and regional PSM systems would be the core for receiving information from the various actors
and sending on the information to the required actors and other relevant contacts. Information such as the
AREP, denial of entry, and inspection reports would be submitted to the GIES in document (pdf) format,
just as it would be submitted to other relevant contact points. Information, as submitted would be sent to
Parties, or they could access this information through the GIES.
Figure 1. Option 1 - Workflow diagram for GIES as a Basic PSM System

Option 2 - GIES as a Global PSM System
The GIES as a Global PSM System option would mean one central e-PSM system to be used globally.
For this option, existing national and regional PSM systems would be replaced and all would implement
the PSMA workflow for all Port States. The web-based, access-controlled user interface would provide all
types of users with all foreseeable data entry and viewing capabilities needed for the workflow, as defined
in the PSMA.
This option can be compared to a global version of some of the current RFMO/A systems, which would
replace existing systems. This approach is well known on a regional level and so could be considered a
proven workflow. The SWOT analysis of the GIES as a Global PSM System is outlined in
Table 2.
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Table 2. SWOT Analysis of the GIES as a Global PSM System


Technically simplest and quickest to deploy, as most countries do not have
an existing system.



Uniformity of data guaranteed as single central production of user input
interfaces.



Fewer experts involved so likely to be cheaper overall, although more
complex in size and capacity.



Near-real time exchange of information guaranteed.



Possibility for some automated risk analysis features.



Data sharing and security concerns.



Size would require resources to support.



Transparency required in system for subscribing users.



Current regional efforts would be discarded.

Opportunities



Massive contribution to fight against IUU fishing and for sustainability.
Relatively quick roll out.

Threats



Lack of trust makes implementation difficult, lack of resources creates
performance issues and confidence is dented. Large and complicated task
to organize.

Strengths

Weaknesses

The workflow for the GIES as a Global PSM System is presented below in Figure 2. In this option, the
information related to AREP, inspection reports, and entry denial would be inputted directly into the
GIES by the various actors where those that should receive the information would also directly access it
on the GIES. Automatic notifications would also be included in this system, such as a notification to the
port State that it has received an AREP, to the vessel that the port State has received the AREP, and the
decision of port State regarding entry of a vessel. In certain conditions, (eg. inspection takes place,
evidence of IUU fishing, denial of port entry) the reports and notifications would be forwarded to the
relevant actors and contacts.
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Figure 2: Option 2 - GIES as a Global PSM System

Option 3 - GIES as an Integrated PSM System
In the GIES as an Integrated PSM System, the GIES implements the workflow of the PSMA for those
States that choose to use it (i.e. States that are not Party to any RMFO/A). In short, the workflow for
option 3 is the same as in option 2 but with the addition of an Application Program Interface (API) for
existing national and regional PSM systems to automatically feed-in completed AREPs, denials or
approvals of port entry, inspection reports, and other related information when they have completed the
workflow according to national or regional procedures.
This option will require some additions to current work procedures and functionality in existing (and
future) national and regional PSM systems. Exact needs will need to be evaluated on a case by case basis.
For this option, the GIES would contain all available PSMA-related data, stored in the same data
structures as if entered via the GIES web interface and providing the search capabilities and statistics for
the whole dataset. The API will restrict the data to be fed into the system in a standardised form with all
required data fields populated.
This option would have the characteristics of a centralised system adding the global data without
participating in the workflow globally. This option would utilise the existing national and regional
systems, with their own workflow as is, although requiring additional support for the GIES’s API to
upload data. The SWOT analysis for the GIES as a basic PSM System is below in Table 3, and the
workflow is presented in Figure 3.
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Table 3. SWOT Analysis of GIES as an Integrated PSM System
Strengths

Weaknesses

Opportunities

Threats



Preserves the opportunity for developing countries to get access to PSM
work procedures without having to implement their own system, either
temporarily or permanently.



Uniformity of data guaranteed as single central production of user input
interfaces and API restricting the uploaded data to comply with format.



Near-real time exchange of information guaranteed.



Possibility for some automated risk analysis features.



Data sharing and security concerns.



Size would require some resources to support.



Transparency required in system for subscribing users.



Global need for IT experts to support regional PSMA systems.



Massive contribution to fight against IUU fishing and for sustainability,
relatively quick roll out.



Slightly more complicated in implementation than the GIES as a Global
PSM System as it requires the development and use of the API.



Lack of trust makes buy in hard to get, lack of resources creates
performance issues and confidence is dented.



Large and complicated task to organize.

The workflow for the option of the GIES as an Integrated PSM System is presented below in Figure 3.
The workflow provides the option for national and regional PSM systems to maintain their own existing
workflows and feed into the GIES, provided adjustments are made to ensure that all information required
in the GIES is included in their own systems. Those States that do not have an existing PSM system have
the option to process the PSM procedures through the GIES.
For this option, port States may need to use a combination of the GIES and national and/or regional
systems, where applicable.
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Figure 3. Options 3 - GIES as an Integrated PSM System

II.

Analysis of the implementation options for the GIES

The three implementation options as presented below are presented in Table 4, comparing the workflow
for each side-by-side, in terms of what role the GIES would play in each workflow point. In the case of
Option 1: GIES as a Basic PSM System, only some of the noted workflow steps would be included, while
for Options 2 and 3, GIES as a Global PSM System and GIES as an Integrated PSM System, respectively,
all workflow steps would be included, including automatic notifications.
Table 4. Comparison of workflow for different GIES implementation options
Step /
Option
action
Description of the step
1
Basic
Vessel operator sends an AREP by filling out and
1
X
submitting a GIES web form.
Automatic notification to the Port State of received AREP
2
that needs to be acted upon.
The Port State acknowledges the reception of the AREP.
3
Automatic acknowledgement to the vessel operator saying
4
that the Port State is aware of the request.
Although not spelled out in the PSMA, the Flag State might
4.1
X
be notified at the same time of the AREP, allowing the Flag
State to review and verify the data/information.
The Port State verifies the data/information in the AREP.
5
(contacting other relevant Parties or other information
systems)
The Flag State validates (or not) the AREP
5.1
data/information.
The Port State receives a notification (email) of the
5.2
response from the Flag State.

Option
2
Global
X

Option
3
Integrated
X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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Step /
action
6

7
7.1

8
8.1
8.2

9

10
11

Description of the step
The Port State, after verifying the AREP data /information,
takes a decision (“authorise entry“, “authorise entry for
inspection“ or “deny entry“).
The decision of the Port State is automatically sent to the
vessel operator.
Other relevant contacts are notified at the same time if the
decision is “deny entry“ (Flag State, relevant Coastal States,
RFMO/As, other IGOs.
If port inspection takes place, the Port State inspector logs
on the GIES to fill out and submit Inspection report.
GIES forwards the Inspection report to the Flag State.
If there is evidence of IUU, the Inspection report is
forwarded to other relevant contacts (relevant Coastal
States, State of master nationality, relevant RFMO/As,
FAO and other relevant IGOs).
If an inspection results in a withdrawal of prior denial of the
use of port, automatic notification sent to other relevant
contacts (relevant Coastal States, relevant RFMO/As).
Flag State sends report on “follow up actions by Flag
State“ to Port State or RFMO/A.
AREP workflow is completed.

Option
1
Basic
X

Option
2
Global
X

Option
3
Integrated
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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Annex 1
Considerations for the development of the GIES
1.
For the purposes of this document the terms “Actors” is used to indicate stakeholders which act
within the workflow of the port entry and landing requests (by sending information or taking decisions
which are then relayed to others) and “other relevant contacts” are those stakeholders who need to be
informed, but which do not act. Actors and other stakeholders directly identified in the PSMA are:
Actors




Vessel operators (vessel captains/masters or their representatives, such as agents or owners)
Flag State1
Port State

Other relevant contacts






Coastal States
RFMO/As
FAO
State of captain/master’s nationality
Other IGOs

Workflow for Advance Request for Port Entry
2.

Workflow actions directly identified in the PSMA are:






Advance request for port entry (AREP)
where AREP = denial
o Information to actors and relevant parties
where AREP = authorised
o Information to the vessel or its representative
o Inspection
 Information to actors
where AREP = authorisation exclusively for inspection
o Information to actors
o Inspection
 Authorise the use of port
 Information to actors
 Confirmation of IUU
 Information to actors and relevant parties

Figure A1 below describes the minimum set of workflow actions, as set out in the PSMA.

1

While the step of confirmation by Flag-States is not specified in the PSMA, in this document it is considered as a
standard practice, employed wherever possible, to speed up the workflow procedure and to contribute to the context
of the information. Therefore, Flag-State has been included as an Actor, although in practice it is understood that this
may not be applicable in every case.
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Figure A4. Minimum workflow in the PSMA

Use of Standards
Certain data is needed for the E-PSM workflow to work properly, e.g. to verify the identity of vessels,
restrict values to defined codes, etc. Such data should be based on existing global standards, as much as
possible. The following four standards are directly referred to in the PSMA.2





Countries/territories: ISO-3166 3-alpha Country Code
Species: ASFIS 3-alpha code (known as FAO 3-alpha code)
Vessel types: ISSCFV code (known as FAO alpha code)
Gear types: ISSCFG code (known as FAO alpha code)

Vessel registry data
Incoming reports need to be referenced uniquely to a recorded vessel. This would preferably be based
on/linked to the Global Record. It is vital to have a unique identifier that links the E-PSM reports to a
vessel in a unique way. The IMO number is the obvious choice since it follows the vessel throughout its
existence. These might require further mandates and actions.
Information on designated authorities and ports
Each Party of the Agreement needs to provide various contact information. The list below identifies some
of them but may not be exhaustive:

List of designated authorities in each Party and/or organisation;

Contact details for designated authorities – for notifications and requests for actions;

2

Additional standards may be relevant and will be identified at later stages.
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List of designated ports (preferably UN-LOCODE based)3, information would include:
o
Activities allowed/services available (landing/transhipment/other)
o
Specific conditions or limitations (i.e. EU Border Inspection Post, or frozen landings
only)
o
Advance time period (72/48/24/12 hours)
o
Contacts to port authorities
Validation (signatures/seal/stamp) by National or Regional authorities, if required.

Applications for contact points and designated ports have been developed by FAO to respond to this
immediate need of the Parties. The existing online database/upload facility4 will be considered in the
development of the PSMA GIES.
Additional Requirements
Various requirements will have to be discussed and decided at a later stage, including:
 Access to data - A system like GIES will have to have flexible access control, allowing
different users with different roles to have access to the relevant data to their role. Not all
users will see all data. It should be understood that this principle underpins any automatic
system, there are however many ways to arrange this and so the details of these requirements
are not part of this stage of feasibility planning.
 Capacity requirements, technology, security, business continuity, etc.

3
4

http://www.unece.org/cefact/locode/service/location.html
http://www.fao.org/port-state-measures/operational-resources/en/

APPENDIX 4
Revised draft questionnaire for the review and assessment of the effectiveness of the Agreement on Port State Measures
The Working Group recommended that;






for each question there should be an option to include an option to include a comment;
the Article and paragraph to which each questions refers to should be noted next to the question, while pop-up boxes could be added
specifying the text of the relevant paragraph;
future editions of the questionnaire, should elaborate on flag State performance and the measures that States take when they have
indications that one of their vessels is in contravention of the Agreement;
it was important to differentiate between questions which reported upon the obligations of States as per the Agreement and other of a more
informational nature. Therefore, it suggested to consider questions not relating to an obligation as an optional question; and
the questionnaire be amendable and adaptable as implementation proceeds.

List of terms in the context of this questionnaire:
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“Agreement” – Agreement on Port State Measures (PSMA)
“FAO” – Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations
“IGO” – Inter-Governmental Organization
“IUU fishing” – illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing
“MCS” – fisheries monitoring, control and surveillance
“VMS” – vessel monitoring system
“AIS” – automatic identification system
“NGO” – Non-Governmental Organizations
“PSM” – Port State measures
“RFMO/A” – Regional Fisheries Management Organization or Arrangement

Question
Number

Response Type

Questions

Optional (O)

Application (Article 3)
1.1

Yes/No

1.1.1

If yes, does your legislation allow your country to fulfil its obligations under the Agreement?

Yes/No

1.1.2

If no, do you have plans to amend your legislation to ensure your country enabled to fulfil its obligations
under the Agreement?

Yes/No

Do vessels of neighbouring States engaged in artisanal fishing for subsistence seek entry into your
country's ports?

Yes/No

1.2.1

Does your country have any bilateral agreements with neighbouring countries allowing for PSM
exemption for artisanal fisheries for subsistence?

Yes/No

1.2.2

Does your country have measures in place to ensure that these vessels do not engage in IUU fishing or
fishing related activities in support of such fishing?

Yes/No

Does your country have a procedure in place to identify if fish on board container vessels, that had
previously been landed, were not sourced from vessels conducting IUU fishing or fishing related activities
in support of such fishing?

Yes/No

Have there been cases in your country where a container vessel was found to be carrying fish, previously
landed, which was sourced from IUU fishing activities?

Yes/No/NA

Does your country apply this Agreement to vessels chartered by your country exclusively for fishing in
areas under your national jurisdiction and operating under your country's authority?

Yes/No/NA

1.2

1.3

1.3.1
1.4
1.4.1

Does your country have measures in place to ensure that such vessels are subject to measures as effective
as measures applied in relation to vessels flying your flag?
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Has your country reviewed its legislation to determine whether it allows your country to fulfil its
obligations under the Agreement?

O

Yes/No

Relationship with international law and other instruments (Article 4)
2.1

Is your country implementing any relevant measures in compliance with the requirements of the
respective RFMO/A(s), to which your country is a Party?

Yes/No/NA

Integration and cooperation at national level (Article 5)
3.1

Has your country taken measures for exchanging information and coordinating activities among relevant
agencies for the implementation of this Agreement?

3.2

Which of the following agencies / ministries play a role in the implementation of this Agreement:

Yes/No
-

O

Question
Number

Questions

Response Type

3.3.1

Customs

Yes/No

3.3.2

Fisheries

Yes/No

3.3.3

Health

3.3.4

Immigration

Yes/No

3.3.5

Maritime

Yes/No

3.3.6

Navy / Coast guard

Yes/No

3.3.7

Police

Yes/No

3.3.8

Port authority

Yes/No

3.3.9

Veterinary / Quarantine

Yes/No

Other (specify)

Yes/No

3.3.10
3.4

Optional (O)
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Has your country, to the greatest extent possible, taken measures to integrate PSMs with other measures
to prevent, deter and eliminate IUU fishing and fishing related activities in support of such activities,
taking into account as appropriate the FAO International Plan of Action to Prevent, Deter and Eliminate
IUU Fishing?
Cooperation and exchange of information (Article 6)

4.1

In order to promote the effective implementation of the Agreement, does your country cooperate and/or
exchange information in relation to the objective of the Agreement with:

-

4.1.1

Other relevant States

Yes/No

4.1.2

Relevant RFMO / As

Yes/No

4.1.3

FAO

Yes/No

4.1.4

Other IGOs

Yes/No

4.1.5

Other (specify)

Yes/No

Designation of ports (Article 7)
5.1

Has your country designated ports to receive foreign vessels that are conducting fishing and fishing related
activities, as required under the Agreement?

Yes/No

5.1.1

Does any of the designated ports restrict landings to specific types of products? (i.e. frozen, refrigerated,
fresh)

Yes/No

O

Question
Number

Questions

5.2

Has the list of designated ports been provided to the FAO?

5.3

In each of the designated ports, is there sufficient capacity to conduct inspections pursuant to the
Agreement?

Response Type

Optional (O)

FAO database
Yes/No

Advance request for port entry (Article 8)
6.1
6.1.1
6.1.1.1
6.1.2
6.1.3

Does your country require an advance request for port entry?

Yes/No

Does your country require, as a minimum standard, the information requested within Annex A of the
Agreement, prior to granting entry to a vessel into its port?

Yes/No

Does the advance request for port entry in your country go beyond the information required on Annex
A of the Agreement?

Yes/No

What is the general minimum required time for the advance request for port entry? (please specify)

O

Hours

Are there any particular situations where a different minimum required time for the advance request for
port entry applies?

O
O

Yes/No
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Port entry, authorisation or denial (Article 9)
7.1

Which State agencies / ministries will implement the procedures and/or the activities related to the
authorisation or the denial of entry into port?

-

7.1.1

Customs

Yes/No

7.1.2

Fisheries

Yes/No

7.1.3

Health

Yes/No

7.1.4

Immigration

Yes/No

7.1.5

Maritime

Yes/No

7.1.6

Navy / Coast guard

Yes/No

7.1.7

Police

Yes/No

7.1.8

Port authority

Yes/No

7.1.9

Veterinary / Quarantine

Yes/No

7.1.10

Other (specify)

O

Question
Number
7.2

7.2.1
7.2.1.1
7.3

Questions

Response Type

After receiving an advanced request for port entry, does your country determine whether the vessel was
engaged in IUU fishing or fishing related activities in support of such fishing in order to authorise or deny
entry into port?

Yes/No

Does your country have a standardised method to determining whether vessels requesting port entry have
engaged in IUU fishing or fishing related activities in support of such fishing?

Yes/No

Which State agencies / ministries will participate in the process of determining whether to authorise port
entry for those vessels making requests?

Yes/No

7.3.2

Fisheries

Yes/No

7.3.3

Health

Yes/No

7.3.4

Immigration

Yes/No

7.3.5

Maritime

Yes/No

7.3.6

Navy / Coast guard

Yes/No

7.3.7

Police

Yes/No

7.3.8

Port authority

Yes/No

7.3.9

Veterinary / Quarantine
Other (specify)
Which State agencies / ministries will participate in the process of determining whether to deny port entry
for those vessels making requests?

7.4.1

Customs

7.4.2

Fisheries

7.4.3

Health

7.4.4

Immigration

7.4.5

Maritime

7.4.6

Navy / Coast guard

7.4.7

Police

7.4.8

Port authority

O
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Customs

7.4

O
O

Does this standardised method include a risk assessment?

7.3.1

7.3.10

Optional (O)

Yes/No
O

Question
Number
7.4.9
7.4.10
7.5
7.5.1
7.6

Questions

Response Type

Veterinary / Quarantine
Other (specify)
To determine whether to authorise entry into port, is the cooperation of a vessel’s flag State requested?

Yes/No

To determine whether to authorise entry into port, is the cooperation of a vessel’s flag State requested
only when the risk assessment so determines?

Yes/No

Which data / information sources are used to inform the decision to authorise or deny entry into port?

-

National records (including fisheries and other relevant ministries / agencies)

Yes/No

7.6.2

VMS

Yes/No

7.6.3

AIS

Yes/No

7.6.4

Electronic logbook

Yes/No

7.6.5

Fishing license/authorisations

Yes/No

7.6.6

Compliance history

Yes/No

7.6.7

RFMO/A records

Yes/No

7.6.8

Data / information from the flag State

Yes/No

7.6.9

Data / information from other relevant States (coastal and port States)

Yes/No

7.6.10

Global Record of Fishing Vessels, Refrigerated Transport Vessels and Supply Vessels

Yes/No

7.6.11

Other regional or international vessel records (specify)

Yes/No

7.6.12

Other (specify)

Yes/No

Has your country have measures in place to deny vessels entry into port when there is sufficient proof that
it has conducted IUU fishing activities or activities in support of such fishing, in particular the inclusion
into a list of vessels engaged in such fishing or fishing related activities adopted by RFMO/A(s), in
conformity with international law and in a manner consistent with Article 10 of this Agreement?

Yes/No

Has your country denied a vessel entry into port due to having sufficient proof that the vessel had
conducted IUU fishing or fishing activities in support of such activities?

Yes/No

7.8

In the case of denial of entry, is the decision communicated, to the extent possible, to:

-

7.8.1

The flag State

Yes/No

7.8.2

Relevant coastal States

Yes/No

7.8.3

Relevant RFMO/A(s)

Yes/No

O
O

25

7.6.1

7.7

Optional (O)

O

Question
Number
7.8.4

Questions
Other relevant international organisations (specify)

Response Type

Optional (O)

Yes/No

Force Majeure (Article 10)
8.1

Does your country have provisions in place to allow entry into port in accordance with international law
for reasons of force majeure or distress?

Yes/No

Use of ports (Article 11)
9.1

Which State agencies / ministries will enforce the procedures and/or the activities related to the
authorisation or the denial of use of port?

-

Customs

Yes/No

9.1.2

Fisheries

Yes/No

9.1.3

Health

Yes/No

9.1.4

Immigration

Yes/No

9.1.5

Maritime

Yes/No

9.1.6

Navy / Coast guard

9.1.7

Police

Yes/No

9.1.8

Port authority

Yes/No

9.1.9

Veterinary / Quarantine

9.1.10
9.2

Other (specify)
Once a vessel has entered its ports, does your country have measures in place to deny use of port if it finds
that:
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9.1.1

O

Yes/No

Yes/No
-

9.2.1

The vessel does not have a valid and applicable authorisation to engage in fishing and fishing activities
required by its flag State?

Yes/No

9.2.2

The vessel does not have a valid and applicable authorisation to engage in fishing and fishing activities
required by the coastal State in respect to areas under the national jurisdiction of that State?

Yes/No

9.2.3

There is clear evidence that the fish on board was taken in contravention of applicable requirements of a
coastal State in respect to areas under the national jurisdiction of that State?

Yes/No

9.2.4

The flag State does not confirm within a reasonable period of time that the fish on board the vessel was
taken in accordance with applicable requirements of a relevant RFMO?

Yes/No

Question
Number
9.2.5
9.3

Questions
There is reasonable grounds to believe that the vessel was otherwise engaged in IUU fishing or fishing
related activities in support of such fishing?
Have there been any cases where your country has denied use of port due to:

Response Type
Yes/No
-

9.3.1

The vessel does not have a valid and applicable authorisation to engage in fishing and fishing activities
required by its flag State?

Yes/No

9.3.2

The vessel does not have a valid and applicable authorisation to engage in fishing and fishing activities
required by the coastal State in respect to areas under the national jurisdiction of that State?

Yes/No

9.3.3

There is clear evidence that the fish on board was taken in contravention of applicable requirements of a
coastal State in respect to areas under the national jurisdiction of that State?

Yes/No

9.3.4

The flag State does not confirm within a reasonable period of time that the fish on board the vessel was
taken in accordance with applicable requirements of a relevant RFMO?

Yes/No

9.3.5

There is reasonable grounds to believe that the vessel was otherwise engaged in IUU fishing or fishing
related activities in support of such fishing?

Yes/No

9.4

In the case of denial of use of port, is the decision communicated to the extent possible to:

Optional (O)

O

-

The flag State

9.4.2

Relevant coastal States when appropriate

Yes/No/NA

9.4.3

Relevant RFMO/A(s) when appropriate

Yes/No/NA

9.4.4

Other relevant international organisations (specify)

Yes/No/NA
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9.4.1

Yes/No

9.5

Does your country withdraw its denial of the use of its port, if there is sufficient proof that the grounds on
which use was denied were inadequate or erroneous or that such grounds no longer apply?

Yes/No

9.5.1

In cases where your country has withdrawn its denial of use of its port, does your country promptly notify
those to whom the notification was issued?

Yes/No

Levels and priorities for inspection (Article 12)
10.1

Does your country inspect the number of vessels in its ports required to reach an annual level of inspection
that is sufficient to achieve the objective of this Agreement?

10.2

Do you have a minimum level of inspection that your country considers to be required to achieve the
objectives of this Agreement?

10.2.1

Has this minimum level of inspection been attained?

Yes/No
Yes/No comment
Yes/No

O
O

Question
Number
10.3

Questions

Response Type

In determining which vessels to inspect, are measures in place to prioritise::

10.3.1

Vessels denied entry or use of port in accordance with this Agreement?

Yes/No/NA

10.3.2

Request from other relevant Parties, States or RFMO/A requesting that a particular vessel be inspected,
particularly where such requests are supported by evidence of IUU fishing or fishing related activities in
support of such fishing?

Yes/No/NA

10.3.3
10.4

Optional (O)

Other vessels with clear grounds for suspecting that they have engaged in IUU fishing or fishing related
activities in support of such fishing?

Yes/No/NA

Have there been cases in your country where a vessel has been inspected due to information obtained on:

10.4.1

Vessels denied entry or use of port in accordance with this Agreement?

10.4.2

Request from other relevant Parties, States or RFMO/A requesting that a particular vessel be inspected,
particularly where such requests are supported by evidence of IUU fishing or fishing related activities in
support of such fishing?

10.4.3

Other vessels with clear grounds for suspecting that they have engaged in IUU fishing or fishing related
activities in support of such fishing?

O
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Conduct of inspections (Article 13)
11.1

Which State agencies/ministries will conduct the inspection of the vessel?

O

11.1.1

Customs

Yes/No

11.1.2

Fisheries

Yes/No

11.1.3

Health

Yes/No

11.1.4

Immigration

Yes/No

11.1.5

Maritime

Yes/No

11.1.6

Navy / Coast guard

Yes/No

11.1.7

Police

Yes/No

11.1.8

Port authority

Yes/No

Veterinary / Quarantine
11.1.9
11.2
11.2.1

Other (specify)
Does your country’s inspection procedures:
include the functions set forth in Annex B as a minimum standard?

Yes/No
Yes/No

Question
Number

Questions

Response Type

ensure that inspections are carried out by properly qualified inspectors are authorised for this purpose,
taking into account the guidelines set out in Annex E of the Agreement for the training of inspectors?

Yes/No

11.2.3

require inspectors, prior to an inspection, to present to the master of the vessel an appropriate document
identifying the inspector as such?

Yes/No

11.2.4

ensure that its inspectors examine all relevant areas on board, the nets and any other gear, equipment, and
any other document or record on board that is relevant to verifying compliance with relevant conservation
and management measures?

Yes/No

11.2.5

require the master of the vessel to give inspectors all necessary assistance and information, and to present
relevant material and document as may be required, or certified copied there of?

Yes/No

11.2.6

in case of appropriate arrangements, invite the flag State of the vessel to participate in the inspection?

Yes/No

11.2.7

make all possible efforts to avoid unduly delaying the vessel to minimize interference and inconvenience,
including any unnecessary presence of inspectors on board, and to avoid action that would adversely affect
the quality of the fish on board?

Yes/No

11.2.8

make all possible efforts to facilitate communication with the master or senior crew members of the vessel,
including where possible and where needed that the inspector is accompanied by an interpreter?

Yes/No

11.2.9

ensure that inspections are conducted in a fair, transparent and non-discriminatory manner and would not
constitute harassment of any vessel?

Yes/No

not interfere with the master’s ability, in conformity with international law, to communicate with the
authorities of the flag State?

Yes/No

11.2.10
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11.2.2

Optional (O)

Results of inspections (Article 14)
12.1
12.1.1

Does your country, as a minimum standard, include the information set out in Annex C of the Agreement
in the written report of the results of each inspection?

Yes/No

Do the written reports go beyond the information set out in Annex C?

Yes/No

Transmittal of inspection results (Article 15)
13.1

Does your country transmit the results of each inspection to the flag State of the inspected vessel?

-

13.2

Does your country transmit the results of each inspection to, as appropriate:

-

13.2.1

Those States for which there is evidence through inspection that the vessel has engaged in IUU fishing or
fishing related activities in support of such fishing within waters under their national jurisdiction

Yes/No

O

Question
Number

Questions

Response Type

13.2.2

The State of which the vessel’s master is a national

Yes/No

13.2.3

RFMO/A(s)

Yes/No

13.2.4

FAO

Yes/No

13.2.5

Other relevant international organizations (specify)

Optional (O)

Yes/No

Electronic exchange of information (Article 16)
14.1

Has your country designated an authority that shall act as contact point for the exchange of information
under this Agreement?

14.2

Does your country have a national communication mechanism that allows for direct electronic sharing of
information relevant to this agreement?

Yes/No

14.3

Does your country use any electronic information exchange mechanism to communicate with a vessel’s
flag State, other port or coastal States?

Yes/No

Yes/No

Does your country use any bilateral electronic information exchange mechanisms

Yes/No

14.3.2

Does your country use any regional electronic information exchange mechanims

Yes/No

14.4

Is information to be transmitted through information exchange mechanisms consistent with Annex D of
the Agreement?
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14.3.1

O

Yes/No

Training of inspectors (Article 17)
15.1

Has your country trained its inspectors, taking into consideration the guidelines for the training of
inspectors set forth in Annex E of the Agreement?

Yes/No
Yes/No

15.2
15.2.1
15.2.1.1

Have any of your country's national inspectors participated in PSM training courses conducted by other
States / organisations?
If yes, please indicate which organisations:
Other Parties

Yes/No
Yes/No

Non-Parties
15.2.1.2

FAO

Yes/No

15.2.1.3

RFMO/A(s)

Yes/No

15.2.1.4

Other (specify)

Yes/No

O

Question
Number

Questions

Response Type

Optional (O)

Port State actions following inspection (Article 18)
16.1

16.1.1

Where, following an inspection, there are clear grounds for believing that a vessel has engaged in IUU
fishing or fishing related activities in support of such fishing, does your country have a process in place to
promptly notify its findings to:
The flag State

Yes/No/NA

And as appropriate:
Relevant coastal States

Yes/No/NA

16.1.3

Relevant RFMO/As

Yes/No/NA

16.1.4

Other international organizations (specify)

Yes/No/NA

In such cases, does your country have a process in place to deny the vessel the use of its port for landing,
transshipping, packaging and processing of fish that have not been previously landed and for other port
services, including, inter alia, refuelling and resupplying, maintenance and drydocking, if these actions
have not already been taken in respect of the vessel, in a manner consistent with this Agreement, including
Article 4?

Yes/No/NA

16.2

16.3

Have cases occurred in your country where vessels have been denied use of port following an inspection,
where there are clear grounds for believing that a vessel has engaged in IUU fishing or fishing related
activities in support of such fishing?
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16.1.2

O
Yes/No

Information on recourse in a port State (Article 19)
17.1

Does your country have a process in place to maintain the relevant information on recourse available to the
public in accordance with the Agreement, with regard to PSMs taken pursuant to:

17.1.1

Article 9 - Port entry, authorization and denial

Yes/No

17.1.2

Article 11 - Use of ports

Yes/No

O

17.1.3

Article 13 - Conduct of inspections

Yes/No

O

17.1.4

Article 18 - Port State action following inspection

Yes/No

17.2

17.2.1

Does your country have a process in place to provide information on recourse to the owner, operator,
master or representative of a vessel, in accordance with the Agreement, with regard to PSMs taken
pursuant to:
Article 9 - Port entry, authorization and denial

Yes/No

O

O

Question
Number

Questions

Response Type

17.2.2

Article 11 - Use of ports

Yes/No

17.2.3

Article 13 - Conduct of inspections

Yes/No

17.2.4

Article 18 - Port State action following inspection

Yes/No

17.3

Has your country provided information on recourse to the owner, operator, master or representative of a
vessel with regard to PSMs taken pursuant to:

O

Article 9 - Port entry, authorization and denial

Yes/No

17.3.2

Article 11 - Use of ports

Yes/No

17.3.3

Article 13 - Conduct of inspections

Yes/No

17.3.4

Article 18 - Port State action following inspection

Yes/No

17.4

Does your country have measures in place to report the outcome of any such recourse to the flag State and
the owner, operator, master or representative, as appropriate?

Yes/No

17.5

Has your country reported the outcome of any such recourse to the flag State and the owner, operator,
master or representative, as appropriate?

Yes/No

17.6

In cases where other Parties, States or international organisations have been informed of the prior decision
pursuant to Articles 9, 11, 13 or 18, does your country have a process in place to inform them of any
change in this decision?

Yes/No
Yes/No/NA

Role of flag State (Article 20)
18.1

Does your country require the vessels entitled to fly its flag to cooperate with the port State in inspections
carried out pursuant to this Agreement?

18.2

In accordance with Article 20 paragraph 2 of the Agreement, does your country, as appropriate, request
that State to inspect the vessel or to take other measures consistent with this Agreement?

18.3

Does your country encourage vessels entitled to fly your flag to land, tranship, package and process fish,
and use other port services, in ports of States that are acting in accordance with, or in a manner consistent
with this Agreement?

Yes/No
Yes/No/NA
Yes/No

O
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17.3.1

In cases where other Parties, States or international organisations have been informed of the prior decision
pursuant to Articles 9, 11, 13 or 18, has your country has your country informed them of any change in
this decision?

Optional (O)

O

Question
Number
18.4

18.5

18.6

Questions

Response Type

In cases where, following port State inspection, your country receives an inspection report indicating that
there are clear grounds to believe that a vessel entitled to fly your flag has engaged in IUU fishing or
fishing related activities in support of such fishing, does it immediately and fully investigate the matter
and, upon sufficient evidence, take enforcement action without delay in accordance with its laws and
regulations?

Yes/No

Does your country, in its capacity as a flag State, report to other Parties, relevant port States and, as
appropriate, other relevant States, regional fisheries management organizations and FAO on actions it has
taken in respect of vessels entitled to fly your flag that, as a result of port State measures taken pursuant to
this Agreement, have been determined to have engaged in IUU fishing or fishing related activities in
support of such fishing?

Yes/No

Does your country ensure that measures applied to vessels entitled to fly your flag are at least as effective
in preventing, deterring, and eliminating IUU fishing and fishing related activities in support of such
fishing as measures applied to vessels referred to in paragraph 1 of Article 3?

Yes/No

Optional (O)

Requirements of developing States (Article 21)
Has your country obtained external assistance on PSMA implementation?

19.2

Please select from which actors you received external assistance:

Yes/No/NA
-

19.2.1

Other States

Yes/No

19.2.2

FAO

Yes/No

19.2.3

RFMO/A(s)

Yes/No

19.2.4

Other (specify)

Yes/No

Supplementary questions:
Has the UN/LOCODE allocated for all your country’s designated ports?
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19.1
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APPENDIX 5
Statement by the Icelandic delegation at the PSMA Technical Working Group on
Information Exchange (TWG-IE) meeting in Seoul, 14-17 May 2019
Following are the main points made in a statement from Iceland at the Open-Ended Technical Working
Group on Information Exchange:
Main takeaways:
-Iceland has contributed USD 800 000 to the development of PSMA Global Information Exchange
System” (GIES). The expected period of the development of the system is four years.
-Iceland also has promised to contribute in-kind technical assistance to FAO during the same
period for development programs relating to marine ecosystems. This will, amongst other
components, include states needing assistance to be PSMA compliant.
-The Memorandum of Understanding between Iceland and FAO is covered in this press release:
http://www.fao.org/news/story/en/item/1186158/icode/?fbclid=IwAR2gf8yBbQjNZ53jW8662Oj1RF
ULhUvStAmttgPQwQvg_YMNo3BP_upydUo

I.
Iceland places great emphasis on the sustainability of the fisheries sector, not only in its own waters but
worldwide. It gives me, therefore, pleasure to inform this meeting that the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of
Iceland has recently signed an agreement with FAO, a Memorandum of Understanding, with the overall
goal to design and implement programs supporting the long-term conservation of living marine
ecosystems and unlock the potential of world’s marine and freshwater ecosystems.
Through this Memorandum of Understanding, Iceland intends to support FAO in three areas:
i)
ii)
iii)

the implementation of the 2009 Port State Measures Agreement;
the “Oceans and Blue Growth” component of the Flexible Multi-Partner Mechanism (FMM);
and
the reduction of abandoned lost or otherwise discarded fishing gear (ALDFG) worldwide.

With regard to the first area, the implementation of the PSMA, I would like to highlight that the PSMA is
a cost-effective tool to fight illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing, or IUU fishing, a problem that
has been recognised as one of the major threats to sustainable fisheries worldwide.
The PSMA is, therefore, a useful instrument in achieving the goals of long-term sustainability as set forth
in the United Nations 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and the 1995 Code of Conduct for
Responsible Fisheries.
II.
The PSMA has been in force since 2016. However, in order to carry out the fight against IUU fishing in
an effective way, it is necessary to have an information-sharing mechanism that will support the
implementation of the PSMA.
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This information-sharing mechanism, which is the subject of Article 16 of the PSMA, has been discussed
at both the first meeting of the PSMA Parties and the first meeting of this working group. In this regard,
the Parties to the PSMA have given to FAO the responsibility of developing the information exchange
system. Last year, the FAO Committee on Fisheries (COFI) welcomed these discussions and provided
further guidance on the way forward.
After having consulted with the FAO Secretariat, I am happy to inform you that the Ministry for Foreign
Affairs of Iceland has decided to provide funds to FAO over a period of four years of a total of
USD 800 000, that would be dedicated for the development of the “PSMA Global Information Exchange
System”, or GIES.
It is our understanding that this amount would be sufficient to cover all the costs related to the
development, testing and deployment of the first version of the GIES to the concerned institutions and
authorities of the PSMA Parties.

III.
It goes without saying that the development of the GIES will be guided by this working group and the
Meeting of the Parties. The project also foresees the engagement of the Parties to the PSMA and their
respective national authorities responsible for fisheries governance.
Therefore, Iceland would like to encourage the members of this working group as well as other Parties to
the PSMA to participate in the successful completion of the PSMA Global Information Exchange System.
In addition Iceland would like to note to the participants of this meeting that Parties to PSMA or states
aspiring to reach PSMA compliance can take advantage of the offer of Iceland to make available technical
assistance based on needs assessment and availability at any given time. This is especially relevant for
SIDS and LDCs. Applications for this kind of assistance will be facilitated through FAO based on the
MoU with Iceland.
Thank you.

