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Abstract 
There has been growing concern over the sustainability of marine megafauna 
exposed to bycatch fishing mortality. This study assembled databases of 
mitigation methods for at-risk species exposed to pelagic longline, tuna purse 
seine and drift gillnet fisheries. The databases enable the discovery of bycatch 
mitigation methods and enable accounting for multispecies effects of alternative 
bycatch mitigation strategies across exposed populations and stocks of at-risk 
species. The study defines key inputs for comprehensive, multispecies bycatch 
management strategy evaluation of: the size of the effect of an intervention on 
catch and fishing mortality rates; multispecies conflicts and mutual benefits; 
strength of evidence, including in practice; commercial viability costs; compliance 
likelihood; and rates of components of fishing mortality. The robust evaluation of 
alternative bycatch management strategies against this suite of criteria enables 
simulating the outcomes of alternative strategies to determine which best meets 
objectives. The report includes a draft Decision or Resolution on holistic bycatch 
MSE to aid regional fisheries management organizations in identifying candidate 
elements for potential inclusion in measures. 
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Executive Summary 

There has been growing concern over the sustainability of marine megafauna exposed to bycatch 
fishing mortality. To enable the discovery of bycatch mitigation methods for tuna fisheries and to 
identify any multispecies conflicts, this study assembled databases of cross-gear and gear-specific 
catch mitigation methods for exposed at-risk species. Methods were identified to mitigate the catch 
and fishing mortality rates of at-risk species that are applicable across marine capture fishing gear 
types and that are applicable specifically to pelagic longline, tuna purse seine, and drift gillnet 
fisheries. To identify any multispecies conflicts, each bycatch mitigation method record identifies the 
direction of effect, if any, on catch and fishing mortality rates by at-risk species group. The 
information in the assembled databases supports evidence-informed integrated bycatch 
management that accounts for the multispecies effects of alternative bycatch mitigation strategies.  

The report also defines key inputs for comprehensive, multispecies bycatch management strategy 
evaluation (MSE). This includes accounting for:  

(1) Effect size: The size of the effect of an intervention on catch and fishing mortality rates enables 
determining the relative contribution of alternative bycatch management measures towards 
meeting objectives.  

(2) Multispecies conflicts and mutual benefits: Some methods mitigate the catch or fishing 
mortality rate of one at-risk bycatch species but exacerbate adverse impacts on another. Other 
methods can benefit multiple exposed populations and stocks of at-risk bycatch species. 
Identifying conflicts as well as mutual benefits from alternative bycatch management methods 
supports carefully considered, intentional tradeoffs.  

(3) Strength of evidence: The relative degree of risk of error and bias of efficacy of alternative 
bycatch management measures provides information on the relative strength of evidence. For 
example, single studies have higher risks of error and bias and are more context-specific than 
meta-analytic syntheses, where evidence from meta-analytic synthesis studies is generalizable 
and relevant over diverse settings and ideally should inform the development of regional-level 
bycatch policy.  

(4) Evidence of efficacy in practice: Particularly for bycatch mitigation methods that rely on crew 
behavior, the efficacies of some bycatch mitigation measures might be less effective during real-
world, commercial fishing operations, as determined through analyses of observer and 
electronic monitoring data, than under controlled conditions of experiments. It is therefore 
important to validate through observational and “pragmatic” studies that the efficacy of an 
intervention when used under controlled conditions is of similar effectiveness when employed in 
real-world conditions.  

(5) Commercial viability costs: Bycatch mitigation methods can create economic viability, 
practicality and crew safety costs.  

(6) Compliance likelihood: Compliance likelihood with alternative weighting designs can be 
influenced by whether fishers would be expected to voluntarily employ the design based on the 
costs to commercial viability and how different the design is from conventional practices. If 
voluntary compliance is not likely, then compliance is influenced by the robustness of the 
fishery’s management framework. Fisheries with deficits in monitoring, control, surveillance or 
enforcement systems, or where outcomes of enforcement actions are inadequate incentives for 
compliance, have a high risk of noncompliance. 

(7) Rates of components of fishing mortality: The efficacies of alternative bycatch management 
methods vary depending on the species-specific rates of components of fishing mortality. For 
example, retention bans and limits, bans on shark finning, and international trade bans might 
not be effective for species with high at-vessel and post-release mortality rates unless the 
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measures cause a reduction in shark targeting practices. Methods that reduce catch rates 
contribute to reduced total fishing mortality regardless of the rates of components of fishing 
mortality. 
 

The robust evaluation of alternative bycatch management strategies against this suite of criteria 
enables fisheries stakeholders to simulate which alternative strategy best meets objectives. The 
report includes a case study of application of a decision support tool for integrated bycatch MSE. 
The report also includes a draft Decision or Resolution on holistic bycatch MSE to aid regional 
fisheries management organizations to identify candidate elements for potential inclusion in 
measures.  
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1. Introduction 

Fisheries can have profound impacts on co-occurring, incidentally caught bycatch1 species, 
particularly those with low intrinsic population growth rates, late maturity and other life history traits 
that make them especially vulnerable to anthropogenic mortality (Musick 1999; Chaloupka 2002; 
Forrest and Walters 2009; Pardo et al. 2016; Dulvy et al. 2021). There has been growing concern 
over the sustainability of bycatch mortality of marine megafauna given their vulnerability to 
exploitation, ecosystem-level cascading effects through food web links for some apex predators in 
some systems (Estes et al. 2011; McCauley et al. 2015; Young et al. 2016; Pacoureau et al. 2021), 
and reduced population fitness from fisheries-induced evolution (Stevens et al. 2000; Heino et al. 
2015). There has also been increasing attention to risks that bycatch poses to food, nutrition, and 
livelihood security (Belton and Thilsted 2014; Bene et al. 2015; FAO 2020).  

Fisheries bycatch is currently largely managed in a piecemeal manner and not through the holistic, 
multispecies evaluation of alternative bycatch management strategies to identify the strategy that 
best meets objectives. Management strategy evaluation (MSE) has conventionally been applied to 
evaluate the likely performance and tradeoffs of alternative fisheries management strategies 
against objectives for individual stocks of principal market species, and more recently for 
multispecies, ecosystem-level, and bycatch evaluations (Punt et al., 2016; Kaplan et al., 2021). 
Some bycatch MSE approaches have used expert opinion (Arlidge et al., 2020; Booth et al., 2020) 
and others have employed quantitative, model-based approaches (Tuck, 2011; Harley et al., 2015; 
Harley and Pilling, 2016; Smith et al., 2021). The narrow scope of bycatch MSE assessments (e.g., 
to simulate the effects of alternative combinations of bycatch mitigation interventions on catch and 
mortality risk of selected epipelagic sharks; Harley et al., 2015; Harley and Pilling, 2016) 
theoretically, given the availability of robust data inputs, could be expanded to simulate effects 
across exposed at-risk bycatch species and for a broader range of objectives (multispecies 
conflicts, costs to commercial viability, compliance likelihood; see Section 5.1).  

Global guidance on bycatch management, including from the Food and Agriculture Organization of 
the United Nations, is single-taxa specific and has not accounted for cross-taxa objectives 
(seabirds, FAO 1999a; sharks, FAO 1999b; sea turtles, FAO 2010; marine mammals, FAO, 2021). 
Regional fisheries management organizations (RFMOs) also employ taxa-specific bycatch 
conservation and management measures, e.g., a standalone measure to manage fisheries bycatch 
of sea turtles, a separate measure for seabirds, etc., that are not based on multispecies bycatch 
MSE (Gilman et al. 2014b; ISSF 2017a). 

 

1 Because of the broad diversity in global fisheries — including in their markets, management frameworks, and fisher practices 
— the definition of bycatch varies by individual fishery and over time. There is tremendous variability in bycatch definitions, 
including those adopted by different nations, in fishery-specific management plans and regulations, and in publications. For 
example, disparate bycatch definitions applied to tuna fisheries have included: species other than tunas (small-scale tuna 
fisheries, Gillett 2011); dead discards (purse seine fisheries, Hall and Roman 2013); and captured species other than tuna and 
tuna-like species and billfishes (longline fisheries, Clarke et al. 2014; tuna fisheries, IOTC, 2024). As a result, the Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) has deemed it impossible to adopt a standard international definition of 
bycatch (FAO 2011). 
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Fragmented, piecemeal bycatch management systems can cause unintended multispecies conflicts 
(Gilman et al. 2019). Some methods that mitigate the catch or mortality of one vulnerable bycatch 
species can exacerbate risks to others. This includes, for example, acoustic pingers (pingers 
reduce the bycatch of small cetaceans and seabirds but increase the bycatch of bottlenose dolphins 
and some pinnipeds); alternative hook shapes used in longline fisheries (circle hooks used in place 
of J-shaped hooks of the same size reduce marine turtle at-vessel mortality rates and leatherback 
turtle catch rates, and reduce at-vessel mortality rates of sharks, but increase shark catch rates); 
tuna purse seine set type (e.g., in some regions, drifting FAD sets have higher shark but lower 
Mobulid ray catch per set compared to free school sets); and spatial management such as no-take 
marine protected areas (e.g., fishing effort displaced from a closed area can reduce catch of sharks 
but increase catch of seabirds) (Dagorn et al., 2013; Hall and Roman, 2013; Clarke et al. 2014; 
Gilman et al. 2019, 2022). 

When bycatch is managed in a piecemeal, species-by-species fashion, cross-taxa conflicts that are 
unplanned, with unintended consequences, can result. Instead, conducting holistic, multispecies 
MSE — to identify conflicts as well as mutual benefits among bycatch species groups from 
implementing alternative bycatch management strategies — supports carefully considered, 
intentional tradeoffs when cross-taxa conflicts cannot be avoided. Through multispecies MSE, the 
bycatch management measures adopted by decision-makers would cause known and acceptable 
cross-taxa tradeoffs that best meet objectives (Gilman et al., 2019). Multispecies MSE predicts how 
well an individual alternative bycatch management strategy is likely to meet specific, measurable 
objectives on: desired catch and fishing mortality rates and levels of at-risk bycatch; acceptable 
multispecies tradeoffs; and acceptable costs to economic viability, practicality, and crew safety. 
Then, the MSE process can compare alternative strategies’ simulated outcomes so that managers 
can select the framework that best meets objectives. 

There are, however, numerous bycatch mitigation methods that do not create conflicts and in some 
cases result in shared benefits to multiple at-risk bycatch groups. For example, using non-
entangling and biodegradable designs of fish aggregating devices (FADs) in tuna purse seine 
fisheries reduces the entanglement of sharks, marine turtles, and other groups without exacerbating 
the bycatch of other at-risk species (ISSF, 2019). Various seabird bycatch mitigation methods that 
prevent seabird access to pelagic longline baited hooks during setting, such as side-setting and 
bird-scaring tori lines, do not cause multispecies conflicts (Clarke et al. 2014). Employing an 
integrated approach to evaluate alternative bycatch management strategies allows management 
authorities to identify mitigation methods that cause multispecies conflicts so that any unavoidable 
conflicts are intentional, planned and acceptable tradeoffs.  

To support the discovery of candidate bycatch management methods and the implementation of 
multispecies bycatch MSE, this study assembled databases of cross-gear and gear-specific 
bycatch mitigation methods for at-risk species exposed to fisheries bycatch (Appendices 1-4). 
Methods were identified to mitigate the catch and fishing mortality rates of at-risk species groups 
that are applicable across marine capture fishing gear types and that are applicable specifically to 
pelagic longline, tuna purse seine, and drift gillnet gear types. Drift gillnets (driftnet), typically used 
in multispecies fisheries, have relatively high catch rates of at-risk species (Ardill et al., 2012; Gillett. 
2011; Northridge et al., 2017; Gray and Kennelly, 2018; Roda et al., 2019). Purse seine and pelagic 
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longline, the main gear types used to catch global tuna and tuna-like species (Scombroidei) and 
billfishes (Xiphioidei), can also have substantial bycatch of at-risk species (Gilman, 2011; Gray and 
Kennelly, 2018; FAO, 2023; Hare et al., 2023; ISSF, 2023). To identify any multispecies conflicts, 
the direction of effect, if any, caused by a bycatch mitigation method on catch and fishing mortality 
rates is identified by individual at-risk bycatch species groups. The report includes a draft RFMO 
Decision or Resolution on holistic bycatch management (Appendix 5) to aid RFMOs with identifying 
elements for their potential inclusion in their draft measures. The report defines key inputs for 
holistic bycatch MSE. The information in the assembled databases supports evidence-informed 
integrated bycatch management that accounts for the multispecies effects of alternative bycatch 
mitigation strategies. 
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2. Methods to Mitigate the Bycatch of At-risk Species in 
Tuna Fisheries 

Tables 1-4 (contained in Appendices 1-4) describe methods to mitigate the catch and fishing 
mortality rates of at-risk species groups that are susceptible to bycatch in pelagic longline, tuna 
purse seine, and drift gillnet fisheries. Table 1 contains methods that are applicable across marine 
capture fishery gear types. Tables 2-4 describe bycatch mitigation methods specific to pelagic 
longline, tuna purse seine, and drift gillnet gear types, respectively. The review for drift gillnet 
fisheries focused on evidence from the Indian Ocean where gillnet fisheries supply about a third of 
tuna landings (Anderson et al., 2020). The drift gillnet review also included evidence from outside 
this region, recognizing that the responses to bycatch mitigation methods are likely applicable 
across regions. Most of the bycatch mitigation methods included in the tables are commercially 
available and are in use in some fisheries. However, the tables also include some methods that 
currently have limited or no industry uptake, including those that are in the concept or initial R&D 
stage and are not currently commercially available. Bycatch mitigation methods that pose a risk of 
injuring vulnerable bycatch species (e.g., fish and vegetable oil slicks, lasers, and acoustic 
harassment devices, WPRFMC 2019) were included with notes about this risk.  

To identify any multispecies conflicts, for each bycatch mitigation method, the direction of effect, if 
any, of the method on catch and fishing mortality rates is identified by individual at-risk species 
groups. Catch rate refers to the number or weight of captures per unit of effort. Fishing mortality 
rate is used in this report to refer to the proportion of the catch that dies due to the fishery 
interaction.  

In Tables 1-4, the bycatch mitigation methods are categorized within tiers of a sequential mitigation 
hierarchy (Milner-Gulland et al., 2018; Booth et al. 2020; Gilman et al., 2023a). Measures that avoid 
the risk of capture of bycatch species are considered before those that minimize catch risk. These 
are then followed by remediation interventions that reduce one or more component of fishing 
mortality and sublethal impacts. Finally, offsets of residual impacts that were not possible to avoid, 
minimize, and remediate are considered as a last resort.  

Measures to avoid unwanted bycatch completely prevent one or more extrinsic factor that 
influences capture risk, referred to as susceptibility or catchability attributes. These attributes 
include areal (i.e., geospatial) overlap exposure, encounterability (i.e., vertical overlap) exposure, 
and selectivity (Stobutzki et al. 2002; Hobday et al. 2011). For example, spatiotemporal fisheries 
management, including static and permanent no-take marine protected areas to temporally- and 
spatially-dynamic closures, may avoid bycatch risk of a threatened species by eliminating areal or 
temporal overlap between fishing vessels and a species’ distribution (Gilman et al., 2022). 

Bycatch minimization methods reduce one or more capture susceptibility attribute. Bycatch 
minimization methods can be broadly categorized as: (1) input controls on effort, (2) output controls 
on catch levels or rates that indirectly also reduce fishing effort, and (3) measures that involve 
changes in fishing methods and gear designs that reduce areal overlap exposure, reduce vertical 
encounterability exposure, or increase selectivity to reduce bycatch rates (Pascoe et al., 2010; Hall 
et al. 2017; Poisson et al., 2022). Limited entry and buyback programs that reduce fishing capacity 
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are examples of bycatch minimization approaches. Spatiotemporal fisheries management that 
reduces areal or temporal overlap between a fishery and a bycatch species is an additional 
example. Changes in gear designs and fishing methods have been categorized according to their 
mechanism for reducing bycatch catchability (Broadhurst 2000; Werner et al. 2006; Willems et al. 
2016; Darquea et al. 2020): 

 reducing areal overlap 

 reducing depth overlap 

 reducing temporal overlap 

 increasing selectivity due to morphological characteristics or the design of a gear component 

 increasing escapement; 

 reducing gear detection 

 increasing gear detection 

 shielding the gear to limit access 

 repelling predators 

 reducing the attractiveness of the gear 

 

The next step in the bycatch mitigation hierarchy is to reduce the probability of fishing mortality. The 
components of total fishing mortality are (ICES 2005; Gilman et al. 2013):  

 pre-catch losses, where an organism that escapes prior to capture dies due to the fishing 
operation 

 retained catch 

 dead discards, where this non-retained catch may have been dead when the crew retrieved it 
upon the haulback of the gear, or retrieved alive but died by time the crew discarded it 

 ghost-fishing mortality by gear that was abandoned, lost, or discarded 

 post-release mortality of catch that is retrieved and then released alive but later dies due to 
stress and injury sustained from the fishing interaction 

 collateral (also referred to as unaccounted or cryptic) mortalities indirectly caused by various 
effects of fishing 
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For the first five components of fishing mortality, there are methods available to reduce the 
probability of mortality (e.g., Hall et al. 2017). Indirect, collateral sources of fishing mortality, 
however, are more challenging to document as well as to mitigate (ICES 2005; Uhlmann and 
Broadhurst 2015).  

The final, fourth tier of the bycatch mitigation hierarchy is to offset residual bycatch mortalities. To 
meet a “bycatch-neutral”, no-net-loss objective, residual adverse impacts that were not avoided and 
minimized could be offset by obtaining an equivalent gain — or a more-than-equivalent net gain 
could be obtained to meet a bycatch positive objective (Booth et al. 2021; Gilman et al., 2023a). 
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3. Main At-risk Species Exposed to Tuna Fisheries and 
Sources of Uncertainty in Bycatch Estimates 

A targeted literature review was conducted to compile relevant publications, which were then 
synthesized to estimate capture rates and magnitudes of at-risk bycatch species in global pelagic 
longline, global tuna purse seine, and Indian Ocean drift gillnet fisheries. Future research could 
employ a substantially more robust, quantitative meta-analytic synthesis approach to provide 
optimal strength of evidence for estimated species- and gear-specific catch rates and magnitudes, 
such as methods employed by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations to 
estimate global fisheries discards (Roda et al., 2019).  

There are few global estimates of species- and gear-specific rates and magnitudes of bycatch of at-
risk species, and no estimates of temporal trends in bycatch. Even low levels of anthropogenic 
mortality of certain age classes and sex can threaten some populations of at-risk species exposed 
to fisheries bycatch (e.g., ca. 35 mortalities in gillnets in New Zealand threatens the viability of a 
yellow-eyed penguin population with 1700 pairs, Crawford et al., 2017). The weight of global 
discards, which includes non-retained at-risk bycatch, was first estimated by the Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) to be 27 MMT for the period 1992-2005, which 
was subsequently revised down to 20 MMT (Alverson et al., 1994; FAO, 1997a). A second 
assessment estimated global discards of 7.3 MMT for the period 1992 to 2005 (Kelleher, 2005) and 
the most recent third estimate was 9.1 MMT for the period 2010-2014 (95% CI: 6.7–16.1, 10.8% of 
the estimated mean weight of global catch) (Roda et al., 2019). This latest FAO discard estimate 
was around half of the initial estimate. The temporal pattern and estimate from FAO’s most recent 
assessment are both consistent with the findings of Zeller et al. (2018). 

The summaries of gear-specific at-risk bycatch below exclude teleost species. The understanding 
of the conservation status of teleost bycatch is extremely limited due to extremely poor data quality 
and few assessments. For example, very few of the >650 species of non-target teleost species that 
are captured in pelagic longline fisheries have been assessed at the global species-level, and 
substantially fewer at the stock and population level (Clarke et al., 2014). 

Pelagic longline fisheries can have substantial bycatch of sharks, rays, marine turtles, seabirds, 
and marine mammals (Gilman, 2011; Gray and Kennelly, 2018; FAO, 2023; Hare et al., 2023; ISSF, 
2023): 

 Seabirds: Most problematic at higher latitudes, longline bycatch is the main at-sea threat to 
most populations of albatrosses and petrels (Dias et al., 2019). Anderson et al. (2011) estimated 
that between 160,000 and potentially over 320,000 seabirds are killed each year in global 
longline fisheries (both pelagic and demersal), of which at least 50,000 are in pelagic longline 
fisheries. Albatross and petrel species make up the majority of seabird bycatch in the southern 
hemisphere and north Pacific pelagic longline fisheries. Shearwaters (Procellariidae spp.), gulls 
(Larus spp.), the northern gannet (Morus bassanus), storm petrels (Hydrobatidae spp.), and 
Mediterranean shag (Phalacrocorax aristotelis) make up the majority of seabird bycatch in the 
north Atlantic and Mediterranean (Valeiras and Caminas, 2003; Anderson et al., 2011; Karris et 
al., 2013; Clarke et al., 2014; Li et al., 2016).  
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 Marine turtles: Pelagic longline bycatch of marine turtles is problematic mainly in the tropics 
and subtropics, with anywhere between tens of thousands to hundreds of thousands estimated 
to be caught annually worldwide (Lewison et al., 2004; Lewison and Crowder, 2007; Gilman, 
2011; Wallace et al., 2013). Wallace et al. (2010) identified records of over 56,000 captures of 
marine turtle in global longline fisheries, representing a lower bound estimate, with most records 
coming from the Mediterranean Sea and the western Atlantic Ocean. Of the seven extant 
species of marine turtles, all are captured in pelagic longline fisheries. Six turtle species are 
categorized as threatened with extinction, and at least five are experiencing decreasing trends 
in absolute abundance (FAO, 2010).  

 Sharks and rays: Composing as much as half of the total catch in some pelagic longline 
fisheries, pelagic sharks can be target, incidental, or discarded bycatch (Gilman et al., 2008a; 
Clarke et al., 2014). Clarke et al. (2014) identified 79 species of elasmobranchs that have been 
documented to be captured in pelagic longline fisheries, of which 29 species were categorized 
as threatened with extinction (according to the 2012 IUCN Red List). Blue shark (Prionace 
glauca) and pelagic stingray (Pteroplatytrygon violacea) are the predominant shark and ray 
species, respectively, captured in global pelagic longline fisheries (Gilman, 2011).  

 Marine mammals: Cetaceans (baleen and toothed whales; dolphins and porpoises) and 
pinnipeds can be captured (Clarke et al., 2014). Isolated (e.g., island-associated) odontocete 
populations may be most at risk (Gilman, 2011). Several species of odontocetes depredate 
catch and bait in pelagic longline fisheries, which can result in their bycatch by becoming 
hooked or entangled in line, such as the false killer whale (Pseudorca crassidens), short-finned 
pilot whale (Globicephala macrorhynchus), and killer whale (Orcinus orca) (Hamer et al., 2012; 
Werner et al., 2015). 

The bycatch of at-risk species in tuna purse seine fisheries is summarized below (Dagorn et al., 
2013; Hall & Roman, 2013; Hare et al., 2023; ISSF, 2023b): 

 Sharks: Shark captures occur through encircling in the purse seine as well as entanglement in 
the netting of FAD appendages (Filmalter et al., 2013), however the latter threat is expected to 
be declining as purse seine fleets transition to using non-entangling drifting FAD designs. Silky 
shark (Carcharhinus falciformis) typically composes over 75% of the shark catch. The oceanic 
white tip (C. longimanus) is the next most frequently captured shark species, followed by 
hammerheads (Sphyrnidae) of which mainly the scalloped hammerhead (Sphyrna lewini) is 
captured, thresher sharks (Alopias spp.), and numerous other shark species that have relatively 
low catch rates (Dagorn et al., 2013; Hall and Roman, 2013; Poisson et al., 2014a; Filmalter et 
al., 2021; Gilman et al., 2024). Whale sharks (Rhincodon typus) can be captured when sets are 
intentionally or otherwise inadvertently made on live or dead whale sharks (Romanov, 2002; 
Dagorn et al., 2013; Hall and Roman, 2013; Gilman et al., 2024).  

 Rays: Primarily manta and devil rays (Mobula spp.) are captured, including the giant manta 
(Mobula birostris), giant devil ray (M. mobular), Chilean (sicklefin) devil ray (M. tarapacana), and 
spinetail mobula (M. japonica) (Amande et al., 2010, 2012; Hall and Roman, 2013; Croll et al., 
2016; Lezama-Ochoa et al. 2017). Croll et al. (2016) estimated that 13,000 mobulids are 
annually captured in global tuna purse seine fisheries. The pelagic stingray (Pteroplatytrygon 
violacea) is the only species of stingray captured in purse seine fisheries, but with a low catch 
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rate compared to the Mobulid species (Hall and Roman, 2013; Gilman et al., 2024). Mobulids 
may be captured during relatively infrequent intentional sets on large rays or can be 
inadvertently caught.  

 Marine mammals: Cetaceans may be captured during intentional sets on live or dead whales 
and dolphins or may be inadvertently captured (Romanov, 2002; Gilman, 2011; Hall and 
Roman, 2013; Escalle et al., 2015). Encircled cetaceans have a high survival rate of over 90% 
(Escalle et al., 2015). Sets made on tuna schools associated with dolphins occur primarily in the 
eastern Pacific Ocean (sets on pods of spotted dolphins Stenella attenuata and spinner 
dolphins S. longirostris) but have also been observed in other regions (Hall and Roman, 2013; 
Gilman et al., 2024). Escalle et al. (2015) identified the three broad cetacean species groups 
that are susceptible to tuna purse seine capture: (1) baleen whales (Bryde’s whale Balenoptera 
edeni, fin whale B. physalus, sei whale B. borealis, and humpback whale Megaptera 
novaeangliae), (2) delphinids (Stenella spp., common dolphin Delphinus delphis, common 
bottlenose dolphin Tursiops truncatus, rough-toothed dolphin Steno bredanensis, short-finned 
pilot whale Globicephala macrorhynchus, false killer whale Pseudorca crassidens, melon-
headed whale Peponocephala electra, and killer whale Orcinus orca), and (3) sperm whales 
(Physeter macrocephalus). In a western Pacific Ocean tuna purse seine fishery, the most 
frequently captured odontocetes were false killer whales (39%, Pseudorca crassidens), 
bottlenose dolphins (13%, Tursiops spp.), common dolphins (7%, Delphinus delphis), Indo-
Pacific dolphins (6%, T. aduncus), Risso’s dolphins (6%, Grampus griseus), rough-toothed 
dolphins (6%, Steno bredanensis) and spinner dolphins (6%, Stenella longirostris) (Gilman et 
al., 2024). In the western and central Pacific, Molony (2005) reported that most marine mammal 
captures occurred in sets on floating objects, and estimated that fewer than 3,500 marine 
mammals are captured annually with a less than 10% at-vessel mortality rate.  

 Marine turtles: Marine turtle captures are extremely rare events, with captures occurring 
through encirclement in a purse seine as well as through entanglement in the netting of the 
appendages and rafts of FADs (Gilman, 2011). However, mentioned above, we can be 
cautiously optimistic that the latter threat is decreasing as purse seine fleets transition to using 
non-entangling drifting FAD designs. The olive ridley is the most frequently captured turtle 
species (Hall and Roman, 2013). Hardshelled turtle species, including the olive ridley, green, 
hawksbill, Kemps ridley, and loggerhead, are captured primarily in associated sets, while the 
leatherback is primarily captured in school sets (Hall and Roman, 2013). Globally, hundreds of 
turtles might be captured annually in tuna purse seine fisheries, with ca. 90% retrieved alive and 
perhaps tens of turtles that are dead or moribund upon capture (Molony, 2005; Hall and Roman, 
2013).  

Seabird bycatch is very rare in tuna purse seine fisheries. For example, Peatman et al. (2019) 
estimated that western Pacific Ocean tropical tuna purse seine fisheries annually have about 20 
seabird interactions that result in ca. 1 seabird mortality, based on observations of 189 seabird 
interactions with the gear in 330,787 sets. 

Catch composition varies by region as well as by purse seine set type (Molony, 2005; Dagorn et al. 
2013; Hall and Roman 2013; Peatman et al. 2017; Pons et al., 2023). For example, in European 
Union purse seine fishing in the Atlantic Ocean, marine turtle catch rates (number per set) were 
similar in drifting FAD and free school sets, while in the Indian Ocean the turtle catch rate was 
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higher in FAD sets (Bourjea et al., 2014). Relative to free-swimming tuna schools chasing prey, sets 
on relatively slower-moving drifting FADs and logs catch a larger number and weight of nontarget 
species per set and per unit weight of target tunas (Hall and Roman 2013; Lezama-Ochoa et al. 
2017; Pons et al., 2023). Shark catch rates, in number or weight of captures per set, are higher in 
drifting FAD and log sets than in free school sets (Amande et al. 2008, 2010; Clarke et al., 2011; 
Lopetegui-Eguren et al., 2022). However, when applying a catch rate of the weight of caught sharks 
per weight of principal market tunas, shark catch rates in school and associated sets are the same 
order of magnitude (ISSF, 2017b). Set type is also an informative predictor of catch rates of 
principal market tuna species as well as other at-risk species, such as higher Mobulid ray and 
leatherback turtle catch rates in free school sets compared to associated sets (Dagorn et al. 2013; 
Hall and Roman 2013). Set type is also an informative predictor of the body size of the catch, where 
drifting FAD and other associated sets catch smaller fish, including juvenile yellowfin and bigeye 
tunas, relative to free school sets (Dagorn et al., 2013; Fonteneau et al. 2013; Hoyle et al., 2014; 
Restrepo et al. 2017).  

Gillnets are relatively size-selective for finfish, but can have poor species selectivity, depending on 
the species composition at individual fishing grounds (Valdemarsen and Suuronen, 2003; Suuronen 
et al., 2012). Driftnet fisheries, including in the Indian Ocean, which are typically used in 
multispecies fisheries with retained commercial catch of several teleost and elasmobranch species, 
can have relatively high catch rates of several at-risk species groups (Ardill et al., 2012; Gillett. 
2011; Northridge et al., 2017; Gray and Kennelly, 2018; Jabado et al., 2018; Roda et al., 2019).  

Between 2000 and 2020, the five countries with the largest weight of landed catch from Indian 
Ocean drift gillnet fisheries were Iran, India, Indonesia, Pakistan, and Sri Lanka, which combined 
accounted for about 85% of the total gillnet retained catch in the region since 2000 (IOTC, 2023; 
Elliott et al., 2024). 

 Seabirds: Numerous species of mainly diving but also non-diving seabirds are susceptible to 
capture in gillnets (Zydelis et al., 2013; Crawford et al., 2017; Hanamseth et al., 2017; 
Northridge et al., 2017). An estimated 400,000 shearwaters, penguins, guillemots, and ducks 
are annually discarded dead in global anchored and drift coastal gillnet fisheries (Zydelis et al., 
2013). Recent assessments of the catch composition of the Indian and Iranian gillnet fisheries 
did not identify seabird bycatch, but these studies were based on port sampling of landed catch 
and logbook programs (Dehghani, 2023; Koya et al., 2023), which do not provide robust 
information on discarded catch, including seabird bycatch (FAO 2002; Walsh et al, 2002; Mangi 
et al. 2016; Emery et al. 2019).  

 Marine turtles: Substantial turtle bycatch levels have been observed in several small-scale, 
artisanal gillnet fisheries (Lee Lum, 2006; Alfaro-Shigueto et al., 2011; Casale, 2011), including 
in the Indian Ocean (Temple et al., 2018; Gautama et al., 2022; Roberson et al., 2022; Koya et 
al., 2023). Nel et al. (2013) estimated that 29,500 turtles are annually captured in Indian Ocean 
driftnet fisheries.  

 Marine mammals: Cetaceans, pinnipeds, and sirenians (dugongs and manatees) are captured 
(mainly incidental but targeted in some fisheries) in gillnet fisheries and can have high at-vessel 
mortality rates (Read et al., 2006; Reeves et al., 2013; Gray and Kennelly 2018; Temple et al., 
2018; Elliott et al., 2024). Reeves et al. (2013) estimated that several hundred thousand marine 



ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 17 / 82 

mammals are captured annually in global gillnet (both anchored and drift) fisheries. A semi-
quantitative ecological risk assessment employing a productivity-susceptibility analysis (PSA) 
found that Indian Ocean driftnet fisheries pose a high risk to cetaceans, with the highest risk for 
small and medium-sized oceanic delphinids, and a relatively low risk to baleen whales (Kiszka 
et al., 2023). Another PSA found that the sei whale Balaenoptera borealis and Indo-Pacific 
humpbacked dolphin Sousa chinensis were the cetacean species at highest risk in Indian 
Ocean driftnet fisheries (Roberson et al., 2022). Anderson et al. (2020) estimated that Indian 
Ocean driftnet fisheries annually capture and land 80,000 cetaceans. The Pakistan driftnet 
fishery captures about 8,000 cetaceans annually, and the main captured species is the spinner 
dolphin (Kiszka et al., 2021). Both coastal and offshore driftnet fisheries in the Indian Ocean 
capture cetaceans (Anderson et al., 2020; Kiszka et al., 2021; Koya et al., 2023).  

 Sharks: Driftnet fisheries in the Indian Ocean have documented capture of sharks, including the 
whale shark, silky shark, grey reef shark, milk shark (Rhizoprionodon acutus), mako shark, and 
hammerhead sharks, where sharks are typically a commercial, retained part of the catch 
(Temple et al., 2018; Roberson et al., 2022; Dehghani, 2023; Koya et al., 2023). Murua et al. 
(2013) estimated 97,000 t of elasmobranchs are captured annually in Indian Ocean gillnet 
fisheries. A PSA found that the shark species with the highest vulnerability to Indian Ocean 
gillnet fisheries are the coastal crocodile shark, smooth hammerhead shark, pelagic thresher 
shark, silky shark, and scalloped hammerhead shark (Murua et al., 2018). A more recent PSA 
found that the great white shark Carcharodon carcharias was the shark species of highest risk 
from Indian Ocean driftnet fisheries (Roberson et al., 2022). 

 Rays: Tuna gillnet fisheries in the Indian Ocean have documented capture of rays, including 
mobulids, where rays are typically a commercial, retained part of the catch (White et al., 2006; 
Fernando and Stevens, 2011; Fernando, 2018; Temple et al., 2018; Martin, 2020; Fernando and 
Stewart, 2021; Hilbourne and Stevens, 2023; Koya et al., 2023). A PSA found that the giant 
oceanic manta ray Mobula birostris was the ray species at highest risk in Indian Ocean driftnet 
fisheries (Roberson et al., 2022). Martin (2020) analyzed data from the IOTC Regional Observer 
Scheme regional database for the Pakistani driftnet fishery, finding that the fishery retained 42% 
of the number of mobulid catch. Over 56,000 mobulids were estimated to be captured in 2011 
and retained for gill rakers (gill plates) in Sri Lanka’s driftnet fisheries targeting skipjack and 
yellowfin tunas and billfishes (Fernando and Stevens, 2011). In Indonesia’s driftnet skipjack 
fisheries, based on a survey at four landing seaports between 2001 and 2005, the annual 
mobulid catch was estimated to be over 4,000, retained for their gill rakers, skin, and meat 
(White et al., 2006). The spinetail mobula (Mobula japanica) composed about half of the ray 
catch in this fishery (White et al., 2006).  

There are extremely low bycatch levels in pole-and-line fisheries. The limited bycatch that does 
occur primarily consists of dolphinfish (Coryphaena hippurus), rainbow runner (Elagatis 
bupinnulata), juvenile kawakawa tuna (Euthynnus affinis), and frigate mackerel (Auxis rochei). 
There is also some bycatch of at-risk species of seabirds, sharks such as the epipelagic silky and 
oceanic whitetip sharks, and cetaceans (Gilman, 2011; Miller et al., 2017; Cruz et al., 2018). Due to 
the use of barbless hooks and flick-off practices, and a relatively short duration for handling and 
release, discards are believed to have high post release survival rates (FAO, 1997b; Miller et al., 
2017). However, concerns with pole-and-line fisheries have been raised over:  
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 the bycatch of reef fish and juvenile classes of target species in baitfish fisheries that supply live 
bait to pole-and-line fisheries (Gillett, 2010) 

 broad, ecosystem-level effects from the fishing mortality of baitfish species 

 overexploitation of target baitfish species (Gillett, 2010) 

 impacts on food security of coastal communities resulting from baitfish removals (Gillett, 2010) 

 adverse ecological effects of anchored and drifting FADs that are used by many pole-and-line 
fisheries (Miller et al., 2017; Adam et al., 2019; ISSF and IPNLF, 2019; Proctor et al., 2019; 
Gilman et al., 2022b) 

 fishing on schools associated with live megafauna such as whale sharks (Fontes et al., 2020) 

Other hook-and-line gear types used to target tuna and tuna-like species and billfishes, such as 
troll and handline, have been documented to have bycatch of at-risk species such as albatrosses 
and petrels in Brazilian tuna troll and handline fisheries (Bugoni et al., 2008).  

There is substantial uncertainty in estimates of the rates and magnitudes of bycatch fishing 
mortality of at-risk species, with several main sources of this uncertainty. Most fisheries lack or have 
extremely low independent observer or electronic monitoring coverage rates. Observer coverage 
rates remain at very low levels in most marine capture fisheries. For instance, 47 of 68 fisheries that 
catch marine resources managed by regional fisheries management organizations have no 
observer coverage (Gilman et al. 2014). Fisheries EM coverage has expanded in recent years: 
There have been about 100 EM pilots in both industrial and artisanal, small-scale fisheries since the 
first was conducted in British Columbia, Canada in 1999, and there are about a dozen fully 
implemented EM programs with ca. 1000 fishing vessels (Michelin et al., 2018; Van Helmond et al., 
2020). This represents tremendous progress in technology development and uptake but EM is still 
in an incipient stage with very limited coverage of the ca. 4.6 million vessels of global fisheries 
(FAO, 2020).  

There are three main sources of statistical sampling bias faced by observer programs (Babcock et 
al. 2003; Benoit and Allard 2009):  

 Observer effect: Fishers may alter fishing practices and gear when an observer (or EM) is 
present. 

 Observer displacement effect: Observers may not be placed on certain vessels for various 
reasons (undesirable conditions, too small, unsafe, mismatch in languages, and logistically 
challenging for placement and retrieval). 

 Coercion and corruption: Observers can be bribed or intimidated by fishers. This risk 
increases the more significant the consequences of the reporting.  

EM can provide more certain monitoring data compared to conventional human observer programs 
because EM systems have the capacity to overcome these main sources of statistical sampling 
bias. Having vessels permanently outfitted with EM systems overcomes an observer effect, where 
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either all or a random sample of EM imagery can be analyzed. Because vessel specification 
requirements for EM systems are much lower than for a human observer, EM avoids an observer 
displacement effect so that sampling is random and balanced proportionately across fleet strata. 
EM analysts do not have direct contact with vessel skippers and crew, and therefore the risk of EM 
analyst coercion and corruption is lower than with human observers placed on fishing vessels.  

Furthermore, observers can be deceived by crew, such as when crew conceal the capture of 
bycatch species subject to quotas. This is still a risk with EM systems, but unlike observers, who 
can monitor only a single area of the vessel at a time, EM analysts can view multiple fields of view 
simultaneously, and EM systems can monitor continuously.  

EM systems can also be used in a cost-effective audit model, where all vessels have EM systems, 
and random samples of imagery and sensor data are reviewed to assess the precision of logbook 
data. To incentivize improved logbook data quality, penalties (e.g., full review of EM imagery, 
assign an observer, or issue a fine) can be assigned when a vessel is found to systematically 
record logbook data with low precision with EM data (Stanley et al. 2011; Emery et al. 2019). 

Inadequate sampling designs can also cause inadequate monitoring rate sampling by fleet segment 
or stratum. To avoid statistical sampling bias, the necessary observer or EM coverage rate, as well 
as data fields and data collection methods, for a particular fishery depend on: (1) the objectives of 
analysis, including required levels of accuracy and precision of catch rates, and (2) aspects of each 
individual fishery, such as how many vessel classes exist, how many ports are used, the spatial and 
temporal distribution of effort, the frequency of occurrence of catch interactions for each species of 
interest, the amount of fishing effort, and the spatial and temporal distribution of catch (Hall 1999; 
FAO 2002; Babcock et al. 2003; Wakefield et al. 2018). In general, variability in precision and 
biases in bycatch estimates decrease rapidly as the observer coverage rate increases to about 
20%, assuming that the sample is balanced and there are no observer effects, and then decrease 
slowly towards 0 with 100% coverage (Hall 1999; Lennert-Cody 2001; Lawson 2006). At lower 
coverage rates, catch estimates will likely have large uncertainties for species with low capture 
rates (Amande et al. 2012) and can result in high uncertainty even for species that are more 
commonly caught if a small sample size is observed per stratum (e.g., by port, vessel category, and 
season) (Bravington et al. 2003). When low coverage rates result in small sample sizes, it is very 
likely that rare species that are exposed to capture will not be identified. Species richness and other 
species-level biodiversity indices are extremely sensitive to sample size and species abundance 
distribution (evenness). The less even the relative abundance of species in a community is, the 
larger the proportion of relatively rarer species within that system that will be detected with more 
sampling effort (Heck et al. 1975; Lawton et al. 1998).  

Deficits in observer data collection protocols can also cause substantial underestimates of 
magnitudes of at-risk bycatch (Precoda and Orphanides, 2024). For example, fisheries observers 
with a main responsibility of estimating retained target catch might not observe catch, including at-
risk bycatch species, that crew remove from the gear in the water or that drop out of the gear during 
the haulback (Hamer et al., 2013; Precoda and Orphanides, 2024). For example, Precoda and 
Orphanides (2024) estimated that observers in a US northwestern Atlantic gillnet fishery 
underestimated marine mammal bycatch by as much as 25% when tasked primarily with 
documenting fish catch compared to when their primary task was to observe marine mammal 
bycatch. Similarly, deficits with EM systems can prevent EM analysts from accurately estimating 
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discarded catch, such as when cameras are not positioned to cover all areas where crew discard 
catch, or due to inadequate deck lighting (Gilman et al., 2020a). In tuna purse seine fisheries, 
selectivity bias can result from grab sampling to estimate the catch of target tuna species (Lawson 
2013; Hoyle et al., 2014). Methods employed by observers to estimate the catch of non-target 
species can also introduce substantial uncertainty. For example, observer sampling protocols to 
estimate bycatch by counting non-target catch from one brail or counting discards for a sample of 
catch sorting time and extrapolating linearly to the total number of brails and to total sorting time in 
a set, respectively, can introduce error (Briand et al., 2018). Observers of the SPC/FFA Regional 
Observer Programme use visual inspections to estimate the number and weight of bycatch species, 
as time permits, while sampling the target tuna catch on the upper deck (Itano et al., 2019; Forget 
et al., 2021). The small sample of non-target catch may be unrepresentative of the underlying catch 
from the total set, and monitoring only from the upper work deck will result in undercoverage bias 
because small species and small individuals within species of non-target catch may be detected 
primarily on the lower well deck (Forget et al., 2021). Observers may have a more difficult time 
quantifying bycatch on vessels that do not use a hopper to sort catch after brailing onto the deck 
before the catch goes down a chute to a lower deck for sorting and storage in wells (Poisson et al., 
2014a; Hutchinson et al., 2015). The SPC/FFA Regional Observer Programme tasks observers with 
recording the weight or number of each captured non-target species, as well as the number or 
weight of species of special interest that are observed inside or touching the net that are not 
subsequently landed on deck (SPC & FFA, 2018). Observers are directed to only record the 
number of captures when it is possible for them to obtain an accurate count, and observers are to 
record an estimated weight only when a large volume of a species was captured (SPC & FFA, 
2018). As conducted previously to estimate the precision between estimates of target catch through 
grab and spill sampling (Lawson, 2013), research to identify bias in non-target species-specific 
observer catch estimates is a priority to produce accurate estimates of catch rates and fleetwide 
extrapolations, especially in purse seine fisheries with low observer coverage rates (Amande et al., 
2012). Developments in fisheries EM systems used in purse seine fisheries might improve the 
accuracy of bycatch estimates (Briand et al., 2018; Forget et al., 2021). 

There are also collateral, cryptic sources of bycatch fishing mortality that are not readily detected by 
observer and EM programs (Gilman et al., 2013). For example, catch may be removed from gear 
prior to the haulback due to mechanical action, depredation, and decomposition, and estimates of 
ghost fishing mortalities are highly uncertain (Macfadyen et al., 2009; Precoda and Orphanides, 
2024). 
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4. Case Study Application of a Decision Support Tool for 
Integrated Bycatch Management Strategy Evaluation 

Gilman et al. (2022) developed a decision support tool to assist stakeholders to define and evaluate 
alternative strategies for the integrated management of fisheries bycatch. As one component of a 
fishery improvement project (FIP) (Cannon et al., 2018; CASS, 2022), stakeholders of an albacore 
tuna longline fishery applied an adapted version of the support tool to develop a bycatch 
management plan (Thai Union et al., 2022).  

This process was implemented for a fishery comprised of 10 distant-water pelagic longline vessels 
that fish across the Pacific Ocean primarily at higher latitudes to target albacore tuna. The vessels 
are flagged to Vanuatu and are owned by Tunago Fishery Co., a Taiwanese company. The vessels 
range in length between 46.5 and 53.5 m, have 30 crew, and transship catch on the high seas (i.e., 
areas beyond national jurisdiction). The vessels land catch mainly in Suva, Fiji. 

The steps to develop the integrated bycatch management strategy are summarized in Figure 1.  

 

Figure 1. Process to develop the Tunago-Thai Union bycatch management framework (adapted from Gilman et al., 2022). 

The first step of the process was a stakeholder assessment. The FIP members identified, and 
ensured there was direct involvement of, relevant participants in developing and implementing a 
bycatch management plan. This component also identified incentives for bycatch improvements by 
each stakeholder.  

Next, participants benchmarked contemporary ecological risks of populations and stocks 
susceptible to capture in the fishery, and identified species requiring mitigation interventions. The 
participants defined the scope of the bycatch management strategy based on explicit or otherwise 
implicit thresholds for acceptable impacts and species-specific fate of the catch.  
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The third activity was to identify contemporary vessel equipment, fishing methods and gear designs 
that significantly explain catch and survival rates of vulnerable bycatch. Participants also identified 
information gaps on gear designs that would be addressed through activities included in the 
workplan. For example, information on branchline weighting designs was not initially known, which 
was addressed through a dockside inventory audit.  

The participants also benchmarked the contemporary fisheries management framework, including 
monitoring, control, surveillance, enforcement, and outcomes of enforcement actions, and reviewed 
the legal and regulatory framework. Findings from available performance assessments of the 
bycatch management framework and of individual bycatch mitigation measures were also compiled 
and synthesized. 

With this enabling information, the participants were then able to define and adopt overarching 
goals, objectives, and performance standards to achieve the goals for the bycatch management 
framework that balanced stakeholders’ competing priorities, and that were specific, measurable, 
achievable, relevant, and time-oriented. The objectives covered: (1) Catch and fishing mortality 
levels or rates of vulnerable bycatch species; (2) level of residual bycatch removals, or otherwise 
offsets to achieve no net loss or a net gain; (3) acceptable multispecies conflicts; (4) acceptable 
commercial viability costs; and (5) improvements in other management components (legal, 
regulatory, monitoring, surveillance, enforcement). 

With the goals and objectives defined, participants then adopted a shortlist of candidate bycatch 
management methods of relevance to the fishery and that they determined could be feasibly 
implemented.  

The participants ranked these shortlisted bycatch management measures. Weights were assigned 
to each alternative method according to: (1) tiers in mitigation and evidence hierarchies; (2) how 
they meet objectives for mitigation of catch and mortality rates of at-risk bycatch species; (3) 
whether they meet objectives on acceptable multispecies conflicts; (4) whether they meet 
acceptable effects on commercial viability (practicality, safety, economic viability); and (5) likelihood 
of compliance given the capacity of the fisheries management system to conduct compliance 
monitoring and the effect of crew behavior on performance of the method.  

Participants then implemented a qualitative MSE process to compare how alternative bycatch 
management frameworks would meet their objectives. This process enabled the stakeholders to 
identify bycatch management frameworks that are likely to achieve their objectives on desired 
improvements in catch and mortality rates of at-risk bycatch species, and on acceptable 
multispecies conflicts and commercial viability costs, and compare the tradeoffs among objectives 
that each alternative framework was simulated to produce.  

Following these bycatch planning steps, the FIP participants then adopted a bycatch management 
strategy that met objectives for: (1) mitigating the catch and mortality of at-risk bycatch species; (2) 
acceptable costs resulting from multispecies conflicts; (3) acceptable costs to commercial viability 
components of economic viability, practicality and crew safety; and (4) improvements with the 
fisheries management system’s monitoring, control, surveillance and enforcement components to 
enable achieving the bycatch objectives. The one-year bycatch management workplan was 
developed to implement the management strategy. 
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The bycatch management strategy includes regularly scheduled performance assessments that are 
intended to inform adapting the management strategy and workplan as needed. 
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5. Next Steps for Comprehensive, Multispecies Bycatch 
Management 

5.1. Priority Inputs for Multispecies Bycatch Management Strategy 
Evaluation 
Bycatch MSE can account for the key criteria defined in this section. These inputs are important for 
the robust evaluation of alternative strategies for managing bycatch in a regional or national fishery. 
Holistic bycatch MSE can predict how well an individual alternative bycatch management strategy is 
likely to meet specific and measurable objectives on: desired catch and fishing mortality rates and 
levels across the multiple populations and stocks of exposed at-risk bycatch species, acceptable 
multispecies tradeoffs, and acceptable costs to economic viability, practicality and crew safety. 
Then, the MSE process can compare alternative strategies’ simulated outcomes so that managers 
can select the framework that best meets objectives. 

5.1.1. MULTISPECIES CONFLICTS 

As is evident from the databases of bycatch mitigation methods presented in Appendices 1-4, 
multispecies conflicts from bycatch mitigation methods are prevalent. Management authorities may 
be faced with situations where available bycatch management options reduce the catch rate or 
fishing mortality rate of one at-risk species but exacerbate the risks of another. Holistic, 
multispecies bycatch MSE accounts for these multispecies conflicts so that tradeoffs are intentional 
and acceptable. For example, switching from using a J-shaped hook to a wider circle hook in a 
pelagic longline fishery could cause a large reduction in fishing mortality of a critically endangered 
marine turtle population with an acceptable relatively small increase in fishing mortality of a stock of 
a pelagic shark species with a conservation status that is relatively less critical — e.g., that is 
experiencing overfishing but is not overfished.  

5.1.2. STRENGTH OF EVIDENCE, INCLUDING EVIDENCE OF EFFICACY IN 
PRACTICE 

Policy decisions should be guided by the relative degree of risk of error and bias and strength of 
evidence of the efficacy of alternative management interventions. Independent synthesis of all 
accumulated information is a fundamental principle for developing transparent, evidence-informed 
regional conservation policy. Evidence from meta-analytic studies ideally should inform the 
development of global- and regional-level bycatch management strategies.  

Meta-analytic syntheses produce the most robust and generalizable findings that are optimal for 
guiding regional bycatch management. Otherwise, given too few studies to support robust meta-
syntheses, decisions should rely on qualitative syntheses of accumulated studies. There is a risk 
that results from a single study are context-specific — and hence lack external validity and broad 
applicability. Results may be affected by the specific conditions of an individual study, such as the 
study area, study period, species involved and environmental conditions, preventing the results 
from that single study from being applicable under different conditions. This may explain cases 
where individual studies have conflicting findings. Furthermore, a single study may have low power 
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and fail to find a meaningful result due to providing a non-representative sample. Bycatch mitigation 
methods with findings only available from studies with relatively weak forms of evidence, or lacking 
any evidence, should only be considered as a precautionary approach when more certain 
alternatives are unavailable. Strictly applying a hierarchical approach on study evidence to make 
policy decisions, however, risks ignoring potentially important findings derived from studies using 
methods that are ranked low on an evidence hierarchy. Instead, in making bycatch management 
policies, authorities should account for all accumulated evidence and the implications of different 
approaches for testing different hypotheses.  

Estimates of the efficacy of some bycatch mitigation methods derived from analyses of monitoring 
data provide a more realistic prediction of the effect of the method when used during real-world, 
commercial fishing operations than estimates from experiments, despite the latter having a 
relatively lower risk of bias. Thus, robust fisheries monitoring systems that supply independent 
information on key data fields are a prerequisite for holistic bycatch management. The efficacy of 
some bycatch mitigation measures is strongly affected by crew behavior. This can cause 
substantial differences in the efficacy of these bycatch mitigation methods between estimates from 
experiments, where researchers implemented the mitigation measure, versus from analyses of 
observer or electronic monitoring data, where fishers implemented the bycatch mitigation method 
during commercial operations. Therefore, for bycatch mitigation methods whose efficacy is affected 
by crew behavior, analyses of observer and electronic monitoring data may provide a more certain 
estimate of responses during commercial fishing operations than experiments, where experiments 
that optimally apply a treatment provide useful information on the upper bound of effectiveness. For 
example, crew may not be as attentive to maintaining a bird-scaring tori line over the area where 
bait hooks are accessible to seabirds and to casting baited hooks under the tori line streamers to 
the same degree that researchers are when conducting an experiment. Crew also might not deploy 
a tori line at all if there are deficits in one or more management framework component of 
monitoring, control, surveillance, enforcement, and outcomes of enforcement actions (discussed 
below). It is therefore important to validate that the efficacy of an intervention when used under 
controlled conditions is of similar effectiveness when employed in real-world conditions through 
“pragmatic” studies that rely on robust independent monitoring. To account for this real-world 
efficacy, considering whether the efficacy of a specific method is affected by crew behavior is 
important, which is discussed below in the criterion on Likelihood of Compliance.  

5.1.3. EFFECT SIZE AND TIER OF A SEQUENTIAL MITIGATION 
HIERARCHY 

Bycatch management strategies can be assessed based on the predicted size of their effect on 
catch and fishing mortality rates of at-risk bycatch species, and hence how they contribute to 
meeting bycatch management objectives. This enables determining the relative value of alternative 
bycatch management approaches towards meeting outcome objectives. 

To be achievable, objectives and milestones must account for the capabilities of the fisheries 
management system, including data quality. A data-limited fishery — such as with minimal observer 
coverage — might initially be restricted to adopting primarily process objectives, such as to have all 
vessels in a longline fishery use only forage fish species for bait by a specified date, and not 
outcome-based objectives, such as to reduce oceanic whitetip shark bycatch mortalities so that the 
stock is safely above a biological limit reference point. 
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The tier in which a bycatch mitigation method is categorized indicates the method’s relative effect 
on the catch and fishing mortality rate of at-risk species. In a sequential mitigation hierarchy, 
bycatch mitigation methods that avoid capture are considered before those that minimize catch. 
These are followed by remediation interventions that reduce fishing mortality and sublethal 
impacts. Finally, offsets of residual impacts are a last resort. While a sequential mitigation 
hierarchy framework has been included in environmental impact assessment policies for wetlands 
and terrestrial natural resources since the 1960s, it is surprisingly still absent from the fisheries 
sector. 

5.1.4. COSTS TO COMMERCIAL VIABILITY 

Alternative bycatch management measures can be assessed according to their costs to the 
following:  

Economic viability: For example, does a bycatch mitigation method reduce catch rates of 
commercial species, have a high initial outlay or ongoing cost, or reduce fishing effort which in turn 
reduces catch levels of marketable species? 

Practicality: For example, is substantial crew time required to implement a bycatch mitigation 
method, reducing their time available for sleeping and eating? Or is the method unpleasant to 
implement, such as dyeing bait blue to reduce seabird interactions? Whether a fishery has small-
scale vessels, or is industrial with large vessels, will affect assessments of practicality for some 
mitigation methods. For example, satellite and radio buoys, used to track the location of drifting 
longline gear, help avoid gear loss — reducing the risk of ghost fishing and other adverse effects of 
derelict gear. This equipment commonly used in larger-scale fisheries but might be impractical for 
use by small vessels with limited deck space for storage (and might also be cost-prohibitive for use 
by artisanal fleets). 

Safety: Does implementation of the mitigation method increase the risk to crew safety, such as 
attaching longline branchline weights closer to hooks to reduce seabird catch rates, which can 
increase the risk of crew injury from weight flybacks when catch throws the hook? 

5.1.5. COMPLIANCE LIKELIHOOD 

Alternative bycatch management approaches can be assessed based on the enabling conditions of 
the fisheries management framework that are needed to deter noncompliance.  

An initial consideration is whether fishers would be expected to voluntarily employ the method — 
including whether it causes high or low costs to commercial viability (discussed above), and 
whether the method constitutes a major change from conventional practices.  

Another key consideration is whether efficacy relies on crew behavior, as discussed above. 

And a third consideration is whether the method is suitable given the capacity of the management 
system to conduct robust compliance monitoring, and that has adequate consequences (penalties 
and/or rewards) to incentivize compliance. This accounts for what approaches effectively enable 
compliance monitoring, the state of the fisheries’ surveillance program, the robustness of the 
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enforcement framework and outcomes of enforcement actions in response to an identified 
infraction. 

These main considerations for compliance likelihood of alternative bycatch management 
approaches are summarized as follows: 

 Is voluntary compliance expected? 

o Costs to components of commercial viability 

o Degree of change from conventional practices 

 Does the method’s efficacy rely on crew behavior? 

 Are the fishery’s MCS and enforcement frameworks adequate? 

o What methods enable robust compliance monitoring (dockside vessel inspection audits, 
port sampling of landed catch, satellite-based vessel monitoring systems, at-sea human 
observers / fisheries electronic monitoring, etc.) — and does the fishery have the needed 
monitoring and surveillance systems? 

o Does the fishery have robust legal and regulatory frameworks, and are outcomes of 
enforcement actions adequate incentives for compliance? 

For fisheries with limited monitoring and surveillance, and/or weak enforcement frameworks, 
bycatch mitigation methods whose performance is strongly affected by crew behavior and which are 
not convenient for crew to employ, may be unsuitable.  

Methods whose efficacy does not rely on crew behavior during fishing, such as methods for which 
compliance can be determined through dockside inspections or satellite-based vessel monitoring 
systems, have high promise for compliance.  

And methods that are affected by crew behavior but can be confirmed without observers and 
fisheries electronic monitoring systems — such as static area-based management tools, and input 
controls such as on the number and time-of-day of fishing operations, which can be monitored with 
a satellite-based vessel monitoring system — may also have high promise for compliance. 

5.1.6. COMMERCIAL AVAILABILITY 

Assessing the commercial availability of a bycatch mitigation gear technology method — whether 
equipment and materials required for a bycatch measure are readily available — can inform the 
relative suitability of a method for fishery uptake.  

5.1.7. RATES OF INDIVIDUAL COMPONENTS OF FISHING MORTALITY 

Different bycatch management interventions will be effective depending on at-vessel mortality rates 
(the proportion that are dead at haulback before being handled by crew), fate (whether the catch is 
retained or discarded), and post-release mortality rate (the proportion of live released catch that 
survive). There can be large variability in rates of these three fishing mortality rate components by 
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species, and sex and size within species. For example, about 95% of pelagic stingrays are alive 
when retrieved while only about a quarter of salmon sharks are alive at retrieval by global pelagic 
longline vessels. 

Methods that decrease at-vessel mortality rates, such as operational factors of longline hook and 
bait type, passive gear soak duration, passive gear fishing depth, and longline branchline length, 
will not be effective for species that are largely retained.  

Retention bans, bans on shark finning, and CITES international trade bans might not be effective 
for species with high at-vessel mortality rates unless the bans cause a reduction in shark targeting 
practices.  

Handling and release methods can be effective for non-retained species that have both low at-
vessel and post-release mortality rates. But handling and release methods have a relatively lower 
conservation benefit for species with high post-release mortality rates.  

Methods that reduce catch rates, such as input controls, bycatch quotas, and gear technology 
methods, contribute to reducing total fishing mortality of at-risk species regardless of whether they 
have high or low at-vessel or post-release mortality rates. 

5.2. Next Steps for Robust Comprehensive, Multispecies Bycatch 
Management 
Systematic literature review protocol: This study assembled the databases of bycatch mitigation 
methods through a targeted literature review. The databases should periodically be updated 
through implementation of a systematic literature review. Systematic reviews employ an impartial, 
transparent and thus replicable approach, and reduce the risk of biased selection of publications 
and risks of introducing prevailing paradigm, familiarity, citation and publication biases.  

Expanded database fields: The current assembled databases of bycatch mitigation methods could 
be expanded to include fields for all of the key input for robust, holistic bycatch MSE identified in the 
previous section.  

Expanded database records for prescribed combinations of methods: The databases of 
bycatch mitigation methods could be expanded to include combinations of methods that are 
required by RFMO binding measures or are recommended by an advisory intergovernmental 
organization. Combinations of methods may maximize mitigation efficacy and enable meeting 
objectives. Furthermore, there are synergistic, interacting effects of some mitigation methods. For 
instance, the time-of-day of fishing operations and fishing depth determine encounterability vertical 
exposure and catch risk for pelagic predators whose vertical distributions vary temporally due to diel 
vertical migration cycles, time of day of foraging, and temporal variability in diving behavior. 
Interacting effects of hook type, bait type, and leader material are an additional example: Hook 
shape, hook size, and bait type can affect anatomical hooking position and therefore affect the 
ability of some species to escape when monofilament leaders are used, but not when more durable 
wire and multifilament leader materials are used. 

Webtool to Support Integrated Bycatch Management Strategy Evaluation: Establish a webtool, 
or integrate new content and functionalities into an existing web platform (such as WCPFC’s 
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Bycatch Management Information System or New England Aquarium’s Bycatch.org), to enable 
fisheries management authorities and other stakeholders to discover bycatch mitigation methods 
relevant to specific gear types, and that include data fields for each method to identify key criteria 
for bycatch MSE, defined in the previous section.  

The proposed webtool could augment the evaluation of individual fisheries against ecological 
sustainability standards such as of the Marine Stewardship Council and Monterey Bay Aquarium’s 
Seafood Watch program, both of which account for the effects of fisheries on at-risk bycatch. 

 

 



ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 30 / 82 

Acknowledgements 

We acknowledge and are grateful for funding provided by the Global Environmental Facility through 
the Common Oceans Tuna Project, implemented by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations, which is a unique and innovative partnership working towards transformational 
change in tuna fisheries management and biodiversity in areas beyond national jurisdiction. 

 



ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 31 / 82 

Bibliography 

Aalbers S, Itano D, Goldsmith W, et al (2023) Testing artificial baits to reduce shark interactions in longline fisheries. P. 57 in Dewars, H., 
Craig, M., Chairs. Proceedings of the 73rd Annual Tuna Conference 

ACAP (2023) ACAP Review of Mitigation Measures and Best Practice Advice for Reducing the Impact of Pelagic Longline Fisheries on 
Seabirds. Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels, Hobart. 

Adam M, Jauhary A, Azheem M, Jaufer A (2019) Use of Anchored FADs in the Maldives—Notes for a Case Study for Assessing ALDFG. 
Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, Mahe, Seychelles 

Afonso A, Mourato B, Hazin H, Hazin F (2021) The effect of light attractor color in pelagic longline fisheries. Fisheries Research 235: 
105822 

ALFA. No Date. Tips for Avoiding Whales. Website, https://www.alfafish.org/whale-avoidance#whales, accessed 29 December 2023. 
Alaska Longline Fishermen’s Association, Sitka.  

Alfaro-Shigueto J, Mangel J, Bernedo F (2011) Small-scale fisheries of Peru: a major sink for marine turtles in the Pacific. J Appl Ecol 48: 
1432–1440 

Almeida A, Alonso H, Oliveira N, et al (2023) Using a visual deterrent to reduce seabird interactions with gillnets. Biological Conservation 
285:110236 

Amandè J, Ariz J, Chassot E, Chavance P, et al (2008) By-catch and discards of the European purse seine tuna fishery in the Indian 
Ocean. Estimation and characteristics for the 2003-2007 period. IOTC-2008-WPEB-12. Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, Mahe, 
Seychelles 

Amandè M, Ariz J, Chassot E, De Molina A, et al (2010) Bycatch of the European purse seine tuna fishery in the Atlantic Ocean for the 
2003–2007 period. Aquatic Living Resources 23: 353–362 

Amande M, Chassot E, Chavance P, Murua H, Delgado de Molina A, Bez N (2012) Precision in bycatch estimate: the case of tuna purse-
seine fisheries in the Indian Ocean. ICES J Mar Sci 69:1501-1510 

Anderson R, Herrera M, Ilangakoon A, et al (2020) Cetacean bycatch in Indian Ocean tuna gillnet fisheries. Endangered Species 
Research 41: 39–53 

Anderson C, Krigbaum M, Arostegui M, et al (2019) How commercial fishing effort is managed. Fish and Fisheries 20: 268-285 

Anderson O, Small C, Croxall J, et al. (2011) Global seabird bycatch in longline fisheries. Endangered Species Research, 14: 91-106 

Archer F, Gerrodette T, Chivers S, Jackson A (2004) Annual estimates of the unobserved incidental kill of pantropical spotted dolphin 
(Stenella attenuate attenuate) calves in the tuna purse-seine fishery of the eastern tropical Pacific. Fishery Bulletin 102: 233-44 

Ardill D, Itano D, Gillett R (2012) A Review of Bycatch and Discard Issues in Indian Ocean Tuna Fisheries. SmartFish Working Papers No. 
00X. Indian Ocean Commission – SmartFish Programme, Quatres Bornes, Mauritius 

Arlidge W, et al (2020) A mitigation hierarchy approach for managing sea turtle captures in small-scale fisheries. Front Mar Sci 7:49 

Babcock E, Pikitch E, Hudson G (2003) How Much Observer Coverage is Enough to Adequately Estimate Bycatch? Pew Institute for 
Ocean Science, Miami, and Oceana, Washington, D.C. 

Bach P, Hodent T, Donadio C, Romanov E, Dufosse L, Robin J (2012) Bait innovation as a new challenge in pelagic longlining. In 
Mitigating impacts of fishing on pelagic ecosystems: Towards ecosystem-based management of tuna fisheries (Montpellier, France). 
Available online, http://ebfmtuna-2012.sciencesconf.org/browse/author?authorid=187380, accessed 5 Aug. 2019.  

Baker G, Candy S, Rollinson D (2016) Efficacy of the ‘Smart Tuna Hook’ in reducing bycatch of seabirds in the South African Pelagic 
Longline Fishery. SBWG7 Inf 07. Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels, Hobart 

Baker G, Wise B (2005) The impact of pelagic longline fishing on the flesh-footed shearwater Puffinus carneipes in Eastern Australia. 
Biological Conservation 126: 306–316 

Ballance L, Gerrodette T, Lennert-Cody C, et al (2021) A history of the tuna-dolphin problem: Successes, failures, and lessons learned. 
Frontiers in Marine Science 8: 754755 

Barlow J, Cameron G (2003) Field experiments show that acoustic pingers reduce marine mammal bycatch in the California drift gill net 
fishery. Marine Mammal Science 19: 265–283 

Bayse S, Kerstetter, D (2010) Assessing bycatch reduction potential of variable strength hooks for pilot whales in a western north Atlantic 
pelagic longline fishery. J. N. C. Acad. Sci. 126, 6–14 

https://www.alfafish.org/whale-avoidance#whales
http://ebfmtuna-2012.sciencesconf.org/browse/author?authorid=187380


ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 32 / 82 

Begue M, Clua E, Sui G, Meyer C (2020) Prevalence, persistence and impacts of residual fishing hooks on tiger sharks. Fisheries 
Research 224: 105462 

Belton B, Thilsted S (2014) Fisheries in transition: Food and nutrition security implications for the global South. Global Food Security 3:59-
66 

Béné C, Barange M, Subasinghe R, et al (2015) Feeding 9 billion by 2050 – Putting fish back on the menu. Food Sec 7: 261–274 

Benoit H, Allard J (2009). Can the data from at-sea observer surveys be used to make general inferences about catch composition and 
discards? Can J Fish Aquat 66:2025-2039 

Beverly S, Chapman L, Sokimi W (2003) Horizontal Longline Fishing: Methods and Techniques. A Manual for Fishermen. Secretariat of 
the Pacific Community, Noumea, New Caledonia 

Beverly S, Curran D, Musyl M, Molony B (2009) Effects of eliminating shallow hooks from tuna longline sets on target and non-target 
species in the Hawaii-based pelagic tuna fishery. Fish Res 96:281–288 

Bielli A, Alfaro-Shigueto J, Doherty P., et al (2020) An illuminating idea to reduce bycatch in the Peruvian small-scale gillnet fishery. 
Biological Conservation 241: 108–277 

Bigelow K, Kerstetter D, Dancho M, Marchetti J (2012) Catch rates with variable strength circle hooks in the Hawaii-based tuna longline 
fishery. Bull Mar Sci 88: 425–447 

BirdLife International (2014) Bycatch Mitigation Fact-Sheet 12. Demersal and Pelagic Longline: Haul Mitigation. Birdlife International, 
Cambridge, UK. 

Birkeland C, Dayton P (2005) The importance in fishery management of leaving the big ones. Trends in Ecology and Evolution 20: 356–
358 

Boggs C (2001) Deterring albatrosses from contacting baits during swordfish longline sets. pp. 79–94 In Melvin E, Parrish K (Eds). Seabird 
Bycatch: Trends, Roadblocks, and Solutions. University of Alaska, Fairbanks. 

Booth H, Arlidge W, Squires D, Milner-Gulland E (2021) Bycatch levies could reconcile trade-offs between blue growth and biodiversity 
conservation. Nat Ecol 5: DOI: 10.1038/s41559-021-01444-4 

Booth H, Squires D, Milner-Gulland E (2020) The mitigation hierarchy for sharks: A risk-based framework for reconciling trade-offs 
between shark conservation and fisheries objectives. Fish Fish 2: 269-289 

Bordino P, Kraus S, Albareda D, Baldwin K (2004) Acoustic Devices Help to Reduce Incidental Mortality of the Franciscana dolphin 
(Pontoporia blainvillei) in Coastal Gillnets. SC/56/SM12. International Whaling Commission, London 

Bordino P, Kraus S, Albareda D, et al (2002) Reducing incidental mortality of Franciscana dolphin Pontoporia blainvillei with acoustic 
warning devices attached to fishing nets. Marine Mammal Science 18: 833–842 

Bordino P, Mackay A, Werner T, Northridge S, Read A (2013) Franciscana bycatch is not reduced by acoustically reflective or physically 
stiffened gillnets. Endangered Species Research 21: 1-12 

Bostwick A, Higgins BM, Landry AM, McCracken ML (2014) Novel Use of a Shark Model to Elicit Innate Behavioral Responses in Sea 
Turtles: Application to Bycatch Reduction in Commercial Fisheries. Chelonian Conservation and Biology 13: 237–246 

Bourjea J, Clermont S, Delgado A, Murua H, et al (2014) Marine turtle interaction with purse-seine fishery in the Atlantic and Indian 
oceans: Lessons for management. Biological Conservation 178: 74–87 

Bratten D, Hall M (1996) Working with fishers to reduce bycatch. The tuna-dolphin problem in the eastern Pacific Ocean. pp. 97-100 IN 
Alaska Sea Grant Program. Fisheries Bycatch – Consequences & Management. Alaska Sea grant Program Report No. 97-02. Alaska 
Sea Grant Program, University of Alaska Fairbanks, Fairbanks. 

Bravington M, Burridge C, Toscas P (2003). Design of Observer Program to Monitor Bycatch Species in the Eastern Tuna and Billfish 
Fishery. Secretary of the Pacific Community, Noumea, New Caledonia 

Briand K, Sabarros P, Maufroy A, et al (2018) Improving the Sampling Protocol of Electronic and Human Observations of the Tropical 
Tuna Purse Seine Fishery Discards. IOTC-2018-WPEB14-18 Rev 1. Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, Mahe, Seychelles 

Brill R, Bushnell P, Smith L, et al. (2009) The repulsive and feeding-deterrent effects of electropositive metals on juvenile sandbar sharks 
(Carcharhinus plumbeus). Fishery Bulletin 107: 298–307 

Broadhurst MK (2000) Modifications to reduce bycatch in prawn trawls: Review and framework for development. Rev Fish Biol Fisher 
10:27–60 

Broadhurst M, Tolhurst D (2021) Null effects if decomposing shark tissue on baited-hook catches of elasmobranchs. Regional Studies in 
Marine Science 46: 101898 

Bromhead D, Clarke S, Hoyle S, Muller B, Sharples P, Harley S (2012) Identification of factors influencing shark catch and mortality in the 
Marshall Islands tuna longline fishery and management implications. Journal of Fish Biology 80: 1870-1894 



ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 33 / 82 

Brothers N, Chaffey D, Reid T (2000) Performance Assessment and Performance Improvement of Two Underwater Line Setting Devices 
for Avoidance of Seabird Interactions in Pelagic Longline Fisheries. Australian Fisheries Management Authority and Environment 
Australia, Canberra  

Brothers N, Foster A, Robertson G (1995) The influence of bait quality on the sink rate of bait used in the Japanese longline tuna fishing 
industry: an experimental approach. CCAMLR Science 2: 123-129 

Brothers N et al (1999a) The incidental catch of seabirds by longline fisheries: worldwide review and technical guidelines for mitigation. 
FAO Fisheries Circular 937. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Rome 

Brothers N, Gales R, Reid T (1999b) The influence of environmental variables and mitigation measures on seabird catch rates in the 
Japanese tuna longline fishery within the Australian Fishing Zone, 1991-1995. Biol. Cons. 88: 85-101 

Bugoni L, Neves T, Leite Jr N, et al (2008) Potential bycatch of seabirds and turtles in hook-and-line fisheries of the Itaipava Fleet, Brazil. 
Fisheries Research 90: 217-224 

Cannon J, Sousa P, Katara I, et al (2019) Fishery improvement projects: Performance over the past decade. Marine Policy 97: 179-187 

Carretta J, Barlow J (2011) Long-term effectiveness, failure rate, and “dinner bell” properties of acoustic pingers in a gillnet fishery. Marine 
Technology Society Journal 45: 7–19 

Casale P (2011) Sea turtle by-catch in the Mediterranean. Fish Fish 12: 299–316 

CASS (2022) Guidelines for Supporting Fishery Improvement Projects. Conservation Alliance for Seafood Solutions 

Chaloupka M (2002) Stochastic simulation modelling of southern Great Barrier Reef green turtle population dynamics. Ecol Modell 
148:79–109 

Chapuis L, Collin S, Yopak K, et al (2019) The effect of underwater sounds on shark behaviour. Sci Rep. 9: 6924 

Cherel Y, Weimerskirch H, Duhamel G (1996) Interactions between longline vessels and seabirds in Kreguelen waters and a method to 
reduce seabird mortality. Biol Conserv 75:63–70. 

Clarke S, Harley S, Hoyle S, Rice J (2011) An indicator-based analysis of key shark species based on data held by SPC-OFP. WCPF-
SC7-2011, EB-WP-01. Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, Kolonia, Federated States of Micronesia 

Clarke S, Harley S, Hoyle S, Rice J (2013) Population trends in Pacific oceanic sharks and the utility of regulations on shark finning. 
Conserv. Biol. 27: 197-209 

Clarke S, Sato M, Small C et al (2014) Bycatch in Longline Fisheries for Tuna and Tuna-like Species: A Global Review of Status and 
Mitigation Measures. FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture Technical Paper 588. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, 
Rome 

Cochrane K (Ed) (2002) A Fishery Manager’s Guidebook – Management Measures and Their Application. Fisheries Technical Paper 424. 
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Rome 

Cocking L, Double M, Milburn P, Brando V (2008) Seabird bycatch mitigation and blue-dyed bait: A spectral and experimental 
assessment. Biological Conservation 141: 1354-1364 

Crawford R., Ellenberg U., Frere E., et al. 2017. Tangled and drowned: a global review of penguin bycatch in fisheries. Endangered 
Species Research 34: 73–396.  

Crognale M, Eckert S, Levenson D, Harms C (2008) Leatherback sea turtle Dermochelys coriacea visual capacities and potential 
reduction of bycatch by pelagic longline fisheries. Endang Species Res 5:249-256 

Croll D et al (2016) Vulnerabilities and fisheries impacts: the uncertain future of manta and devil rays. Aquatic Conservation: Marine and 
Freshwater Ecosystems. 26: 562–575. doi: 10.1002/aqc.2591 

Cruz M, Machete M., Menezes G, et al. (2018) Estimating common dolphin bycatch in the pole-and-line tuna fishery in the Azores. PeerJ 
6: e428 

Dagorn L, Filmalter J, Forget F, et al (2012) Targeting bigger schools can reduce ecosystem impacts of fisheries. Canadian Journal of 
Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 69: 1463-1467 

Dagorn L, Holland K, Restrepo V, Moreno G (2013) Is it good or bad to fish with FADs? What are the real impacts of the use of drifting 
FADs on pelagic marine ecosystems? Fish Fish. 14: 391e415 

Dagys M, Zydelis R (2002) Bird bycatch in fishing nets in Lithuanian coastal waters in wintering season 2001–2002. Acta Zool Litu 12: 
276–282 

Darquea J, Ortiz-Alvarez C, Córdova-Zavaleta F, et al. (2020). Trialing net illumination as a bycatch mitigation measure for sea turtles in a 
small-scale gillnet fishery in Ecuador. Lat Am J Aquat Res 48: 446–455 



ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 34 / 82 

Dawson S, Northridge S, Waples D, Read A (2013) To ping or not to ping. The use of active acoustic devices in mitigating interactions 
between small cetaceans and gillnet fisheries. Endangered Species Research 19: 201–221 

Dehghani M (2023) An Overview on Large Pelagic Species and Estimation of By-catch by Iranian Fishing Vessels (Gillnets) in IOTC 
Competence of Area in 2021. IOTC-2023-WPEB19-12. Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, Mahe, Seychelles 

Delord K, Gasco N, Weimerskirch H, Barbraud C, Micol T (2005) Seabird mortality in the Patagonian toothfish longline fishery around 
Crozet and Kerguelen Islands, 2001–2003. CCAMLR Sci 12:53–80 

Department of Conservation (2014) Beam me up! The new laser SeaBird Saver. New Zealand Department of Conservation. Bycatch 
Bylines 12: 2.  

Deveau, D., McPherson, G. (2011) Application of passive acoustic reflectors to mitigate toothed whale depredation on longlines. Journal of 
the Acoustical Society of America 129: 2399. 

Dias M, Martin R, Pearmain E, et al. (2019) Threats to seabirds: a global assessment. Biol. Conserv. 237, 525–537. 

Doherty P, Enever R, Omeyer L., et al (2022) Efficacy of a novel shark bycatch mitigation device in a tuna longline fishery. Current Biology 
32: 1245-1261 

Doksæter L, Godø O, Handegard N, et al (2009) Behavioral responses of herring (Clupea harengus) to 1–2 and 6–7 kHz sonar signals 
and killer whale feeding sounds. Journal of the Acoustic Society of America 125: 554–564 

Domingo A, Pons M, Jime´nez S, Miller P, Barcelo´ C, Swimmer Y (2012) Circle hook performance in the Uruguayan pelagic longline 
fishery. Bull Mar Sci 88:499–511 

Donoghue, M., Reeves, R. and Stone, G. (eds.). 2002. Report of the Workshop on Interactions Between Cetaceans and Longline 
Fisheries. Apia, Samoa, November 2002. New England Aquarium Aquatic Forum Series Report. 03-1. New England Aquarium Press, 
Boston. 

Dulvy N et al (2021) Overfishing drives over one third of all sharks and rays toward a global extinction crisis. Curr. Biol. 31, 4773-4787.e8 

Eckert, S.A., Gearhart, J., Bergmann, C. and Eckert, K.L. (2008) Reducing leatherback sea turtle bycatch in the surface drift-gillnet fishery 
in Trinidad. Bycatch Communication Newsletter 8, 2–6. 

Edwards E (2006) Duration of unassisted swimming activity for spotted dolphin (Stenella attenuate) calves: implications for mother-calf 
separation during tuna purse-seine sets. Fishery Bulletin 104: 125-35 

Edwards E (2007) Fishery effects on dolphins targeted by tuna purse-seiners in the eastern tropic Pacific Ocean. Int. J. Comp. Psychol. 
20: 217–227 

Elliott B, Kiszka J, Bonhommeau S, et al (2024) Bycatch in drift gillnet fisheries: A sink for Indian Ocean cetaceans. Conservation Letters 
e12997 

Ellis J et al (2017) A review of capture and post-release mortality of elasmobranchs. J. Fish Biol. 90: 653-722 

Emery T, Noriega R, Williams A, Larcombe J (2019) Changes in logbook reporting by commercial fishers following the implementation of 
electronic monitoring in Australian Commonwealth fisheries. Mar Policy 104:135-145 

Epperly SP, Watson JW, Foster DG, Shah A (2012) Anatomical hooking location and condition of animals captured with pelagic longlines: 
The Grand Banks experiments 2002-2003. Bulletin of Marine Science 88:513-527 

Escalle L, Capietto A, Chavance P et al (2015) Cetaceans and tuna purse seine fisheries in the Atlantic and Indian Oceans: Interactions 
but few mortalities. Marine Ecology Progress Series 522: 255-268 

Escalle L, Gaertner D, Chavance P et al (2016) Consequences of fishing moratoria on catch and bycatch: The case of tropical tuna purse 
seiners and whale and whale shark associated sets. Biodiversity and Conservation 25: 1637-1659 

Escalle L, Mourot J, Hamer P, et al (2023) Towards non-entangling and biodegradable drifting fish aggregating devices – Baselines and 
transition in the world’s largest tuna purse seine fishery. Marine Policy 149: 105500 

Estes J, Terborgh J, Brashares J et al (2011) Trophic downgrading of planet earth. Science 333:301–306 

Fader, J., Baird, R., Bradford, A, Dunn, D., Forney, K., Read, A. (2021) Patterns of depredation in the Hawaii deep-set longline fishery 
informed by fishery and false killer whale behavior. Ecosphere 12: e03682. 

FAO (1997a) Report of the Technical Consultation on Reduction of Wastage in Fisheries. FAO Fisheries Report No. 547. Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Rome 

FAO (1997b) A Study of the Options for Utilization of Bycatch and Discards from Marine Capture Fisheries. FAO Fisheries Circular C928. 
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Rome.  

FAO (1999a) International Plan of Action for Reducing Incidental Catch of Seabirds in Longline Fisheries. Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations, Rome.  



ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 35 / 82 

FAO (1999b) International Plan of Action for the Conservation and Management of Sharks. Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations, Rome. 

FAO (2002) Guidelines for Developing an At-sea Fishery Observer Programme. FAO Fisheries Technical Paper 414. Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations, Rome 

FAO (2010) Guidelines to Reduce Sea turtle Mortality in Fishing Operations. FAO Technical Guidelines for Responsible Fisheries. By 
Gilman, E., Bianchi, G. ISBN 978-92-106226-5. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Rome. 

FAO (2011) International Guidelines on Bycatch Management and Reduction of Discards. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations, Rome 

FAO (2016) Abandoned, Lost and Discarded Gillnets and Trammel Nets.  Methods to Estimate Ghost Fishing Mortality, and Status of 
Regional Monitoring and Management. FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture By Gilman E, Chopin F, Suuronen P, Kuemlangan B. 
Technical Paper 600. ISBN 978-92-5-108917-0. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Rome 

FAO (2018a) Report of the Expert Workshop on Means and Methods for Reducing Marine Mammal Mortality in Fishing and Aquaculture 
Operations. FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture Report No.1231. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Rome. 

FAO (2018b) Stakeholder Views on Methods to Identify Ownership and Track the Position of Drifting Fish Aggregating Devices Used by 
Tuna Purse Seine Fisheries with Reference to FAO's Draft Guidelines on the Marking of Fishing Gear. By Gilman E, Bigler B, Muller B, 
Moreno G, Largacha E, Hall M, Poisson F, Toole J, He P, Chaing W. FAO Fisheries Circular 1163. Food and Agriculture Organization 
of the United Nations, Rome 

FAO (2020) The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture. Sustainability in Action. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations, Rome. 

FAO (2021) Guidelines to Prevent and Reduce Bycatch of Marine Mammals in Capture Fisheries. ISBN 978-92-5-133850-6. Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Rome. 

FAO (2023) Global Tuna Catches by Stock 1950-2010. Available online: www.fao.org/fishery/en/collection/tuna_nomcatch. Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Rome. 

Favaro, B., Cote, I. 2015. Do by-catch reduction devices in longline fisheries reduce capture of sharks and rays? A global meta-analysis. 
Fish and Fisheries 16:300-309.  

Fernandez-Juricic E (2023) Laser technology for seabird bycatch prevention in commercial fisheries. SBWG11 Doc 11. Agreement on the 
Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels, Hobart 

Fernando D (2018) Status of Mobulid Rays in Sri Lanka. IOTC-2018-WPEB14-39. Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, Mahe, Seychelles 

Fernando D, Stevens G (2011) A study of Sri Lanka’s manta and mobula ray fishery. The Manta Trust, Dorchester, UK 

Fernando D, Stewart J (2021) High bycatch rates of manta and devil rays in the “small-scale” artisanal fisheries of Sri Lanka. PeerJ 9: 
e11994 

Ferreira R, Martins H, Bolten A, et al (2011) Influence of environmental and fishery parameters on loggerhead sea turtle by-catch in the 
longline fishery in the Azores archipelago and implications for conservation. Journal of the Marine Biological Association of the United 
Kingdom 91:1697-1705 

Field R, Crawford R, Enever R, et al (2019) High contrast panels and lights do not reduce bird bycatch in Baltic Sea gillnet fisheries. 
Global Ecology and Conservation 18: e00602. 

Filmalter J, Bauer R, Forget F, Cowley P, Dagorn L. 2021. Movement behaviour and fishery interaction of silky sharks (Carcharhinus 
falciformis) in the tropical tuna purse seine fishery in the Western Indian Ocean. ICES Journal of Marin Science 78: 2474-2485. 

Filmalter J, Capello M, Deneubourg J, et al (2013) Looking behind the curtain: Quantifying massive shark mortality in fish aggregating 
devices. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 11: 291-296. 

Fonteneau A, Chassot E, Bodin N (2013) Global spatio-temporal patterns in tropical tuna purse seine fisheries on drifting fish aggregating 
devices (DFADs): taking a historical perspective to inform current challenges. Aquat Living Resour 26:37–48.  

Fontes J, McGinty N, Machete M, Afonso P (2020) Whale shark-tuna associations, insights from a small pole-and-line fishery from the 
mid-north Atlantic. Fisheries Research 229: 105598 

Forget F, Capello M, Filmalter J, et al (2015) Behaviour and vulnerability of target and non-target species at drifting fish aggregating 
devices (FADs) in the tropical tuna purse seine fishery determined by acoustic telemetry. Can. J. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 72: 1–8 

Forget F, Fite C, Yedroudj M, et al (2022) Preliminary results of an autonomous buoy prototype to count pelagic sharks at FADs. IOTC-
2022-WGFAD03-11. Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, Mahe, Seychelles  

Forget F, Muir J, Hutchinson M, et al (2021) Quantifying the accuracy of shark bycatch estimations in tuna purse seine fisheries. Ocean 
and Coastal Management 210: 105637 



ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 36 / 82 

Forrest R, Walters C (2009) Estimating thresholds to optimal harvest rate for long-lived, low-fecundity sharks accounting for selectivity and 
density dependence in recruitment. Canadian Journal of Fisheries & Aquatic Sciences 66, 2062-2080 

Foster F, Bergmann C (2012) Bluefin tuna bycatch mitigation research in the Gulf of Mexico pelagic longline yellowfin tuna fishery In 
International Symposium on circle hooks in research, management, and conservation abstracts. Bull Mar Sci 88:797 

Gallagher A, Orbesen E, Hammerschlag N, Serafy J (2014) Vulnerability of oceanic sharks as pelagic longline bycatch. Glob. Ecol. 
Conserv. 1: 50-59  

Garagouni M, Avgerinou G, Minos G, Ganias K (2022) Dolphins don't mind hot sauce: Testing the effect of gill net coating on depredation 
rates. Mar Mam Sci 38: 1691-1698 

Gautama D, Susanto H, Riyanto M, et al (2022) Reducing sea turtle bycatch with net illumination in an Indonesian small-scale coastal 
gillnet fishery. Frontiers in Marine Science 9: 1036158 

Gearhart J, Eckert S (2007) Field Tests to Evaluate the Target Catch and Bycatch Reduction Effectiveness of Surface and Mid-Water Drift 
Gillnets in Trinidad. WIDECAST Information Document No. 2007-01. Wider Caribbean Sea Turtle Conservation Network, Beaufort, 
NC, USA. 21 pp 

Gearin P, Pfeifer R, Jeffries S et al (1988) Results of the 1986-87 California sea lion-steelhead trout predation control program at the 
Hiram M. Chittenden Locks. NWAFC Processed Report 88-30, Alaska Fisheries Science Center, NMFS, NOAA, Seattle 

Gillett R (2011) Bycatch in Small-scale Tuna Fisheries. A Global Study. FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture Technical Paper 560. Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Rome 

Gillett R. (2010) Replacing purse seining with pole-and-line fishing in the western Pacific: some aspects of the baitfish requirements. 
International Seafood Sustainability Foundation, Washington, D.C. 

Gilman E (2011) Bycatch governance and best practice mitigation technology in global tuna fisheries. Marine Policy 35: 590-609 

Gilman E, Boggs C, Brothers N (2003) Performance assessment of an underwater setting chute to mitigate seabird bycatch in the Hawaii 
pelagic longline tuna fishery. Ocean and Coastal Management 46: 985–1010 

Gilman E., Brothers N., Kobayashi D (2007) Comparison of the efficacy of three seabird bycatch avoidance methods in Hawaii pelagic 
longline fisheries. Fisheries Science 73: 208-210 

Gilman E, Brothers N, McPherson G, Dalzell P (2006) Review of cetacean interactions with longline gear. Journal of Cetacean Research 
and Management 8: 215-223 

Gilman E, Castejon V, Loganimoce E, Chaloupka M (2020a) Capability of a pilot fisheries electronic monitoring system to meet scientific 
and compliance monitoring objectives. Marine Policy 113: 103792 

Gilman E, Chaloupka M (2024) Evidence from interpretable machine learning to inform spatial management of Palau’s tuna fisheries. 
Ecosphere ECS24751 

Gilman E, Chaloupka M (2023) Applying a sequential evidence hierarchy, with caveats, to support prudent fisheries bycatch policy. 
Reviews in Fish Biology and Fisheries 33: 137-146 

Gilman E, Chaloupka M, Bach P, et al (2020b) Effect of pelagic longline bait type on species selectivity: A global synthesis of evidence. 
Reviews in Fish Biology and Fisheries 30: 535-551. 

Gilman E, Chaloupka M, Bellquist L, Bowlby H, Taylor N (2023b) Individual and fleetwide bycatch thresholds in regional fisheries 
management frameworks. Reviews in Fish Biology and Fisheries. DOI: 10.1007/s11160-023-09811-5 

Gilman E, Chaloupka M., Booth H, Hall M, Murua H, Wilson J (2023a) Bycatch-neutral fisheries through a sequential mitigation hierarchy. 
Marine Policy 150: 105522 

Gilman E, Chaloupka M, Dagorn L, et al (2019) Robbing Peter to pay Paul: Replacing unintended cross-taxa conflicts with intentional 
tradeoffs by moving from piecemeal to integrated fisheries bycatch management. Reviews in Fish Biology and Fisheries 29: 93-123 

Gilman E, Chaloupka M, Ishizaki A et al (2021) Tori lines mitigate seabird bycatch in a pelagic longline fishery. Rev Fish Biol Fisheries 31: 
653–666 

Gilman E, Chaloupka M, Merrifield M, Malsol N, Cook C (2016c) Standardized catch and survival rates, and effect of a ban on shark 
retention, Palau pelagic longline fishery. Aquatic Conservation: Marine and Freshwater Ecosystems 26: 1031-1062 

Gilman E, Chaloupka M, Musyl M (2018) Effects of pelagic longline hook size on species- and size-selectivity and survival. Reviews in 
Fish Biology and Fisheries 28: 417-433 

Gilman E, Chaloupka M, Peschon J, Ellgen S (2016a) Risk factors for seabird bycatch in a pelagic longline tuna fishery. PLoS ONE 
11:e0155477 

Gilman E, Chaloupka M, Posanau N, et al (2024) Evidence to inform spatial management of a western Pacific Ocean tuna purse seine 
fishery.  



ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 37 / 82 

Gilman E, Chaloupka M, Swimmer Y, Piovano S (2016b) A cross-taxa assessment of pelagic longline bycatch mitigation measures: 
conflicts and mutual benefits to elasmobranchs. Fish and Fisheries 17: 748-784 

Gilman E, Chaloupka M, Wiedoff B, Willson J (2014b) Mitigating seabird bycatch during hauling by pelagic longline vessels. PLOS ONE 9: 
e84499 

Gilman E, Clarke S, Brothers N, et al (2008a) Shark interactions in pelagic longline fisheries. Marine Policy 32: 1-18 

Gilman E, Dalzell P, Martin S (2006) Fleet communication to abate fisheries bycatch. Marine Policy 30: 360-366 

Gilman E, Evans T, Pollard I, Chaloupka M (2023c) Adjusting time-of-day and depth of fishing provides an economically viable solution to 
seabird bycatch in an albacore tuna longline fishery. Scientific Reports doi: 10.1038/s41598-023-29616-7 

Gilman E, Gearhart J, Price B, et al (2010) Mitigating sea turtle bycatch in coastal passive net fisheries. FishFish.11: 57–88 

Gilman E, Hall M, Booth H, et al (2022) A decision support tool for integrated fisheries bycatch management. Reviews in Fish Biology and 
Fisheries 32: 441-472 

Gilman E, Huang H (2017) Review of effects of pelagic longline hook and bait type on sea turtle catch rate, anatomical hooking position 
and at-vessel mortality rate.Reviews in Fish Biology and Fisheries 27: 43-52 

Gilman E, Humberstone J, Wilson J, Chassot E, Jackson A, Suuronen P. 2022b. Matching fishery-specific drivers of abandoned, lost and 
discarded fishing gear to relevant interventions. Marine Policy DOI: 10.1016/j.marpol.2022.105097 

Gilman E, Kobayashi D, Chaloupka M (2008b) Reducing seabird bycatch in the Hawaii longline tuna fishery. Endangered Species 
Research 5: 309-323 

Gilman E, Musyl M (2017) Captain and Observer Perspectives on the Commercial Viability and Efficacy of Alternative Methods to Reduce 
Seabird Bycatch during Gear Haulback in the Hawaii-based Pelagic Longline Swordfish Fishery. Grant Report. National Fish and 
Wildlife Foundation, Washington, DC  

Gilman E, Musyl M, Wild M, Rong H, Chaloupka M (2022c) Investigating weighted fishing hooks for seabird bycatch mitigation. Scientific 
Reports 12: 2833 

Gilman E, Passfield K, Nakamura K (2014) Performance of regional fisheries management organizations: ecosystem-based governance of 
bycatch and discards. Fish Fish 15:327-351 

Gilman E, Suuronen P, Hall M, Kennelly S (2013) Causes and methods to estimate cryptic sources of fishing mortality. J Fish Biol 83:766-
803 

Goad D (2018) Small longline vessel hauling mitigation development. Draft Report prepared for the Department of Conservation: 
Conservation Services Programme project MIT2015-02: Department of Conservation, Wellington.  

Goad, D., Debski, I., Potts, J. 2019. Hookpod-mini: A smaller potential solution to mitigate seabird bycatch in pelagic longline fisheries. 
Endangered Species Research 39: 1-8. 

Gray C, Kennelly S (2018) Bycatches of endangered, threatened and protected species in marine fisheries. Reviews in Fish Biology and 
Fisheries 28: 521-541 

Hall M (1998) An ecological view of the tuna-dolphin problem: impacts and tradeoffs. Reviews in Fish Biology and Fisheries 8: 1-34 

Hall M (1999) Estimating the ecological impacts of fisheries: what data are needed to estimate bycatches? In Proceedings of the 
International Conference on Integrated Fisheries Monitoring. Sydney, Australia, 1–5 February 1999, pp. 175–184. Ed. by C. Nolan. 
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Rome, 378 pp. 

Hall M (2008) Bycatch Reduction in the Artisanal Longline Fleets of the Eastern Pacific 2004-2008. Western Pacific Regional Fishery 
Management Council, Honolulu. 

Hall M, Alverson D, Metuzals K (2000) By-catch: problems and solutions. Mar Poll Bull 41:204–219 

Hall M, Campa M, Gomez M (2003) Solving the tuna-dolphin problem in the eastern Pacific purse-seine fishery. Pp. 60-92 In: Mann E, 
Chircop A, McConnell M (eds). Ocean Yearbook, vol 17. University of Chicago Press, Chicago 

Hall M, Gilman E, Minami H, Mituhasi T, Carruthers E (2017) Mitigating bycatch in tuna fisheries. Rev Fish Biol Fish 27:881-908 

Hall MA, Roman M (2013) Bycatch and Non-tuna Catch in the Tropical Tuna Purse Seine Fisheries of the World. FAO Fisheries and 
Aquaculture Technical Paper No. 568. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Rome 

Hamer D, Childerhouse S, Gales N (2012) Odontocete bycatch and depredation in longline fisheries: A review of available literature and of 
potential solutions. Marine Mammal Science 28: E345-E374 

Hamer D, Childerhouse S, McKinlay J, et al (2015) Two devices for mitigating odontocete bycatch and depredation at the hook in tropical 
pelagic longline fisheries. ICES Journal of Marine Science 72: 1691–1705 



ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 38 / 82 

Hamer DJ, Goldsworthy SD , Costa DP et al. (2013) The endangered Australian sea lion extensively overlaps with and regularly becomes 
by-catch in demersal shark gill-nets in South Australian shelf waters. Biol Conserv 157: 386–400 

Hanamseth R, Baker G, Sherwen S, Hindell M, Lea M (2017) Assessing the importance of net colour as a seabird bycatch mitigation 
measure in gillnet fishing. Aquatic Conserv: Mar Freshw Ecosyst 28: 175-181 

Hare S, Harley S, Hampton J (2015) Verifying FAD-association in purse seine catches on the basis of catch sampling. Fisheries Research 
172: 361-372 

Hare S, Williams P, Day J, et al (2023) The Western and Central Pacific Tuna Fishery: 2022 Overview and Status of Stocks. Tuna 
Fisheries Assessment Report No. 23. ISBN: 978-982-00-1474-9. Pacific Community, Noumea, New Caledonia 

Harley S, et al (2015) Monte Carlo Simulation Modelling of Possible Measures to Reduce Impacts of Longlining on Oceanic Whitetip and 
Silky Sharks. WCPFC-SC11-2015/EB-WP-02. Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, Kolonia, Federated States of 
Micronesia 

Harley S, Pilling G (2016) Potential Implications of the Choice of Longline Mitigation Approach Allowed within CMM 2014-05. WCPFC-
SC12-2016/EB-WP-06 Rev 1. Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, Kolonia, Federated States of Micronesia 

Hata D (2006) Incidental captures of seabirds in the U.S. Atlantic pelagic longline fishery, 1986–2005. Southeast Fisheries Science 
Center, National Marine Fisheries Service, Miami. 

Hayase S, Yatsu A (1993) Preliminary report of a squid subsurface driftnet experiment in the north Pacific during 1991. North Pacific 
Commission Bulletin 53: 557–576 

Hazin F, Hazin H, Travassos P (2002) Influence of the type of longline on the catch rate and size composition of swordfish, Xiphias gladius 
(Linnaeus, 1758), in the southwestern equatorial Atlantic Ocean. Collective Volume of Scientific Paper: ICCAT 54: 1555–1559 

Heck K, van Belle G, Simberlof D (1975) Explicit calculation of the rarefaction diversity measurement and the determination of sufficient 
sample size. Ecology 56:1459–1461 

Heino M, Pauli B, Dieckmann U (2015) Fisheries-induced evolution. Annu. Rev. Ecol. Evol. Syst. 46: 461-480  

Hembree D, Harwood M (1987) Pelagic gillnet modification trials in northern Australian seas. Report of the International Whaling 
Commission 37: 369-373 

Hilborn R, et al (2021) Area-based management of blue water fisheries: current knowledge and research needs. Fish and Fisheries 23: 
492-518 

Hilbourne S, Stevens G (2023) Note on Incidents of oceanic manta ray (Mobula birostris) fishing gear entanglements from the Maldives. 
IOTC-2023-WPEB19-INFO02. Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, Mahe, Seychelles.  

Hobday A, Smith A, Stobutzki I et al (2011) Ecological risk assessment for the effects of fishing. Fish Res 108:372–384 

Hodgson A, Marsh H, Delean S, Marcus L (2007) Is attempting to change marine mammal behaviour a generic solution to the bycatch 
problem? A dugong case study. Animal Conservation 10: 263–273 

Hoyle S, Langley A, Campbell A (2014) Recommended Approaches for Standardizing CPUE Data from Pelagic Fisheries. WCPFC-SC10-
2014/ SA-IP-10. Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, Kolonia, Federated States of Micronesia 

Hutchinson M, Itano D, Muir J, Holland K (2015) Post-release survival of juvenile silky sharks captured in a tropical tuna purse seine 
fishery. Marine Ecology Progress Series 521: 143-154 

Hutchinson M, Justel-Rubio A, Restrepo V (2019) At-Sea Tests of Releasing Sharks from the Net of a Tuna Purse Seiner in the Atlantic 
Ocean. Working Paper WP-10-001. Pacific Islands Fisheries Science Center, National Marine Fisheries Service, Honolulu. doi: 
10.25923/60ej-m613 

Hutchinson M, Poisson F, Swimmer Y (2017) Developing best handling practice guidelines to safely release mantas and mobulids 
captured in commercial fisheries. WCPFC-SC13-2017/ SA-IP-08. Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, Kolonia, 
Federated States of Micronesia 

IATTC (2007) Research on reducing shark bycatch in the tuna purse-seine fishery in the Eastern Tropical Pacific Ocean. Document BYC-
6-06. Inter- American Tropical Tuna Commission, La Jolla, USA 

ICES (2005) Joint Report of the Study Group on Unaccounted Fishing Mortality (SGUFM) and the Workshop on Unaccounted Fishing 
Mortality (WKUFM). ICES CM 2005/B:08. International Council for the Exploration of the Sea, Copenhagen 

IOTC (2023) Available Datasets: Nominal Catches by Year, Species and Gear, by Vessel Flag and Reporting Country. Available online at 
www.iotc.org/data/datasets. Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, Mahe, Seychelles 

IOTC (2024) Report of the 20th Session of the IOTC Working Party on Ecosystems and Bycatch Data Preparatory Meeting. IOTC-
20240WBEB20(DP)-R[E]. Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, Mahe, Seychelles 

http://www.iotc.org/data/datasets


ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 39 / 82 

ISSF (2010) Bycatch Reduction: Setting a New Course and Speed for Bycatch Reduction in Tuna Purse Seine FAD Fishing. International 
Seafood Sustainability Foundation, McLean, Virginia, USA 

ISSF (2012) Training Guide for Purse Seine Fishery Observers. International Seafood Sustainability Foundation, Pittsburgh. 

ISSF (2016) Skippers’ Guidebook to Sustainable Purse Seine Fishing Practices. Version 3.2. International Seafood Sustainability 
Foundation, Pittsburgh. 

ISSF (2017a) RFMO bycatch mitigation and monitoring. Pp. 94-96 in: ISSF. Status of the World Fisheries for Tuna. ISSF Technical Report 
2017-02. International Seafood Sustainability Foundation, Washington, D.C.  

ISSF (2017b) A Summary of Bycatch Issues and ISSF Mitigation Activities to Date in Purse Seine Fisheries, with Emphasis on FADs. 
ISSF Technical Report 2017-06. International Seafood Sustainability Foundation, Washington, D.C.  

ISSF (2019) Non-Entangling and Biodegradable FADs Guide. Best Practices for Fishers, RFMOs, Governments and Vessel Owners. 
International Seafood Sustainability Foundation, Washington, D.C. 

ISSF (2023a) Skippers’ Guidebook to Sustainable Longline Fishing Practices. Third Edition. International Seafood Sustainability 
Foundation, Pittsburgh 

ISSF (2023b) Status of the World Fisheries for Tuna: November 2023. ISSF Technical Report 2023-12. International Seafood 
Sustainability Foundation, Pittsburgh 

ISSF (2023c) ISSF Workshop on Different Approaches to Limit the Number of FADs in the Oceans. ISSF Technical Report 2023-03. 
International Seafood Sustainability Foundation, Pittsburgh 

ISSF and IPNLF (2019) Skippers’ Guidebook to Pole-and-Line Fishing Best Practices (International Seafood Sustainability Foundation and 
International Pole and Line Foundation 

Itano D, Filmalter J, Hutchinson M (2016) ISSF bycatch reduction research cruse on the SEA DRAGON, eastern Atlantic Ocean 2015. 
ICCAT SCRS/2016/155. International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas, Madrid 

Itano D, Heberer C., Owens M (2019) Comparing and Contrasting EM Derived Purse Seine Fishery Data with Human Observer, Onboard 
Sampling and Other Data Sources in Support of Project 60. WCPFC-SC15-2019/ST-WP-07. Western and Central Pacific Fisheries 
Commission, Kolonia, Federated States of Micronesia 

Itano D, Muir J, Hutchinson M, Leroy B (2012) Development and Testing of a Release Panel Sharks and Non-target Finfish in Purse Seine 
Gear. WCPFC-SC8-2012/EB-WP-14. Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, Kolonia, Federated States of Micronesia 

Jabado R, Kyne P, Pollom R, et al (2018) Troubled waters: Threats and extinction risk of the sharks, rays and chimaeras of the Arabian 
Sea and adjacent waters. Fish and Fisheries 19: 1043–1062 

Januma S, Kajiwara Y, Miura T, Yamamoto J, Haruyama M (1990) Trial use of artificial bait with tuna longline. Bull Facul Fish Hokkaido 
University 50:71–76 

Januma S, Miyajima K, Abe T (2003) Development and comparative test of squid liver artificial bait for tuna longline. Fish Sci 69:288-292 

Jimenez S, Domingo A, Winder H et al (2020) Towards mitigation of seabird bycatch: large-scale effectiveness of night setting and tori 
lines across multiple pelagic longline fleets. Bio Cons 247:108642 

Jimenez S, Forselledo R, Domingo A (2019) Effects of best practices to reduce seabird bycatch in pelagic longline fisheries on other 
threatened, protected and bycaught megafauna species. Biodiversity and Conservation 28: 3657-3667 

Jordan L, Mandelman J, McComb D, et al (2013) Linking sensory biology and fisheries bycatch reduction in elasmobranch fishes: A review 
with new directions for research. Conservation Physiology 1: cot002. DOI: 10.1093/conphys/cot002 

Kakai T (2019) Assessing the effectiveness of LED lights for the reduction of sea turtle bycatch in an artisanal gillnet fishery – a case study 
from the north coast of Kenya. WIO Journal of Marine Science 18: 37-44 

Kaplan I, et al (2021) Management strategy evaluation: Allowing the light on the hill to illuminate more than one species. Front Mar Sci doi: 
10.3389/fmars.2021.624355 

Karris G, Fric J, Kitsou Z, et al (2013). Does by-catch pose a threat for the conservation of seabird populations in the southern Ionian Sea 
(eastern Mediterranean)? A questionnaire-based survey of local fisheries. Mediterranean Marine Science 14: 19–25 

Kawamoto T, Yoshimoto S, Asakawa E, et al (2012a) Study on the methods to mitigate the bycatch of juvenile bigeye tuna by introducing 
DoubleFADs with light stimulus for tuna purse seine fishery in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean. WCPFC-SC8-2012/EB-WP-17. 
Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, Kolonia, Federated States of Micronesia 

Kawamoto T, Yoshimoto S, Asakawa E, et al (2012b) Study on the methods to mitigate the bycatch of juvenile bigeye tuna by introducing 
Double-FADs with light stimulus for tuna purse seine fishery in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean. WCPFC/SC8/EB/WP17. 
Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, Kolonia, Federated States of Micronesia 



ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 40 / 82 

Kelleher K (2005) Discards in the World’s Marine Fisheries. An Update. FAO Fisheries Technical Paper No. 470. Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations, Rome 

Kiszka J, Marchant K, Roberson L (2023) Ecological Risk Assessment of Cetaceans to Indian Ocean Tuna Fisheries. IOTC-2023-
WPEB19-24 rev2. Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, Mahe, Seychelles 

Kiszka J, Moazzam M, Boussarie G, et al (2021) Setting the net lower: A potential low‐cost mitigation method to reduce cetacean bycatch 
in drift gillnet fisheries. Aquatic Conservation: Marine and Freshwater Ecosystems 31: 3111-3119 

Kiyota M, Minami H, Takahashi M (2001) Development and tests of water jet devices to avoid incidental take of seabirds in tuna longline 
fishery. CCSBT ERS-0111-63. Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna, Hobart 

Knowlton, A, Malloy J, Kraus S, Werner T (2018) Development and Evaluation of Reduced Breaking Strength Rope to Reduce Large 
Whale Entanglement Severity. Final Report to the Office of Energy and Environmental Affairs, State of Massachusetts, under 
MMARS# CT EVN 0607160000 000 000 3938. 

Kot B, Sears R, Anis A, et al 2012. Behavioural responses of minke whales (Balaenoptera acutorostrata) to experimental fishing gear in a 
coastal environment. Journal of Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology 413. 13–20 

Koya M, Azzez A, Abdussamad E, et al (2023) Gillnet tuna fisheries in the coastal waters of India: Intensity and spatial spread of the 
fisheries with implications of non-target and sensitive species interactions. IOTC-20230WPEB19-11. Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, 
Mahe, Seychelles. 

Koyama T (1956) Study on bait for tuna longline, I. An artificial bait of latex-sponge shaped like a squid. Bull Tokai Reg Fish Res Lab 
15:89–94 

Kratzer I, et al (2021) Using acoustically visible gillnets to reduce bycatch of a small cetacean: first pilot trials in a commercial fishery. 
Fisheries Research 243: 106088 

Kratzer I, et al (2022) Angle-dependent acoustic reflectivity of gillnets and their modifications to reduce bycatch of odontocetes using sonar 
imaging. Fisheries Research 250: 106278 

Kraus S, Read A, Anderson E, Baldwin K, et al (1997) Acoustic alarms reduce incidental mortality of porpoises in gill nets. Nature 388:525 

Kraus S, Fasick J, Werner T, McCarron P (2014) Enhancing the Visibility of Fishing Ropes to Reduce Right Whale Entanglements. Final 
Report under NOAA Contract Number NA12NMF4720254. Bycatch Reduction and Engineering Program, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, Arlington 

La Manna, G, et al (2023) Acoustic detection of bottlenose dolphin depredation on nets and implications for conservation. Aquatic 
Conservation: Marine and Freshwater Ecosystems. doi: 10.1002/aqc.3907 

Larsen F, Eigaard O, Tougaard J (2007) Reduction of harbour porpoise (Phocoena phocoena) bycatch by iron-oxide gillnets, Fish.Res. 85: 
270–278. 

Lawson T (2006) Scientific Aspects of Observer Programmes for Tuna Fisheries in the Western and Central Pacific Ocean. WCPFC-SC2-
2006/ST WP-1. Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, Palikir, Federated States of Micronesia 

Lawson T (2013) Update on the Estimation of the Species Composition of the Catch by Purse Seiners in the Western and Central Pacific 
Ocean, with Responses to Recent Independent Reviews. WCPFC-SC9/ST‐WP‐03. Western and Central Pacific Fisheries 
Commission, Kolonia, Federated States of Micronesia. 

Lawton J, Bignell D, Bolton B et al (1998) Biodiversity inventories, indicator taxa and effects of habitat modification in tropical forest. 
Nature 391:72–76 

Lee Lum L (2006) Assessment of incidental sea turtle catch in the artisanal gillnet fishery in Trinidad and Tobago, West Indies. Appl 
Herpetol 3: 357–368 

Lennert-Cody C (2001) Effects of sample size on bycatch estimation using systematic sampling and spatial post-stratification: summary of 
preliminary results. IOTC Proceedings 4:48-53. 

Lennert-Cody C, Lopez J, Maunder M (2023) An automated purse-seine set type classification algorithm to inform tropical tuna 
management. Fisheries Research 262: 106644 

Lennert-Cody C, Roberts J, Stephenson R (2008) Effects of gear characteristics on the presence of bigeye tuna (Thunnus obesus) in the 
catches of the purse-seine fishery of the eastern Pacific Ocean. ICES Journal of Marine Science 65: 970–978 

Lewison R, Crowder L. (2007) Putting longline bycatch of sea turtles into perspective. Conservation Biology 21:79–86 

Lewison R, Freeman S, Crowder L (2004) Quantifying the effects of fisheries on threatened species: The impact of pelagic longlines on 
loggerhead and leatherback sea turtles. Ecology Letters 7: 221-231. 

Lezama-Ochoa N, Hall M, Roman M, Vogel N (2019) Spatial and temporal distribution of mobulid ray species in the eastern Pacific Ocean 
ascertained from observer data from the tropical tuna purse-seine fishery. Environmental Biology of Fishes 102: 1-17 



ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 41 / 82 

Li Y, Browder J, Jiao Y (2012) Hook effects on seabird bycatch in the United States Atlantic pelagic longline fishery. Bull Mar Sci 88:559–
569 

Li Y, Jiao Y, Browder J (2016) Assessment of seabird bycatch in the US Atlantic pelagic longline fishery, with an extra exploration on 
modeling spatial variation. ICES Journal of Marin Science 73: 2687-2694. 

Long K, DeAngelis M, Engelby L, et al (2015) Marine Mammal Non-Lethal Deterrents. Summary of the Technical Expert Workshop on 
Marine Mammal Non-Lethal Deterrents, 10–12 February 2015, Seattle, Washington. NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS-OPR-50. 
National Marine Fisheries Service, Seattle 

Lopetegui-Eguren L, Poos J, Arrizabalaga H, et al (2022) Spatio-temporal distribution of juvenile oceanic whitetip shark incidental catch in 
the western Indian Ocean. Frontiers in Marine Science DOI: 10.3389/fmars.2022.863602 

Lopez J, Moreno G, Ibaibarriaga L, Dagorn L (2017) Diel behaviour of tuna and non-tuna species at drifting fish aggregating devices 
(DFADs) in the Western Indian Ocean, determined by fishers’ echo-sounder buoys. Mar Biol 164:44. 

Lucas S, Berggren P (2022) A systematic review of sensory deterrents for bycatch mitigation of marine megafauna. Reviews in Fish 
Biology and Fisheries 33: 1-33 

Lucchetti A, et al (2019) Reducing sea turtle bycatch in the mediterranean mixed demersal fisheries. Frontiers in Marine Science 6: 387. 
DOI: 10.3389/fmars.2019.00387 

Lydon G, Starr P (2005) Effect of blue dyed bait on incidental seabird mortalities and fish catch rates on a commercial longliner fishing off 
East Cape, New Zealand. New Zealand Seafood Council, Wellington.  

Macfadyen G, Huntington T, Cappel R (2009) Abandoned, Lost or Otherwise Discarded Fishing Gear. UNEP Regional Seas Reports and 
Studies 185. FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture Technical Paper 523. ISBN 978–92-5–106196-1. United Nations Environment 
Programme and Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, Nairobi and Rome 

Mangel J, Wang J, Alfaro-Shigueto J, et al (2018) Illuminating gillnets to save seabirds and the potential for multi-taxa bycatch mitigation. 
Royal Society Open Science 5: 180254. DOI: 10.1098/rsos.180254 

Mangi S, Smith S, Catchpole T (2016) Assessing the capability and willingness of skippers towards fishing industry-led data collection. 
Ocean Coast Manag 134:11-19 

Mannocci L, Baidai Y, Forget F, et al (2021) Machine learning to detect bycatch risk: Novel application to echosounder buoys data in tuna 
purse seine fisheries. Biological Conservation 255: 109004 

Martin S (2020) A Review of Mobulid Ray Interactions with Fisheries for Tuna and Tuna-like Species in the Indian Ocean. IOTC-2020-
WPEB16-19. Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, Mahe, Seychelles. 

McAuley R, Simpfendorfer C, Wright I (2007) Gillnet mesh selectivity of the sandbar shark (Carcharhinus plumbeus): implications for 
fisheries management. ICES Journal of Marine Science 64: 1702–1709 

McCauley D, et al (2015) Marine defaunation: animal loss in the global ocean. Science 347, 1255641 

McGrath S, Butcher P, Broadhurst M, Cairns S (2011) Reviewing hook degradation to promote ejection after ingestion by marine fish. 
Marine and Freshwater Research 62): 1237–1247 

McLellan W, Arthur L, Mallette S, et al (2015) Longline hook testing in the mouths of pelagic odontocetes. ICES Journal of Marine Science 
72: 1706–1713 

McNamara B, Torre L, Kaaialii G (1999) Hawaii Longline Seabird Mortality Mitigation Project. Western Pacific Regional Fishery 
Management Council, Honolulu 

McPherson G (2003) Milestone Progress Report. 5. Reduction of interactions by toothed whales with fishing gear. Development and 
assessment of predation mitigation devices around longlines. Review of acoustic exposure and habituation to toothed whales. 
Fisheries Research and Development Corporation, Australia 

McPherson G, Clague C, McPherson C, et al (2008) Reduction of interactions by toothed whales with fishing gear. Phase 1. Development 
and assessment of depredation mitigation devices around longlines. Final Report to Fisheries Research and Development Corporation 
No. 2003/016. Cairns, Australia, Department of Primary Industries and Fisheries 

McPherson G, Clague C, Turner P, et al (2004) Development of passive acoustic tracking systems to investigate toothed whale 
interactions with fishing gear. Proceedings of ACOUSTICS 2004: 291-296 

McPherson G, Nishida T (2010) An overview of toothed whale depredation mitigation efforts in the Indo-Pacific region. SPC Fisheries 
Newsletter 132: 31–36 

Mejuto J, Auton U, Quintans M (2005) Visual acuity and olfactory sensitivity in the swordfish (Xiphias gladius) for the detection of prey 
during field experiments using the surface longline gear with different bait types. Col Vol Sci Pap ICCAT 58:1501-1510 

Melvin E, Asher W, Fernandez-Juricic E, Lim A (2016) Results of initial trials to determine if laser light can prevent seabird bycatch in 
North Pacific Fisheries. SBWG7 Inf 12. Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels, Hobart 



ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 42 / 82 

Melvin E, Guy T, Read L (2013) Reducing seabird bycatch in the South African tuna fishery using bird-scaring lines, branch line weighting 
and nighttime setting of hooks. Fish. Res. 147: 72–82 

Melvin E, Guy T, Read L (2014) Best practice seabird bycatch mitigation for pelagic longline fisheries targeting tuna and related species. 
Fish. Res. 149: 5–18 

Melvin E, Parrish J, Conquest L (1999) Novel tools to reduce seabird bycatch in coastal gill net fisheries. Conserv Biol 13:1386–1397 

Melvin E, Parrish J, Conquest L (2001) Novel tools to reduce seabird bycatch in coastal gillnet fisheries. In: Melvin E, Parrish J (eds) 
Seabird bycatch: trends, roadblocks, and solutions. AK-SG-01-01i. University of Alaska Sea Grant, Fairbanks, pp 161–184 

Melvin E, Parrish J, Dietrich K, Hamel O (2001b) Solutions to seabird bycatch in Alaska’s demersal longline fisheries. Washington Sea 
Grant Program, University of Washington, Seattle 

Melvin E, Walker N (2008) Optimizing tori line designs for pelagic tuna longline fisheries. Report of work under New Zealand Ministry of 
Fisheries Special Permit 355. Washington Sea Grant, Seattle 

Michelin M, Elliott M, Bucher M, et al. (2018) Catalyzing the Growth of Electronic Monitoring in Fisheries. CEA Consulting and The Nature 
Conservancy, San Francisco 

Miller K, Nadheeh I, Jauharee A, Anderson R, Adam M (2017) Bycatch in the Maldivian pole-and-line tuna fishery. PLoS ONE 12: 
e0177391 

Milner-Gulland EJ, Garcia S, Arlidge W et al. (2018) Translating the terrestrial mitigation hierarchy to marine megafauna by-catch. Fish 
Fish 19: 547-561 

Minami H, Kiyota M (2004) Effect of Blue-dyed bait and Tori-pole Streamer on Reduction of Incidental Take of Seabirds in the Japanese 
Southern Bluefin Tuna Longline Fisheries. CCSB-ERS/0402/08. Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna, Hobart 

Moazzam M (2019) Species Composition of Elasmobranchs in the Surface and Subsurface Gillnet Operation in the Northern Arabian Sea. 
IOTC-2019-WPEB15-13. Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, Mahe, Seychelles 

Moazzam M (2022) Bycatch of Deep Dwelling Cetacean in Gillnet Fisheries of Pakistan. IOTC-2022-WPEB18-24. Indian Ocean Tuna 
Commission, Mahe, Seychelles 

Molony B (2005) Estimates of the Mortality of Non-target Species with an Initial Focus on Seabirds, Turtles and Sharks. WCPFC-SC1-EB-
WP-1. Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, Kolonia, Federated States of Micronesia. 

Monaghan E, Ravanello P, Ellis D, Bolin J, Schoeman D, Scales K (2024) Fishing behaviour and environmental variability influence 
depredation of pelagic longline catch by toother whales. Fisheries Research 273: 106959 

Mooney T, Au W, Nachtigall P, Trippel E (2007) Acoustic and stiffness properties of gillnets as they relate to small cetacean bycatch. ICES 
Journal of Marine Science 64: 1324–1332 

Mooney A, Pacini A, Nachtigall P (2009) False killer whale (Pseudorca crassidens) echolocation and acoustic disruption: Implications for 
longline bycatch and depredation. Canadian Journal of Zoology 87: 726–733 

Morandin L, O’Hara P (2014) Fish oil disrupts seabird feather microstructure and waterproofing. Science of the Total Environment 496: 
257-263 

Moreno G, Boyra G, Sancristobal I, et al (2019) Towards acoustic discrimination of tropical tuna associated with Fish Aggregating Devices. 
PLOS ONE 14: e0216353  

Moreno G, Salvador J, Zudaire I, et al. (2023) The Jelly-FAD: A paradigm shift in the design of biodegradable Fish Aggregating Devices. 
Marine Policy 147: 105352 

Murray T, Griggs L (2003) Factors affecting swordfish (Xiphias gladius) catch rate in the New Zealand tuna longline fishery. 16th Meeting 
of the Standing Committee on Tuna and Billfish, Working Paper BBRG-9 

Murray K (2009) Characteristics and magnitude of sea turtle bycatch in US mid-Atlantic gillnet gear. Endanger Species Res 8:211–224 

Murua H, Santiago J, Coelho R, et al (2018) Updated Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) for shark species caught in fisheries managed by 
the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC). IOTC-2018-SC21-14_Rev1. Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, Mahe, Seychelles. 

Murua H, Santos M, Chavance P, et al (2013) EU project for the Provision of Scientific Advice for the purpose of the implementation of the 
EUPOA sharks: a brief overview of the results for Indian Ocean. Ninth Session of the IOTC Working Party on Ecosystems and 
Bycatch. Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, Mahe, Seychelles 

Murua J, Ferarios J, Grande M, Santiago J (2021) Improving on deck best handling and release practices for sharks in tuna purse seiners 
using hopper with ramp devices. WCPFC-SC17-2021/EB-IP-13. Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, Kolonia, 
Federated States of Micronesia 



ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 43 / 82 

Murua J, Ferarios, J, Grande M, et al (2023a) Cooperative development and adoption of bycatch release devices for vulnerable 
elasmobranch species with the Spanish tropical tuna purse seine fleet. Proceedings of the 2023 ICES Annual Science Conference. 
International Council for the Exploration of the Seas, Copenhagen 

Murua J, Ferarios J, Moreno G, Grande M, Murua H (2023) ISSF Workshop on Deck Bycatch Reduction Devices (BRDs) for Vulnerable 
Species in Tropical Tuna Purse Seiners. ISSF Technical Report 2023-11A. International Seafood Sustainability Foundation, Pittsburgh 

Murua J, Ferarios J, Grande M, et al (2024) Best Practice Guidelines for Handling and Release of Bycatch Species in Tuna Purse Seiners. 
AZTI – Centro de Investigacion Marina y Alimentaria, Derio, Biscay, Spain 

Murua H, Zudaire I, Tolotti M, et al (2023c) Lessons learnt from the first large-scale biodegradable FAD research experiment to mitigate 
drifting FADs impacts on the ecosystem. Marine Policy 148: 105394 

Musick J (1999) Criteria to define extinction risk in marine fishes: the American Fisheries Society Initiative. Fisheries 24: 6-14 

Musyl M, Brill R, Boggs C, et al (2003) Vertical movements of bigeye tuna (Thunnus obesus) associated with islands, buoys, and 
seamounts near the main Hawaiian Islands from archival tagging data. Fish Oceanogr 12:152–169 

Musyl M, Brill R, Curran D, et al (2011) Postrelease survival, vertical and horizontal movements, and thermal habitats of five species of 
pelagic sharks in the central Pacific Ocean. Fish Bull 109:341–361 

Musyl M, Gilman E (2019) Meta-analysis of post-release fishing mortality in apex predatory pelagic sharks and white marlin. Fish Fish 20: 
466-500 

Myrberg A, Gordon C, Klimley A (1978) Rapid withdrawal from a sound source by open-ocean sharks. J Acoust Soc Am 64:1289–1297 

Nel R, Wanless R, Angel A, et al (2013) Ecological Risk Assessment and Productivity-Susceptibility Analysis of sea turtles overlapping 
with fisheries in the IOTC region. IOTC 

Nelson P (2009) Response of Yellowfin Tuna to Different Sorting Grids for Reducing Juvenile Bycatch. National Sea Grant College 
Program, Eureka, California, USA 

Nieblas A, Rouyer T, Boyer A, et al (2023) SMARTSNAP: A New Device to Aid in the Reduction of Bycatch Mortality in Longline Fisheries. 
IOTC-WPEB19-2023-22. Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, Mahe, Seychelles. 

Nishida T, McPherson G (2011) Assessment of specialized acoustic pingers to mitigate toothed whales depredation on Japanese tuna 
longline catches in the Central Pacific. The Journal of the Acoustical Society of America 129: 2399–2399 

NMFS (2011) Western Pacific pelagic fisheries; American Samoa longline gear modifications to reduce turtle interactions. Federal 
Register 76: 52888-9 

NMFS (2020) Taking of Marine Mammals Incidental to Commercial Fishing Operations; Amendment to the Atlantic Pelagic Longline Take 
Reduction Plan. Federal Register 85: 81168–81175 

Norden W, Pierre J (2007) Exploiting sensory ecology to reduce seabird by-catch. Emu 107: 38-43 

Northridge S, Coram A, Kingston A, Crawford R (2017) Disentangling the causes of protected species bycatch in gillnet fisheries. 
Conservation Biology 31: 686-695 

Ochi D, Minami H, Sato N (2011) A Comparison of Two Blue-dyed Bait Types for Reducing Incidental Catch of Seabirds in the 
Experimental Operations of the Japanese Southern Bluefin Tuna Longline. WCPFC-SC7-2011/EB-WP-09. Western and Central 
Pacific Fisheries Commission, Kolonia, Federated States of Micronesia 

O’Connell V, et al (2015) Testing a passive deterrent on longline to reduce sperm whale depredation in the Gulf of Alaska. ICES Journal of 
Marine Science 72: 1667-1672 

O’Keefe C, Cadrin S, Stokesbury K (2014) Evaluating effectiveness of time/area closures, quotas/caps, and fleet communications to 
reduce fisheries bycatch. ICES Journal of Marine Science 71: 1286-1297 

Orphanides C (2010) Protected species bycatch estimating approaches: estimating harbor porpoise bycatch in U.S. northwestern Atlantic 
gillnet fisheries. J Northwest Atl Fish Sci 42:55–76 

Ortiz N, Mangel J, Wang J, et al (2016) Reducing green turtle bycatch in small-scale fisheries using illuminated gillnets: The cost of saving 
a sea turtle. Marin Ecology Progress Series 545 DO: 10.3354/meps11610 

Oshima T, Takao Y, Hasegawa S, Kimura T, Uehara T, Fusejima I (2019) Differences in reaction of bigeye tuna (Thunnus obesus) and 
skipjack tuna (Katsuwonus pelamis) to intermittent light. Fisheries Research 214: 148-156 

O’Toole D, Molloy J (2000) Short communication. Preliminary performance assessment of an underwater line setting device for pelagic 
longline fishing. New Zealand Journal of Marine and Freshwater Research 34: 455-61 

Pace III R, Cole T, Henry A (2014) Incremental fishing gear modifications fail to significantly reduce large whale serious injury rates. 
Endangered Species Research 26: 115–126 



ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 44 / 82 

Pacoureau N, et al (2021) Half a century of global decline in oceanic sharks and rays. Nature 589: 567-574 

Pardo S, Kindsvater H, Reynolds J, Dulvy N (2016) Maximum intrinsic rate of population increase in sharks, rays, and chimaeras: the 
importance of survival to maturity. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 73: 1159-1163 

Pascoe S, Innes J, Holland D et al (2010) Use of incentive-based management systems to limit bycatch and discarding. Int. Rev. Environ. 
Resour. Econ. 4, 123–161. 

Peatman T, Abraham E, Ochi D, Webber D, Smith N (2019) Project 68: Estimation of Seabird Mortality across the WCPFC Convention 
Area. WCPFC-SC15-2019/EB-WP-03. Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, Kolonia, Federated States of Micronesia 

Peatman T, Allain V, Caillot S, Wiliams P, Smith N (2017) Summary of Purse Seine Fishery Bycatch at a Regional Scale, 2003-2016. 
WCPFC-SC13-2017/ST-WP-05. Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, Kolonia, Federated States of Micronesia 

Peckham S, Maldonado-Diaz D, Lucero J, et al (2009) Loggerhead bycatch and reduction off the Pacific coast of Baja California Sur, 
Mexico. pp, 58–60 IN: Gilman E (Ed). Proceedings of the Technical Workshop on Mitigating Sea Turtle Bycatch in Coastal Net 
Fisheries. ISBN: 1-934061-40-9. IUCN, Gland, Switzerland 

Pierre J (2018) Mitigating Seabird Captures during Hauling on Smaller Longline Vessels. Conservation Services Programme Project 
MIT2015-02. New Zealand Department of Conservation, Wellington 

Pierre J, Norden W (2005) Trials using shark liver oil to deter seabirds from eating bait during long-line fishing, Leigh, New Zealand. 
Conservation Evidence 2: 99-100 

Pierre J, Norden W (2006) Reducing seabird bycatch in longline fisheries using a natural olfactory deterrent. Biological Conservation 130: 
406-415 

Piovano S, Farcomeni A, Giacoma C.  (2013) Do colours affect biting behaviour in loggerhead sea turtles? Ethology Ecology & Evolution 
25: 12-20 

Poisson F, Budan P, Coudray S, et al (2022) New technologies to improve bycatch mitigation in industrial fisheries. Fish and Fisheries 23: 
545-563 

Poisson F, Filmalter J, Vernet A et al (2014b) Mortality rate of silky sharks (Carcharhinus falciformis) caught in the tropical tuna purse 
seine fishery in the Indian Ocean. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 71: 795-798 

Poisson F, Gaertner J, Taquet M, Durbec J, Bigelow K (2010) Effects of lunar cycle and fishing operations on longline-caught pelagic fish: 
fishing performance, capture time, and survival of fish. Fishery Bulletin 108: 268–281 

Poisson F, Seret B, Vernet A, Goujon M, Dagorn L (2014a) Collaborative research: Development of a manual on elasmobranch handling 
and release best practices in tropical tuna purse-seine fisheries. Marine Policy 44: 312-320 

Polovina J, Howell E, Parker D, Balazs G (2003) Dive-depth distribution of loggerhead (Carretta carretta) and olive ridley (Lepidochelys 
olivacea) sea turtles in the central North Pacific: Might deep longline sets catch fewer turtles? Fish Bull 101: 189–193 

Pons M, Kaplan D, Moreno G, Escalle L, Abascal F, Hall M, Restrepo V, Hilborn R (2023) Benefits, concerns, and solutions of fishing for 
tunas with drifting fish aggregation devices. Fish and Fisheries https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12780 

Precoda K, Orphanides C (2024) Impact of fishery observer protocol on estimated bycatch rates of marine mammals. ICES Journal of 
Marine Science DOI: 10.1093/icesjms/fsad202 

Price B, Van Salisbury C (2007) Low-Profile Gillnet Testing in the Deep Water Region of Pamlico Sound, NC. North Carolina Department 
of Environment and Natural Resources, Division of Marine Fisheries, Morehead City, NC, USA 

Proctor C, et al (2019) A Characterisation of FAD-Based Tuna Fisheries in Indonesian Waters. ACIAR Project FIS/2009/059. ISBN:978- 0-
646-80326-5. Australian Centre for International Agricultural Research 

Punt A, Butterworth D, de Moor C, De Oliveira J, Haddon M (2016) Management strategy evaluation: Best practices. Fish Fish 17:303-334 

Rabearisoa N, Bach P, Marsac F (2015) Assessing interactions between dolphins and small pelagic fish on branchline to design a 
depredation mitigation device in pelagic longline fisheries. ICES Journal of Marine Science, 72: 1682–1690 

Rabearisoa N, Bach P, Tixier P, Guinet C (2012) Pelagic longline fishing trials to shape a mitigation device of the depredation by toothed 
whales. Journal of Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology 432: 55–63 

Read A, Drinker P, Northridge S (2006) Bycatch of marine mammals in US and global fisheries. Conserv Biol 20: 163–169 

Reeves R, McClellan K, Werner T (2013) Marine mammal bycatch in gillnet and other entangling net fisheries, 1990 to 2011. Endanger 
Species Res 20 :71–97 

Reinhardt J, Weaver J, Latham P, et al (2018) Catch rate and at-vessel mortality of circle hooks versus J-hooks in pelagic longline 
fisheries: A global meta-analysis. Fish and Fisheries 19:413-430 

https://doi.org/10.1111/faf.12780


ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 45 / 82 

Restrepo V, Dagorn L, Justel-Rubio A (2017) Questions and Answers about FADs and Bycatch. Version 2. ISSF Technical Report 2017-
04. International Seafood Sustainability Foundation, Washington, D.C., USA. 

Restrepo V, Dagorn L, et al (2018) Compendium of ISSF At-Sea Bycatch Mitigation Research Activities as of September 2018. ISSF 
Technical Report 2018–20. International Seafood Sustainability Foundation, Washington D.C., 

Richards P, Epperly S, Wang J, et al (2012) Can circle hook offset combined with baiting technique affect catch and bycatch in pelagic 
longline fisheries. Bulletin of Marine Science 88: 589-603 

Robertson G, Ashworth P, Ashworth P, et al (2015) The development and operational testing of an underwater bait setting system to 
prevent the mortality of albatrosses and petrels in pelagic longline fisheries. Open Journal of Marine Science 5: 1–12 

Robertson G, Ashworth P, Ashworth P, et al (2018) Setting baited hooks by stealth (underwater) can prevent the incidental mortality of 
albatrosses and petrels in pelagic longline fisheries. Biological Conservation 225: 134-143 

Robertson G, Candy S, Hall S (2013) New branch line weighting regimes to reduce the risk of seabird mortality in pelagic longline fisheries 
without affecting fish catch. Aquat. Conserv. 23: 885–900 

Robertson G, van den Hoff J (2010) Static water trials of the sink rates of baited hooks to improve understanding of sink rates estimated at 
sea. SBWG-3 Doc 31. Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels, Hobart 

Roberson L, Wilcox C, Boussarie G, et al (2022) Spatially explicit risk assessment of marine megafauna vulnerability to Indian Ocean tuna 
fisheries. Fish and Fisheries 23: 1180-1201 

Roda M, Gilman E, Huntington T, Kennelly S, Suuronen P, Chaloupka M, Medley P (2019) A Third Assessment of Global Marine Fisheries 
Discards. FAO Fisheries and Aquaculture Technical Paper 633. ISBN 978-92-5-131226-1. Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations, Rome 

Rollinson D, Lee S, Kim Y, et al (2016) Lumo Leads: A potential, new, safe line weighting technique to reduce seabird bycatch for pelagic 
longline fisheries. IOTC-2016-WPEB12-33 Rev 1. Indian Ocean Tuna Commission, Mahe, Seychelles 

Romanov E (2002) Bycatch in the tuna purse seine fisheries of the western Indian Ocean. Fisheries Bulletin 100: 90-105 

Rouxel Y, Arnardóttir H, Oppel S (2023) Looming-eyes buoys fail to reduce seabird bycatch in the Icelandic lumpfish fishery: depth-based 
fishing restrictions are an alternative. Royal Society Open Science 10:230783. 

Rouxel Y, Crawford R, Cleasby I, et al (2021) Buoys with looming eyes deter seaducks and could potentially reduce seabird bycatch in 
gillnets. R Soc Open Sci 8: 210225 

Ruiz N, Lopez M, Morsan E, Varisco M (2023) Trawl-related mortality and injuries to the southern king crab Lithodes santolla of Patagonia. 
Regional Studies in Marine Science 68: 103269 

Ryan L, Chapuis L, Hemmi J.et al (2017) Effects of auditory and visual stimuli on shark feeding behaviour: The disco effect. Marine 
Biology 165: 11 

Sakai H, Fuxiang H, Arimoto T (2004) Underwater setting device for preventing incidental catches of seabirds in tuna longline fishing. 
CCSBT-ERS/0402/Info06. Commission for the Conservation of Southern Bluefin Tuna, Hobart 

Sala A (2018) Influence of tow duration on catch performance of trawl survey in the Mediterranean Sea. PLoS ONE 13: e0191662. doi: 
10.1371/journal.pone.0191662 

Salerno D, Eayrs S, Pol M, Lee S, Baukus A (2010) Analysis of size selectivity and bycatch in the gillnet fishery for monkfish. Gulf of 
Maine Research Institute, Portland 

Santos R et al (2019) Improved line weighting reduces seabird bycatch without affecting fish catch in the Brazilian pelagic longline fishery. 
Aquat. Conserv. 29: 442–449 

Santos C, Rosa D, Goncalves M, Coehlo R (2023) A review of reported effects of pelagic longline fishing gear configurations on target, 
bycatch and vulnerable species. Aquatic Conservation: Marine and Freshwater Ecosystems. doi: 10.1002/aqc.4027 

Sato N, Katsumata N, Yokota K, et al (2016) Tori-lines with weighted branch lines reduce seabird bycatch in eastern South Pacific longline 
fishery. Aquat Conserv Mar Freshwat Ecosyst 26: 95–107 

Satoh K, Okamoto H, Takeuchi Y, et al (2008) Effects of Depth of Underwater Structures of DFADs on Catch of Bigeye Tuna in the 
Tropical Waters of the Western Pacific Ocean. WCPFC-SC4-2008/FT-WP-1. Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, 
Kolonia, Federated States of Micronesia 

Schaefer K, Fuller D, Chaloupka M (2021) Performance evaluation of a shallow prototype versus a standard depth traditional design 
drifting fish-aggregating device in the equatorial eastern Pacific tuna purse-seine fishery. Fisheries Research 233: 105763 

Schrijver E (2014) SeaBird Saver offshore trial report, West Iceland. SeaWave, Eindhoven, The Netherlands.  

Senko J, Peckham S, Aguilar-Ramirez D, Wang J (2022) Net illumination reduces fisheries bycatch, maintains catch value, and increases 
operational efficiency. Current Biology 32: 911-918 



ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 46 / 82 

Smith J, et al (2021) Comparing dynamic and static time-area closures for bycatch mitigation: A management strategy evaluation of a 
swordfish fishery. Front Mar Sci doi: 10.3389/fmars.2021.630607 

SMRU (2001) Reduction of Porpoise Bycatch in Bottom Set Gillnet Fisheries. Study Contract 97/095. Report to the European 
Commission, DG Fisheries. Sea Mammal Research Unit, University College Cork, Cornish Fish Producers’ Organization, and Irish 
South & West Fishermen’s Organization 

Snape R, Beton D, Broderick A, Omeyer L, Godley B (2024) Flashing NetLights reduce bycatch in small-scale fisheries of the Eastern 
Mediterranean. Fisheries Research 272: 106919 

Southwood A, Higgins B, Brill R, Swimmer Y (2007) Chemoreception in loggerhead sea turtles: An assessment of the feasibility of using 
chemical deterrents to prevent sea turtle interactions with longline fishing gear. Pp. 41-56 IN Swimmer Y, Brill R (Eds) Sea Turtle and 
Pelagic Fish Sensory Biology: Developing Techniques to Reduce Sea Turtle Bycatch in Longline Fisheries. NOAA Technical 
Memorandum NMFS-PIFSC-7. Pacific Islands Fisheries Science Center, National Marine Fisheries Service, Honolulu 

SPC and FFA (2018) SPC/FFA Regional Purse Seine Observer Set Details. Form PS-3. Pacific Community, Noumea, New Caledonia, 
and Pacific Islands Forum Fisheries Agency, Honiara, Solomon Islands 

Stanley R, McElderry H, Mawani T, Koolman J (2011) The advantages of an audit over a census approach to the review of video imagery 
in fishery monitoring. ICES J Mar Sci 68:1621–1627 

Stevens B (2021) The ups and downs of traps: Environmental impacts, entanglement, mitigation and the future of trap fishing for 
crustaceans and fish. ICES Journal of Marin Science 78: 584-596 

Stevens J, Bonfil R, Dulvy N, Walker P (2000) The effects of fishing on sharks, rays, and chimaeras (chondrichthyans), and the 
implications for marine ecosystems. ICES Journal of Marine Science 57: 476-494 

Stobutzki I, Miller M, Heales D, Brewer D (2002) Sustainability of elasmobranchs caught as bycatch in a tropical prawn (shrimp) trawl 
fishery. Fish Bull 100:800–821 

Stokes L, Hataway D, Epperly S et al (2011) Hook ingestion rates in loggerhead sea turtles Caretta caretta as a function of animal size, 
hook size, and bait. Endanger Species Res 14:1-11 

Stroud E, O’Connell C, Rice P, et al (2014) Chemical shark repellent: Myth or fact? The effect of a shark necromone on shark feeding 
behavior. Ocean Coast Manag 97: 50–57 

Sullivan B, Kibel B, Kibel P, et al (2018) At-sea trialling of the Hookpod: a ‘one-stop’ mitigation solution for seabird bycatch in pelagic 
longline fisheries. Animal Conservation 21: 159-167 

Sullivan B, Kibel P, Robertson G et al (2012) Safe Leads for safe heads: Safer line weights for pelagic longline fisheries. Fisheries 
Research 134-136: 125-132 

Sumpton W, Lane B, Ham T (2011) Gear modifications and alternative baits that reduce bait scavenging and minimize by-catch on baited 
drum-lines used in the Queensland Shark Control Program. Proceedings of the Royal Society of Queensland. 116: 23–35 

Suuronen P, Chopin F, Glass C, et al (2012) Low impact and fuel-efficient fishing—Looking beyond the horizon. Fisheries Research 119–
120: 135–146 

Swimmer Y, Arauz R, Higgins B, et al (2005) Food color and marine turtle feeding behavior: Can blue bait reduce turtle bycatch in 
commercial fisheries? Marine Ecology Progress Series 295: 273-278 

Swimmer Y, Brill R (2006) Sea Turtle and Pelagic Fish Sensory Biology: Developing Techniques to Reduce Sea Turtle Bycatch in Longline 
Fisheries. NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS-PIFSC-7. Pacific Islands Fisheries Science Center, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, Honolulu. 

Swimmer Y, Gutierrez A, Bigelow K, et al (2017) Sea turtle bycatch mitigation in US longline fisheries. Frontiers in Marine Science doi: 
10.3389/fmars.2017.00260 

Swimmer Y, McNaughton L, Southwood A, Brill R (2007) Tests of repellent bait to reduce turtle bycatch in commercial fisheries. Pp. 57-64 
IN Swimmer Y, Brill R (Eds) Sea Turtle and Pelagic Fish Sensory Biology: Developing Techniques to Reduce Sea Turtle Bycatch in 
Longline Fisheries. NOAA Technical Memorandum NMFS-PIFSC-7. Pacific Islands Fisheries Science Center, National Marine 
Fisheries Service, Honolulu 

Swimmer Y, Suter J, Arauz R, et al (2011) Sustainable fishing gear: The case of modified circle hooks in a Costa Rican longline fishery. 
Marine Biology 158: 757-767 

Temple A, Kiszka J, Stead S, et al (2018). Marine megafauna interactions with small-scale fisheries in the southwestern Indian Ocean: A 
review of status and challenges for research and management. Reviews in Fish Biology and Fisheries. 28: 89–115 

Thai Union, Tunago Fishing Co., Key Traceability (2022) Integrated Bycatch Management Strategy and 2022 Workplan for the Thai Union 
and Tunago Fishing Company Pacific Ocean Albacore Tuna Longline Fishery. Version 1. Thai Union, Tunago Fishing Company, and 
Key Traceability; Bangkok, Thailand, Kaohsiung, Taiwan, and Portsmouth, UK. 



ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 47 / 82 

Thode A, Mathias D, Straley J, et al (2015) Cues, creaks, and decoys: Using passive acoustic monitoring as a tool for studying sperm 
whale depredation. ICES Journal of Marine Science 72: 1621-1636 

Thode A, Wild L, Straley J, et al (2016) Using line acceleration to measure false killer whale (Pseudorca crassidens) click and whistle 
source levels during pelagic longline depredation. The Journal of the Acoustical Society of America 140: 3941-3951 

Thorpe T, Frierson D (2009) Bycatch mitigation assessment for sharks caught in coastal anchored gillnets. Fisheries Research 98: 102–
112 

Tolotti M, Filmalter J, Bach P, Travassos P, Seret B, Dagorn L (2015) Banning is not enough: The complexities of oceanic shark 
management by tuna regional fisheries management organizations. Global Ecology and Conservation 4: 1-7 

Trebilco R, Gales R, Lawrence E, et al (2010) Characterizing seabird bycatch in the eastern Australian tuna and billfish pelagic longline 
fishery in relation to temporal, spatial and biological influences. Aquatic Conservation: Marine and Freshwater Ecosystems 20: 531-
542 

Trippel E, Holy N, Palka D, et al (2003) Nylon barium sulphate gillnet reduces porpoise and seabird mortality. Marine Mammal Science 19: 
240-243 

Tuck G (2011) Are bycatch rates sufficient as the principal fishery performance measure and method of assessment for seabirds? Aquat 
Conserv 21:412–422 

Turudome M (1970) On the bait for tuna longline, I. An artificial bait of vinyl chloride shaped like a flying fish. Mem Fac Fish Kagoshima 
Univ 19:81–90 

Uhlmann S, Broadhurst M (2015) Mitigating unaccounted fishing mortality from gillnets and traps. Fish Fish 16: 183-229 

Valdemarsen J, Suuronen P (2003) Modifying fishing gear to achieve ecosystem objectives. In Sinclair M, Valdimarsson G (eds). 
Responsible Fisheries in the Marine Ecosystem, pp. 321–341. FAO and CABI International Publishing 

Valeiras J, Caminas J (2003) The incidental capture of seabirds by Spanish drifting longline fisheries in the western Mediterranean. 
Scientia Marina 67: 65-68 

Van Dam W, Schrijver E, Sorensen B (2014) SeaBird Saver: An Innovative Laser Technology to Reduce Seabird Bycatch in Commercial 
Fisheries. SBWG6 Doc 2. Agreement on the Conservation of Albatrosses and Petrels, Hobart 

Van Helmond A, Mortensen L, Plet-Hansen K, et al (2020). Electronic monitoring in fisheries: lessons from global experiences and future 
opportunities. Fish and Fisheries 21: 162–89 

Vega R, Licandeo R (2009) The effect of American and Spanish longline systems on target and non-target species in the eastern South 
Pacific swordfish fishery. Fisheries Research 98: 22-32 

Veneranta L, Lehtonen T, Lehtonen E, Suuronen P (2024) Acoustic seal deterrents in mitigation of human-wildlife conflicts in the whitefish 
fishery of the River Iijoki in the northern Baltic Sea area. Fisheries Management and Ecology e12680 

Virgili M, Vasapollo C, Lucchetti A (2018) Can ultraviolet illumination reduce sea turtle bycatch in Mediterranean set net fisheries? Fish. 
Res. 199: 1–7 

Wakefield C, Hesp S, Blight S, Molony B, Newman S, Hall N (2018) Uncertainty associated with total bycatch estimates for rarely-
encountered species varies substantially with observer coverage levels: Informing minimum requirements for statutory logbook 
validation. Mar Policy 95: 273-282 

Wallace B, Kot C, DiMatteo A, et al (2013) Impacts of fisheries bycatch on marine turtle populations worldwide: toward conservation and 
research priorities. Ecosphere 4: 1-49 

Wallace B, Lewison R, McDonald S, et al (2010) Global patterns of marine turtle bycatch. Conserv Lett 3: 131–142 

Walmsley S, Pack K, Roberts C, Blyth-Skyrme R (2021) Vulnerable Marine Ecosystems and Move-on-Rules, Best Practice Review. 
Marine Stewardship Council, London 

Walsh W, Kleiber P, McCracken M (2002) Comparison of logbook reports of incidental blue shark catch rates by Hawaii‐based longline 
vessels to fishery observer data by application of a generalized additive model. Fish Res 58:79–94 

Wang J, Fisler S, Swimmer Y (2010). Developing visual deterrents to reduce marine turtle bycatch in gill net fisheries. Mar. Ecol. Prog. 
Ser. 408: 241–250 

Wang J, Barkan J, Fisler S, et al (2013) Developing ultraviolet illumination of gillnets as a method to reduce sea turtle bycatch. Biology 
Letters 9: 20130383. DOI: 10.1098/rsbl.2013.0383 

Ward P, Lawrence E, Darbyshire R, Hindmarsh S (2008) Large-scale experiment shows that nylon leaders reduce shark bycatch and 
benefit pelagic longline fishers. Fisheries Research 90: 100-108 

Ward P, Myers R, Blanchard W (2004) Fish lost at sea: the effect of soak time on pelagic longline catches. Fish Bull 102:179–195 



ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 48 / 82 

Werner T, et al (2015) Mitigating bycatch and depredation of marine mammals in longline fisheries. ICES J Mar Sci 72: 1576−1586 

Werner T, Kraus S, Read A, Zollett E (2006) Fishing techniques to reduce the bycatch of threatened marine animals. Marine Technology 
Society Journal 40: 50–68. DOI: 10.4031/002533206787353204 

White J, Heupel M, Simpfendorfer C, Tobin A (2013) Shark-like batoids in Pacific fisheries: prevalence and conservation concerns. 
Endangered Species Research 19: 277–284 

White W, Giles J, Dharmadi, Potter I (2006) Data on the bycatch fishery and reproductive biology of mobulid rays (Myliobatiformes) in 
Indonesia. Fisheries Research 82: 65-73 

Wiedenfeld D, Crawford R, Pott C (2015) Results of a Workshop on Reduction of Bycatch of Seabirds, Sea Turtles, and Sea Mammals in 
Gillnets, 21‐23 January 2015. American Bird Conservancy and BirdLife International. 

Wild L, Thode A, Straley J, et al (2017) Field trials of an acoustic decoy to attract sperm whales away from commercial longline fishing 
vessels in western Gulf of Alaska. Fisheries Research 196: 141-150 

Willems T, Depestele J, De Backer A, Hostens K (2016) Ray bycatch in a tropical shrimp fishery: Do Bycatch Reduction Devices and 
Turtle Excluder Devices effectively exclude rays? Fish Res 175:35-42 

Worm B, et al. (2013) Global catches, exploitation rates, and rebuilding options for sharks. Mar. Policy 40: 194-204 

WPRFMC (2019) Appendix 5. Fact Sheets on Seabird Bycatch Mitigation Methods for Pelagic Longline Fisheries. Report of the Workshop 
to Review Seabird Bycatch Mitigation Measures for Hawaii’s Pelagic Longline Fisheries. ISBN: 978-1-944827-37-3. September 18-19, 
2018. Available online, https://tinyurl.com/seabird-mitig. Western Pacific Regional Fishery Management Council, Honolulu. 

Yokota K, Kiyota M (2006) Preliminary report of side-setting experiments in a large sized longline vessel. WCPFC-SC2-2006/EB WP-15. 
Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission, Kolonia, Federated States of Micronesia 

Yokota K, Kiyota M, Okamura H (2009) Effect of bait species and color on sea turtle bycatch and fish catch in a pelagic longline fishery. 
Fisheries Research 97: 53-58 

Yokota K, Minami H, Kiyota M (2011) Effectiveness of tori-lines for further reduction of incidental catch of seabirds in pelagic longline 
fisheries. Fish Sci 77:479–485 

Young J, Lansdell M, Campbell R, et al (2010) Feeding ecology and niche segregation in oceanic top predators off eastern Australia. Mar 
Biol 157: 2347–2368 

Young H, McCauley D, Galetti M, Dirzo R (2016) Patterns, causes and consequences of Anthropocene defaunation. Annu. Rev. Ecol. 
Evol. Syst. 47: 333-358 

Zeller D, Cashion T, Palomares M, Pauly D (2018) Global marine fisheries discards: a synthesis of reconstructed data. Fish. Fish. 19: 30–
39 

Zudaire I, Moreno G, Murua J, et al (2023) Biodegradable drifting fish aggregating devices: Current status and future prospects. Marine 
Policy 153: 105659 

Žydelis R, Small C, French G (2013) The incidental catch of seabirds in gillnet fisheries: a global review. Biol. Conserv. 162: 76–88 

 

https://tinyurl.com/seabird-mitig


ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 49 / 82 

Appendix 1. Methods to Mitigate the Catch and Fishing Mortality of At-risk 
Bycatch Species that are Relevant Across Gear Types and Taxonomic 
Groups 

Table 1 is a database of methods to mitigate the catch and fishing mortality of at-risk bycatch species that are relevant across 
gear types and taxonomic groups. For each method, the species group-specific effects on catch and fishing mortality risk, 
compliance monitoring requirements, and whether the method is in broad commercial use are identified. For each method, the 
first row is catch rate response, and the second row is fishing mortality rate response. Catch rate refers to the number or weight 
of captures per unit of effort. Fishing mortality rate as used here refers to the proportion of catch that die due to the interaction. To 
clarify, for example, while input controls on effort do not affect catch rates or fishing mortality rates, they could reduce the 
magnitude of catch and mortalities. A catch rate response, particularly for elasmobranch and teleost species, can have variable 
economic consequences depending on the fishery, individual vessel within a fishery, season, fishing grounds, etc.  
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Table 1. Database of methods to mitigate the catch and fishing mortality of at-risk bycatch species that are relevant across gear types and taxonomic groups. 

Key 
▲= reduces catch or fishing mortality risk 
▬ = no effect 
▼= increases risk 
? = inconclusive/unknown 
V = response is variable 
O = offset residual bycatch mortalities that could not be avoided, minimized and remediated 

Method 
Cet-

aceans 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 
 
     Output controls 
 

 

Bycatch thresholds: 
Individual vessel quotas, risk 
pool for a group of vessels, or 
fleetwide cap/total allowable 
catch) 

▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ Avoid 

Y Y 

Cochrane, 2002; 
Pascoe et al., 
2010; Gilman et 
al., 2023b ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Retention and international 
trade bans: Bans on retention 
by species, sex and size; 
CITES restrictions and bans on 
international trade 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Y N 

Cochrane, 2002; 
Birkeland and 
Dayton, 2005; 
Tolotti et al., 2015 ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ Remediate 

Retention limits: Individual or 
fleet-based, for marketable 
species 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
Y N 

Cochrane, 2002; 
Anderson et al., 
2019 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▲ ▲ Remediate 

Shark finning ban: Prohibition 
on retaining fins and discarding 
the remaining carcass2 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ V V ▬ Minimize 
Y N 

Clarke et al., 
2013; Worm et 
al., 2013; Gilman 
et al., 2023b ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ V V ▬ Remediate 

 
     Input controls 
 

           
 

Limits on vessels, gear, 
fishing aids, fishing effort: 
Limits on number of vessels, 
vessel size, amount of gear, 
number of FADs, fishing days, 
number of fishing operations 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ Avoid 

Y N 
Cochrane, 2002; 
Anderson et al., 
2019; ISSF, 
2023c 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
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Method 
Cet-

aceans 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 

Limits on duration of fishing 
operations: Soak duration for 
passive fishing gear, tow 
duration for active fishing gear3 

▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▬ ▲ ▲ V Minimize 
Y N 

FAO, 2010; 
Ferreira et al., 
2011; Epperly et 
al., 2012; 
Northridge et al., 
2017 

? ▲ ▲ ? V ▲ ▲ ▲ Remediate 

 
     Handling and 
release practices 
 
To maximize post-release 
survival 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
Y Y 

Poisson et al., 
2014a,b; ISSF, 
2016, 2023a; 
Ruiz et al., 2023; 
Murua et al., 
2024 ? ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ Remediate 

 
     Spatiotemporal management       

 
  

 

Static and dynamic spatial 
and temporal restrictions 

V V V V V V V V Avoid 

Y 

N for static, 
Y for 

spatially 
dynamic 

Cochrane, 2002; 
Anderson et al., 
2019; Hilborn et 
al., 2021; Gilman 
and Chaloupka, 
2024; Monaghan 
et al., 2024 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Real-time fleet communication 
▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ Minimize 

Y Y 
Gilman et al., 
2006; O’Keefe et 
al., 2014 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Real-time move-on rules 
▲ ▲ ▲ ? ? ? ? ? Avoid 

Y Y 
Fader et al., 
2021; Walmsley 
et al., 2021 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

     ALDFG 
 
Mitigate risk of producing and 
adverse effects of derelict 
gear4 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
Y Y 

Macfadyen et al., 
2009; Gilman et 
al., 2022b; 
Escalle et al., 
2023; Moreno et 
al., 2023; Murua 
et al., 2023c; 
Zudaire et al., 
2023 ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ Remediate 

 
     Offsets 
 
Residual bycatch mortalities 
that were not avoided, 
minimized and remediated are 
offset by obtaining an 

O O O O O O O O Offset 
N Y 

Milner-Gulland et 
al., 2018; Gilman 
et al., 2023a 

O O O O O O O O Offset 
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Method 
Cet-

aceans 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 
equivalent or a more-than-
equivalent net gain 

1 Mitigation hierarchy tiers:  
Avoid = Eliminate the bycatch risk of one or more species or assemblage completely within the scope of the intervention 
Minimize = Reduce the bycatch risk of one or more species or assemblage 
Remediate = Avoid or reduce fishing mortality risk 
Offset = obtain an equivalent gain to replace any residual bycatch fishing mortality, or obtain a net gain 

2 Variable by fishery and shark species. Finning bans could reduce release and post-release mortality rates of non-retained shark species and particularly benefit 
species with low at-vessel mortality rates and hence a relatively high capacity to be released alive, but would not affect the fishing mortality of species that are 
retained and would be of limited benefit to species with high at-vessel mortality rates (Gilman et al., 2023b). Finning bans might indirectly lead to the use of 
methods that reduce shark catch rates in fisheries where only fins had previously been retained (Clarke et al., 2013; Worm et al., 2013; Gilman et al., 2023b).  

3 For example, longer trawl tow duration is an informative predictor of shark catch rate (Sala, 2018), and for pelagic longline fisheries, a very limited body of 
research suggests that reducing the duration of daytime gear haulback and possibly total soak duration may reduce loggerhead catchability, reducing the 
duration that gear soaks at night might reduce leatherback catchability, and reducing total soak time might reduce at-vessel mortality rates of all turtle species 
(FAO, 2010; Ferreira et al., 2011; Epperly et al., 2012). Limiting gillnet soak duration would also be expected to reduce the pre-catch and at-vessel mortality of 
catch, including at-risk bycatch species. 

4 For instance, electronic tracking of gear position, no hooks in discarded spent bait, marking gear to increase visibility, using non-entangling FADs, using less 
durable and biodegradable materials for fishing gear components, disabling or removing derelict gear, and implementing MARPOL garbage management plans. 
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Appendix 2. Methods to Mitigate the Catch and Fishing Mortality of At-risk 
Bycatch Species by Pelagic Longline Fisheries 

Table 2 is a database of methods to mitigate the catch and fishing mortality of at-risk bycatch species by pelagic longline 
fisheries. For each method, the species group-specific effects on catch and fishing mortality risk, compliance monitoring 
requirements, and whether the method is in broad commercial use are identified. Methods are sorted into taxonomic groups for 
which they are typically prescribed as a bycatch mitigation approach, and then by mitigation hierarchy tier. For each method, the 
first row is catch rate response, and the second row is fishing mortality rate response. Catch rate refers to the number or weight 
of captures per unit of effort. Fishing mortality rate is used here to refer to the proportion of the catch that dies due to the fishery 
interaction. A catch rate response, particularly for elasmobranch and teleost species, can have variable economic consequences 
depending on the fishery, individual vessel within a fishery, season, fishing grounds, etc. See Beverly et al. (2003) for a 
description of pelagic longline gear components and vessel equipment. 

There were no identified methods primarily designed to mitigate the capture or mortality rate of rays. See measures listed under 
other taxonomic groups that affect ray bycatch, such as hook shape, hook minimum width, deeper fishing, ban shark lines, and 
bait type and cross-gear type approaches in Table 1. 

A mainline line shooter was not included as a bycatch mitigation method for pelagic longline fisheries. This equipment has been 
considered a method to mitigate seabird bycatch rates and included as an option in tuna RFMO seabird bycatch management 
measures. However, the sink rate of baited hooks will be unaffected by the sink rate of the mainline until the hook has settled to 
the full length of the branchline, which in most fisheries is below the depth where seabirds susceptible to pelagic longline capture 
can dive (for details, see WPRFMC, 2019).  
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Table 2. Database of methods to mitigate the catch and fishing mortality of at-risk bycatch species by pelagic longline fisheries.  

Key 
▲= reduces catch or fishing mortality risk 
▬ = no effect 
▼= increases risk 
? = inconclusive/unknown 
V = response is variable 
O = offset residual bycatch mortalities that could not be avoided, minimized and remediated 

Method 
Cet-

aceans 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 
 

CETACEANS 
           

Weak hook: Hooks with a 
sufficiently narrow wire gauge so 
that the hook straightens before 
other gear components (hook 
ring, leader, swivels, crimps, 
line, snap, etc.) fail2 

? ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ? ? V Minimize 

Y Y 

Bayse and 
Kerstetter, 
2010; Bigelow 
et al., 2012; 
Foster and 
Bergmann, 
2012; McLellan 
et al., 2015; 
Gilman et al., 
2022 

? ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ? ? ? Remediate 

Mainline length limit 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Minimize 

Y N NMFS, 2020 
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Remediate 

Dummy gear sections: 
Hookless mainline sections and 
hookless sets 

? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Minimize 
Y Y Werner et al., 

2006 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
Set geometry: Multiple short 
sets; set in a sinusoidal or wavy 
pattern 

? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Minimize 
Y Y 

Donoghue et al., 
2002; Gilman et 
al., 2006 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Encased catch: To physically 
protect catch from depredation, 
and visual and acoustic 
camouflage of target catch such 
as by using bubble screens or 
knots 

? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Minimize 

Y Y 

McPherson, 
2003; 
McPherson et 
al., 2008; 
McPherson and 
Nishida, 2010; 
Hamer et 
al.,2015; 
Rabearisoa et 
al., 2012, 2015 

? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? NA 

? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Minimize N Y 
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Method 
Cet-

aceans 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 
Minimized soak and haul 
duration (and see Table 1 for 
other input control measures) 

? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? NA 
FAO, 2018a; La 
Manna et al., 
2023 

Acoustic masking 
(camouflage): Camouflage the 
gear and vessel through quieter 
vessels; masking or disrupting 
odontocete returning 
echolocation; bubble screens to 
reduce the dissemination of 
vessel sounds; broadcast of 
sounds to conceal the sounds of 
the vessel gear, setting and 
hauling; vessels not remaining 
near the gear after setting; 
minimizing shifting in and out of 
gear 

? ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 

Y N 

ALFA, no date; 
Gilman et al., 
2006; Mooney 
et al., 2009; 
Hamer et al., 
2012 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Active acoustic alerts, 
deterrents and decoys: 
Pingers; acoustic harassment 
devices; decoy vessels; 
broadcast decoy fishing vessel 
acoustic cues; broadcast killer 
whale and other predator 
sounds 

? ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ? ? ▬ Minimize 

N Y 

McPherson, 
2003; Gilman et 
al., 2006; 
Nishida and 
McPherson, 
2011; Wild et al., 
2017; Lucas and 
Berggren, 2023 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Passive acoustic decoys and 
deterrents: Incorporate objects 
into gear that: simulate the 
acoustic target strength of 
odontocete-depredated catch, 
simulate the target strength of 
species that odontocetes avoid 
depredating, are perceived as 
unusual prey, or interfere with 
echolocation.  

? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Minimize 

N Y 

Deveau and 
McPherson, 
2011; O’Connell 
et al., 2015; 
FAO, 2018a 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Passive acoustic monitoring: 
For real-time spatial avoidance – 
use hydrophones (array, vessel-
based) to detect odontocete 
presence 

? ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 
N N 

McPherson et 
al., 2004; Thode 
et al., 2016 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 



ISSF Technical Report – 2024-04  Page 56 / 82 

Method 
Cet-

aceans 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 

Chemical repellants: Bait or 
gear with an added compound 
that is a taste or olfactory 
deterrent 

? ▬ ▬ ? ▬ ? ? ▬ Minimize 

N Y 

Gearin et al., 
1988; Gilman et 
al., 2006; 
Southwood et 
al., 2007; 
Swimmer et al., 
2007; Hamer et 
al., 2012; 
Garagouni et al., 
2022 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

 
MARINE TURTLES  

           

Hook shape: Circle hooks in 
place of J-shaped hooks of the 
same size (minimum width) and 
with ≤10 degree offset 

▲ ▬ ▲ ▲ ▬ ▼ ▼ V Minimize 

Y N 

Clarke et al., 
2014; Gilman et 
al., 2016b; 
Gilman and 
Huang, 2017; 
Reinhardt et al., 
2018; Swimmer 
et al., 2017; 
Santos et al., 
2023 

▬ ▲ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▲ ▲ Remediate 

Hook minimum width: Use 
wider hooks. Hook size affects 
species and size selectivity 
within species (for species that 
tend to be caught by ingesting a 
baited hook, hooks with a larger 
minimum width reduce the 
relative catchability of smaller 
species and of smaller length 
classes within a species), and 
affects anatomical hooking 
position and resulting pre-catch, 
at-vessel, post-release and 
possibly ghost fishing mortality 
rates. Hook minimum width can 
be increased by using larger 
sized hooks as well as by 
adding an appendage such as a 
wire or length of plastic to the 
hook. 

▬ ▲ ▲ ▲ V 3 V V V Minimize 

Y N 

Sumpton et al., 
2011; Clarke et 
al., 2014; 
Gilman et al., 
2016b, 2018; 
Gilman and 
Huang, 2017; 
Swimmer et al., 
2011, 2017; 
Santos et al., 
2023 ▼ ▲ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ Remediate 
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Method 
Cet-

aceans 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 

Hook shape and width: Wider 
circle v. narrower J-shaped hook 

▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ V 3 ▼ ▼ V Minimize 
Y N 

Favaro and 
Cote, 2015; 
Gilman et al., 
2016b, 2018; 
Reinhardt et al., 
2018; Santos et 
al., 2023 

▼ ▲ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▲ ▲ Remediate 

Bait type: Forage fish bait 
instead of squid bait 

? ▲ ▲ ? ▲3 ▲ ▲ V Minimize 
Y N 

Gilman et al., 
2020b; Lucas 
and Berggren, 
2022; Santos et 
al., 2023 

? ? ? ▬ ▬ ▼ ▼ ? Remediate 

Deeper fishing: Deeper (all 
hooks soak >100m) daytime 
fishing as compared to 
shallower nighttime fishing 
(some or all hooks soak < 100m) 

▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▼4 ▲ ▼ V Minimize 
Y N 

Polovina et al., 
2003; Ward et al., 
2004; Beverly et 
al., 2009; Musyl et 
al., 2003, 2011; 
Monaghan et al., 
2024 

? ▼ ▼ ? ▼ ▼ ▲ V NA 

Deeper fishing: Depth of 
shallowest hook >100 m 5 

▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▬ ▲ ▬ V Minimize 
Y Y 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Ban lightsticks 

▲ ▲ ▲ ▬ ? ? ▲ V 6 Minimize 

Y N 

Hazin et al., 
2002; Murray and 
Griggs, 2003; 
Poisson et al., 
2010; Afonso et 
al., 2021; 
Monaghan et al., 
2024 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Light emitting device 
characteristics: Light emitting 
devices that have wavelengths 
and a flicker rate that reduce 
detection by marine turtles 

▬ ▬ ▲ ? ▬ ? ? ? Minimize 
Y N 

Swimmer and 
Brill, 2006; 
Crognale et 
al., 2008 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Branchline and floatline 
relative lengths: Branchline 
longer than floatline 

▬ ▲ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 
Y N Gilman et al., 

2006 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
Floatline material: 
Monofilament nylon (polyamide) 
instead of polypropylene float 
lines 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
Y N Hall, 2008 

▬ ▲ ▲ ▬ ? ▬ ▬ ▬ Remediate 

Bait threading: Single baited 
instead of threaded bait on hook 
(and see entry under Seabirds 

? ▲ ? ? ? ? ? ▲ Minimize Y Y Stokes et al., 
2011; Richards et 
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Method 
Cet-

aceans 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 
on anatomical location of 
hooking bait) ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

al., 2012; Gilman 
et al., 2016b 

 
SEABIRDS  

           

Branchline weights of a high 
mass attached close to, 
adjacent to or incorporated into 
the hook to reduce seabird catch 
risk (where the latter 2 designs 
can reduce catch rates of fishes 
and possibly other groups). This 
includes conventional lead-
centered swivels crimped in 
place and sliding weights (e.g., 
SafeLead, Lumo Lead, 
GloLead). 

? ? ? ? ▲ ▲ ▲ V Minimize 

Y N 

Robertson et al., 
2013; Melvin et 
al., 2013, 2014; 
Rollinson et al., 
2016; Jimenez 
et al., 2019; 
Santos et al., 
2019; Gilman et 
al., 2022c; 
ACAP, 2023; 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Night setting and shallow-set 
fishing 

? ▼ ▼ ▼ ▲4 ▼ ▲ V Minimize 

Y N 

WPRFMC, 
2019; Jimenez 
et al., 2020; 
ACAP, 2023; 
Gilman et al., 
2023c 

▬ ▲ ▲ ▬ ▲ ▲ ▲ V Remediate 

Night setting and deep-set 
fishing 

? ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲4 ▲ ▼ V Minimize 

Y N 

WPRFMC, 
2019; Jimenez 
et al., 2020; 
ACAP, 2023; 
Gilman et al., 
2023c 

▬ ▼ ▼ ▬ ▼ ▼ ▼ V Remediate 

Tori (streamer) line: Single and 
paired 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 

Y Y 

Yokota et al., 
2011; Melvin et 
al., 2013; Sato 
et al., 2016; 
Jimenez et al., 
2020; ACAP, 
2023 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Hook shielding devices: Such 
as the HookPod and Smart Tuna 
Hook 

▬ ? ? ▬ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 
Y Y 

Baker et al., 
2016; Sullivan et 
al., 2012, 2018; 
Goad et al., 
2019; ACAP, 
2023 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
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Method 
Cet-

aceans 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 
Side setting: Side setting 
entails deploying baited hooks 
forward and adjacent to the side 
of the vessel hull instead of 
setting branchlines from the 
conventional position at the 
vessel stern. As with the 
mechanism for tori streamer 
lines to reduce seabird capture 
rates, seabirds may be unable 
or unwilling to forage for baited 
hooks near the vessel hull. By 
the time the vessel stern passes 
the side-set baited hooks, the 
hook might have sunk to a depth 
below which birds can detect or 
access them. Used in a Hawaii-
based fishery and trialed in a 
Japan fishery, the efficacy of 
side setting has been assessed 
only in the north Pacific Ocean 
(however, the concept was 
identified by Nigel Brothers from 
observing Australian vessels 
that conventionally side set). 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 

Y Y 

Yokota and 
Kiyota, 2006; 
Gilman et al., 
2007, 2008b, 
2016a 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Underwater bait setting 
devices: Set or release baited 
hooks at depth (one 
commercially available design 
might require longer-duration 
trials to determine if problems 
with malfunctions and 
performance inconsistencies 
have been adequately resolved) 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 

N Y 

Brothers et al., 
2000; O’Toole 
and Molloy, 
2000; Sakai et 
al., 2004; Baker 
and Wise, 
2005; Gilman et 
al., 2003, 2007; 
Robertson et 
al., 2015, 2018 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
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Method 
Cet-

aceans 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 
Blue-dyed bait: Blue-dyed bait 
might be more difficult for 
seabirds foraging from above to 
see due to reduced contrast 
between the blue-dyed bait and 
seawater. Alternatively or in 
addition, the color of the dyed 
bait might cause an aversion 
response by seabirds because 
they might be less likely to 
recognize it as a prey item. 
Factors that determine whether 
dyed bait will have reduced 
contrast to the sea surface 
include bait type, the amount of 
dye absorbed by the bait, sea 
color, and ambient light levels. 
Squid soaks up dye better than 
fish species with scales, and 
loss of dyed fish scales also 
reduces efficacy, and therefore 
the size of the effect of this 
treatment on seabird catch rates 
very likely varies by bait type. 
Completely thawed bait soaks 
up dye better than frozen and 
partially thawed bait, and the 
longer the bait soaks, the more 
dye it will soak up, until some 
threshold is reached. 

? ▬ ? ? ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬7 Minimize 

Y Y 

McNamara et 
al., 1999; 
Boggs, 2001; 
Minami and 
Kiyota, 2004; 
Lydon and Starr, 
2005; Swimmer 
et al., 2005; 
Cockling et al., 
2008; Yokota et 
al., 2009; Ochi 
et al., 2011; 
Piovano et al., 
2013; Gilman et 
al., 2007, 
2016a, 2021 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Ban live bait 
? ? ? ? ▲ ? ? ? Minimize 

Y N 
Trebilco et al., 
2010; Gilman et 
al., 2020b ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Bird curtain: Pole with 
streamers deployed during the 
set or during the gear haulback 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 

Y Y 

Melvin and 
Walker, 2008; 
Gilman et al., 
2007, 2016a; 
Gilman and 
Musyl, 2017; 
Pierre, 2018 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Do not discharge spent bait, 
offal, and dead discards during 
setting and hauling 

? ? ? ? ▲ ? ? ? Minimize 
Y N 

Cherel et al., 
1996; 
McNamara et ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
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Method 
Cet-

aceans 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 
Discharge spent bait, offal and 
dead discards during setting and 
hauling in areas away from 
where baited hooks are being 
set or retrieved (understood to 
decrease seabird catch risk 
during a single fishing operation 
but increase catch risk over the 
long term) 

? ? ? ? ▼ ? ? ? Minimize 

Y N 

al., 1999; 
Delord et al., 
2005; Gilman 
et al., 2021 
 
 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Minimize deck lighting and 
direct lights inboard during night 
setting 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 
Y Y ACAP, 2023 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
Towed buoy: Towing one or 
more buoy or other objects 
behind a longline vessel during 
setting and gear haulback where 
baited hooks are available to 
scavenging seabirds may 
prevent or scare seabirds from 
entering the area protected by 
the line and buoy 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 

Y Y 

Brothers et al., 
1999a; 
McNamara et 
al., 1999; 
Goad, 2018; 
Pierre, 2018 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Visual deterrent: Attach a kite 
or scarecrow-like buoy (with 
large eyespots and looming 
movement) above the sea 
surface to deter seabirds from 
the area where baited hooks are 
being set 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ? ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 

N Y 

See 
references in 
the Gillnet 
table (Table 4) ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Branchline length < distance 
between coiler and stern: To 
minimize the risk of seabird 
captures during hauling, avoid 
having baited hooks trail astern 
of the vessel by using 
branchlines of a length that is 
less than the distance between 
the stern and the location on 
deck where the crew stands to 
coil branchlines into bins (noting 
that multiple crew may 
simultaneously coil branchlines) 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 

Y Y 
Gilman et al., 
2014b; Gilman 
and Musyl, 
2017 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
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Method 
Cet-

aceans 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 
Bait casting machine / no 
setting hooks into propeller 
turbulence: Cast baited hooks 
away from the propeller 
turbulent wash (and under the 
protection of a tori line if used in 
combination) by using a 
hydraulic bait casting machine. 
Current commercially available 
bait casting machines, however, 
do not include settings that 
enable crew to select the 
distance or direction of casting, 
and therefore this method is not 
currently categorized as having 
seabird bycatch mitigation 
efficacy. 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Y Y 
Brothers et al., 
1999a; ACAP, 
2023 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Cast baited hooks outside the 
turbulent propeller wash 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 
Y Y 

Brothers et al., 
1999a; ACAP, 
2023 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Bait-swim bladder 
punctured/species without 
swim bladders: If species of 
fish with swim bladders are used 
for bait, bait with bladders that 
are not punctured can have a 
slower sink rate than when 
punctured 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 

Y Y Brothers et al., 
1999a 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Branchline automatic coiler: 
(referred to as a snood puller for 
demersal longline vessels) 
Reduce the time for crew to 
retrieve, coil and store 
branchlines during gear 
haulback, reducing the time that 
baited hooks are accessible to 
seabirds, and reducing the need 
for untended lines. (With modern 
pelagic longline gear, manual 
coiling into bins may be more 
efficient and be less likely to 
result in branchline tangles 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ? ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 

N Y 

Brothers et al., 
1999a; BirdLife 
International, 
2014; Gilman 
et al., 2014b; 
Gilman and 
Musyl, 2017 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
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Method 
Cet-

aceans 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 
during setting than using 
automatic coilers) 
Bait thaw status: Use fully 
thawed instead of partially 
thawed fish bait and use partially 
thawed instead of fully thawed 
squid bait to slightly increase the 
baited hook sink rate (but effect 
on seabird catch risk when used 
in combination with branchline 
weighting is unclear) 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ? ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 

Y Y 

Brothers et al., 
1995, 1999b; 
Robertson and 
van den Hoff, 
2010 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Bait threading: Bait hooked in 
the head (fish bait) or tail (fish or 
squid bait) may have a faster 
sink rate than when hooked in 
the mid-back of fish or upper 
mantle of squid, and possibly 
faster than a multiple threaded 
hook (and see entry under 
marine turtles) 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 

Y Y 
Robertson and 
van den Hoff, 
2010; ACAP, 
2023 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Water cannon: Spraying water 
over the area where baited 
hooks are being set or retrieved 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 
N Y 

Brothers et al., 
1999a; Kiyota et 
al., 2001 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Oil slick: Deploy shark liver or 
vegetable oil over the ocean 
surface area where baited hooks 
are accessible to seabirds to 
create an olfactory, taste, 
chemesthetic or visual deterrent 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ?8 ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 
N Y 

Pierre and 
Norden, 2005, 
2006; Norden 
and Pierre, 2007 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▼8 ▬ ▬ ▬ Remediate 

Lasers (There is also a 
commercially available device 
manufactured by Mustad and 
Save Wave, called the Seabird 
Saver, which uses both a laser 
and acoustic seabird deterrent, 
Department of Conservation, 
2014) 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ V9 ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 

N Y 
Schrijver, 2014; 
van Dam et al., 
2014; Melvin et 
al., 2016 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▼9 ▬ ▬ ▬ Remediate 

 
SHARKS 
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Method 
Cet-

aceans 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 

Leader material: Monofilament 
leaders only (ban wire and 
multifilament leaders) 

? ? ? ? ? ▲ ▲ V Minimize 

Y N 

Ward et al., 
2008; Vega 
and Licandeo, 
2009; Clarke 
et al., 2014; 
Gilman et al., 
2016b; Santos 
et al., 2023 

? ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ? ? V Remediate 

Ban shark lines: Branchlines 
that fish near the surface, 
through attachment to floats or 
floatlines, designed to target 
epipelagic species, including 
sharks 

▬ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▬ ▲ ▬ V Minimize 
Y Y 

Bromhead et 
al., 2012; 
Gilman et al., 
2008a, 2016c ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Ban lazy lines: Attaching sharks 
or other unwanted catch to a line 
off the stern where the catch is 
temporarily attached during the 
gear haulback while crew are 
busy processing target catch, 
which can also be used to 
temporarily attach untended 
branchlines with baited hooks if 
crew get backlogged with coiling 
into bins 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 

Y Y 

McNamara et 
al., 1999; 
Beverly et al., 
2003; Gilman et 
al., 2008a 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▲ ▬ Remediate 

Long branchlines: To increase 
at-vessel survival rates of 
obligate ram-ventilating sharks 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
Y N 

Gallagher et al., 
2014; Ellis et al., 
2017; Musyl and 
Gilman, 2018 ▬ ▲ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ V Remediate 

Ban shark finning: Prohibit the 
practice of retaining shark fins 
and discarding the remaining 
carcass. This policy might cause 
live captured sharks with no or 
little value for their meat and 
other products other than fins to 
be released alive and might 
incentivize the use of fishing 
methods that reduce shark 
catchability 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Y N 
Clarke et al., 
2013; Worm et 
al., 2013 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ V V ▬ Remediate 
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Method 
Cet-

aceans 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 

Artificial bait10 

? ? ? ? ? ▲ ▲ ▲ Minimize 

N N 

Koyama, 1956; 
Turudome, 
1970; Januma 
et al., 1999, 
2003; Mejuto et 
al., 2005; Bach 
et al., 2012; 
Gilman et al., 
2020b; Aalbers 
et al., 2023 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ V V ▬ NA 

Corrodible hooks and rings 
(and see Table 1, ALDFG) 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
N N 

McGrath et al., 
2011; Begue et 
al., 2020; 
Gilman et al., 
2022b 

? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Remediate 

Repellants: Rare earth 
electropostive metals; olfactory 
chemicals such as necromones 
produced by decomposing shark 
tissue; and electrical, magnetic, 
light repellants. Also see the 
record for Active Acoustic 
Deterrents under cetaceans. 

? ? ? ? ? ?11 ?11 ? Minimize 

Y Y 

Myrberg et al., 
1978; Stroud et 
al., 2014; Ryan 
et al., 2018; 
Chapuis et al., 
2019; Broadhurst 
and Tolhurst, 
2021; Doherty et 
al., 2022; 
Poisson et al., 
2022; Lucas and 
Berggren, 2023 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Remote release of hook: 
Remote release from the 
branchline when catch is 
determined, through a sensor 
that detects line movement 
(accelerometer, pressure, 
magnetometer, temperature) 
from behavior of the catch while 
hooked on the line to be an at-
risk bycatch species 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

N Y Nieblas et al., 
2023 

? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Remediate 

1 Mitigation hierarchy tiers:  
Avoid = Eliminate the bycatch risk of one or more species or assemblage completely within the scope of the intervention 
Minimize = Reduce the bycatch risk of one or more species or assemblage 
Remediate = Avoid or reduce fishing mortality risk 
Offset = obtain an equivalent gain to replace any residual bycatch fishing mortality, or obtain a net gain 

2 Weak hooks reduced the catch rate of unwanted bluefin tuna (Foster and Bergmann, 2012) but can also reduce catch rates of targeted and 
incidental commercial species (e.g., bigeye tuna, spearfish) (Bigelow et al., 2012). If required to be employed in combination with more 
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durable leaders, fishing with weak hooks might increase the catch rates of some shark and teleost species by reducing their ability to sever 
the line. Assessing compliance with regulations specifying that the branchline and mainline remain taught during a capture event to enable a hook to 
open requires monitoring with an onboard observer or EM system (Gilman et al., 2022). 

3 Two studies found no significant difference in albatross catch rates between wider circle and narrower J-shaped hooks (Domingo et al. 2012; Gilman et 
al. 2016a). Two studies observed that wider circle hooks had lower catch rates of primarily gulls (Laridae) and shearwaters (Procellariidae) than 
narrower J-shaped hooks, (Hata, 2006; Li et al., 2012). This suggests that catch risk response to hook type (size and/or shape), and possibly also for 
larger baits, may only be important for relatively small seabird species (Gilman et al., 2018). Larger hooks may also have more mass and contribute, 
slightly, to a faster baited hook sink rate. 

4 Night setting benefits seabird species susceptible to longline capture that forage primarily during the day, and therefore changing from night shallow 
setting to deep day setting is expected to exacerbate seabird catch rates for several at-risk species. But in some regions, night setting, prescribed in 
some fisheries to protect albatrosses and other primarily diurnal foraging seabird species, has led to higher bycatch of nocturnal foragers (e.g. northern 
fulmars Fulmarus glacialis, Melvin et al., 2001a,b). In fisheries where baited hooks fish at or very near the surface, deeper fishing could reduce seabird 
catch risk.  

5 For example, regulations for the U.S. American Samoa albacore longline fishery require ≥30 m float lines, ≥10 m branchlines, ≥70 m between floatlines 
and first branchlines, and ≥15 branchlines between two floats to have all hooks fish >100 m to reduce marine turtle catch rates (NMFS, 2011), however 
the efficacy of the rule has not been assessed. Longer floatlines are not recommended because this reduces the probability that captured marine turtles 
and other air-breathing species will survive the gear soak. 

6 Lightsticks with certain characteristics increase catch rates of some commercial teleost species such as swordfish and bigeye tuna (Hazin et al., 2002; 
Murray and Griggs, 2003; Poisson et al., 2010; Anderson et al., 2013; Afonso et al., 2021). 

7 However, see Ochi et al. (2011), which found reduced southern bluefin tuna catch rates with blue-dyed vs. untreated baits. In general, dyeing fish bait to a 
prescribed blue color might require soaking fully thawed bait in the dye, which can increase fish bait falloff from hooks, and would reduce fishing efficiency 
across species groups compared to partially thawed fish bait.  

8 Reviewed by WPRFMC (2019), research has been conducted on the effect of dispersing fish and vegetable oils on the sea surface at mitigating seabird 
bycatch in demersal longline fisheries, finding that efficacy varied by seabird species assemblages (Pierre and Norden, 2005, 2006; Norden and Pierre, 
2007). Study periods were too short to test whether habituation to the fish oil occurs. Research has found that exposure to fish oil disrupts feather 
microstructure, causing the feathers to absorb water and oil, suggesting that seabirds that contact slicks of fish oil will have compromised waterproofing 
(Morandin and O’Hara, 2014).  

9 Reviewed by WPRFMC (2019) and ACAP (2023), lasers can cause an avoidance response in some seabird species during dark conditions (Schrijver, 
2014; van Dam et al., 2014; Melvin et al., 2016). Lasers can cause seabird injury and possibly mortality (ACAP, 2023; Fernandez-Juricic, 2023). 

10 No studies were identified that found an artificial bait to be economically viable for use in pelagic longline fisheries (Gilman et al., 2020b). The objective 
of using artificial bait is variable, and can include, for example, increasing target species catch rates, reducing bait depredation rates, and reducing catch 
rates of individual at-risk bycatch species and groups, and thus artificial bait could be included under multiple taxonomic groups.  

11 No study has provided strong evidence of reduced shark catch rates from electrical, magnetic, chemical, lanthanide metal, light emitting or acoustic 
devices. For example, Doherty et al (2022) found that a battery-powered electrical deterrent device reduced pelagic longline catch rates of sharks (as 
well as teleosts), but the study design treatments compared only branchlines with and without the electrical deterrent, and did not include a treatment 
with an inactivated electrical deterrent device, preventing conclusions on the cause of the observed response. The lower catch rates on branchlines with 
the device might have been caused by the electrical output or possibly because the presence of the device near baited hooks acts as a visual deterrent, 
as observed in studies on branchline weighting (Rollinson et al., 2016; Jimenez et al., 2019; Gilman et al., 2022c). 
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Appendix 3. Methods to Mitigate the Catch and Fishing Mortality of At-risk 
Bycatch Species by Tuna Purse Seine Fisheries 

Table 3 is a database of methods to mitigate the catch and fishing mortality of at-risk bycatch species by tuna purse seine 
fisheries. For each method, the species group-specific effects on catch and fishing mortality risk, compliance monitoring 
requirements, and whether the method is in broad commercial use are identified. Methods are sorted into taxonomic groups for 
which they are typically prescribed as a bycatch mitigation approach, and then by mitigation hierarchy tier. For each method, the 
first row is catch rate response, and the second row is fishing mortality rate response. Catch rate refers to the number or weight 
of captures per unit of effort. Fishing mortality rate is used here to refer to the proportion of the catch that dies due to the fishery 
interaction. A catch rate response, particularly for elasmobranch and teleost species, can have variable economic consequences 
depending on the fishery, individual vessel within a fishery, season, fishing grounds, etc. See ISSF (2012) for a description of 
tuna purse seine gear components and vessel equipment.  

There were no identified methods primarily designed to mitigate the capture or mortality rate of billfishes. See measures listed 
under other taxonomic groups that affect bycatch of these groups as well as cross-gear type approaches in Table 1. Seabird 
bycatch is not problematic in tuna purse seine fisheries (e.g., see Peatman et al., 2019), and hence seabirds are not included in 
the table. Billfishes are included as an at-risk bycatch group, where tuna purse seine fisheries capture mainly marlins and sailfish 
(Istiophorus platypterus). Main teleost species captured in tuna purse seine fisheries are not considered to be at risk, and include 
kawakawa (Euthynnus affinis) and other small tuna species, ocean triggerfish (Canthidermis maculate), mackerel scad 
(Decapterus macarellus), dolphinfish (Coryphaena hippurus), rainbow runner (Elagatis bipinnulata) and other carangids, as well 
as undesirable sizes of target tuna species (Dagorn et al. 2013; Hall and Roman 2013; ISSF 2017b). 

Several mitigation methods are not included in Table 3 that hold promise but currently lack evidence of efficacy at reducing catch 
or mortality rates of at-risk species. These include: using sorting grids (Nelson, 2007; ISSF, 2010) including manta grids (Murua 
et al., 2023); using intermittent or continuous lights, including in combination with sorting grids (Kawamoto et al., 2012a,b; 
Oshima et al., 2019); using chum or bait to attract sharks away from FADs prior to setting (IATTC, 2007; Restrepo et al., 2018); 
installing shark escape panels (Itano et al., 2012); towing FADs out of the net prior to pursing; and using multiple adjacent or 
stacked FADs (ISSF, 2010). 
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Table 3. Database of methods to mitigate the catch and fishing mortality of at-risk bycatch species by tuna purse seine fisheries. 

Key 
▲= reduces catch or fishing mortality risk 
▬ = no effect 
▼= increases risk 
? = inconclusive/unknown 
V = response is variable 
O = offset residual bycatch mortalities that could not be avoided, minimized and remediated 

Method 
Marine 

mammals 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays Sharks Billfishes 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers or 

EM? Citations 
 

MULTISPECIES  
          

Free school sets compared to 
drifting fish aggregating device 
(FAD) sets, in terms of catch 
per set2 

▬ ▲ ▼ ▼ ▲ ▲ Minimize 
Y N3 

Dagorn et al., 2013; Hall 
and Roman, 2013; ISSF, 
2017b, Peatman et al., 
2019 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Non-entangling drifting FADs 
compared to entangling and 
less-entangling designs4 

▬ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ Minimize 
Y Y 

Restrepo et al., 2018; 
ISSF, 2019; Escalle et 
al., 2023; Moreno et al., 
2023; Murua et al., 2023c ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Hopper, release ramps, 
release doors: Use of a 
hopper, release ramps (slides, 
from the edge of the hopper 
tray or brail’s edge to the 
release door), release doors, 
and stretchers to carry large 
organisms such as mobulid 
rays, to the side of the vessel 
to increase discarding from the 
top deck and to reduce the time 
spent handling catch that will 
be released. And, use of 
conveyor belts and gutters to 
release small sharks and other 
bycatch that accidentally reach 
the lower deck. 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Y Y 
Poisson et 2014a,b, 
ISSF, 2016; Hutchinson 
et 2015, 2017; Murua et 
al., 2021, 2023a,b 

? ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▬ Remediate 

 
MARINE MAMMALS  
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Method 
Marine 

mammals 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays Sharks Billfishes 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers or 

EM? Citations 

Ban intentional sets on live 
cetaceans 

▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 
Y Y Escalle et al., 2015, 

2016; Gilman et al., 2024 
▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Backdown maneuver, ban on 
night sets: Tilt down the purse 
seine net at one end to let 
encircled dolphins escape from 
the net, for sets made on 
yellowfin tuna schools 
associated with a dolphin 
school. Used in combination 
with daytime (no later than 30 
minutes after sunset) or use of 
high-intensity floodlights. 
(Optimal if used in combination 
with a Medina panel and a 
speed boat to herd dolphins) 

▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 

Y Y 
Bratten and Hall, 1996, 
1998; Hall et al., 2000, 
2003, 2017; Ballance et 
al., 2021; FAO, 2021 

? 5 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Medina dolphin safety panel: 
A panel of fine mesh netting 
sewn into the purse seine net 
to surround the apex of the 
backdown area, where 
dolphins are most likely to 
contact and become entangled 
in the net 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Y N Hall, 1998; Ballance et 
al., 2021; FAO, 2021 

▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ Remediate 

Rescue divers to release large 
at-risk bycatch, such as 
dolphins and mobulid rays, 
from the net, including during 
backdown when releasing 
dolphins (increasing pre-catch 
survival) 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Y Y 
Hall, 1998; Ballance et 
al., 2021; Murua et al., 
2023b 

▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▬ Remediate 

 
SHARKS  

          

Ban intentional sets on live 
whale sharks 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ Minimize 
N Y Escalle et al., 2016; 

Gilman et al., 2024 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
Reduced depth of drifting 
FAD appendages (designed to 
reduce bigeye tuna catch) 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 
N Y 

Lennert-Cody et al., 
2008; Satoh et al., 2008; 
Schaefer et al., 2021 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
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Method 
Marine 

mammals 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays Sharks Billfishes 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers or 

EM? Citations 
Reduced depth of the purse 
seine net (designed to reduce 
bigeye tuna catch) 

? ? ? ? ? ? Minimize 
N Y Lennert-Cody et al., 

2008 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
Real-time, remote estimates 
of target and bycatch 
number or biomass at FADs 
through acoustic and video 
discrimination: Use estimates 
derived from automated real-
time machine learning analyses 
of data from satellite-linked 
echosounder buoys or of video 
from satellite-linked cameras 
attached below a buoy located 
at a FAD to inform decisions on 
which drifting FADs sets are to 
be made, including when the: 
(1) school biomass exceeds a 
minimum threshold (e.g., 10 
tons), (2) ratio of the weight of 
at-risk bycatch species to the 
weight of target species is 
below a threshold, and (3) 
number or biomass of at-risk 
bycatch species is below a 
threshold 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▲ Minimize 

N N 

Dagorn et al., 2012; 
ISSF, 2016; Moreno et 
al., 2019; Mannocci et 
al., 2021; Forget et al., 
2022; Murua et al., 
2023b 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Catch and release sharks 
from the net using handlines 
prior to pursing the net 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ V ▬ Minimize 
N Y 

Restrepo et al., 2018; 
Hutchinson et al., 2019; 
Murua et al., 2023b ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Time of day of setting: 
Manage the time of day of sets 
made at FADs to coincide with 
periods when predominantly 
target species are present and 
bycatch species, including 
sharks and teleosts, are not. 
May vary by region. 
Unfortunately, evidence 
suggests that both silky sharks 
and target tuna species have 
similar behaviors in diel 
attendance at drifting FADs 

▬ ? ▬ ? ? ? Minimize 

N N 
Forget et al., 2015; Itano 
et al., 2016; Lopez et al., 
2017 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
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Method 
Marine 

mammals 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays Sharks Billfishes 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers or 

EM? Citations 
(usually make excursions away 
from FADs at night) in the 
Indian and Atlantic Oceans. 
(See Table 1 for other 
spatiotemporal control 
measures) 
Active acoustic deterrents: 
Acoustic deterrents including 
acoustic harassment devices 
and broadcasting killer whale 
and other predator sounds 
could be used on instrumented 
aggregating devices prior to 
making sets 

? ? ? ? ? ? Minimize 

N Y 
Myrberg et al., 1978; 
Chapuis et al., 2019; 
Lucas and Berggren, 
2023 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Active acoustic attractants: 
Broadcast low-frequency sound 
to attract sharks away from 
floating objects 

? ? ? ? ? ? Minimize 
N Y 

Myrberg et al., 1978; 
Restrepo et al., 2018; 
Poisson et al., 2022 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Repellants attached to FADs 
and other floating objects. 
Repellants include: rare earth 
electropostive metals, 
chemical/olfactory, electrical, 
magnetic, light, acoustic 
harassment devices and other 
active acoustic deterrents. 
(Also see Visual Deterrents in 
the Turtles section) 

? ? ? ? ?6 ? Minimize 

N Y 

Myrberg et al., 1978; 
Ryan et al., 2018; Stroud 
et al., 2014; Chapuis et 
al., 2019; Broadhurst and 
Tolhurst, 2021; Doherty 
et al., 2022; Poisson et 
al., 2022; Lucas and 
Berggren, 2023 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

 
RAYS 

 
          

Ban intentional sets on live 
Mobulid rays 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ ▬ Minimize 
N Y Escalle et al., 2016; 

Gilman et al., 2024 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
 

TURTLES  
          

Remove turtles from net 
during haulback: Crew on 
speedboats spot turtles 
entangled in the net. As the 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA ? Y 
FAO, 2010; Hall and 
Roman, 2013; ISSF, 
2016; Hall et al., 2017 
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Method 
Marine 

mammals 

Turtles, 
hard-

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays Sharks Billfishes 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers or 

EM? Citations 
purse seine net is being 
retrieved towards the power 
block, crew on speedboats or 
on deck halt hauling the net to 
disentangle and release turtles 

▬ ▲ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ Remediate 

Visual deterrent: Incorporate 
shark or other predator shapes 
(models, silhouettes) into FADs 
and other floating objects 

? ? ? ? ? ? Minimize 
N Y See citations in the 

Gillnet table (Table 4) 
▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Do not intentionally make a 
set when a turtle is detected 
in a school or aggregation 

▬ ▲ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 
N Y FAO, 2010 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
1 Mitigation hierarchy tiers:  

Avoid = Eliminate the bycatch risk of one or more species or assemblage completely within the scope of the intervention 
Minimize = Reduce the bycatch risk of one or more species or assemblage 
Remediate = Avoid or reduce fishing mortality risk 
Offset = obtain an equivalent gain to replace any residual bycatch fishing mortality, or obtain a net gain 

2 Catch rate comparison is in terms of catch per set and not per unit weight of catch of target tunas. Does not compare other set types, such as other 
floating objects (anchored FADs; drifting logs; algae; live and dead large marine organisms such as whale sharks, whales and Mobulid rays; and marine 
debris) and sets on dolphin schools. Different school set types can have substantially different catch compositions but are lumped together here for 
simplicity. There is large regional variability in purse seine catch rates by set type and taxonomic group, but regions are lumped here for simplicity 
(Dagorn et al., 2013; Hall and Roman, 2013; ISSF, 2017b, Peatman et al., 2019). 

3 Observer and EM data are primarily used by management authorities to determine set type. However, the catch composition, length data, 
operational data (Hare et al., 2015; Lennert-Cody et al., 2023) and comparison of VMS and satellite buoy data can also be used to determine 
set type. 

4 While FADs have been interpreted by some to be a fishing aid and by others to be a component of the fishing gear, sharks, turtles and fishes 
can be entangled in the appendage and turtles in the netting on the rafts of drifting FADs (FAO, 2018b). While the mortality from 
entanglement in FADs could be categorized as pre-catch, ghost fishing or catch, the entanglement risk can be eliminated by transitioning 
from entangling- and less-entangling to non-entangling designs.  

5 There is uncertainty over indirect, collateral effects on dolphins from release from tuna purse seines such as from the stress of repeated 
chase and capture, and purse seine sets on dolphin schools have been hypothesized to cause miscarriages and separation and loss of 
calves, however, experiments designed to test these hypotheses have not found supporting evidence (Archer et al., 2004; Edwards, 2006, 
2007; Ballance et al., 2021).  

6 No study has provided strong evidence of reduced shark catch rates from use of electrical, magnetic, chemical, lanthanide metal, light emitting or 
acoustic devices. For example, Doherty et al (2022) found that a battery-powered electrical deterrent device reduced pelagic longline catch rates of 
sharks (as well as teleosts), but the study design treatments compared only branchlines with and without the electrical deterrent, and did not include a 
treatment with an inactivated electrical deterrent device, preventing conclusions on the cause of the observed response. The lower catch rates on 
branchlines with the device might have been caused by the electrical output or possibly due to the presence of the device near baited hooks, as 
observed in studies on branchline weighting (Rollinson et al., 2016; Jimenez et al., 2019; Gilman et al., 2022c). 
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Appendix 4. Methods to Mitigate the Catch and Fishing Mortality of At-risk 
Bycatch Species by Drift Gillnet Fisheries 

Table 4 is a database of methods to mitigate the catch and fishing mortality of at-risk bycatch species by drift gillnet fisheries. For 
each method, the species group-specific effects on catch and fishing mortality risk, compliance monitoring requirements, and 
whether the method is in broad commercial use are identified. Methods are sorted into taxonomic groups for which they are 
typically prescribed as a bycatch mitigation approach, and then by mitigation hierarchy tier. For each method, the first row is 
catch rate response, and the second row is fishing mortality rate response. Catch rate refers to the number or weight of captures 
per unit of effort. Fishing mortality rate is used here to refer to the proportion of the catch that dies due to the fishery interaction. A 
catch rate response, particularly for elasmobranch and teleost species, can have variable economic consequences depending on 
the fishery, individual vessel within a fishery, season, fishing grounds, etc. See FAO (2016) for descriptions of gillnet gear 
components.  

There were no identified methods primarily designed to mitigate the capture or mortality rate of rays or teleosts. See measures 
listed under other taxonomic groups that affect the bycatch of these groups as well as the cross-gear type approaches listed in 
Table 1. 
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Table 4. Database of methods to mitigate the catch and fishing mortality of at-risk bycatch species by drift gillnet fisheries. 

Key 
▲= reduces catch or fishing mortality risk 
▬ = no effect 
▼= increases risk 
? = inconclusive/unknown 
V = response is variable 
O = offset residual bycatch mortalities that could not be avoided, minimized and remediated 

Method 
Marine 

mammals 

Turtles-
hard, 

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 
 

MARINE MAMMALS  
           

Stiffer netting and floatlines: 
Increase the tension of net 
webbing and floatlines. Nets are 
made stiffer by: (a) increasing 
filament diameter, (b) using a 
different weave such as 
multifilament in place of 
monofilament, (c) using 
larger/more buoyant floats on the 
top rope and heavier weights or 
lead-core on the bottom rope, (d) 
infusing compounds (e.g., barium 
sulfate), and (e) lower profile 
(narrower, reduced vertical 
height). Increased net stiffness 
reduces entanglement risk for 
large organisms, and may reduce 
the time required for crew to 
disentangle and release catch 

? ▲ ▲ ▲ ▬ ▲ ▲ V Minimize 

Y Y 

Werner et al., 
2006; Larsen et 
al., 2007; 
Mooney et al., 
2007; Price and 
Van Salisbury, 
2007; Thorpe 
and Frierson, 
2009; Gilman et 
al., 2010; White 
et al., 2013; 
FAO, 2018 ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▬ ▲ ▲ ▲ Remediate 

Active acoustic alert and 
deterrent devices: Active 
acoustic devices that alert marine 
mammals of the presence of the 
fishing gear, including pingers, 
and deterrents that broadcast 
killer whale and other predator 
sounds 

V2 ? ? ▬3 ▬ ▬3 ▬3 ▬3 Minimize 

Y Y 

Kraus et al., 
1997; Bordino et 
al., 2002, 2004; 
Barlow and 
Cameron, 2003; 
Hodgson et al., 
2007; Doksaeter 
et al., 2009; 
Carretta and 
Barlow, 2011; 
Dawson et al., 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
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Method 
Marine 

mammals 

Turtles-
hard, 

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 
2013; Werner et 
al., 2015; FAO 
2018, 2021; 
Lucas and 
Berggren, 2023 

Active acoustic harassment 
device: Emit sounds that cause 
pain or distract pinnipeds and 
other marine mammal species, 
using frequencies above the 
detection thresholds of target fish 
species. 

V ? ? ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 

Y Y 

Long et al., 2015; 
Lucas and 
Berggren, 2023; 
Veneranta et al., 
2024 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Passive acoustic devices: 
Designed to increase the 
acoustic target strength 
(reflectivity) of the fishing gear in 
order to increase detection by 
echolocating cetaceans, such as 
by incorporating air-filled objects 
or metallic compounds (e.g., 
metal oxide nets containing 
barium sulphate or iron oxide), 
which may increase reflectivity. 
Observed reduced catch rates 
however may be due, in part, to 
the increased net 
tension/stiffness and visibility. 
(See Seabirds, Increased Net 
Visibility).  

? ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 

N Y 

Trippel et al., 
2003; Mooney 
et al., 2007; 
Bordino et al., 
2013; Kratzer et 
al., 2021, 2022 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Less durable gear: Weak ropes 
and webbing made of less 
durable materials that produce a 
lower breaking strength can 
increase escapement rates of 
large marine megafauna such as 
baleen whales, and possibly 
turtles and sharks. Weak links on 
floatlines located immediately 
below the float — or possibly 
using a floatline with a lower 
breaking strength across the rope 
or with multiple weak links 

▲ ? ? ? ▬ ? ? ? Minimize 

? N 

Gilman et al., 
2010; Pace et 
al., 2014; 
Knowlton et al., 
2018; FAO, 
2018, 2021 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ V Remediate 
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Method 
Marine 

mammals 

Turtles-
hard, 

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 
incorporated along the floatline — 
can reduce baleen whale 
entanglement 
Reduced vertical lines: Reduce 
the ratio of the number of vertical 
lines to units of gear (e.g., 
number or length of panels, 
length of strings) to reduce 
entanglement risk of mysticete 
whales. (If fishers use wider-
diameter floatlines in response to 
using fewer floatlines, this could 
increase entanglement risk and 
adverse effects on entangled 
whales). Ropeless gear designed 
for pot gear could also potentially 
be employed for gillnets, but to 
date the ropeless gear 
technology is not yet sufficiently 
reliable. 

? ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 

N Y 
FAO, 2018a, 
2021; Stevens, 
2021 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

TURTLES 
Deeper subsurface fishing 
(could also be listed as primarily 
relevant to cetaceans group): 
Setting gillnets deeper so that the 
floatline (headline) is set deeper, 
achieved either by shifting the 
entire panel deeper or by using 
lower profile panels. Can reduce 
vertical depth overlap with some 
marine mammal species, marine 
turtles and other epipelagic 
species, and non-diving and 
possibly diving seabirds. In some 
fisheries, deeper driftnets might 
reduce commercial teleost and 
squid species catch rates. 
Shifting panels to fish deeper 
might increase the haulback 

▲ ▲ ▲ ? ▲ ▲ ▼ V Minimize 

Y Y 

Hayase and 
Yatsua, 1993; 
Hembree and 
Harwood, 1987; 
Gearhart and 
Eckert, 2007; 
Eckert et al., 
2008; Price and 
Van Salisbury, 
2007; Gilman et 
al., 2010; FAO, 
2021; Kiszka et 
al., 2021; 
Moazzam, 2019, 
2022; Rouxel et 
al., 2023 

▼ ▼ ▼ ▬ ▼ ? ? ? Remediate 
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Method 
Marine 

mammals 

Turtles-
hard, 

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 
mortality rate of air-breathing 
species. 

Illumination: Add lights 
(chemical lightsticks and LEDs of 
various wavelengths) to gillnets 

▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ ▲ V Minimize 

N Y 

Wang et al., 
2010, 2013; Ortiz 
et al., 2016; Virgil 
et al., 2017; 
Mangel et al., 
2018; Kakai, 
2019; Lucchetti 
et al., 2019; Bielli 
et al., 2020; 
Darquea et al., 
2020; Gautama 
et al., 2022; 
Senko et al., 
2022; Snape et 
al., 2024 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Visual deterrent within gear: 
Incorporate shark or other 
predator shapes (models, 
silhouettes) into the gear 

? ▲ ? ? ? ? ? ▲ Minimize 
N Y 

Wang et al., 
2010; Bostwick 
et al., 2014 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Mesh size: As mesh size 
decreases, catchability of large 
organisms such as sea turtles, 
marine mammals, and some 
elasmobranchs and seabirds 
generally decreases, while 
catchability of smaller organisms, 
including in some fisheries 
juvenile age classes of target fish 
species, increases. Both 
maximum and minimum mesh 
sizes could be regulated to 
reduce bycatch of larger and 
smaller sharks. 

▲ ▲ ▲ V ▲ V V V Minimize 

Y N 

Dagys and 
Zydelis 2002; 
McAuley et al., 
2007; Price and 
Van Salisbury 
2007; Murray 
2009; 
Orphanides 
2010; Salerno et 
al. 2010; 
Northridge et 
al., 2017; FAO, 
2018 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
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Method 
Marine 

mammals 

Turtles-
hard, 

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 
No buoys or buoy lines: Gillnet 
with no buoys/buoy lines, but 
headlines with floats. Might 
reduce marine mammal 
entanglement risk. Might reduce 
the profile and increase the depth 
of the headline (see above, 
deeper headline), reducing 
vertical overlap with epipelagic 
species. Might also reduce the 
gear’s acoustic target strength 
and therefore reduce the catch 
rate of some echolocating 
cetacean species such as harbor 
porpoises by reducing their 
detection of the gear, but might 
increase the catch rate of other 
echolocating cetaceans (see 
above, passive acoustic devices). 

V ▲ ▲ V ▲ ▲ ▼ ▼ Minimize 

N N 
Peckham et al., 
2009; SMRU, 
2001; FAO, 
2021 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

 
SEABIRDS 

           

            
Increased net visibility: Blue-
dyed metal oxide nets containing 
barium sulphate; replace 
transparent nylon netting with a 
color that is highly visible to at-
risk bycatch species (but not 
target catch), in the upper portion 
of gillnet panels for seabirds. 
Luminous vertical lines or flexible 
rope whiskers in floatlines for 
marine mammals. (And see 
Illumination under Turtles) 

? ? ? ? ▲4 ? ? ? Minimize 

  

Melvin et 
al.,1999; Trippel 
et al., 2003; Kot 
et al., 2012; 
Kraus et al., 
2014; 
Hanamseth et 
al., 2017; FAO, 
2018; Field et al., 
2019 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

Ban offal discharge during 
shooting/hauling: Prohibit 
discharge of offal during shooting 
and hauling 

? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Minimize 
N Y 

Wiedenfeld et al., 
2015; Northridge 
et al., 2017 ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 
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Method 
Marine 

mammals 

Turtles-
hard, 

shelled 

Turtles, 
leather-

back Rays 
Sea-
birds 

Sharks, 
epi-

pelagic 

Sharks, 
meso-
pelagic 

Tel-
eosts 

Mitigation 
hierarchy 

tier1 
Commercial 

use? 

Compliance 
monitoring 

requires 
observers 

or EM? Citations 
Visual deterrent above the sea 
surface: Attach a scarecrow-like 
floating device (with large 
eyespots and looming 
movement) or kite above the sea 
surface and near the gillnet 

? ▬ ▬ ▬ ▲ ▬ ▬ ▬ Minimize 
N Y 

Almeida et al., 
2023; Rouxel et 
al., 2021, 2023 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

 
SHARKS            

Repellants: Includes rare earth 
electropostive metals, olfactory, 
electrical, magnetic, and light 
repellants. (Also see active 
acoustic deterrents and acoustic 
reflection under marine 
mammals). 

? ? ? ? ? ?5 ?5 ? Minimize 

N Y 

Myrberg et al., 
1978; Brill et al., 
2009; Jordan et 
al., 2013; Stroud 
et al., 2014; FAO, 
2018; Ryan et al., 
2018; Chapuis et 
al., 2019; 
Broadhurst and 
Tolhurst, 2021; 
Garagouni et al., 
2022; Lucas and 
Berggren, 2023 

▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ ▬ NA 

1 Mitigation hierarchy tiers:  
Avoid = Eliminate the bycatch risk of one or more species or assemblage completely within the scope of the intervention 
Minimize = Reduce the bycatch risk of one or more species or assemblage 
Remediate = Avoid or reduce fishing mortality risk 
Offset = obtain an equivalent gain to replace any residual bycatch fishing mortality, or obtain a net gain 

2 Pingers with effective designs can reduce catch rates of harbor porpoises and other small cetaceans, but have no effect on some marine mammals (e.g., 
dugong, North Atlantic right whale, humpback whale), and may attract and increase the catch risk of some species such as bottlenose dolphins and sea 
lions (Kraus et al., 1997; Bordino et al., 2002, 2004; Barlow and Cameron, 2003; Hodgson et al., 2007; Carretta and Barlow, 2011; Dawson et al., 2013; 
FAO 2018, 2021). Sea lion attraction might be able to be reduced using a higher pinger frequency (Bordino et al., 2004). 

3 Pingers with effective designs can have no effect on catch rates of commercial teleost species, however, broadcasts of recordings of killer whale calls in 
addition to reducing some marine mammal species catch rates might also reduce fish catch, including commercial species (Werner et al., 2015; 
Doksaeter et al., 2009). 

4 Effective in some regions and seabird species, however, see Field et al. (2019). 
5 No study has provided strong evidence of reduced shark catch rates from use of electrical, magnetic, chemical, lanthanide metal, light emitting or 

acoustic devices. For example, Doherty et al (2022) found that a battery-powered electrical deterrent device reduced pelagic longline catch rates of 
sharks (as well as teleosts), but the study design treatments compared only branchlines with and without the electrical deterrent, and did not include a 
treatment with an inactivated electrical deterrent device, preventing conclusions on the cause of the observed response. The lower catch rates on 
branchlines with the device might have been caused by the electrical output or possibly due to the presence of the device near baited hooks as 
observed in studies on branchline weighting (Rollinson et al., 2016; Jimenez et al., 2019; Gilman et al., 2022c).
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Appendix 5. Draft RFMO Decision or Resolution on 
Holistic Bycatch Management Strategy Evaluation 

The [name of RFMO]; 
 
Recalling that the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) adopted International Guidelines on 
Bycatch Management and Reduction of Discards, which calls upon States and regional fisheries management 
organizations and arrangements to be aware of key considerations for effectively implementing an ecosystem 
approach to fisheries through managing impacts on non-target, associated and dependent species (NADs) or 
bycatch, and minimizing discards; 
 
Recognizing further that FAO also adopted an International Plan of Action for the Conservation and 
Management of Sharks, an International Plan of Action for Reducing the Incidental Catch of Seabirds in 
Longline Fisheries, and Guidelines to Reduce Sea Turtle Mortality in Fishing Operations; 
 
Cognizant that fisheries targeting tuna and tuna-like species and billfishes can adversely affect NADs, 
particularly those with low maximum per-capita population growth rates, late maturity and other life history 
traits that make them especially vulnerable to fishing mortality; 
 
Noting that legal instruments establishing international responsibility to conserve NADs first became an 
obligation under the 1982 Law of the Sea Convention, and it is now well recognized that the mandates and 
conservation and management measures of regional fisheries management organizations and arrangements 
are expected to include ecosystem-based management and a precautionary approach in accordance with 
Article V of the United Nations Fish Stocks Agreement; 
 
Recognizing that assessments of alternative bycatch management strategies should account for key factors, 
including: multispecies conflicts, strength of evidence of efficacy when employed in real-world conditions, 
magnitude of effect on species-specific catch and fishing mortality rate, tier in a sequential mitigation hierarchy, 
costs to components of commercial viability, likelihood of compliance, and commercial availability. 
 
Aware that a fragmented, piecemeal fisheries management system can cause unintended multispecies 
conflicts, where some measures that are designed to manage the catch or mortality of one NAD species of 
conservation concern can unintentionally exacerbate the catch or mortality of others; 
 
Concerned that the lack of implementation of holistic, multispecies bycatch management strategy evaluation 
might be causing multispecies conflicts that are unplanned, with unintended consequences; 
 
Acknowledging that holistically managing the direct and collateral impacts of tuna fisheries on endangered, 
threatened and other at-risk NADs supports carefully considered, intentional tradeoffs when cross-taxa 
conflicts cannot be avoided; 
 
Resolves to: 
 
1. Implement holistic, multispecies bycatch management strategy evaluation. 
 
2. Coordinate with other fisheries management organizations and arrangements to establish and maintain a 
comprehensive global database of bycatch management methods, available through a webtool, where each 
record of a bycatch mitigation method contains fields on key criteria that inform bycatch management strategy 
evaluation identified in the subsequent paragraphs. 
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3. Evaluate and identify conflicts as well as mutual benefits among species and taxonomic groups caused by 
alternative bycatch management methods. To inform this evaluation, the recommended webtool database will 
identify the effects of alternative bycatch mitigation methods on taxa-specific catch rates and fishing mortality 
rates. 
 
4. Identify and account for the relative strength of evidence of efficacy when a bycatch mitigation method is 
employed in practice. Recognize that evidence from meta-analytic studies ideally should inform the 
development of global- and regional-level bycatch management strategies. Otherwise, given too few studies to 
support robust meta-syntheses, decisions should rely on qualitative syntheses of accumulated studies. For 
bycatch mitigation methods whose efficacy is affected by crew behavior, analyses of observer and electronic 
monitoring program data may provide more certain estimates of responses during commercial fishing 
operations relative to estimates derived from experiments. It therefore can be important to validate that the 
efficacy of an intervention when used under controlled conditions is of similar effectiveness when employed in 
real-world conditions through “pragmatic” studies. 
 
5. Account for the predicted species-specific size of the effect on catch and fishing mortality rates of at-risk 
NADs caused by alternative bycatch management methods, including the tier in a sequential mitigation 
hierarchy (avoid, minimize, remediate, offset), and hence how alternative methods would contribute to meeting 
bycatch multispecies management objectives.  
 
6. Account for the costs to commercial viability of alternative bycatch mitigation methods, including costs to 
economic viability, practicality and crew safety.  
 
7. Account for the relative compliance likelihood of alternative bycatch management approaches. This includes 
assessing whether: (a) A method is expected to achieve voluntary compliance based on costs to commercial 
viability and degree of change from conventional fishing practices; (b) A method’s efficacy at mitigating the 
catch or fishing mortality rate of at-risk NADs relies on crew behavior; and (c) The monitoring, control, 
surveillance and enforcement framework provide for robust surveillance of a particular bycatch mitigation 
method and incentives fisher compliance with prescribed employment of the method.  
 

 

. 
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