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Thresholds used in very many policy areas
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i;., Widespread use within nature conservation
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f*’ Widespread use In fisheries management
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Very useful in negotiating between various
L5 . . .
. viewpoints on issues
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SUMMARY OF THE FIWE CRITERIA (A-E) USED TO EVALUATE IF A TAXON BELONGS IN AN IUCHN RED LIST
THREATENED CATESORY (CRITICALLY ENDANGERED, ENDANGERED OF VULMER ABLE).

A. Population size e-duction Popu lation reduction (meas ured over the longer of 10 years or 3 ge nerations) beed on any of A1 to Ad
GitcallyEndangered  dongerc Volnerable

Al = 90% =70% = 507
A2, A3 & A4 = B0% =50% = 30%
A1 Population reduction observed, sstimated, inferred, or sispected in ) direct obseration [eseprA3 |

bl an  indee ol abundance
appropriate to the taxen

el adecline in aea of accupancy

the pet whene the cawses of the reduction are clearly evesible AND
urclers oo AND have ceased,

A2 Population reduction abserved, egimated, inferred, or suspected in the

past where the cawses of rduction may not have cemed OR may not be | bamd (BO0L ectent of oecufrence
und erstoad OR rmay nat be reversible '> o ﬂrﬂ:l (OO & nelfor habitat cqua lity

A3 Population reduction projected, inferred or wspected to be met in the following  1d) actual or potential levels of
future (Up o a masimum of 100 years) [(al arnnstbe used for A3 | exploitation

recluctiony be re the time periodmietinelude botht be past and the futue hyts ridization, pathogens,
(uptoamad, of 100 years infuture),an dwherethe causes of pduction may pollutants,  competitons  or
ot have cemed OR may not be understood OF may not b reversible. S paraites

B. Geogmaphic range in the form of either B1 [extent of occurrence] AND/OR B2 (area of o coupancy)
[GHGIEMGNAE  domsered Vot

B1. Extent of occurrence [ECO) < 100 ke’ < 5000 krn® < 20000 km’
B 2. Area of oceup ancy (A00) < 10 km < 500 km’ < 2,000 k'
AND at keast 21 the follewing 3 condit ions:

Ad An observed, estimated, inferred, projected or suspected population ‘ el effects of introduced taxs,

fa) Severaly fragmented OR Mumbser of locations =1 =5 =10

(b] Continuing decline observed etimated, inkmed or projected in ani,' af: (0 extent of cocurmence; (il amsa of oo upancy: (il area,
etent and/or quaity of habsitat; (v number of loc ations or subpopulation s (vl number of mature i ndid dud s

(e} Extremefluctuationsin any of: () extent of aceurrence; (i) area of o ccupancy: (il num ber of locations ar subpop ulati ons (v num ber
af mature i ndiv iduals




Recruitment

900
800
700
600
500
400
300
200
100

Biomass Reference Points

MSY Btrigger
or

Boa

or

MSY Bescapement

Current ICES
fisheries advice
system

100 B\im200 300 Bpsy 400 500
SSB
Table 1.2.3 Symbols and text for status of stocks fished under management plans.
1
M tpl . .
anagemen. o Explanation sign Text
reference points
Fishing mortality (Fyp) F< F mgt target / limit Below
F within defined range At or Within range
F>F mgt target / limit Above
Biomass (SSBup) SSB > target, limit or trigger biomass Above
SSB within defined range At or Within range
SSB < target, limit or trigger hiomass Below




Thresholds can be calculated scientifically, but
nearly all need some form of societal choice

“Socletal” choice may be a bureaucratic or
political decision, but in democracies usually
Involves some sort of consultation and

negotiation process. There needs to be at
least representation of diversity of views

ICES fisheries examples derive from choices
made under Convention on Biological Diversity




Thresholds very often require detailed
explanation in order to avoid misunderstandings
and disagreements

Thresholds make assessment and advice
giving much more straight-forward

Do not require assessments to be re-negotiated
each time (beyond agreeing on data) and
reduces greatly need for complex caveats




Thresholds very often require detailed
explanation in order to avoid misunderstandings
and disagreements

Often that means further adaptive (in the_light
of experience) modifications




E el e
Needs for marine mammal bycatch thresholds

M |
K | | "
G L. i

ASCOBANS requwement

. Adwce from ICES In relation to 812/2004 and
® to fisheries E
S R T mrg
e, In all cases, useful for prioritising further
' actlon and |n cost benefit analyses
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Need to review and maybe change’> "
- B

. ASCOBANS: total anthropogenic removal
. above 1.7 % of the best available estimate
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" DeC|S|on In relatlon to MSFD now urgent
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A ASCOBANS model was for harbour porp0|se
‘only
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. What does ‘in the long term’ mean? (as in

. 80% of carrying capacity in the long term)
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Issues

Various examples exist =
SCANS Il and CODA used 200 years

IWC uses 100 years

E? JUCN uses 100 years or 3 generations
+ USA's MMPA uses 100 years
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What precision is required?

[
Lh,
| IWC aim for 72% carrying capacity on
average (50% of the time);

¢! Canada’s seal objective Is 70% of maximum
" recorded abundance for 80% of the time:

e - | MMPA aims for 50% of carrying capacity at

Ieast 05% of the time
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Issues N r‘

What framework to adopt?

| Current ASCOBANS model

Potential Biological Removal

| Catch Limit Algorithm

: Others that could be derived from fisheries Eﬁ
modelling
—
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