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1 Introduction to scoring updates 

In 2010, a National Plan for the Conservation of Sharks was implemented across Panama to combat, 

discourage, and prevent illegal, unreported, and unregulated fishing. In 2017, an amendment was 

made to the plan to include rays in the management initiatives. Ray species occupy similar ecological 

niches as sharks and are, subsequently, as at risk from fishing mortality.  

 

In Panama alone, 46 species of sharks and 33 species of rays are known to inhabit coastal waters and 

a number of sharks have been the target species for commercial and artisanal fishing fleets wince the 

1980’s. However, not all are commercially important, or target catch, which means they are often 

underrepresented in catch reports. A paucity of catch data or stock assessment can mean these 

species particularly vulnerable to overfishing. 

 

The ecological and biological significance of top predators like sharks and rays is well researched, and 

conservation management initiatives are required to ensure the longevity of species’ stocks. The aim 

of the National Action Plan is to ensure the sustainability of long-term populations of both sharks and 

rays through five goals:   

 

1. Promote and facilitate more research and monitoring of sharks and rays, their habitats and 

the fisheries that target them. 

2. Strengthen the regulatory management to guarantee the conservation of sharks and rays, and 

their habitats in Panama 

3. Have surveillance programmes, aimed at ensuring compliance with regulations and reduce 

illegal activity. 

4. Ensure information about the initiatives are widely communicated to the public to increase 

awareness. 

5. Achieve financial aid for the execution and activities within the National Action Plan. 

 

Fishing and aquaculture are under the Panama Aquatic Resources Authority (ARAP) written to the 

Ministry of Agricultural Development (MIDA). ARAP is the governing body of the State to ensure 

compliance with and enforcement of laws and regulations regarding aquatic resources and national 

fisheries and aquaculture policies. The Authority has territorial jurisdiction in the Republic of Panama 

and its jurisdictional waters in accordance with current legislation.  

 

With respect to the regulations related to fisheries and aquaculture, this is maintained in a sometimes 

described, confusing legislation on the responsibility of its actors, with laws dating back 58 years (Law 

17 of July 9, 1959) and different regulations (FAO, 2018). 

 

  



 

2 Principle 3 Amendment 

Table 1 - Summary of Performance Indicator level scores of Panama  

Performance Indicator Draft scoring range Data deficient?  

3.1.1 – Legal and customary framework 60 – 79 Yes  

Rationale or key points 

Panama took an important step for responsible fishing through the creation of the Aquatic Resources Authority 
(ARAP) through the enactment of Law 44 of November 23, 2006. The ARAP, for its part, promotes regulatory 
and policy instruments to order the management of aquatic resources, highlighting among them: the 
formulation of the Panama Aquatic Resources Policy for Fisheries and Aquaculture, a preliminary draft of the 
Fisheries Law, and the establishment of procedures to impose administrative sanctions for infractions on 
aquatic resources. SG80 is met for SIa.  
 
Fisheries and aquaculture are under the Aquatic Resources Authority of Panama (ARAP) written to the Ministry 
of Agricultural Development (MIDA). ARAP is the governing body of the State to ensure compliance with and 
enforcement of laws and regulations regarding aquatic resources and national fisheries and aquaculture 
policies. The Authority has territorial jurisdiction in the Republic of Panama and its jurisdictional waters in 
accordance with current legislation and is subject by law to a mechanism for the resolution of disputes within 
these territories. SG80 is met for SIb.  
 
In addition, Panama is a member of the following Regional Fisheries Bodies: 

• Fisheries Commission for the Central-Western Atlantic (WECAFC). 

• Central America Fisheries and Aquaculture Organisation (OSPESCA). 

• Commission for Inland Fisheries and Aquaculture of Latin America and the Caribbean (COPESCAALC). 

• Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission (IATTC). 

• International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT). 

• International Whaling Commission (IWC). 

• South Pacific Regional Fisheries Management Organisation (SPRFMO). 

• The Aquaculture Network for the Americas (RAA). 
 

There are almost 200 marine fishing communities in the country, however, in recent years, the importance of 
fishing communities and the number of fishers in the same communities has declined, as tourism increases in 
importance in coastal places, and many fishers have become tour operators. No evidence can be found to be 
able to score SIc more than 60. 
  

Improvement recommendations 

Further communication with the flag state is required to understand more about the fishing communities 
within the country, as well as on-site visits and in-person discussions with crew and communities. 
 
To score scoring issue C better, the management must have a mechanism to observe the legal rights created 
explicitly or established by custom of people dependent on fishing for food or livelihood in a manner consistent 
with the objectives of MSC Principles 1 and 2. 

 

  



 

 

3.1.2 – Consultation, roles, and responsibilities 60 – 79 Yes 

Rationale or key points 

In 2017, the government of Panama approved the Action Plan for Sustainable Fisheries. Historically, the 
exploitation of aquatic resources has given Panama great benefits in terms of food security, economic income 
and as a source of employment. However, the state of traditional fishery resources and with it the profitability 
of fishing has followed a downward spiral due to a fishing effort that was growing without greater control due 
to free access and lack of control and monitoring of rigor. The Aquatic Resources Authority of Panama (ARAP) 
is the government entity responsible for the control of the fishing activity in the country, but the outdated legal 
framework and the low levels of coordination at the sectoral and inter-institutional levels take away 
management effectiveness from the institution. The Government sought that the National Dialogue for 
Fisheries process contribute to generating inputs for the elaboration of a National Plan of Action for the 
Sustainability of Fisheries in Panama. This Plan is the roadmap for the work of the ARAP and the National 
Commission for Responsible Fisheries as of 2017. Organisations involved in the management process have 
been identified. Functions, roles, and responsibilities are explicitly defined and well understood for key areas 
of responsibility and interaction. SG80 is met.  
 
In addition, the Plan has contributed to identifying areas of coordination between the ARAP and the other 
public institutions that have responsibilities in areas that affect the fishing sector, as well as between the ARAP 
and the private sector. As a starting point for ordering the discussions, the ARAP identified four strategic axes 
to structure the Action Plan for the Sustainability of Fisheries in Panama: 

• Institution Strengthening 

• Responsible and sustainable fisheries and aquaculture 

• Optimisation of productivity and competitiveness 

• Management and integral control 
 
This demonstrates the potential for the management system to include consultation processes that obtain 
relevant information from the main affected parties, including local knowledge, to inform the management 
system. SG60 is met for SIb. No information could be found as to whether the management system regularly 
seeks and accepts information, so SG80 could not be met.  
 
Regarding participation of stakeholders in the consultative processes, there was not enough information to 
answer whether there is opportunity for all interested and affected parties to be involved in the discussions. 
SG80 could not be met.  
 
November 2021 update 
The 2017 ARAP National Action Plan regarding the conservation management for sharks and rays requires the 
continual research of shark and ray habitats and stocks to ensure the fishing efforts of fisheries aren’t damaging 
the species. However, no record of how stakeholders are involved within this process through consultations, 
so this update fails to increase any scoring.  

Improvement recommendations 

Meetings with stakeholders are required to understand their participation in the fishery management actions 
and initiatives. On-site visits and in-person meetings would also be beneficial to clarify their involvement and 
prove there is a consultation process that regularly seek and accept relevant information and allows all 
stakeholders to comment. 

 

  



 

 

3.1.3 – Long term objectives ≥80 Yes 

Rationale or key points 

In 2017, the government of Panama approved the Action Plan for Sustainable Fisheries. Historically, the 
exploitation of aquatic resources has given Panama great benefits in terms of food security, economic income 
and as a source of employment. The Government sought that the National Dialogue for Fisheries process 
contribute to generating inputs for the elaboration of a National Plan of Action for the Sustainability of Fisheries 
in Panama. This Plan is the roadmap for the work of the ARAP and the National Commission for Responsible 
Fisheries as of 2017. In addition, the Plan has contributed to identifying areas of coordination between the 
ARAP and the other public institutions that have responsibilities in areas that affect the fishing sector, as well 
as between the ARAP and the private sector. As a starting point for ordering the discussions, the ARAP 
identified four strategic axes to structure the Action Plan for the Sustainability of Fisheries in Panama: 

• Institution Strengthening. 

• Responsible and sustainable fisheries and aquaculture. 

• Optimisation of productivity and competitiveness. 

• Management and integral control. 
 
Long term objectives to guide decision-making, consistent with MSC fisheries standard and the precautionary 
approach, are implicit within management policy, SG60 is met. As they are not explicit, SG80 cannot be met.  
 
November 2021 update 
The National Action Plan has five main initiatives that will eventually be met by all Panamanian fisheries that 
aid with the long-term sustainability of shark and ray populations around Panama. This is evident that the flag 
state will be applying clear management and conservation initiatives for long-term goals where the 
precautionary approach is explicit. This increase SIa to SG80 and closes out the PI. 

Improvement recommendations 

NA 

 

  



 

 

3.2.1 – Fishery specific objectives <60 Yes 

Rationale or key points 

This PI is relevant for Panama, as the fishery takes place in Panamanian waters. However, this is only relevant 

for tuna and mahi-mahi species in this pre-assessment as swordfish is an illegal species to land. 

 

In December of 2010, Executive Order No. 486 was issued, which prohibited the use of longline vessels over 6 
GRT. In December of 2011, Administrative Order No. 125 placed limits on the amount of fishing effort. 
Resolution No. ADM / ARAP 59, which occurred on May 10, 2011, creates a Multi-year Program for the 
Conservation of Tuna in the Eastern Pacific Ocean for the years 2011, 2012 and 2013. Executive Decree No. 
126 of 2017 was published in the Official Gazette No. 28365-B. The decree is a step forward in the management 
of the Panamanian mahi-mahi and yellowfin tuna, as it issues regulations regarding the use of longlines in 
waters under jurisdiction of the Republic of Panama. 
 

There is no specific legislation related with mahi-mahi fishery in Panama. No specific targets have  

been established for the fishery. However, legislation having an impact on the fishery, such as the 

General Law regulating the Fishing Activity, dated 1959, Decree N° 486, dated 2010, regulating the 

use of logline in general and Law Nº. 9, dated March 16th, 2006, forbidding shark finning in general, 

indicate that implicitly within the general management system there are objectives consistent in 

broad terms with Principles 1 and 2.  

November 2021 updates 
The National Action Plan for Panama clearly outlines the efforts that will be made regarding the sustainability 
of shark and ray populations and the ecosystems that they inhabit, which highlights the country’s aims to 
address Principle 2 PIs (habitat, ecosystem and bycatch) However, as there is no proper management system 
for the fishery with clear specific objectives, we consider that this indicator would fail. 

Improvement recommendations 

More evidence is required to understand the fishery-specific objectives in place for target species including 

mahi-mahi and tunas. 

 

  



 

 

3.2.2 – Decision-making processes <60 Yes 

Rationale or key points 

Regarding decision-making processes, as the fishery is not taking place in Panama’s waters, it is the RFMO-
level, IATTC’s decision-making processes that are of importance for this SIa (refer to IATTC scoring).  
With respect to SIb, it is not clear as to whether Panama has well-developed and responsive (transparent, 
adaptive, timely) processes nor that national measures routinely apply to serious and other important (flag 
State) issues. The pre-assessment was conducted remotely and evidence to whether Panama are complying to 
all data requirements was not found. SG60 could not be awarded on this basis.  
 
Regarding the precautionary approach (SIc), information being available to stakeholders on request (SId) and 
the management system’s approach to disputes (SIe), the RFMO management level is deemed most relevant 
and should be focussed on for this PI, rather than the national level management. Please see the rationale for 
IATTC for these scoring issues (all awarded at least SG80). 
 

Improvement recommendations 

Conducting onsite visits will be beneficial in understanding more about the decision-making process within 
Panamanian fisheries. Proof will need to be if Panama are complying to all IATTC data requirements 

 

  



 

 

3.2.3 – Compliance and enforcement 60 – 79 Yes 

Rationale or key points 

Fisheries and aquaculture are under the Aquatic Resources Authority of Panama (ARAP) written to the Ministry 
of Agricultural Development (MIDA). ARAP is the governing body of the State to ensure compliance with and 
enforcement of laws and regulations regarding aquatic resources and national fisheries and aquaculture 
policies. The Authority has territorial jurisdiction in the Republic of Panama and its jurisdictional waters in 
accordance with current legislation. Since July 1996, Panama is part of the United Nations Convention on the 
Law of the Sea (1982) and, since December 2008, of the United Nations Agreement on Transzonal Fish 
Populations and Populations of Highly Migratory Fish (1995). It is not part of the Agreement to Promote 
Compliance with International Conservation and Management Measures by Fishing Vessels Fishing on the High 
Seas (1995) nor has it signed the newly adopted Agreement on Measures of the Port State of Puerto Rico 
(2009). Being members of RFMOs such as IATTC does mean however that they must comply with RFMO 
Resolutions, meaning there is a MCS implemented for the fishery. The presence of a Panama flagged vessel on 
the 2019 IATTC IUU vessel list demonstrates an ability to enforce relevant management measures, strategies 
and/or rules. SG80 is met for SIa.  
 
Sanctions to deal with non-compliance exist and there is some evidence that they are applied. SG60 is met 
for SIb.  
 
Fishers are generally thought to comply with the management system under assessment, including, when 
required, providing information of importance to the effective management of the fishery. Evidence enough 
to award SG80 for SIc was not possible without engaging directly with the fishery. The singular vessel on the 
IATTC list suggests that the fishers generally comply with the management system. SG60 is met for SIc.  
 
There is no evidence of systematic non-compliance. SG80 is met for SId.  
 
November 2021 updates 
All vessels must comply with the National Action Plan initiatives so the SIa scoring remains at SG80. However, 
there is no indication that sanctions are enforced on vessels/fisheries that are in breach of the compliance, so 
the scoring for SIb does not change. 

Improvement recommendations 

Evidence of examples where sanctions were enforced on fisheries after non-compliance or illegal activity 
should be provided. Direct engagement with the fishery via on-site visits will be important in understanding 
the compliance with management systems. 

  



 

 

3.2.4 – Management performance evaluation ≥80 Yes 

Rationale or key points 

Internal reviews are conducted when annual reports are sent to RFMOs, allowing evaluation of                                                                                                                                                   
key parts of the fishery-specific management system, for example compliance with Resolutions. SG80 is met 
for SIa.  
 
No external review was observed to have taken place, so SG60 was only met for SIb. 
 
November 2021 updates 
The National Action Plan states that reviews will take place within the fisheries every four years to ensure that 
management performance and compliance to the initiatives is taking place and still active. This increases the 
SIb to SG80 and closes out this PI. 

Improvement recommendations 

NA 

 

  



 

Table 2: Original and updated PI scores for Principle 3 actions for Panama following this review 

Performance Indicator Panama 

Governance 
and Policy 

3.1.1 
Legal and Customary 
Framework 

    

3.1.2 
Consultation, Roles, 
and Responsibilities 

    

3.1.3 Long-term Objectives     

Fishery-specific 
Management 

System 

3.2.1 
Fishery-specific 
Objectives 

 
  

3.2.2 
Decision-making 
Processes 

    

3.2.3 
Compliance and 
Enforcement 

    

3.2.4 
Management 
Performance 
Evaluation 

    

 

  



 

3 Appendix 

3.1  ARAP signatory 
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