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Summary

Shark conservation and management in the United States have received attention from stakeholders and Congress due to biological, aesthetic, human safety, and other factors related to sharks. Stakeholders have discussed issues related to the status of shark populations, specifically regarding domestic and international fishing of sharks; human-shark conflicts, such as shark depredation of targeted fishery species (i.e., sharks completely or partially consuming marine species caught by fishing gear); and the predatory role of sharks in marine ecosystems. These discussions, among other matters, have prompted Congress to pass legislation related to the conservation and management of sharks and their body parts (e.g., shark fins), such as the Shark Finning Prohibition Act (P.L. 106-557), the Shark Conservation Act of 2010 (P.L. 111-348, Title I), and the legislation sometimes referred to as the "Shark Fin Sales Elimination Act of 2023" (P.L. 117-263, Division E, Title LIX, Subtitle E, Section 5946(b)). Additional statutes (e.g., the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act [MSA; 16 U.S.C. §§1801-1891d] and the Endangered Species Act [ESA; 16 U.S.C. §§1531-1544]) and multilateral agreements govern shark conservation and management, including for sharks inhabiting coastal, state, and international waters. The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's (NOAA's) National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) primarily administers federal shark-related efforts, including the conservation and management of targeted and protected shark species.

Congress has considered legislative proposals relating to sharks, which have focused on shark conservation and management, the feeding of sharks, and shark depredation and human safety, among other topics. For example, H.R. 207 as passed by the House and S. 2314 as reported, the Supporting the Health of Aquatic systems through Research Knowledge and Enhanced Dialogue Act (SHARKED Act; introduced in the 119th Congress), would require the Secretary of Commerce to establish a task force to address shark depredation and would amend the MSA to include projects related to shark depredation as a priority for the NMFS cooperative research and management program. At times, Congress also has included directives to agencies regarding shark science, conservation, and management in language accompanying appropriations laws. These proposals and directives may reflect commentary by experts and stakeholders with respect to shark science, conservation, and management.

Some Members of Congress, stakeholders, and experts have highlighted domestic and international approaches to shark conservation and management, and expressed opinions regarding intergovernmental agreements, international management approaches, and their effectiveness. Some stakeholders have also voiced that additional data are needed to fill information gaps, such as information on the status of shark populations and their ecology, habitat use, and interactions with fisheries. They further note the utility of that information for effective conservation and management. Additionally, some stakeholders and experts have raised concerns about shark depredation, including its alleged increase in recent years, and have provided potential considerations regarding depredation for fisheries management and shark conservation. Other stakeholders and experts have focused attention on the impacts of fishing (both commercial and recreational) and the wildlife trade on threatened and endangered sharks, including those listed under the ESA or classified as threatened or endangered by the International Union for the Conservation of Nature.

Congress may consider whether or not to pass or amend laws that focus on shark conservation and management, or whether to direct NMFS and partners to take certain conservation and management approaches for sharks. Congress also may consider whether current funding levels for shark conservation and management meet congressional goals, including as related to science needs and human-shark conflicts, or whether additional funding or funding directed to specific programs and activities is warranted. Congress also may consider the role of the United States in intergovernmental shark conservation and management activities (e.g., under the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora or multilateral agreements through Regional Fisheries Management Organizations); intersections of shark conservation with illegal, unreported, and unregulated fishing; and whether changes to present approaches may be warranted.











Introduction

Sharks are cartilaginous fishes that primarily inhabit marine ecosystems (Figure 1).1 Sharks prey on a variety of marine species; most sharks are carnivorous, and some feed on plankton (e.g., whale sharks or basking sharks). Sharks that directly influence the functioning of marine ecosystems are known as apex predators.2 Waters under the jurisdiction of the United States are home to a variety of shark species. For example, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's (NOAA's) National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) estimates that over 50 shark species inhabit waters off the east coast of the United States.3 Additionally, NMFS and partners cumulatively manage and/or study around 100 populations of shark species throughout U.S. waters, which have had variable abundance over time.4 NMFS also manages shark populations protected under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).5 Some researchers have estimated that shark and ray populations worldwide are declining. In one study, scientists reported that the global abundance of oceanic sharks and rays has declined by 71% from 1970 to 2018, largely due to an increase in fishing.6

Shark conservation and management have received attention from stakeholders and Congress, due to biological, aesthetic, human safety, and other factors. Selected issues related to the status of shark populations include domestic and international harvesting of sharks and associated impacts to their populations; human-shark conflicts (e.g., shark depredation of targeted fishery species);7 and the predatory role of sharks in marine ecosystems.8 Further, stakeholders and experts have identified data needs and information gaps regarding sharks, including with respect to targeted (i.e., fished) and threatened and endangered species, and have raised concerns about potential limitations to effective shark conservation and management practices.9 These issues may apply to individual shark species in different ways due to variation in their life histories (e.g., their lifespans, diets, time to maturity, and growth rates).10 Studies note that these elements also may influence sharks' vulnerabilities to human activities, such as exploitation by fisheries.11







	Figure 1. Images of Selected Shark Species




	



	Sources:  CRS, using public-domain photos at http://shutterstock.com/.

Notes:  Images include (1) Great white shark (Carcharodon carcharias), (2) Spiny dogfish (Squalus acanthias), (3) Thresher shark (Alopias sp.), (4) Shortfin Mako shark (Isurus oxyrinchus), and (5) Whale shark (Rhincodon typus).






To address some of these issues, Congress has passed legislation related to the conservation and management of sharks and their body parts.12 Laws that govern marine fisheries and threatened and endangered species (e.g., the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act [MSA] and the ESA) cover shark harvesting, trade in shark parts, and shark conservation.13 Multiple laws also address the practice of shark finning, such as the Shark Finning Prohibition Act (P.L. 106-557), the Shark Conservation Act of 2010 (P.L. 111-348, Title I), and the James M. Inhofe National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2023 (P.L. 117-263, Division E, Title LIX, Subtitle E, Section 5946(b)).14 NMFS primarily administers most federal shark-related efforts in accordance with these and other statutes.15

Various Members of Congress continue to express interest in shark conservation and management.16 For example, some Members have expressed concern over encounters between sharks and anglers and related potential disruptions for the fishing industry.17 Other Members have promoted efforts that aim to protect beachgoers from shark attacks.18 Some of these issues cover intergovernmental approaches to shark conservation, such as through the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES), the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) International Plan of Action for Conservation and Management of Sharks (IPOA-Sharks), and other multilateral agreements.19

This report provides a summary of federal efforts to manage and conserve sharks and a discussion of selected laws and regulations that affect sharks. It also provides an analysis of selected stakeholder perspectives on sharks, along with options Congress may consider to address issues relating to shark conservation and management.



Federal Management of Sharks

NMFS administers most federal shark-related efforts, including the conservation and management of targeted and protected shark species.20 NMFS regulates shark harvest and conservation, which includes implementing fishery management plans (FMPs) and fishery ecosystem plans (FEPs) as developed by U.S. Regional Fishery Management Councils (see "Federal Statutes on Shark Conservation and Management").21 FMPs and certain FEPs can address commercial quotas and trip limits, recreational bag limits, fishery closures, take of prohibited species, finning prohibitions, and reporting requirements, among other management measures in accordance with MSA.22 The North Pacific, Pacific, and Western Pacific Regional Fishery Management Councils manage specific sharks under their FMPs and FEPs.23 Additionally, Spiny dogfish is jointly managed by the Mid-Atlantic and New England Fishery Management Councils under a specific FMP.24 Some Fishery Management Councils whose jurisdiction includes U.S. Atlantic waters (e.g., the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council) also include sharks in their draft or final FEPs.25

Under NMFS, the Office of Sustainable Fisheries Atlantic Highly Migratory Species (HMS) division is responsible for managing transboundary sharks in the Atlantic.26 The HMS program implements the Consolidated Atlantic Highly Migratory Species FMP to regulate Atlantic HMS (i.e., Atlantic tunas, billfish, and certain sharks).27 NMFS also is responsible for threatened and endangered shark populations that are listed under the ESA (see "Endangered Species Act").28 Additionally, NMFS may work with interstate marine fisheries commissions, such as the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC), to address interstate management of sharks in coastal waters (see "Additional Selected Statutes and Agreements").29 Federal enforcement of laws that protect shark species is primarily carried out by NMFS through its Office of Law Enforcement, including its joint enforcement agreements with various U.S. states and territories, and in collaboration with other federal agencies (e.g., U.S. Coast Guard).30


U.S. Fisheries Landings of Sharks

The harvest of sharks in federal waters is primarily regulated under the MSA, while state laws and other federal legislation govern harvest in state waters as applicable. Figure 2 includes reported U.S. fisheries landings of sharks (i.e., commercial and recreational cumulatively) from 1950 to 2024, including by most common species group.31







	Figure 2. Reported U.S. Fisheries Landings of Sharks

(Total Shark Landings, Including by Most Common Species Groups; Years 1950-2024)




	



	Source: CRS, using National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), "Commercial Fisheries Landings," accessed February 1, 2026, https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/national/sustainable-fisheries/commercial-fisheries-landings; and NOAA, NMFS, "Recreational Fisheries Statistics Queries," accessed February 1, 2026, https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/data-tools/recreational-fisheries-statistics-queries.

Notes: Data shown include total reported landings (i.e., both commercial and recreational landings) for sharks cumulatively (top panel) and by the most frequently landed species groups over time (i.e., Dogfish [Family Squalide], Mako sharks [Isurus spp.], Thresher sharks [Alopias spp.], and other or unclassified shark species; bottom panel). All data in the bottom panel sum to values shown in the top panel. Some experts define a species group as a complex of related species with morphological (i.e., certain physical) similarities.






Total reported shark landings are dominated by dogfish species. Reported shark landings increased from the mid-1970s to the mid-to-late 1990s to a peak of approximately 96 million pounds. A decrease occurred in 2001, primarily caused by a disease in sharks, when landings totaled approximately 24.8 million pounds. Although total landings increased at times during the mid-2010s, they have generally remained at similar levels since the 2000s. These trends primarily are driven by fluctuations in New England and Mid-Atlantic dogfish landings. Additionally, declines in landings for other and unclassified shark species occurred in the 1990s-2000s, primarily related to overharvesting of certain shark species.32 The dollar value of shark landings has followed similar trends, primarily dominated by dogfish in recent decades.33




Federal Statutes on Shark Conservation and Management

Several federal laws directly and indirectly address sharks. These laws complement state laws related to the conservation and management of coastal shark species, as well as international agreements and enforcement measures that address sharks.34 Over time, Congress has focused its attention on shark conservation and management, including passage of three acts focused on the subject of shark finning.35


Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act

The MSA, as amended, is the primary law that authorizes the conservation and management of U.S. federal fisheries (i.e., those occurring in waters up to 200 nautical miles offshore and beyond state or territorial waters). The MSA governs both commercial and recreational fisheries. Its provisions also apply to U.S. ecosystem component species (species that are needed to achieve ecosystem management objectives but do not require stock assessments; e.g., certain sharks).36 The MSA established eight councils, which develop FMPs or FEPs, and which are jointly implemented with NMFS through fishery-specific regulations.37 Example FMPs and FEPs under which federal sharks are managed include the Spiny Dogfish FMP (jointly managed by the New England and Mid-Atlantic Councils, as mentioned above), the Pelagic Fisheries of the Western Pacific FEP (managed by the Western Pacific Regional Council), and two FMPs for Alaskan groundfish (managed by the North Pacific Council).38 NMFS, in collaboration with the councils, also is required to identify and map essential fish habitat  for federally managed species, including federally managed sharks.39

The MSA authorizes the Secretary of Commerce (Secretary) to directly manage HMS in Atlantic waters, including certain species of sharks.40 Pursuant to MSA, NMFS conducts research on sharks (e.g., surveys, assessments, and tagging studies of shark populations) and monitors shark captures in commercial and recreational fisheries.41

Multiple species of sharks are prohibited from capture by U.S. commercial and recreational fishers in accordance with FMPs and NMFS regulations. Under the MSA, NMFS and FMCs may regulate targeted and nontargeted catch of sharks (i.e., bycatch) by permitting entry in a given fishery to selected participants, setting catch limits or quotas, requiring certain gear restrictions, and establishing fishing closures for a given area or time period.42 These types of management actions also could apply to shark fishery species assessed by NMFS and partners as being overfished or experiencing overfishing.43 As of March 31, 2026, the most recent status assessment, one Western and Central Pacific shark stock was listed as overfished and as experiencing overfishing (Oceanic whitetip shark [Carcharhinus longimanus]).44 No other Pacific shark stocks were listed as either overfished or experiencing overfishing. Further, six Atlantic shark species were listed as overfished, with four of those species listed as experiencing overfishing.45 One previously overfished shark species was designated as being rebuilt in accordance with the MSA (Atlantic Blacktip shark [C. limbatus] in 2003) as of March 31, 2026.46 Several other shark species (e.g., Atlantic Sandbar shark [C. plumbeus]) are on long-term rebuilding plans.47

Another provision under the MSA that affects shark species is Section 317, which includes provisions prohibiting the feeding of sharks in certain Western Pacific regions with certain exceptions.48 These feeding exceptions include baiting activities associated with shark fishing, research activities, or other activities determined by the Secretary or state law as presenting no public health hazard or safety risk.49



Laws Addressing Shark Finning

Since the 106th Congress, Congress has passed three laws that address the practice of shark finning and pertain to shark conservation. The following sections provide more details about each of these laws and their associated amendments, as applicable.


Shark Finning Prohibition Act

The Shark Finning Prohibition Act (P.L. 106-557) aimed to reduce the practice of shark-finning through both domestic and international efforts.50 The act initially amended Section 307 of the MSA ("Prohibited Acts") to make it illegal to remove any fins of a shark (including the tail) in U.S. waters and to discard the shark carcass at sea.51 The law also prohibited having "custody, control, or possession" of those parts aboard a vessel without the corresponding carcass, or landing them without the corresponding carcass.52 Further, the law stated that any shark fins landed or found on board a fishing vessel are presumed to be "taken, held, or landed" illegally if their total weight exceeds 5% of the total weight of shark carcasses landed or found on board.53 The act also authorized the Secretary to promulgate regulations on shark finning and establish a research program on Atlantic and Pacific sharks.54 It also required the Secretary to provide Congress with an annual report about efforts to implement the law.55 Further, the law authorized the Secretary, acting through the Secretary of State, to engage in discussions and enter agreements with foreign governments to implement measures to prohibit shark-finning and promote shark conservation.56



Shark Conservation Act of 2010

The Shark Conservation Act of 2010 (P.L. 111-348, Title I) amended the MSA and the Shark Finning Prohibition Act to require that all sharks in the United States be brought to shore with their fins naturally attached,57 with the exception of Smooth dogfish (Mustelus canis) fished commercially within certain limitations.58 Specifically, the law retained prohibitions on shark-finning at sea and further prohibited having "custody, control, or possession" of a shark's fin or tail aboard a fishing vessel unless naturally attached to the corresponding carcass.59 The law also amended the Shark Finning Prohibition Act and the MSA to presume that any shark fin or tail aboard a nonfishing vessel and not naturally attached to a corresponding carcass was transferred illegally. The law also retained similar presumptions regarding the legality of shark fins found aboard a fishing vessel (i.e., as being no more than 5% of the total weight of shark carcasses landed from a fishing vessel).60

As these provisions do not prohibit trade of shark fins, or of those that were landed while attached to a given shark, NMFS data include occasional reported U.S. harvest and trade of shark fins over the past decade; data are not classified according to species. NMFS commercial landings include information about the reported value (in nominal dollars) of shark fins from U.S.-harvested sharks for most years since 2016 (unclassified by species; no data are included by weight).61 Cumulatively, over this time period, fins from U.S.-harvested sharks have been valued at approximately $2.1 million, with the majority of this value from sharks harvested during 2016-2019 (approximately $1.6 million; primarily off the Gulf of America and South Atlantic regions).62 In 2024, shark fins from U.S.-harvested species were valued at approximately $30,000.63 NMFS seafood trade data also include reported U.S. exports of shark fins from 2017 to 2022 (unclassified by species), which totaled approximately 570,000 pounds, at a cumulative value of approximately $1.2 million.64

The Shark Conservation Act of 2010 also amended the High Seas Driftnet Fishing Moratorium Protection Act to include more specific references to shark conservation and shark-finning practices.65 The amendments directed the Secretary, in consultation with the Secretary of State, to urge international fishery management organizations with U.S. membership to adopt shark conservation measures, including those to prohibit shark-finning practices, to improve those organizations' effectiveness.66 It additionally amended the High Seas Driftnet Fishing Moratorium Protection Act to direct the Secretary to seek to enter into international shark conservation agreements, including measures prohibiting shark-finning practices that are comparable to U.S. prohibitions.67 It further directed the Secretary to include shark conservation measures when defining illegal, unreported, or unregulated (IUU) fishing,68 and when identifying nations whose vessels have participated in IUU fishing and in fishing practices leading to unregulated bycatch of certain species, among other unsustainable fishing practices.69 In the act, Congress additionally required the Secretary to include fishing vessels that target or incidentally catch sharks in waters beyond their jurisdiction in its biennial report identifying nations whose fishing vessels have participated in IUU fishing and these types of fishing practices, including nations that have not adopted a regulatory program for shark conservation and shark-finning comparable to that of the United States.70



"Shark Fin Sales Elimination Act of 2023"

The James M. Inhofe National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2023 (P.L. 117-263, Division E, Title LIX, Subtitle E, Section 5946(b); also referred to as the "Shark Fin Sales Elimination Act of 2023")71 prohibits the possession, transport, and sale of shark fins or their associated products with certain exceptions and exemptions.72 These exceptions include possession or landing of a shark fin that was separated after the first point of landing in accordance with a license or permit, and is

(A) destroyed or disposed of immediately after separation from the carcass;

(B) used for noncommercial subsistence purposes in accordance with applicable laws;

(C) used solely for display or research purposes by a museum, college, or university pursuant to an issued permit for noncommercial scientific research.73

Additionally, the law allows for the possession, transport, and sale of fins belonging to two shark species, Smooth dogfish and Spiny dogfish (Squalus acanthias). The act also directs the Secretary to review this exemption for the two dogfish species and to submit a report to Congress by January 1, 2027.74 The report is to include the Secretary's recommendation for the continuation or termination of the dogfish exemption, and analysis of information regarding the recommendation's potential impacts to dogfish fisheries, ocean ecosystems, the enforcement of shark fin sales prohibitions, and shark conservation efforts.75 Among its contents, the law directs the Secretary to enforce its requirements, while also allowing for any state or territory to adopt or enforce a more stringent regulation or standard.76 The law stipulates that any violation of the act's provisions is to be treated as an action prohibited under Section 307 of the MSA and penalized pursuant to Section 308 of the MSA ("Criminal Penalties and Permit Sanctions").77 According to NMFS, as of 2024, the agency does not intend to issue implementing regulations for the act.78




Endangered Species Act

The ESA aims to conserve species listed as threatened or endangered under the act, including multiple species of listed sharks and their distinct population segments as applicable (see Appendix A for a list of ESA-listed sharks).79 In accordance with the statute, the Secretary of Commerce, acting through NMFS, administers the ESA with respect to marine and anadromous species, including sharks. NMFS also is responsible for determining the status of ESA-listed species under its jurisdiction and designating their critical habitat,80 among other requirements.81 Further, under Section 7 of the ESA ("Interagency Cooperation"), NMFS carries out consultations and evaluates activities with a federal nexus that may cause an adverse impact to a listed species or its critical habitat.82

NMFS administers the protection and conservation of two domestic and nine foreign shark species that are listed under the ESA.83 Additionally, several other shark-like fishes,84 including one domestic species of sawfish, five foreign species of sawfish, and three foreign species of guitarfish, are listed under the ESA and managed under NMFS's jurisdiction.85 NMFS also collaborates with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in its administration and enforcement of CITES.86








	Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES)

CITES is an international agreement among 185 national governments that aims to ensure the international trade in plants and animals does not threaten their survival. CITES provides a framework that is voluntarily adhered to by each of the signatories, or parties. Parties to CITES are responsible for implementing the convention in their national legislation. In the United States, the implementing legislation for CITES is the ESA. CITES parallels the ESA's structure by dividing its listed species into groups according to the estimated risk of extinction. However, rather than differentiating species as threatened or endangered, as done under the ESA, CITES uses three major categories of protected species organized into three appendixes. Species listed under CITES are first identified as needing protection and then assessed for the risk trade poses for the species' survival. Species listed under Appendix I have the most stringent restrictions on trade. Appendix I contains species that are threatened with extinction, which are or may be affected by trade. CITES generally prohibits commercial international trade in specimens of these species. Appendix II contains species that are not necessarily threatened with extinction but require controlled trade to prevent population declines. Trade in Appendix II species is permitted if trade will not be detrimental to the species in the wild. Appendix III species are listed because at least one country has requested that other countries assist it in regulating trade of that species. The requesting country might require an export permit before a species is traded internationally. Some experts have raised concerns regarding the applicability of CITES listing criteria for certain shark species, such as the Shortfin Mako shark. Among the concerns raised are approaches in CITES that classify a given species as a collective unit, independent of the status of its individual populations.

Sources: Treaties and Other International Acts Series (T.I.A.S.) 8249, as signed by the United States, March 3, 1979. See also CRS Report RL32751, The Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES), by Pervaze A. Sheikh; Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES), "CITES," https://cites.org/eng; and M. Kai, "Are the Current IUCN Category and CITES Listing Appropriate for the Conservation and Management of Shortfin Mako, Isurus oxyrinchus, in the North Pacific Ocean?," Marine Policy, vol. 134 (2021), 104790.








CITES contains most shark and shark-like species under Appendix II.87 As of April 2025, Whale shark (Rhincodon typus), Oceanic Whitetip shark (Carcharhinus longimanus), all Manta and Devil rays, and all seven species of sawfishes are included under Appendix I.88 Further, on March 5, 2026, all Mustelus species (e.g., smooth dogfish, Florida smoothhound, and Gulf smoothhound sharks) were added to Appendix II with implementation effective June 5, 2027.89 In addition to CITES, the ESA also references other international conventions applicable to sharks, including the International Convention for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries, the International Convention for the High Seas Fisheries of the North Pacific Ocean, and other international agreements.90 Additional information about threatened and endangered shark species is included below under "Conservation Concerns for Threatened and Endangered Sharks."



Additional Selected Statutes and Agreements

Additional statutes may be applicable to shark conservation and management depending on the specifics of a given location, corresponding management plan, or particular project or activity,91 including the following:


	The Atlantic Coastal Fisheries Cooperative Management Act (ACFCMA)92 includes directives for the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission (ASMFC) to prepare and adopt interstate coastal FMPs for the conservation of coastal fishery resources (e.g., coastal sharks).93 Among its 27 interstate FMPs, the ASMFC administers an interstate FMP for over 40 species of Atlantic coastal sharks.94

	The Interjurisdictional Fisheries Act (IFA)95 includes authorities regarding the management of interjurisdictional fishery resources (e.g., certain species of sharks) throughout their range.96 The law also includes directives for apportionments of federal funding by NOAA to interstate marine fisheries commissions and for federal support of related state projects.97

	The Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA)98 directs the Secretary to publish an annual list of commercial fisheries for which different degrees of incidental (i.e., nonintentional) takes of marine mammals are associated.99 These include Category I fisheries, which are associated with frequent incidental takes; Category II fisheries, in which occasional incidental taking occurs; and Category III fisheries, which have a remote likelihood of or no known incidental taking of marine mammals.100 In the 2024 annual list of commercial fisheries (the most recently finalized), two commercial shark fisheries are listed as Category II fisheries: (1) the California Thresher shark and Swordfish drift gillnet (greater than or equal to 14 inches mesh size) fishery, which affects multiple species of dolphins, whales, seals, and sea lions, and (2) the Southeastern U.S. Atlantic shark gillnet fishery, which affects several populations of bottlenose dolphins and the North Atlantic right whale.101 Additionally, two shark fisheries are listed as Category III fisheries.102 The MMPA authorizes the Secretary to grant a marine mammal authorization to a registered vessel engaged in a Category I or II listed fishery.103 That authorization allows the vessel to incidentally take marine mammals in that fishery upon receipt of a completed registration form.104

	The National Marine Sanctuaries Act (NMSA)105 provides NOAA the authority to administer the National Marine Sanctuary System, including protections and considerations for sanctuary resources (e.g., sharks, as applicable) contained within or proposed for inclusion in that system.106

	The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA)107 provides a national framework for U.S. states and territories to consider and manage coastal resources of national significance (e.g., shark habitat, as applicable) and potential impacts to those resources.108 It also authorizes NOAA to provide federal assistance for these efforts.109

	The Lacey Act regulates the trade of wildlife (e.g., sharks) and plants and creates penalties for a broad spectrum of violations.110 For example, the unlawful trafficking of sharks (or their associated parts) protected under the ESA or CITES constitutes a violation of the Lacey Act.111



Under various treaty-based, multilateral bodies, the United States is a party to multiple regional fisheries management organizations (RFMOs) whose fishery management authorities may include the conservation and management of transboundary shark species within distinct marine geographies.112 For example, the United States is a party to the Convention on the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources, which adopted a conservation measure in 2006 that prohibits directed fishing of shark species in the Convention Area.113 As another example, the United States comanages Atlantic HMS, including sharks, as a participant in the International Commission for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas (ICCAT) in accordance with the International Convention for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas.114 Congress included specific research requirements for the Secretary of Commerce (in consultation with ICCAT commissioners) regarding the biology of Atlantic HMS and their fisheries in the Atlantic Tunas Convention Authorization Act of 1995 (P.L. 104-43, Title III) and amended them further in the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Reauthorization Act of 2006 (P.L. 109-479, Title IV).115 The United States also engages as a nonparty in elements of the Convention on the Conservation of Migratory Species of Wild Animals (CMS) with respect to the conservation of migratory sharks.116 The CMS is an intergovernmental treaty that aims to conserve terrestrial, aquatic, and avian migratory species throughout their ranges. Although the United States is not a party to the CMS, it has signed the memorandum of understanding (MOU) on the Conservation of Migratory Sharks (hereinafter referred to as CMS MOU on Sharks), which outlines intergovernmental measures for the conservation and management of migratory sharks.117




Selected Legislation Related to Shark Conservation and Management in the 119th Congress

In recent decades, Congress has considered legislative proposals with specific references to shark conservation and management, such as those focused on shark-finning practices and international shark conservation efforts.118 For example, in the 117th Congress, H.R. 3360/S. 1372, the Sustainable Shark Fisheries and Trade Act of 2021, would have required DOC to revise its regulations to include rays and skates in the Seafood Import Monitoring Program (SIMP), among other requirements pertaining to shark finning practices and the seafood trade.119

Additionally, Congress has included directives to agencies regarding shark science, conservation, and management in language accompanying appropriations laws.120 Examples of these types of directives are included in "Selected Options and Considerations for Congress."

As of April 2026, bills introduced in the 119th Congress relating to shark conservation and management have focused on the feeding of sharks, shark depredation, and human safety. Relevant bills identified by CRS in the 119th Congress are included below.121



	H.R. 207/S. 2314, the Supporting the Health of Aquatic systems through Research Knowledge and Enhanced Dialogue Act (SHARKED Act; H.R. 207, as passed by the House), would require DOC to establish a task force with multiple state, federal, and independent representatives to address shark depredation and report its findings to Congress. It would also amend the MSA to include projects related to shark depredation as a priority for the NMFS cooperative research and management program.122 Similar legislation was introduced in the 118th Congress (H.R. 4051).

	H.R. 2076/S. 1003, Lulu's Law (S. 1003, as passed by the Senate), would require the Federal Communications Commission to issue an order that a shark attack is an event for which a wireless emergency alert applies. Similar legislation was introduced in the 118th Congress (H.R. 9376/S. 4832).

	H.R. 3831, the Florida Safe Seas Act of 2025, as ordered reported, would amend the MSA to prohibit the feeding of sharks in federal waters off the state of Florida. Some Members have indicated that the intent of the bill also is to mitigate shark depredation activities off Florida.123 Similar legislation was introduced in the 116th (H.R. 3697) and 117th Congresses (H.R. 59).

	Among its contents, H.R. 3718, the Sustaining America's Fisheries for the Future Act of 2025, would amend the MSA to include and prioritize projects designed to understand and address interactions between sharks and humans and the status of shark populations. The bill also would direct NMFS to develop a strategy for research and funding with respect to updating and improving shark research, shark population surveys, and shark stock assessments, including the use of new and emerging technologies and techniques. Similar legislation was introduced in the 117th (H.R. 4690) and 118th (H.R. 8862) Congresses.





Selected Stakeholder Perspectives on Shark Conservation and Management

Experts and stakeholders have provided commentary about global and domestic approaches to shark conservation and management in multiple surveys and scientific papers.124 This section summarizes stakeholder perspectives on issues related to intergovernmental approaches to shark conservation, including those by RFMOs with U.S. participation; data needs and information gaps for shark populations; and shark depredation events.


Selected National and International Approaches to Shark Conservation

Some international organizations have implemented programs to address global shark conservation, and some countries have adopted laws to implement actions called for in certain international agreements or to address their own national priorities related to shark conservation.125 For example, the IPOA-Sharks initiative seeks to ensure the conservation and sustainable management of sharks among nations.126 The initiative calls for countries that fish sharks to adopt and periodically revise a National Plan of Action to conserve and manage shark stocks.127 It also calls for countries to cooperate through multilateral and/or regional forums and meetings to ensure shark conservation. Some stakeholders have questioned the effectiveness of this initiative. For example, some scientists argue that the initiative has uneven implementation, that existing national plans of action for the IPOA-Sharks have been limited and inconsistent in their approaches, and that the initiative has low effectiveness due to its voluntary approach to implementation.128 Some also contend that there may be a discordance among the IPOA-Sharks, CMS MOU on Sharks, and other international shark conservation approaches (e.g., CITES).129 However, other experts argue that nations with successful shark conservation and management approaches, such as the United States, had shark plans that matched the aims of the IPOA-Sharks, were associated with a schedule of actions, and included estimated costs.130

Some experts have attributed declines in populations of multiple shark species, in part, to fragmented regulation of fisheries and shark conservation by nations.131 They further argue that limitations in certain international agreements and national laws hamper conservation.132 Some experts suggest that the development of legally binding, regularly updated international agreements would yield improvements, along with greater compliance by nations.133 Some stakeholders also suggest that countries develop national plans according to preset guidelines, such as plans used for international compliance with the voluntary FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries and FAO International Plan of Action to Prevent, Deter and Eliminate Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated Fishing.134 Further, some experts suggest that these efforts could be guided by an international body or commission dedicated to the conservation and management of sharks throughout global waters.135 Other experts emphasize that while aspects of national approaches to shark conservation may fall short in addressing international objectives, certain nations have developed more comprehensive national plans of action, including those tailored to local interests.136 Some also note differing viewpoints among nations regarding sharks and wildlife, and caution that generalized approaches to conservation may be unsuccessful and actively resisted in some nations without consideration of varying cultural attitudes toward sharks.137 Further, some experts assert the importance of conservation strategies tailored to local needs given the broad geographical distribution of many sharks and their varying national or regional statuses.138


Use of Marine Protected Areas

Some experts suggest that using geographic-based management tools, such as marine protected areas (MPAs), may improve shark conservation.139 An MPA is a geographic region that may be managed for the conservation of marine species, ecosystems, and/or cultural heritage.140 MPAs focused on sharks might be subject to catch limitations, speed limitations, or other safeguards for human activity.141 Some stakeholders say that the effectiveness of MPAs for conserving sharks varies according to protection levels, MPA purpose and design, and species' life history traits (e.g., different and typically longer generation times needed for rebuilding shark populations) and home ranges.142 Some studies also assert that while conservation approaches using MPAs have the potential to enhance shark conservation, suitable habitat for threatened shark species may be limited in MPAs, including those that prohibit fishing by including no-take zones.143



Management of Sharks in Developing Countries

The majority of shark captures occur in developing countries, where management strategies for conserving sharks and other marine life vary.144 Some experts suggest that an increase in international collaboration inclusive of developing countries, greater stakeholder participation from fishers in developing countries, and better scientific understanding and monitoring of fishing intensity and species can increase the conservation of shark populations in developing countries.145 Some other experts suggest that these approaches also may benefit transboundary shark populations that reside in waters of the United States, other countries (including developing countries), and/or the high seas.146 Complementing these findings, a study found that certain governance factors (i.e., regulation, enforcement, and monitoring) among western Atlantic developed and developing countries were related to successful conservation measures for shark populations.147

Methods used in developed countries such as the United States could be models for developing countries. For example, some stakeholders expressed the view that the recovery of sharks in U.S. waters was made possible by a system of regulations for these species, which included catch reporting requirements, aggregate and species-specific quotas, and catch prohibitions for some species.148 Further, they argued that comprehensive enforcement of laws and regulations by law enforcement agencies, ongoing monitoring and assessment of shark fisheries, and refinements to regulations to address shark mortality aided conservation. These efforts were complemented by reductions in the numbers of vessels, permits, and fishing trips for sharks in U.S. waters. While these methods might be useful for developing countries, some stakeholders note that data limitations on shark species and their fisheries (e.g., catch totals) can hinder conservation efforts. Additional recommendations for developing countries, asserted by stakeholders, include reducing demand for shark meat, encouraging citizens to actively participate in shark management efforts, and efforts to better ensure that nations' imported seafood comes from sustainable sources.149

Conservation of sharks in developing countries can pose some challenges. Some experts argue that increasing protections for sharks in developing countries might lead to costs associated with replacing lost revenue from shark fisheries and higher costs for seafood, which can be a primary source of protein.150 Further, some stakeholders assert that certain developing countries might find it challenging to prioritize shark conservation due to poverty, food security issues, and limited scientific advice on sustainable catch levels.151 Others suggest that shark-watching ecotourism value in certain developing countries may outweigh their national landed value for sharks, which may incentivize certain nations toward shark conservation practices, but also find greater landed value compared to ecotourism value in developed nations.152 Such disparities, including challenges in transitioning from fishing to tourism, may also affect broader adoption of shark conservation practices.153








	Selected Perspectives on Regional Fisheries Management Organization (RFMO) Shark Conservation Policies

Stakeholders and experts have offered perspectives on RFMO policies related to sharks. While some argue that RFMOs and multilateral agreements can help ensure sustainable conservation of sharks in certain jurisdictions, some other experts have raised concerns about the effectiveness of intergovernmental RFMO policies that address shark mortality and bycatch. For example, one 2024 study found that of 34 active policies in place, 76% (26 active policies) were unlikely to avoid or minimize bycatch of sharks. The study found that these policies instead focused on mitigating post-capture mortality or encouraged greater research and data collection. These experts suggest that the absence of research has not historically prohibited policymaking, that the existence of research was not necessarily related to policy adoption, and that currently available research and data transparency were sufficient to adequately evaluate impacts of bycatch on many species. Complementing these findings, some studies have examined the susceptibility of shark species as bycatch to certain fishing gears to inform management approaches for mitigating their incidental captures. These investigations concluded that mortality is likely underestimated in these studies due to an inability to monitor post-release fates of sharks, suggesting that certain data limitations may continue regardless of the number of studies carried out if post-release mortality is not measured. In light of these findings, some experts have recommended a precautionary approach that involves the adoption of binding requirements for elasmobranch catch limits and bycatch avoidance for certain fisheries. They also recommend concurrent measures related to pre- and post-capture handling and release modifications and protection of areas important to threatened sharks and shark-like species found in open ocean environments. Further, an additional study found that shark retention bans implemented by some RFMOs could reduce shark mortality, but the investigators recommended that additional measures to stop overfishing (e.g., area-based fishing restrictions, catch quotas, fishing gear requirements) also were necessary, particularly for low-productivity species.

Other experts note increasing attention to shark management by RFMOs in recent decades, along with ongoing consensus among certain academics and organizations on their view that RFMO policies for sharks remain insufficient and that further efforts to protect sharks remain warranted. Despite such criticisms, some experts have tried to reinforce a contention that RFMO resolutions and other policies pertaining to sharks are essential for shark conservation, with some arguing that positive aspects of most management measures "outweigh the negatives."

Sources: Melissa R. Cronin et al., "Policy and Transparency Gaps for Oceanic Shark and Rays in High Seas Tuna Fisheries," Fish and Fisheries, vol. 24, no. 1 (2023), pp. 1-15; William A. Walsh, Keith A. Bigelow, and Karen L. Sender, "Decreases in Shark Catches and Mortality in the Hawaii‐Based Longline Fishery as Documented by Fishery Observers," Marine and Coastal Fisheries, vol. 1, no. 1 (2009), pp. 270-282; Animal Welfare Institute, "International Shark Protection Measures," https://awionline.org/content/international-shark-protection-measures; Stijn van Osch, "Student Note: Save Our Sharks: Using International Fisheries Law Within Regional Fisheries Management Organizations to Improve Shark Conservation," Michigan Journal of International Law, vol. 33, no. 2 (2012), pp. 383-432; Mariana Travassos Tolotti et al., "Banning Is Not Enough: The Complexities of Oceanic Shark Management By Tuna Regional Fisheries Management Organizations," Global Ecology and Conservation, vol. 4 (2015), pp. 1-7; and Leonardo Manir Feitosa et al., "Retention Bans Are Beneficial but Insufficient to Stop Shark Overfishing," Fish and Fisheries, vol. 26, no. 3 (2025), pp. 473-487.











Data Needs and Information Gaps

Several stakeholders have stated that additional data on shark populations, catch totals, and life history are needed to support effective shark conservation and management.154 As of March 31, 2026, NMFS reports that 14 Atlantic shark stocks have unknown overfishing and overfished status. An additional 6 North Pacific shark stocks have unknown overfished status, while 4 have unknown overfishing status.155 Further, the ASMFC reports that 28 of the shark species it manages have not been assessed and have unknown overfishing and/or overfished status.156 According to scientists, undetermined status for these species and stocks is primarily due to limited biological and catch data.157 Along with these unassessed shark populations are many nonshark fishery stocks also with unknown overfished and/or overfishing status, and for which data gaps remain.158 NMFS classifies all U.S. fish stocks based on their importance to commercial and recreational fisheries in its Fish Stock Sustainability Index (FSSI), and does not include most federal shark populations as FSSI stocks (i.e., most shark populations are non-FSSI stocks of lower commercial value and/or assessment priority).159 Further, NMFS prioritizes assessments for the fishery stocks it manages to optimize available resources and capacity.160 Some stakeholders request additional data on a variety of fishery species for which ambiguities about their ecology or accuracy of stock status persist; these include both FSSI and non-FSSI stocks.161 Such factors influence decisionmaking regarding which fishery populations may warrant priority assessments and how to allocate resources in addressing data limitations among them (including shark populations).

According to some stakeholders, data gaps for shark populations perpetuate in part due to limited resources.162 They call for prioritizing data collection on certain elements regarding sharks, with some experts having identified research priorities for U.S. shark species—such as studies into their population status, ecology, habitat use, and interactions with other fisheries—to inform assessments.163 Additional studies and commentary emphasize priorities for broader, socioecological approaches to shark conservation and management, including addressing socioeconomic factors affecting their implementation.164 For example, some experts note that human dimensions (e.g., differing cultural viewpoints regarding sharks) and social, cultural, and economic roles of sharks are not explicitly considered in many shark conservation and management approaches.165 Some experts also argue that greater communication of accurate scientific data with respect to the status of certain shark populations is needed.166 These elements may inform management of individual shark species or of certain shark species groups. Some stakeholders also assert that prioritizing data collection on shark species with the greatest economic significance may be effective for working with limited resources.167

Some experts also suggest that broader ecosystem-based approaches that account for multiple species might allow for effective management practices despite certain data gaps on sharks and other fishery species.168 In implementing these approaches (e.g., ecosystem-based fisheries management [EBFM]), sharks and other species (or species groupings) are considered in concert, including with respect to setting harvest limits collectively for particular functional groups,169 or as related to total ecosystem productivity, for which certain species-specific information may not be as limiting.170 Others also suggest that despite certain data limitations, fisheries management (both at the single-species level and via ecosystem-based approaches) and conservation may still be possible through certain precautionary or aggregate-based management approaches for which broader (i.e., non-species specific) data resolutions may be feasible for informing management.171 Additional experts suggest that concurrently managing a mix of species rather than managing each species in isolation, together with advancements in data-limited assessment methods, also may address certain limitations.172 Relatedly, some scientists also assert that focusing primarily on individual species in analysis and management may be insufficient for policy recommendations and predictions.173 Still, others emphasize that greater species-specific information remains needed for informing focused shark conservation to complement these broader management approaches, and for further understanding of how sharks and other key species affect marine ecosystems and their dependent fisheries.174 For example, some experts suggest that maintaining long-term shark monitoring programs could assist with increasing data availability.175 Others have sought approaches to address limited data and resources for managing a variety of species, including sharks, and carrying out science to inform EBFM concurrently.176

In considering data and assessment priorities for sharks, some experts point out that multiple ongoing fishery-independent surveys throughout U.S. regions already collect information about sharks, along with findings asserting that many studies on sharks are biased toward commercially important species in developed countries.177 Some stakeholders and scientists may argue that addressing data limitations on sharks may be a more urgent need in certain developing countries to assist with global conservation efforts, while others may point to ongoing data concerns in particular U.S. regions.178 Further, some stakeholders and policymakers may suggest that addressing present data limitations on other U.S. priority species beyond sharks might align more with Trump Administration priorities for American seafood competitiveness.179 Other decisionmakers express concerns about how shark depredation may affect certain fisheries, including some data-limited reef fisheries, and call for increased attention to sharks in this context among other priority marine conservation and fisheries management objectives.180



Shark Depredation and Considerations for Fisheries Management

Stakeholders and experts have raised concerns about the impacts of shark depredation to fishers (e.g., observed and perceived frequency of shark depredation in Southeast recreational fisheries) and its potential implications for shark conservation.181 Shark depredation can affect commercial and recreational fisheries due to sharks consuming or damaging hooked or netted fish before they are brought onboard. This may result in lower commercial harvest, fewer recreational captures, less fisheries revenue, and displacements of fishers from certain areas.182 Fishers primarily report shark depredation on fishery species captured in or released from commercial longline fisheries,183 hook-and-line gear (e.g., Gulf of America and Pacific Island reef fishes, Tarpon),184 and shrimping trawls.185 In light of these factors, some experts and certain stakeholders argue for further investigation into these topics to inform management of sharks and fisheries affected by shark depredation, and to address ongoing ambiguities about its impact.186

Some experts have been investigating the degree of impact from shark depredation to particular fisheries.187 The degree of depredation depends on many factors, including the geographic scale of analysis and type of fishery examined. For example, in some recreational catch-and-release fisheries, such as for Permit (Trachinotus falcatus) in the Florida Keys, shark depredation estimates can be as high as 90% in specific locations.188 Additionally, in some Pacific Island fisheries, fishers reported losing up to 50% of their catch from shark depredation.189 Other analyses report shark depredation rates between 0.9% and 26% in commercial and recreational fisheries (depending on fishery) or during research fishing.190 Some studies report financial losses of thousands of dollars due to shark depredation to a fisher's monthly gillnet harvest or single longline set, or to a particular shrimping vessel.191 These revenue losses to fishers may be compounded by other expenses, such as replacing damaged gear, with market losses varying among fisheries (e.g., depredation primarily by spiny dogfish on a Georges Bank gillnet fishery resulted in an approximate 3.6% market-value loss during the assessment period).192

Despite a growing body of research, some stakeholders comment that ambiguities remain on the causes of shark depredation. Multiple stakeholders suggest that shark depredation may have increased due to the growth of shark populations driven by conservation measures.193 Other stakeholders, however, question these assertions, arguing that the assertions are premature because no comprehensive study on the relationship between shark abundance and shark depredation rates exists.194 Some studies have examined relationships between shark abundance and shark depredation rates for particular regional fisheries. For example, one investigation in the Gulf of America observed no relationship between fishery-independent surveys of shark abundance, observed shark depredation rates, and anglers' perceptions of shark depredation rates.195 Apart from conservation measures, some studies suggest other factors may influence the frequency of shark depredation, including seasonality, timing and location of fishing activities, bait choice, and increases in recreational fishing effort.196 Further, some other experts question whether depredation may be learned behavior by sharks or influenced by other factors, such as increased recreational fishing effort in certain U.S. regions.197

Some scientists have sought to further examine the relationship between fishers' perspectives on shark depredation and empirical observations. For example, the above Gulf of America study found decreased rates of shark depredation on increasingly abundant red snapper over time in fishery-independent surveys. These observations coincided with increasing perception among anglers that shark depredation had risen over time.198 In addition to these findings, several studies have examined fishers' perspectives regarding shark depredation. Some experts suggest that fishers' perceptions of increased shark abundance and depredation events may be related to shifting baselines regarding past shark abundance levels (i.e., a person's perception that a species' past abundance observed during that person's lifespan was the "normal state," which may not be reflective of that species' historical abundance and subsequent population loss), which may be influencing these assertions.199 However, other experts also say that stakeholders' perceptions that shark depredation has increased can be as potent as scientific observations, and argue that the perceived or real conflict should be addressed by policymakers and managers.200 Some experts also recommend that, independent of its causes, future efforts to manage shark depredation should include integrated approaches that consider stakeholders' perceptions and desired outcomes.201 These varying findings and viewpoints can lead to challenges in deciding how to address these factors and potentially allocate resources to account for them.

Some stakeholders assert that there is a need to manage shark depredation, yet argue that few specific management responses are available.202 Some stakeholders point to NMFS protocols that account for toothed whale depredation mortality in fishery abundance surveys and in stock assessments for the Alaska Sablefish fishery as examples for other species.203 They suggest that these protocols may facilitate development of similar approaches to account for shark depredation impacts in certain regional fisheries.204 Some scientists also point to studies that use underwater video to quantify catch losses and examine the behavior of certain depredating species as a way to inform management approaches.205 These types of protocols and approaches also might address concerns, including those expressed in stakeholders' testimony, about shark depredation and its effects on commercial and recreational fishers' catches and revenue.206 In response to questions about these concerns, NMFS highlighted its funding of a study on shark depredation through its Bycatch Reduction Engineering Program, which is investigating how gear modifications may mitigate shark depredation.207 Some stakeholders and experts have also asked for more data to characterize and manage shark depredation effects on fisheries. Possible approaches include


	using citizen science (i.e., information gathered from the general public) to inform shark depredation;208

	using technologies to deter sharks (e.g., magnets, electrical, acoustic, chemical) and evaluate the effectiveness of personal electrical shark bite deterrents used by surfers and divers;209

	using descender devices to mitigate barotrauma in reef fishes to limit postrelease depredation by sharks;210

	rotating fishing sites to mitigate shark depredation, and/or modifying certain fishing methods or gear types (e.g., using jigs and lures and not using bait that relies on odor cues; altering gear soak times and hook depths); and

	diversifying targeted species to mitigate depredation based on studies finding that sharks may target particular species more frequently.



Some scientists also find that behavioral or technological measures (e.g., changing fishing areas or gear types) appear to be the most effective ways to reduce shark depredation. These approaches could include modifying fisher behaviors and additional approaches such as educating stakeholders about shark depredation.211 Further, some modeling studies suggest that the factors that contribute to most depredation events are already controlled by ships' captains, and that beyond novel technologies to repel sharks (e.g., electrical deterrent devices)212 there may be little further opportunity to reduce depredation loss in a given fishery.213 Additionally, some studies suggest that some certain fishers may not wish to change their fishing behaviors in light of shark depredation due to differing responses to shark depredation experiences (e.g., private recreational anglers may be less likely than charter for-hire fishers to change their behaviors due to shark depredation and may have differing responses to a depredation encounter).214

In addition to its effects on fisheries, some experts have raised concerns about how shark depredation affects social perceptions of sharks and shark conservation. For example, some have suggested that retaliatory killing of sharks may result from negative perceptions associated with depredation.215 Additionally, some studies reveal mixed perceptions by stakeholders regarding shark depredation and shark conservation, and differential behavioral responses. For example, a study of Gulf of America recreational reef fish anglers found that most believed that shark populations should be maintained at current levels, while approximately one-third responded that shark populations should be reduced.216



Conservation Concerns for Threatened and Endangered Sharks

Some shark species that inhabit U.S. waters are found in international waters and governed waters of other countries,217 including some species identified as threatened or endangered. Therefore, U.S. shark conservation activities and issues are tied to international policies and conservation practices addressing sharks. Threatened and endangered shark species listed under the ESA, CITES, and the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red List of Threatened Species are often the subject of stakeholder concerns.218 A global assessment of sharks and similar fishes found that approximately one-third of these species are listed by the IUCN as threatened with extinction, primarily due to overfishing by commercial fisheries; some shark species listed in this category are found in U.S. waters.219 Scientists suggest that countries with science-based sustainable fisheries management measures, such as the United States, have comparatively lower percentages of extinction risk for sharks. These scientists also caution that challenges remain for the United States and these developed nations in managing threatened sharks given ongoing cases of depletion and/or unsustainable mortality for many shark populations in these nations' waters and their import of seafood from inequitably managed fisheries.220 In January 2026, President Trump directed executive agencies to withdraw the United States from the IUCN, among other international intergovernmental organizations; the United States remains a party to CITES.221 It remains unclear how these aforementioned factors may influence future conservation measures for threatened and endangered sharks (including those occurring in U.S. waters) given varying management considerations and assessments for sharks among nations. Additional information is included in the text box below.








	The International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN)

The IUCN is an international conservation organization composed of multiple members (i.e., parties), commissions, and representatives from more than 160 nations. It was created in 1948 and self-identifies as the world's largest environmental network. Among its efforts, the IUCN has produced the Red List of Threatened Species (IUCN Red List) since 1964, which identifies species threatened with extinction based on its own criteria (i.e., pertaining to population reduction; restricted geographic range; population size and decline; and extinction probability). Species classifications from most to least threatened include "extinct," "extinct in the wild," "critically endangered," "endangered," "vulnerable," and "near threatened." Other classifications include "least concern," "data deficient," and "not evaluated." Based on its listing criteria, the IUCN identifies 37% of global sharks and rays as being threatened with extinction (i.e., ranging from "vulnerable" to "critically endangered" classifications).

Some stakeholders have raised concerns about threats to IUCN-listed sharks, and have highlighted inconsistencies between species listed under the IUCN Red List and under the Endangered Species Act. According to NMFS, its scientists participate in the species assessment for the IUCN Red List, but do not base their management decisions on IUCN designations (i.e., NMFS uses different criteria to determine species status in accordance with the ESA and Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation Management Act). For example, the White shark is listed as "vulnerable" on the IUCN Red List, but not listed under the ESA. In 2013, NMFS evaluated petitions requesting that the northeastern Pacific population of White sharks be listed under the ESA and found that the population did not warrant listing due to a low to very low risk of extinction in consideration of multiple factors. Some experts have disagreed over whether IUCN Red List criteria are appropriate across the range of life histories and ecological attributes that exist for IUCN-listed species, including sharks, and suggest that any findings may depend on the scale of analysis.

Sources:  IUCN, "IUCN," https://iucn.org/; IUCN, "The IUCN Red List of Threatened Species," https://www.iucnredlist.org/; IUCN, "Frequently Asked Questions—What Are the IUCN Red List Categories and Criteria," https://www.iucnredlist.org/about/faqs; National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service, "Understanding Atlantic Shark Fishing," https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/insight/understanding-atlantic-shark-fishing; Heidi Dewar et al., Status Review of the Northeastern Pacific Population of White Sharks (Carcharodon carcharias) Under the Endangered Species Act, NOAA, NMFS, La Jolla, CA, 2013, pp. 1-176, https://repository.library.noaa.gov/view/noaa/17705; and M. Kai, "Are the Current IUCN Category and CITES Listing Appropriate for the Conservation and Management of Shortfin Mako, Isurus oxyrinchus, in the North Pacific Ocean?," Marine Policy, vol. 134 (2021), 104790.








A global assessment of sharks and other similar fishes found that disproportionate numbers of threatened and endangered sharks and rays occur in tropical and subtropical coastal waters where they are vulnerable to continued harvest and overfishing.222 Studies have also found that small sharks and several threatened species (e.g., Thresher and Hammerhead sharks) have higher probabilities of mortality following their incidental capture in gillnet and longline fisheries, including in these and other regions.223 Experts have called for additional science-based fishing limits, effective place-based protections, novel approaches to reduce or eliminate mortality to threatened species as bycatch for fisheries, and ensuring sustainable catch and trade of sharks.224

Some stakeholders have also raised concerns regarding data deficiencies in accounting for shark bycatch rates, including for threatened and endangered species.225 Some researchers have found that entanglements with fishing gear impact threatened species. In addition, some studies document shark entanglements with marine debris, such as derelict fishing gear, including effects to IUCN-listed "vulnerable" shark species.226 In addition to these threats, some scientists also say that some species of sharks are becoming more vulnerable to catch and entanglements due to their range expansions. One study found increasing vulnerability of certain ESA-listed species, such as Great Hammerhead sharks, in international fisheries (i.e., both those that target the species or capture it as bycatch) associated with the species' range expansions.227 Such expansions and vulnerabilities may potentially result in refined considerations by RFMOs and other intergovernmental management bodies regarding conservation of these species.228

The effects of the legal and illegal trade of shark-based products on threatened and endangered shark species are a concern expressed by stakeholders.229 Demand for shark-based products increases pressure on threatened and endangered shark species whose populations are vulnerable to harvesting. Studies find that U.S. demand for shark-based products (e.g., shark fins and shark meat) also may contribute to the decline of endangered shark species. For example, one study reported that 31% of shark meat samples taken from U.S. grocery stores were derived from shark species listed as endangered or critically endangered by the IUCN.230 In developing countries, a portion of shark-based products are derived from threatened and endangered species, which may be imported into the United States. Using molecular approaches, scientists found that over 70% of traded fins sampled in Tanzania fish markets originated from threatened sharks or similar fishes, with approximately 37% from critically endangered species.231 Additionally, approximately 91% of traded fins were from CITES-listed species. In Brazil, scientists found that the majority of harvested shark species sampled in fish markets and landing ports were considered threatened with extinction under Brazilian law and other international authorities (i.e., IUCN, CITES).232 Similarly, studies sampling shark fin products in various locations throughout Singapore, Hong Kong, Indonesia, and other countries have detected the sale of CITES or IUCN-listed shark species.233 Additional studies have documented that 61% of online shark trophy sale listings (mainly jaws) were from species listed as endangered or critically endangered.234 Some experts recommend enhancing intergovernmental collaborations and international trade regulations for additional shark species to help address these practices.235 However, some stakeholders, such as the International Coalition of Fisheries Associations, have cautioned about the inclusion of some additional shark species under CITES, which regulates the international trade of threatened and endangered species, given differences in the biology of and fishing practices for certain sharks among different regions.236

In addition to commercial harvesting, stakeholders and experts have raised concerns about the effect of recreational fisheries on threatened and endangered sharks. Some experts state that it remains uncertain whether harvest-based recreational fisheries could be a significant contributing factor to the global downward trend in the abundance of sharks.237 They also recommend additional data to allow for greater enumeration of recreational shark catches. Meanwhile, some studies also suggest that mortality from recreational angling can pose a conservation threat to certain species of threatened sharks.238 For example, one study reported that approximately 7% (n=85) of all species for which size records were published in the 2011 International Game Fishing Association (IGFA) world record guide were those listed as threatened with extinction (i.e., either "vulnerable," "endangered," or "critically endangered)."239 These species also comprised a higher proportion of the largest size class, while species of least concern made up a higher proportion of the smallest size class. Some experts recommend that for IUCN Red List threatened species, the IGFA stop issuing records that implicitly require killing the fish. They claim that this approach can reduce fishing pressure on the largest individuals of species of conservation concern while still allowing anglers to target more than 93% of species for which records have been issued.240 Some further assert that recreational catch and release tournaments, including those with cooperative tag and release approaches and mandatory reporting requirements, may assist with shark data collection and conservation efforts.241

Stakeholders also have offered perspectives on the effect of recreational shark fishing tournaments on shark populations, including potential capture of threatened and endangered species during tournaments. Some note that certain IUCN or CITES-listed species (e.g., Mako sharks) may be taken in tournaments, and report that NMFS allows these captures given its ability to manage their harvests directly (i.e., using quotas to prevent overfishing).242 In contrast to this sentiment, NMFS states that it does not "operate, sponsor, fund, or profit from any fishing tournaments," and requires all participants to know and follow all relevant state and federal regulations regarding sharks.243 Some nations take additional precautions during fishing tournaments with respect to IUCN-listed shark species. For example, in Canada, after finding that Porbeagle shark were assessed as "endangered," tournament organizing committees excluded Porbeagle shark from catch considerations and stated that participants could not win by landing a Porbeagle shark.244 Canadian conservation concerns for some other species (e.g., Shortfin Mako shark [considered endangered]) led to conditions that permitted only Blue shark landings; all other shark species were prohibited.245

Some experts suggest that studies documenting population benefits associated with catch-and-release fishing, particularly for shark species, are needed.246 Others note that certain IUCN-listed shark species (i.e., Hammerhead sharks) are vulnerable to angling stress and postrelease mortality independent of catch-and-release practices.247 NMFS provides information on identifying prohibited sharks and tips for safe handling and release by anglers.248 Further, Amendment 11 to the Comprehensive Atlantic HMS FMP requires all recreational shark anglers fishing for Atlantic HMS in federal waters to use nonoffset, corrosive circle hooks, except when fishing with flies or artificial lures.249 Some experts have recommended further restrictions on "harmful and unnecessary" angling practices focused on avoiding prolonged air exposure, long fight times, abrasions from dragging, and injuries from specific gear types. They also note concerns about lags in anglers' behavioral changes despite legal protections for certain shark species.250




Selected Options and Considerations for Congress

Some Members of Congress may consider current activities regarding shark conservation and management to be inadequate for meeting congressional goals for species conservation, whereas others may consider current law, regulations, and implementation sufficient. Congress may face several issues with respect to shark conservation and management, including any potential costs or shifts in policy priorities that may occur from attention to these issues.

Congress may consider whether  certain laws  should  specifically address sharks in provisions related to conservation and  management  or remain broadly framed. For example, several provisions in the ACFCMA prescribe management approaches governing interjurisdictionally managed coastal fisheries, such as American lobster.251 Congress may consider whether certain provisions regarding coastal shark management may be warranted, such as with respect to the interstate Atlantic Coastal Sharks FMP.252 Relatedly, for example, several bills introduced in the 119th Congress have sought to amend the MSA to include provisions that focus on sharks (e.g., H.R. 207 and H.R. 3831).253 Some laws address specific aspects of shark conservation, including a prohibition on shark finning and feeding of sharks in specific waters. Congress could consider amending these laws or enacting a new law that broadly supports the conservation and monitoring of sharks in U.S. waters.

Alternatively, Congress may continue leaving most shark conservation and management priorities to the discretion of agencies and management bodies in accordance with present authorities for fisheries and protected species. Some experts suggest that such an approach could provide flexibility to managers and stakeholders in addressing management of sharks and other fishery species.254 Other experts also have commented that discretion and flexibility for managers, as opposed to a rigid and/or overly prescriptive management system, can allow for adaptive management when responding to emerging stressors (e.g., climate change) affecting sharks and other fishery species.255 Further, other studies emphasize the importance of governance-focused priorities for particular ecosystems and their fisheries, together with flexible options for decisionmakers, in allowing for effective management.256 In addition to these factors, Congress may evaluate other potential consequences related to prescribing actions for shark species in legislation because their implementation might compete with appropriations and resources for other fisheries priorities and mandates.

Congress may consider whether directing  agencies to refine their shark conservation, assessment, and management approaches  may be warranted.  Members of Congress intermittently have directed or encouraged NMFS and partners to prioritize particular shark species (e.g., those managed as highly migratory species) and their conservation and management.257 For example, in 2003, congressional conferees expressed their expectation that NMFS would continue funding multi-biological research on highly migratory shark species to inform their conservation and management.258 Further, in 2024, Members encouraged NMFS to conduct regular assessments of vulnerable shark and ray populations, among other related efforts.259 Congress may consider authorizing such directives in exclusive laws, given their intermittent inclusion in appropriations language, or consider to what degree they may be necessary in light of such intermittent frequency. Further, Congress might consider directing agencies to alter (e.g., increase) the regularity of assessing (1) certain shark populations, (2) the impacts from shark depredation to specific fisheries, and/or (3) the viability of listed species.260 Congress also may consider whether to prioritize the conservation and management of particular shark species, including whether to include such directives in appropriations. Congress also may consider the degree to which NMFS and partners have addressed some of these topics and past directives.

Relatedly, in accordance with NMFS mandates and policies, Congress could consider if or to what degree ecosystem-based management approaches may be warranted for sharks as components of marine ecosystems, including with respect to setting aggregate harvest limits for certain shark species collectively.261 These approaches may manage sharks collectively with other members of an ecosystem and may broadly account for their roles or position in the food web.262 Additionally, some experts note that holistic ecosystem-based management approaches require less species-specific focus and may be more effective for managing risk to fishery species.263 Congress could also consider the degree to which concurrent management approaches that include ecosystem-based measures and single-species management actions may be warranted for certain shark species.264 For example, Congress may prefer that management bodies continue to focus certain management actions on dominantly landed shark fishery species, such as Spiny dogfish, which is managed under its own FMP.265 Further, Congress could include directives to NMFS and its federal partners regarding their focus on other factors that may affect shark conservation (e.g., climate- and oceanographic-related factors, prey shifts), including considerations of long-term environmental change. Congress may consider adjusting funding amounts related to these factors, including how focus on such factors may intersect with or detract from priorities for other living marine resources.

Congress may consider funding levels for shark conservation and management.  The level of funding for the conservation and management of marine species is a recurring issue for Congress. Congress provides appropriations to NMFS to administer the conservation and management of fisheries and protected species broadly, including sharks.266 Congress also typically provides annual funding to the Department of State to administer U.S. engagements with international fisheries commissions, some of which multilaterally manage certain transboundary shark species.267 In recent years, Congress has intermittently included directives regarding NMFS's use of funding under its budget lines to inform its management of sharks, but has not authorized or funded a specific program for shark management or conservation.268 Congress may contemplate whether to specify appropriations for shark conservation and management within an existing program or in a new program authorized for sharks. Alternatively, Congress might decide to continue to give NMFS discretion to allocate appropriations for sharks. Congress may consider stakeholder perspectives, including those of the Administration, on shark conservation and management when appropriating funds and other administrative priorities with respect to fishery and protected species. Examples of Trump Administration policy initiatives that may have funding-related implications for management of sharks include the proposal to consolidate the ESA and MMPA-related work of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and NMFS into a single program under FWS,269 and implementation of priorities for U.S. fisheries in accordance with Executive Order (E.O.) 14276.270 Relatedly, in accordance with this E.O., the Gulf Council issued recommended actions for fisheries management that included its support for transferring shark management responsibilities for Atlantic sharks to FMCs directly (as opposed to NMFS's present management of various Atlantic sharks as stipulated in the MSA).271

Congress also may consider whether to focus appropriations on additional or alternative priorities, including those pertaining to marine species broadly and which may or may not include sharks. Congress also may consider the degree to which private contributions toward shark conservation efforts may be an alternative or complementary avenue for funding shark conservation activities, including how interests among stakeholders for donating to such programs may vary.272

Congress may consider whether to address science and data gaps applicable to shark conservation and management. Some Members of Congress and stakeholders have discussed how ongoing science and data gaps may impede shark conservation and management.273 For example, some stakeholders note the number and proportion of domestic and international shark species for which overfishing or overfished status remains unknown.274 Related to these knowledge gaps and use of available scientific information, concerns regarding the overfished status for some shark species, or about delays in their potential listing under the ESA, have led to litigation against NMFS by conservation-focused advocacy groups.275

Congress may consider whether to direct NMFS or other management bodies to address data and science gaps for shark species that have important conservation or economic value. For example, appropriations committees have occasionally directed NMFS to carry out collaborative research to inform shark conservation and management (in 2003) or encouraged the agency to conduct regular assessments of stock rebuilding needs and bycatch susceptibility for particular sharks and rays (in 2024).276 Measures to address gaps in scientific information, such as shark ecology, shark migration routes, and technologies to avoid shark depredation could be funded individually or within an authorized program created by Congress through legislation. Congress also may consider how the level of funding for assessing sharks might impact the capacity to assess or manage other species. More broadly, Congress could also focus on addressing assessments of data-limited fishery species in general, of which multiple shark species are a component in certain U.S. regions.

Congress may consider whether and how to address human-shark  conflicts.  Some stakeholders argue that higher rates of shark depredation on U.S. fisheries and shark attacks on beachgoers are due to successful shark conservation measures that have resulted in larger shark populations.277 Some other scientists attribute higher nearshore shark densities to nutrient runoff from cities, climate change, and food supply.278 Further, some scientists have observed that countries with low populations have higher rates of shark attacks than those with high populations (e.g., United States).279 Several scientists suggest that some of these causative relationships between shark abundance and frequencies of human-shark conflicts cannot be verified with existing scientific data and that additional research is warranted.280 Some Members of Congress and stakeholders have focused on human-wildlife conflicts with sharks, such as the frequency of shark attacks, shark depredation of particular fisheries, and other impacts to humans from sharks. Some legislative proposals address these issues, such as H.R. 207/S. 2314 and H.R. 2076/S. 1003 in the 119th Congress and similar proposals in the 118th Congress (see "Selected Legislation Related to Shark Conservation and Management in the 119th Congress"). Further, some Members of Congress have emphasized the need for additional studies into human-wildlife conflicts with sharks, including during hearings in 2025.281

Congress may consider whether additional investigations into human-shark conflicts in relation to fisheries or human safety are warranted. For example, Congress could consider directing NMFS to prioritize human-shark conflicts in its investigations, when implementing competitive grants that it administers (e.g., Saltonstall-Kennedy Grant Competition, Bycatch Reduction Engineering Program), or possibly through a new grant program that addresses human-shark conflicts.282 Members of Congress previously directed NMFS to review and assess conflicts among dolphins, sharks, and Southeast fisheries in 2022.283 Congress may consider if similar investigations may be warranted for other regional fisheries. Congress may further examine regional trends in human-shark conflicts and consider potential impacts from shark predation or depredation on particular fishery species when setting catch limits for those fisheries. Congress might also choose whether to further examine the degree to which environmental, behavioral, and other factors may be influencing trends in human-shark conflicts.284

Alternatively, Congress may consider whether funding for these types of investigations is sufficient and if no additional authority may be needed to direct agencies. Congress also may consider whether present approaches for addressing human-shark conflicts are sufficient and whether conflicts with other species (e.g., marine mammals) and U.S. fisheries may warrant greater attention and resources.285 Congress might consider leaving the discretion and authority to address human-shark conflicts with states. Some stakeholders may contend that states have greater knowledge and understanding of the dynamics between humans and sharks within their boundaries. Further, Congress may consider whether such information may already be sufficiently accounted for in NMFS and partners' assessment and management efforts.

Congress may consider oversight  on  U.S. engagements in intergovernmental shark conservation and management activities. The United States participates in several intergovernmental bodies aimed at improving shark conservation and management activities. Much of this engagement is through the U.S. Department of State, which works to promote sustainable fishing practices in bilateral, regional, and global fora, and advocates for international adoption of measures that match U.S. domestic standards, including priorities for effective conservation and management of sharks.286 Stakeholders have varying perspectives on intergovernmental fora for addressing shark conservation, as well as opinions on U.S. participation and support for various policies addressing sharks. For example, some stakeholders have criticized the degree of U.S. leadership on shark-related matters at intergovernmental fora.287 Further, some others have questioned the necessity of U.S. engagement in certain multilateral agreements, including those related to shark conservation, and suggest that some multilateral approaches may be contrary to U.S. interests.288 Some decisionmakers have argued that the United States may be better suited as a model for other countries, but not necessarily a participant in certain international agreements that might cause burden to the United States or its economy.289

Some organizations have issued statements on shark conservation and management decisions made by intergovernmental bodies in which the United States participates.290 Further, some scientists have criticized the effectiveness of certain RFMO policies to address mortality, bycatch, and overfishing of shark species, while other scientists have pointed to the effectiveness of certain multilateral approaches.291 Others argue for the importance of RFMOs and multilateral agreements for ensuring sustainable conservation of sharks in tandem with domestic actions led by various nations.292 Some experts also contend that despite certain criticisms, positive aspects of intergovernmental approaches to shark conservation outweigh such perceived shortcomings.293

Given these perspectives, Congress may face consideration of multiple options. For example, to fill in identified data gaps on shark populations and their ecology, Congress could direct NMFS and partner agencies to encourage multilateral bodies to prioritize data collection and assessments of particular shark species during intergovernmental deliberations for particular RFMOs. Relatedly, Congress also could direct NMFS and partners to carry out gap analyses for priority transboundary shark species and fisheries for which shark bycatch is greatest and recommend management actions. To address broader issues on shark conservation globally, Congress may consider whether to support, through appropriations or authorizations, U.S.-led initiatives regarding multilateral shark conservation and management or leave discretion on the level of participation and types of activities to agency directors. Congress also may consider how shark conservation and management activities supported by multilateral organizations align with other U.S. priorities. For example, Congress might consider oversight on the degree to which such multilateral agreements have been effective for sharks and whether more nationally centric conservation and management approaches may be of value. Congress also might consider any potential limitations of such nationally centric approaches.

Congress may consider impacts from IUU fishing on shark conservation and management. Some experts have identified IUU fishing as an impediment to sustainable shark conservation.294 Congress could consider whether to direct further capacity building for partner nations with respect to shark conservation and management, similar to efforts authorized through the High Seas Driftnet Fishing Moratorium Protection Act and the Maritime Security and Fisheries Enforcement Act that address IUU fishing and other living marine resource management activities.295 Congress also may consider whether programs focused on preventing imports of IUU-associated fisheries products may warrant additional focus on sharks. While SIMP focuses on sharks collectively, Congress could consider whether additional focus on particular species may be of value or whether a separate specialized program focused on shark imports may be beneficial. Congress also may consider potential costs associated with a standalone program. Further, Congress may consider whether any restrictions on the imports of fishery products associated with shark bycatch may be warranted, such as those that exist for fisheries imports associated with marine mammal bycatch.296 Congress also may assess stakeholders' perspectives regarding marine mammal comparability findings, SIMP, and other efforts to address IUU fishing and seafood auditing when evaluating whether refinements of these approaches for addressing sharks may be warranted.297

Appendix A. Sharks Listed Under the Endangered Species Act

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's National Marine Fisheries Service is responsible for the management of multiple shark and shark-like species listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).298 Specific domestic and foreign ESA-listed shark species, and their distinct population segments (DPSs),299 are included below in Table A-1.



Table A-1. Domestic and Foreign Shark Species Listed Under the Endangered Species Act






	Jurisdiction

	Species Name and DPS

	Protected Status

	Year Listed




	Domestic Shark Species

	Oceanic Whitetip shark (Carcharhinus longimanus)

	Threatened

	2018




	
	Scalloped Hammerhead shark (Sphyrna lewini)—Central and Southwest Atlantic DPS

	Threatened

	2014




	
	Scalloped Hammerhead shark—Eastern Pacific DPS

	Endangered

	2014




	
	Scalloped Hammerhead shark—Indo-West Pacific DPS

	Threatened

	2014




	Foreign Shark Species

	Argentine Angelshark (Squatina argentina)

	Endangered

	2017




	
	Common Angelshark (Squatina squatina)

	Endangered

	2016




	
	Daggernose Shark (Isogomphodon oxyrhynchus)

	Endangered

	2017




	
	Narrownose Smoothhound Shark (Mustelus schmitti)

	Threatened

	2017




	
	Sawback Angelshark (Squatina aculeata)

	Endangered

	2016




	
	Scalloped Hammerhead shark—Eastern Atlantic DPS

	Endangered

	2014




	
	Smoothback Angelshark (Squatina oculata)

	Endangered

	2016




	
	Spiny Angelshark (Squatina guggenheim)

	Endangered

	2017




	
	Striped Smoothhound Shark (Mustelus fasciatus)

	Endangered

	2017







Sources: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), "Species Directory—[Endangered Species Act] Threatened & Endangered," https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/species-directory/threatened-endangered; and NOAA, NMFS, "Endangered and Threatened Species; Notice of 12-Month Findings on a Petition to List the Tope Shark as Threatened or Endangered Under the Endangered Species Act and Proposed Listing of Two Distinct Populations Segments of Tope Shark as Threatened," 91 Federal Register 20260-20315, April 15, 2026.

Notes: DPS = distinct population segment. Although some other species listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) may be shark-like in appearance (e.g., guitarfish, sawfish species), they are biologically classified as rays and not sharks. NMFS also has proposed listing two DPSs of Tope shark (Galeorhinus galeus) as threatened under the ESA, for which public comments have been solicited through June 15, 2026. Information as of April 15, 2026.
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