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44" PLENARY MEETING REPORT OF THE SCIENTIFIC, TECHNICA L AND
ECONOMIC COMMITTEE FOR FISHERIES (PLEN-13-03)

PLENARY MEETING

4-8 NOVEMBER 2013, BRUSSELS

1. INTRODUCTION

The STECF plenary took place at the MAI - INTERNANAL ASSOCIATION CENTRE, rue
Washington straat 40 — B-1050 Brussels, Belgiuomfd to 8 November 2013. The Chairman of
the STECF, Dr John Casey, opened the plenary $eai09:30h. The terms of reference for the
meeting were reviewed and the meeting agenda agrBeel session was managed through
alternation of Plenary and working group meetirR@pporteurs for each item on the agenda were
appointed and are identified in the list of papamts. The meeting closed at 16:00h on 8
November.

2. LIST OF PARTICIPANTS

The meeting was attended by 29 members of the STBEG& external expert, and four JRC
personnel. Nine Directorate General Maritime A8aiand Fisheries personnel (DG MARE)
attended parts of the meeting. Section 8 of thponteprovides a detailed participant list with
contact details.

The following members of the STECF informed the i@han and Secretariat that they were unable
to attend the meeting:

Didier Gascuel

Andrew Kenny

Sakari Kuikka

Hilario Murua

3. | NFORMATION TO THE PLENARY

3.1 STECF plenary — information from the Commission

DG MARE informed the Committee that Stefanie Schrhias returned to be the assigned overall
focal point for STECF within DG MARE.



DG MARE informed the Committee that financial plamqfor STECF for 2014 and thereatfter is
pending the entry into force of the future EMFF tiUtihen planning for STECF tasks and meetings
will be limited to high priorities and urgent neadsder the new CFP.

4. STECF INITIATIVES

4.1. Report on EU Seminar on implementing the New CFP -Regionalisation and
landing obligation

STECF member Willy Vanhee attended the “EU Semorarimplementation of the New CFP

Reform” held by the Commission in Brussels on tfe Nbvember on behalf of STECF. The
seminar was attended by representatives of the Mer8iates, Fisheries organisations, RAC'’s,
NGO’s, etc. The seminar elaborated in the landiogbgation and the regionalisation. Willy

Vanhee informed the STECF members during this plemaeeting on the statements of the
Commission and the discussions held during the remi

5. ASSESSMENT OF STECF EWG REPORTS

5.1. STECF-EWG-13-09 Assessment of Mediterranean Sea sl - part 1

Request to the STECF

STECF is requested to review the report of the SHEXpert Working Group, evaluate the
findings and make any appropriate comments andmemndations.

Introduction

The report of the Expert Working Group on Assesdnw#nMediterranean Sea stocks - part |
(STECF EWG 13-09) was reviewed by the STECF dutirggplenary meeting held from 4 to 8
November 2013 in Brussels, Belgium. The text belepresents the outcome of that review.

STECF observations

The meeting was the first of two STECF expert nmgsti within STECF’'s 2013 work programme,
planned to assess demersal stocks from the Metieain Sea. The meeting was organized by the
STECF Secretariat (JRC) in Ispra (Italy) from 15-18ly, 2013. The meeting was chaired by
Massimiliano Cardinale and a total of 25 expertdigpated, including 4 STECF members plus 4
JRC experts.

Historic fishery-dependent and scientific surveyadaere obtained from the official Mediterranean
DCF data call issued to Member States on April Z8i3 with deadlines on 3rd June and 29th
November 2013. The latter deadline was specificgdiyto call for in-year (2013) MEDITS survey
data to improve the precision of short term foresad stock size and catches under various
management scenarios.



In relation to each of the Terms of Reference (T/pBFSECF notes the following:

ToRs (a-c): The EWG 13-09 performed assessments and shortetich forecasts for 15 demersal
stocks. Medium-term forecast were carried outofdly those stocks for which a meaningful stock
recruitment relationship supported such analyses.

ToR (d): Stock-specific evaluations of data quality weradwected for all stocks addressed under
ToRs (a-c). Data coverage and quality for the figlseand survey data submitted under the data call
was undertaken by JRC experts prior to the meetsngg data exploration tools and the MEDITS
SQL quality checks developed specifically for thispose.

ToR (e): JRC experts distributed the latest releases tieFiiss Libraries in R (FLR) and supported
the EWG participants in running assessments andngokpecific R issues. JRC distributed a
revised and cleaned version of the short and medam forecast R scripts and initiated the
redesign and development of the scripts for figseaind survey data.

ToR (f): An evaluation of the current Beta version of tHeMBTOOL software (developed in the
MAREA framework) which is a bioeconomic model desd to carry out simulations for different
management scenarios for Mediterranean fisheriesoaaied out. Based on the results obtained
through four case studies investigated during tketmg, the EWG considered that the model is a
good starting point for the evaluation of differemanagement scenarios for Mediterranean
fisheries. However, in order to better encourageititegration of BEMTOOL into the scientific
advisory process for the Mediterranean the EWG 4 8died the following:

a) BEMTOOL would benefit from an simpler softwaretal$ation procedure;

b) Simulation testing with economic and biologicatadaf known underlying properties is
needed,;

c) In order to assess the risks associated withnaltie management scenarios, BEMTOOL
should be able to provide estimates of uncertasgpciated with simulation results.

ToR (gl): The stocks to be assessed in the future meetiegs Mentified under the assumption
that annual assessments will continue to be redjuile was suggested that for the expert group
(EWG 13-19) planned for later this year, priorityosld be given to sardine, anchovy, red mullet
and striped red mullet stocks. The expert grougadihat mixed-fisheries assessments would need
a minimum number of key stocks per GSA (e.g. 5 @tdeks per GSA) to provide meaningful
results and suggested that results of stock assessionducted in the most recent 2 to 3 years (i.e
2010-2012) could be used to satisfy the criteriaa ohinimum number of stocks per GSA. The
EWG 13-09 also considered that it would be deszrabldevelop a framework for mixed fisheries
assessments and advice in a dedicated expert gathgr than the regular expert group dealing
with single-stock assessments.

ToR (g2): An analysis of compliance of Mediterranean trashéries with the current minimum
catch sizes enforced by EU reg 1967/2006 for actsdeset of demersal stocks was also
undertaken.

The EWG 13-09 report contains a proposal to coneemethodological EWG early in 2014 to set
up and test different assumption of selectivitydaget of stocks, and about discard data and glicin
methodologies to be used for future stock assedsirepecifically there is a need to undertake the



following: collate and assemble the necessary imjaih by fleet for stocks of hake and Norway
lobster in selected GSAs; run statistical catcage assessment models with different assumptions
on selectivity (i.e. dome shaped, logistic, etdscdss and compare the results with previous
assessment conducted by XSA or other models; set apmmon methodology to reconstruct
times series of discard data to be used in futtoeksassessment; decide upon a common slicing
methodology to reconstruct times series of cat@yatdata to be used in future stock assessment.

STECF conclusions
Based on the findings in the EWG 13-09 report, SFEGncludes the following:

Of the 15 demersal stocks assessed by the EWG ,1@090ne, Norway lobster in GSA 15-16 is
currently being exploited at a sustainable ratet@fremaining 14 stocks, 13 are currently being
exploited at rates that are not consistent witheawihig MSY and one stock could not be assessed.
A summary of stock status is given in Table 5.1.1.

Table 5.1.1. Summary of stock status for the 16kst@ssessed by the EWG 13-09

GSA  Common name Species Presentation Assessment Comment tatus S F/Fusy
1 Hake Merluccius merluccius Yes XSA Accepted Overexploited 7.32
1 Pink shrimp  Parapenaeus longirostris  Yes XSA Accepted Overexploited 1.65
5 Pink shrimp  Parapenaeus longirostris  Yes XSA Accepted Overexploited 1.24
6 Pink shrimp  Parapenaeus longirostris  Yes XSA Accepted Overexploited 5.48
7 Hake Merluccius merluccius Yes XSA Accepted Overexploited 16.64
9 Giant red shrimp Aristaeomorpha foliacea Yes XSA Accepted Overexploited 1.72
10 Hake Merluccius merluccius Yes XSA Accepted Overexploited 7.14
10 Pink shrimp ~ Parapenaeus longirostris  Yes XSA Accepted Overexploited 1.33
11 Hake Merluccius merluccius Yes XSA Not accepted Unknown NA

15-16  Norway lobster  Nephrops norvegicus Yes ada Accepted Exploited sustainably 0.75

15-16 Blue and red shrimp Aristeus antennatus Yes VIT Accepted Overexploited 3.12
17 Common sole Solea solea Yes SS3 by fleet  Accepted Overexploited 3.00
18 Hake Merluccius merluccius Yes XSA Accepted Overexploited 5.26
19 Pink shrimp ~ Parapenaeus longirostris  Yes XSA Accepted Overexploited 1.96
19 Hake Merluccius merluccius Yes XSA Accepted Overexploited 5.50

STECF supports the Expert group’s proposal to coevee methodological EWG early in 2014 but
notes that because of budgetary constraints sooeting is unlikely to take place. Nevertheless, in
order to address the methodological issues outlinethe EWG 13-09 report with a view to
providing the best scientific advice in the futuBfECF considers that it is highly desirable that
such a meeting is convened at the earliest oppitytun

STECF concludes that the EWG 13-09 adequately addaét of the Terms of Reference and
endorses the findings presented in the report.



5.2. STECF-EWG 13-16 Landing Obligation in EU Fisheries

Background

Article 15 of the new CFP Basic Regulation (BR)emtty agreed by the European Parliament and
the Council, introduced a discard ban or landinfigabion. This represents a fundamental shift in

fisheries policy. The final text agreed by the Cadband European Parliament includes a number of
exemptions and flexibility tools that raise issues implementation, catch forecasting, stock

assessment and control and monitoring. The Eurofeammission has requested STECF and ICES
to consider these issues. At a scoping meetingiimg STECF and the ICES Secretariat held

during the summer plenary of STECF these issueg wmcussed and a draft work plan agreed
between STECF and ICES of how to address them.

Request to the STECF

STECF is requested to review the report of the SHEXpert Working Group, evaluate the
findings and make any appropriate comments andmemndations.

STECF observations

The meeting of EWG 13-16 is the first of severééinded STECF meetings addressing the issue of
landing obligations for EU fishing fleets. The neweeting (EWG 13-17) is already planned for
26"-28" November 2013.

The EWG 13-16 report highlights that there are miner of interpretational issues relating to dee
minimis exemptions described in Article 15 of the the basgulation. It is unclear whether these
exemptions are meant to apply at a MS level or lmarcumulative across MSs. Similarly, it is
unclear whether these exemptions should apply atirttlividual species level or for all species
combined. Regarding inter-species quota flexie#itiit is unclear whether the so-called ‘donor’
guota was intended to be provided at the individeskel level, at fleet level or at Member State or
regional level and whether the donor quota is ittt to single or multiple species, as ’'target-
species’ is not defined.

The inter-species quota flexibility and tloe minimisprovisions can provide flexibility in the
system to better adjust catch compositions to rbkerfishing opportunities and increase both
ecological and economic sustainability. Howevepeateling on how the text in the regulation is
interpreted, which and in which sequence thesaliléies are used the same provisions could be
used to legally increase catches well in excesesired or intended levels. STECF observes that
the report identifies a number of important factivat will require careful consideration, if negati
and unintended consequences are to be avoided.

STECF notes that any detailed rules that are n@adaglement the landings obligations will create
several new restrictions, opportunities and ine&sti Hence, before being finalised and agreed,
STECF considers that proposed new rules shoulatsfutly scrutinized to identify what business
incentives they create for fishing-business owrerd therefore what the responses of fishing-
business operators are likely to be. In shortppsed new rules should be tested for unintended
and undesired consequences.



STECF notes that the EWG 13-16 compiled an intexgsind valuable spreadsheet comparing the
time series of catch data held by ICES and STE@#Gh indicates that discrepancies between the
two data sources has decreased in recent yeargepbe also proposes which data are the most
appropriate to use for discard estimates.

STECF observes that EWG 13-16 addressed the inmpagsue of control and enforcement in
relation to the landing obligation, and that thaspects should be considered an important part of
future discussions.

STECF conclusions

Based on the findings in the report of the EWG 63the STECF concludes that the EWG 13-16
report represents an important step in identifyamgl assessing some of the key issues associated
with the landing obligations and will be an impamttaaid for those developing and assessing
regional management plans.

Noting that time to provide advice on the developtrend assessment of discard plans and regional
management plans is limited (for the pelagic staukd for salmon in the Baltic Sea, plans need to
be submitted by June 2014) and many issues sglll ne be resolved, STECF concludes that the
most important challenges to address include thewmg:

e Defining management units (e.g. stocks, areasegfiist). As an example: the pelagic
fisheries should apply the landing obligation fr@@15 onwards, and can be approached in
many different management units involving very eliéint combinations of Member States
and Advisory Councils. Discard plans could possilidg submitted for different
combinations of area, species, stock, catching odetvessel type and other relevant aspects
of the fishing activity.

e Dealing with third countries (e.g. Norway)

e Defining Minimum Conservation Reference Sizes (agaith no clear objective, but with
major implications for the marketing of the catciddahe economics of catching businesses

e Develop the criteria to evaluate discard plans dotAssessment indicators)

e Outlining a process for developing discard plans

* The effect of exemptions and de-minims on contgnfprcement and compliance levels

STECF concludes that the EWG 13-16 adequately adgeldethe majority of the Terms of
Reference although further exploration of some lighled issues is required especially in the
context of developing regional discard plans. Thedleoe addressed at the forthcoming expert
group meeting (EWG 13- 17) to be held in Dublimfr@6-28 November 2013.

STECF endorses the findings presented in the repdne EWG 13-17.
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5.3. STECF-EWG-13-07 Annual Report 2012 evaluation

Background

Member States must submit Annual Reports to the r@igsion under the provisions of the Data
Collection Framework Council Reg. 199/2008. Thesgmorts shall be reviewed by the STECF. The
STECF EWG13-07 reviewed these reports and the STEE&#ary is invited to review the report of

the EWG13-07. Note that the Member State evaluatioeets, which were prepared during the
EWG13-07, have already been reviewed by STECFtHisirequest concerns only the outstanding
ToR of the EWG13-07.

Request to the STECF

STECF is requested to review the report of the SHEXpert Working Group, evaluate the
findings and make any appropriate comments andmemndations.

STECF observations

STECF notes that a detailed evaluation of MSs” tatasmissions requires that the following is
prepared in advance:

* adetailed list of the data specified (including. segmentation) in the different data calls,
» alist specifying which data were not submitted and
» alist of derogations from the NP that have beered) by the EC.

Such information needs to be provided to the preeseers by the Commission.

STECF notes that concerning section VIl of the ABRl¢w-up of STECF recommendations), all
MSs are selective with regard to which recommempdatihey choose to act upon and it is currently
problematic to check which MSs have followed whrekommendations. A first step to improve
the situation could be the preparation of a listhef relevant recommendations by MS by ad-hoc
contract before the meeting. For the future one mhayk about the storage and update of this
information in a central electronic document, éxghe Master Reference Register or similar which
MS can refer to.

STECF notes that there is an obligation to samgateeational shark fisheries.

STECF conclusions

STECF concludes that the issues highlighted by BWG 13-07 regarding TOR 3 should be
forwarded by the EC to MS for consideration in thR 2013.

STECF considers that it is highly desirable thag¢ turrent pre-screening arrangements are
maintained as they proved to be very helpful ferékaluation process over the last 3 years. STECF
agrees that the suggested improvements to thecpgersng process listed in chapter 3 of the EWG

report would be worthwhile to make the process nedfieient.
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STECF concludes that a detailed evaluation of M$&ga transmissions is complex and time-
consuming and requires more time and effort thaavalable during the EWGs dealing with these
issues. In order to reduce the effort at the EWGithg it should be considered if parts of the
evaluation of MSs™ data transmission can be dorelvance by ad-hoc contracts or other means.

To improve the evaluation of ARs, STECF suggestdife next EWG dealing with AR evaluation
that a request should be added to the ToRs fOEWWE& to discuss and decide whether the current
system of compliance judgment needs a changetheegapplication of a 5-grade scale and the
introduction of a weighting system for the calcidatof the overall compliance from the results for
the single modules.

STECF considers that the report of the EWG 13-Gifesents a thorough review of the data
provided by Member States in their annual reponi$ @ndorses the findings in the report of the
EWG.

5.4. STECF-EWG-13-10 Aquaculture economic report 2013

Background

Following the latest DCF call for economic datatbe EU aquaculture, EWG 13-10 was requested
to analyse and comment on the economic performahtee EU and national aquaculture sectors
between 2008 and 2011. Previous editions of tipsrtehave been fundamentally descriptive and
have focused more on the presentation of data.ZDA8 report should provide a more analytical
approach notably on the drivers and aspects obssmmnomic relevance in aquaculture. The report
should include, at least, the following sections:

1. A summary containing key findings.

2. EU aquaculture economic overview: drivers and magmds. (It must include specific
sections on aquaculture employment, economic pegnce, and productivity at EU level)

3. National chapters on the economic performanceeatfuaculture sectors, providing:
o National aquaculture overview
o Description of trends and drivers for change

4. EU analyses of economic performance by aquacuttuinesector

5. Special topics of applied analysis.

Request to the STECF

STECEF is requested to review the report of the SHERpert Working Group and its summary,
evaluate the findings and make any appropriate cemsrand recommendations.

Introduction

The Expert Working Group 13-10 convened in Septer2b&3 in Ispra (Italy), to produce the
2013 Economic Performance of the European Uniona8glture sector report. The report

12



reflects the work by 18 external experts and 4 ggpaf JRC that attended the meeting, but
also work by 5 other external experts who parti@gavia email.

This is the third report of this type focusing twe performance of the aquaculture sector and
providing an overview of the latest available imh@tion on the structure, social, economic
and competitive performance of the aquacultureosedtnational and EU level. The data used
in this publication relates from 2008 to 2011, amas collected under the Data Collection
Framework (DCF). The call for data was issued by IGRE on the 1% of May 2013.
Member States were requested to submit the datanwit month of the call, making the
submission deadline the .8f June 2013.

STECF observations

In addition to the ToR to STECF, during the EWG1IBmeeting the Commission requested
that the EWG also comment on aquaculture datasssoeumented in the Report of the EWG
13-05 on the development of the DC-MAP.

The main issues discussed by EWG 13-10 are refated

1. the statistical unit to be considered: the comparye farm (production unit)

2. distinguish cost and income items by economic dis/ (considering those different
from farming, e.g. processing, marketing, oil dntj);

3. improving the DCF (future DC-MAP) segmentation bynsidering new segments
(e.g. by environment, more species);

4. inclusion of new variables (e.g. subsidies on itmesit, livestock, weight and value at
the end of the period);

5. renaming of variables that are already collectegl @ebts and total value of assets).

STECF summary observation in relation to each aftpd-5 above are given below.

1) STECF notes that the choice between the companghe farm (production unit) strongly
depends on the requirement of the primary end-osersers, in this case (i.e. DG MARE). The
statistical unit should be the enterprise (legat)uih the end-user is interested in the economic
performance of the aquaculture sector. Indeed;adts and incomes are recorded at the company
level. If the end-user is instead interested tovkribe socio-economic importance from a spatial
point of view and a more detailed knowledge oféhenomic performance of particular aquaculture
farming, then there is the need to use the farmd{otion unit) as the statistical unit. However, if
businesses themselves do not record data at anclental of detail, e.g. production unit level, the

it will be impractical to try to collect data atalevel.

2) STECF observes that some companies that catrggquaculture activities also carry out other
economic activities (for instance, processing, rafnky, oil drilling). Taking into account that, in
the present DCF, aquaculture data are collectedrapany level, STECF notes that if an economic
performance or productivity analysis of the aquagel sector is requested by key end-users, it is
important that data related to the aquacultureoseate separated from data relating to other
activities. If the main aim is to analyse the ecquiw strength of the companies carrying out
aguaculture, then data on all economic activit@sdacted by such companies are needed.

3) STECF notes that the current segmentation od@gture data collection does not permit an

evaluation of production in different environmerisalt-water, fresh water, brackish, etc.) even
though DG-MARE has explicitly requested facts aiglres in the report based on such an

13



evaluation. STECF agrees that such an evaluatioegsired for a more complete analysis and
understanding of the sector.

4) and 5) STECF notes that some of the issues iatstavith variables and conceptual issues are
in some cases common to other sectors (fleet arymkpsing).

STECF notes that there some confusion remainsaltietfact that EU Member States are required
to collect and provide data on marine (salt waagQaculture, whereas the collection and provision
of data on inland (freshwater) aquaculture is omyuntary under the DCF. Indeed, some MS
submitted freshwater aquaculture data, even ifnmdatory, while other MS did not, even if the

inland (freshwater) production in these countreselevant (e.g. Germany). Bearing this in mind,
and in order to have a complete picture of the EuUaaulture (including freshwater), DCF data

have been complemented by data held by the FAO.

Although there was an improvement in the qualityhef data submitted compared to the previous
data calls, there are still issues with severamaters that Member States are working to improve.
Data checks were performed by the JRC through nhé/sis of the data submitted and by experts
at the EWG meeting to prepare this report. The khedentified some questionable data and
resulted in data resubmissions by some MS aftede¢eline and even after the EWG meeting.

Regarding coverage issues (submission of data)C&Titbtes that there were a) MSs that did not
submit 2011 data (Netherlands, representing 2-3%hefEU production; they have specified in
their national programs that aquaculture data @ila@ve at the end of the year +2); b) MSs
submitting incomplete reports with some parameterssing thereby preventing an assessment
economic performance (e.g. Greece and UK, repriese28% of the EU aquaculture sector) and c)
MSs not submitting data (or full data) by fleet et (e.g. Bulgaria, Cyprus).

The EWG 13-10 report provides more qualitativeinfation about the main trends and the drivers
of the changes that have occurred in the EU aguaeuhdustry.

STECF notes that a chapter on data alignment anbilg, FAO and EUROSTAT sources is
provided. This chapter highlights why DCF data¥é8s do not always match data from FAO and
Eurostat and provides reasons why the collectiomobime and value of sales should continue to
be collected under the DCF (and not replaced by BAGurostat data). In particular, the exercise
of comparing the different data sets showed thabas-check is possible by aggregating the more
detailed EUROSTAT and FAO statistics at the levelthee main species groups in the DCF.
However, this cross-check is more problematic whensidering the segmentation by farming
technology due to differences between the DCF dti@@STAT classifications.

STECF conclusions

STECF concludes that the EWG 13-10 report repredéet culmination of a considerable amount
of work by a numerous dedicated experts and previdegood overview of the economic

performance of the EU aquaculture sector. It abgasents an improvement in terms of quality
and coverage compared to previous reports and rpate emphasis on qualitative knowledge.
Despite the effort of individual experts, usefubbsis was limited by the coverage and quality of
the data submitted by MS and in some cases nonissiiom of the data requested.

STECF concludes that, the collection of economita @isaggregated to farm or production unit
level would be very difficult to achieve in praatic
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STECF concludes that for companies that undertad# laquaculture and non-aquaculture
activities, collection of data disaggregated byivitgt would be very difficult or impossible and
would not be cost-effective. This is because moSsMase the collection of economic data on the
official statistics, where companies are classifetording to their main economic activity and
hence, their incomes and costs relating to secgralaivities are not easily distinguishable from
those relating to their main activity.

STECF agrees with the proposals in Appendix 3 of&&¥8-10 on the issues concerning the need,
in the future DCMAP, of further (i.e. new speciesgents or culture techniques) and more
detailed segmentation (i.e. by environment). Howeleshould be noted that if one company has
operations in different types of water, a rangespdcies or culture techniques, then this desired
distinction could be very difficult to make becaube companies involved in multiple types of
production techniques may not produce figures thatinguish between them. If companies
themselves do not produce separate figures foeréifit types of aquaculture production then it is
not practical to collect data for different techueg of aquaculture production.

STECF concludes that issues relating to the inalusif new variables as well the renaming of
others would best be addressed by the forthcomiv§sEL3-18 dealing with the future DCMAP
because some of them are also pertinent to thedtekthe processing sectors. EWG 13-18 should
also address the issues related to the distinofiomcome and cost items by economic activity and
the feasibility, costs and benefits of including, the new data collection regulation, a more
detailed segmentation, e.g. by farming environm@narine and freshwater) as well as new
important species segments, i.e. tuna, eel, others.

STECF concludes that data submission by MS afeerd#adlines compromises the ability of the
EWG to undertake its work effectively and may atempromise the quality of the report.

STECF concludes that the timing of the EWG dealiiilp the aquaculture report is not optimal
(EWG 13-10 was held in the first week of Septembpast after the summer break for many
contributors to the report). It proved impossitdéhave all national chapters almost ready ahead of
the EWG meeting as planned, with the result thatetiwas less time to address more qualitative
issues and general discussion on the main findmgstrend and triggers).

STECF also concludes that a feasibility studies el required if disaggregation of aquaculture
production to farm or production unit level, disaggation of economic data (income and costs) by
type of economic activities, or disaggregation adicw to any other aspects of production are
needed. The aim of such studies should be to atelfiit is possible to collect data at the desire
level of aggregation and the associated cost afgdso.

In keeping with the conclusions of EWG 13-05 on D&Mand EWG 13-10, STECF concludes
that that the standardization of the DCF segmentdaoming technology for finfish with the
EUROSTAT classification is desirable. This is calesed particularly important since it would
allow comparison of economic data in the DCF withREOSTAT and hence allow the use of some
EUROSTAT figures (not collected under DCF), e.gnfasurface areas available since 2012 with
the entry into force of Regulation (EC) No 762/2008

STECF acknowledges that the EWG-13-10 adequatelseaded all of the the Terms of Reference
and endorses the findings in the report.
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5.5. STECF-EWG-13-15 Fish processing sector economic req 2013

Background

Following the 2103 DCF call for economic data oa ElJ fish processing sector, EWG 13-15 was
requested to analyse and comment on the economicrmance of the EU and national fish
processing sectors between 2008 and 2011. Theahgentive economic report for the 2013 on the
fish processing sector is to develop more econ@méatysis and bring the report more "up to date".
Quality of data remains essential and data quahgcks and data validation tools were applied by
the JRC. This report shall include, at least, til®iing sections:

1. EU fish processing sector economic overview: deweand main trends. (It must include
specific sections on employment and average saJageonomic performance and
productivity at EU level as well as a brief summémyeach national chapter).

2. National chapters on the economic performanceefitiih processing sector providing:

o National fish processing sector overview
o Description of trends and drivers for change
o Outlook

3. Data coverage and quality
4. Special topic of analysis

Request to the STECF

STECEF is requested to review the report of the SHERpert Working Group and its summary,
evaluate the findings and make any appropriate cemsrand recommendations.

Introduction
The report is the forth report of its kind and pdms a comprehensive overview of the latest
information available on the structure, social,remuical and competitive performance of the fish
processing industry at the national and EU levéle Expert Working Group was convened in
Hamburg 14-18 October 2013.
The key findings of the report are:
* in 2011 the fish processing sector in the EU cosgatiappr. 3,400 enterprises with fish
processing as main activity,
» accounting for about €24.8 thousand million of awer and more than €5.1 thousand
million of Gross Added Value (GVA), and

* employed around 114 thousand people in the wholsuodpe.
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STECF observations

STECF notes that EWG 13-15 addressed all TORsdthtian the EWG also answered a few
additional requests and questions regarding therdutiata collection for the fish processing
industry in the framework of the DC-MAP and theidedy of data by segments.

STECF notes that the data coverage and qualityawger compared to the last report in 2012.
However, for Belgium no data was delivered and ttug¢he lack of specific expertise in some
countries several national chapters include onlgeacription of the data which was delivered
instead of also describing major drivers and trédndslevelopment.

STECF notes that compared to 2010, turnover infigke processing industry declined in 2011.
After the start of the global financial crisis, nyamountries reported increases in several
socioeconomic indicators over 2008-2010, includignover, net profit and employment.

However, the picture differed across MS. For exammh Denmark and France the situation
improved, while in Ireland and Latvia it continugnl deteriorate. From 2010 to 2011, there was
again a marked decline in the economic conditiothefEuropean fish processing industry (e.g. -
30% for net profit) and net profit from fish prosesy declined in all Member States except Cyprus,
Denmark, France Lithuania, and Slovenia. Prelinyinadications are that over 2012/2013, the
situation has improved compared to 2010/2011, gatrevaries by Member State.

STECF conclusions

STECF concludes that there are several good reasonsclude economic data on the fish
processing sector in the new data collection reguia(DCMAP). To allow more efficient data

collection, the new list of proposed variables o dollected for DCMAP is closer to the list of
variables that must also be collected for the $tirat Business Statistics (SBS) for delivery to
EUROSTAT. Further, some of the additional varialpeoposed for DCMAP need not be collected
annually

STECF concludes that data on social indicators lshbe reported twice in total (rather than
annually) during the period of the DCMAP (2014-2p2ihd that MS should base their data
disaggregation regions on NUTS 2 and 3 classibcatand define these in their national
programmes.

STECF concludes that overall the processing sésteuffering from low margins, which continue
to decrease owing essentially to increases in ratemal and energy cost,s that cannot be translated
into price increases due to the retail sector’s mggotiation power.

STECF concludes that the EWG 13-15 addressed $lue isf the added value of including data
collection on the fish processing industry in trevnDC-MAP. The report describes in detail the
need for a study on the possible data collectiorrdar material as this forms the link between the
processing industry and the fishing sector. Sustudy was also recommended by the STECF in
the Report of the November 2010 plenary meetind=(f[L0-03).

STECF concludes that, under the new DCMAP, whearteg on numbers of enterprises and
numbers of persons employed in order to illustla¢eimportance of the fishing and seafood sector
in each region, data from fish catching, fish farghand fish processing should all be used to give a
more useful indication of industry importance te tiegions. This overview of three parts of the
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supply chain could enable more useful impact assests of proposed management measures for
catching or aquaculture.

STECF concludes that the appropriate segmentatioddta delivery requires further investigation
as it would appear to be more useful for the amalgé main drivers and trends in the industry to
use a segmentation based on products rather thabanwf employees. However, as the STECF
proposes to include new socio-economic variableshen DC-MAP dealing with location and
concentration of the industry, the segmentationdoyber of employees may also be possible.

STECF concludes that the delivery of data on exdliaary costs and income should be optional as
these data are not relevant for many MS. The viasdist for the new DC-MAP should be changed
accordingly.

STECF considers that a meeting with representafrees Eurostat on standardization of variable
definitions is highly desirable and that it would dpportune if an invitation to participate in EWG
13-18, which will take place in Brussels at the efdNovember 2013, could be extended to
Eurostat.

STECF concludes that the EWG 13-15 report repregbet culmination of a considerable amount
of work by a numerous dedicated experts and prevaite excellent overview of the economic
performance of the EU fish processing sector. STEQforses the findings of the report.

5.6. STECF-EWG-13-14 Review of advice on stocks - part 3

Request to the STECF

STECF is requested to review the report of the SHEXpert Working Group, evaluate the
findings and make any appropriate comments andmemndations.

STECF response

STECF reviewed, amended and adopted the drafttrepepared by the STECF Expert Working
group (EWG) 13-14 during its meeting held in Badealspra, Italy from 14-18 October 2013.

The STECF review of advice for 2014 Part 3 sumrnearsssessment results and advice for stocks
of interest to the European Community in areas wurhe jurisdiction of CCAMLR, CECAF,
WECAF, ICCAT, IOTC, IAATC, GFCM, NAFO, SEAFO, SPRKM and ICES advice on stocks
in the North East Atlantic released since 28 JW132

The STECF review of advice for 2014 Part 1 incluttesl latest assessments and advice for stocks
in the Baltic Sea and was published in June 20&4. 2 contained the review of assessments and
advice released by ICES up to the end of June a@#i3vas published in July 2013. Parts 1, 2 and
3 will be combined and published in the STECF Cbddated review of advice for 2014, which will

be available in mid-November 2013.

In undertaking the review, STECF has consultedntibst recent reports on stock assessments and
advice from appropriate scientific advisory bod@sother readily available literature, and has
attempted to summarise it in a common format. Feones stocks the review remains unchanged
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from the Consolidated Review of advice for 2013EEF 12-22), since no new information on the
status of or advice for such stocks was availablbeatime the present review took place.

5.7. STECF-EWG-13-11 Balance fishing capacity-opportunit

Request to the STECF

STECF is requested to review the report of the SHEXpert Working Group, evaluate the
findings and make any appropriate comments andmemndations.

Introduction

The tasks of the EWG were to;

1 Consider technical, economic and biological iatbes for analysis of balance between fleet
capacity and fishing opportunity and comment ondbgree of balance or imbalance for the fleet
segments provided.

2 Evaluate the Member States' reports on theirtsffduring 2012 to achieve a sustainable
balance between fleet (or fishing) capacity antifig opportunities, in terms of their compliance

with Art. 14 of Council Regulation No. 2371/2002daArt.13 and 14 of Commission Regulation

No. 1013/2010.

The EWG assessed balance indicators for the p2€68-2011 (or for indicators, 2008-2012) using
the following indicators:
* The Return on Fixed Tangible Assets.

* The ratio of current revenue to break-even revéQiRIBER).

» The capacity utilisation per fleet segment (averdggs at sea / maximum observed or
maximum theoretical days at sea).

* Inactive vessels per length category (Number andgtion of inactive vessels provided).

* A sustainable harvest indicator: average fishingtalioy F/Fmsy for all assessed stocks that
were landed by the fleet segment, weighted by dgenent’s landing value of the included
stocks.

» Stocks-at-risk indicatothow many stocks at risk are landed by a fleet segnimea given
year, where either a fleet segment takes a “siamti’ volume of that stock at risk or else
the stock at risk constitutes a significant proporbf catch of the fleet segment.

The stock at risk indicator was designed to prowdmplementary information to the “sustainable
harvest” indicator.
STECF observations

Based on the findings and conclusions given inrdport of the EWG 13-11. STECF noted the
following:

There was limited time available during the meetthge in part to the fact that the summary
indicator tables of the MS had not been fully predaat the start of the EWG, in particular
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biological indicators were calculated during theetimeg. More time available for working on pre-
prepared tables of indicator values would havewadtb experts to take a more considered and
systematic approach to commenting on values obbiocal indicators. More time would also have
allowed a more thorough analysis of the importasrcaeaning of findings at regional or gear-type
level and could have allowed experts to give mosammgful and consistent commentary on the
picture presented by the raft of indicators.

Experts provided comments on indicator values oYiag for 434 fleet segments which represented
97% of the reported value of landings made by tbeflEets except Greece and Spain (these MS
did not provide the necessary data) in 2011. Egpelility to observe and comment on an overall
picture was however limited by several key factors:

* lack of indicator values which could not be caltedh because MS had not provided
required data

» lack of stock assessments for a significant nunabestocks prevented the calculation of
biological indicators

» unknown levels of harvest of shared stocks by thodntries prevented the calculation of
biological indicators.

* Inconsistency in time series due to different dtsg of fleet segments in different years of
the time series

* Inconsistency of method, between and within MS aittin time series for individual fleet

segments, in estimating some of the indicatorpamicular the vessel utilisation (technical)
indicator.

Values of balance indicators across the EU fleetnat generally improving or worsening. There is
a mix of different trends among fleet segmentsiairginot possible to make generalised comments
about trends in balance between capacity and apputrtfor the whole of the EU.

Any assessment of general trends and comparisossacountries is complicated by the differences
in availability of results and caution should besdisn any interpretation of the results. E.g. the
EWG found that, among MS fishing in Area 27, Ndgst Atlantic, in 2011, Denmark and France
had the highest number of fleet segments with sesgmtative (not Low Proportion) Sustainable
Harvest Indicator higher than 1.0 (indicating asatisfactory high exploitation status on average).
However, other MS whose fleets fish in Area 27 db mave any values for this indicator and the
finding relates only to those MS for which indicat@lues are available, rather than to all MS or
fleet segments fishing in Area 27.

For the economic indicators, statistical uncertaetbout the values of the indicators is taken into
account by setting the conditions for the commaeorissustainability (e.g. fleet segments are
evaluated as being “apparently not sustainableenMReturn on Fixed Tangible Assets is negative
for the last 3 years). This assessment could bareel if the statistical uncertainty in the estedat
indicators were quantified.

Both of the economic indicators are strongly atedby capital value of the vessels. The estimation
of capital value has in the past proven to be baseaissumptions which vary considerably by MS.
In addition, the application of the indicator RoFTé&r small-scale fleet segments needs to be
considered with care, taking account of the lowelesf investments. Therefore comparisons of
RoFTA and CR/BER between MS may not always be comgpdike with like and should be
considered with caution.
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The quality and completeness of the national repomt the balance between capacity and fishing
opportunities has increased substantially overl#is¢ 5 years, since STECF has been making
systematic assessments of these reports. STEGHvebs however, that completion of these
annual reports, in full compliance with the regigdat does not necessarily imply anything relating
to the degree of balance or imbalance between &1&&$ and its fishing opportunities. STECF
observes that the legal basis provided in the n&R @ppears to be more useful in enabling the
Commission to require MS to make robust and sptifissessments of the balance situation in
their national fleets and fleet segments.

STECF conclusions

The way in which the balance question has beenssadethis year - basing expert opinion on
independently-calculated indicators based on DCi#a dad other publicly available information
and not relying on the MS-reports - has resulted inseful, more consistent assessment. The
information in the EWG report provides a usefulrtstg point for discussions about the balance
between fishing capacity and opportunities.

The new Stocks-at-risk (SAR) indicator providesiaddal information on the biological status of
the stocks relied upon by fleet segments and helpdentify fishing fleets whose fishing practices
might include some that are unsustainable.

For the biological indicators, the comments onititécator values for individual fleet segments, as
being either sustainable or unsustainable, mightmigleading given the thresholds used to
determine the comment. Considering the uncertamtghe stock status, achieved F will always
fluctuate around the targetw§y, even in cases when fish stocks are fished suadilyinand
therefore approximately half of the fleet segmenils have their SHI value categorised as being
unsustainable due to uncertainty in thgestimates.

It would be useful if there was a standardisedesydor allocating comments to different values of
the SHI and the SAR indicator, defining the terrmeduiand specifying threshold values that define
the different comment categories. Completion & task would enable more consistent and useful
comparison of indicator value categories.

The utility of the analyses could be enhanced damably if they were based on better data
coverage for fleet segments and for time seridse doverage of the biological indicators would
specifically benefit from an increase in the numbérstock assessments, in particular for the
Mediterranean and Black Sea. This could be sohatlypby the creation of free access databases
including the historical results of stock assesdmeior these areas (also including stock
assessments carried out by ICCAT, IOTC and othlmvaet organisations). If information on
assessments is not available, alternative indisatoght need to be selected or developed.

The coverage and utility of the SAR indicator cobkl enhanced by including sensitive species
which are (i) protected by international / regior@nventions such as CITES, CMS (Bonn
Convention), OSPAR, the Barcelona Convention Palteoncerning Specially Protected Areas
and Biological Diversity in the Mediterranean, (listed in European legislation such as the
Habitats Directive, or (iii) included in the IUCNeR List of Threatened Species.

The current regulation requiring MS to prepare smlmit annual reports on their efforts to achieve
a sustainable balance between fishing capacity fisdhg opportunity has not resulted in the
provision of information that can be readily comgzhacross MS by independent experts to provide
a useful overview of balance or imbalance throughioe EU.
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In order to facilitate more analyses of the impoec& or meaning of findings at regional or gear-
type level and to allow experts to give more megfuhcommentary on the picture presented by the
range of indicators, it is desirable that calcudatedicators are made available in prepared tadtles
the start of any future EWG meeting. This wouldamte the utility of the report. In preparing the
values of the indicators, ideally, the values wohld checked for outliers/errors and flagged up.
These outliers could exist, at least in some cdsssguse the calculation has been performed even
if certain income or cost variables have been mgssr incomplete (e.g. see Bulgaria RoOFTA). It
would be useful if JRC could also include additiomdiormation on the importance of the fleet
segments, such as number of vessels, proportivaleé of landings compared to the national fleets
and of the supra-region.

For the evaluation of the annual reports, it wdadduseful if the Commission’s translators could be
provided with the annual report template in Englstithat the translators could use standard terms
for their translated headings, making it easierebquerts to identify relevant sections. It wouldaal

be very useful if text in graphs, tables and figureuld also be translated into English.

STECF concludes that the problems caused by vamsin the way that data from more than one
fleet segment are aggregated (clustering) would lbesddressed by the forthcoming EWG 13-18
on the development of the future data collectiogul&tion, with a view to being able to present
indicator values for fleet segments that are coatgarover time.

The estimation of capital value has in the pastvgmoto be based on assumptions which vary
considerably by MS. In addition, the application tbe indicator ROFTA for small-scale fleet
segments needs to be considered with care, takoguat of the low level of investments. In order
to improve comparability of balance between fleegmsents and MS, at least one economic
indicator which is independent of the capital valeg. GVA), should be added to any assessment
of balance.

STECF concludes that The EWG 13-11 adequately agédeall Terms of Reference and endorses
the report.

5.8. STECF-EWG-13-20 Bay of Biscay anchovy HCR

Background

Following new scientific information from ICES, @ctober 2014 the STECF expert group EWG
13-20 held a meeting to (i) assess and possiblisgethe harvest control rule (HCR) in the
proposed plan for anchovy in the Bay of Biscay (Q@009)399 final), (ii) evaluate the results of
implementing the HCR since 2010, and (iii) scopeithpact assessment of management measures
discussed with stakeholders.

Request to the STECF

STECF is requested to review the report of the SHEXpert Working Group, evaluate the
findings and make any appropriate comments andnme@ndations. In particular advise on an
appropriate harvest control rule and calculate ¢beesponding TAC for the fishing season
2013/2014 and plan for an impact assessment of geament measures discussed with
stakeholders.
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Observations of the STECF

STECF notes that the 2009 proposal for a long-telan for the anchovy fishery in the Bay of
Biscay (COM(2009) 399 final) has, although not fafiy adopted, formed the basis for setting the
TAC for anchovy since 2010. The plan was developased on advice from STECF (STECF,
2008.Working Group Report on the long term managemeBgfof Biscay anchovy)

STECF furthermore notes that the EWG-13-20 adddette=ToR by analysing four tasks:

1. Assess options in relation to the current harvesttiol rule.

Z. Advise on a possible revision of the HCR.

3. Evaluate the long-term plan (scoping).

4. Assess impacts of possible changes to the longgkm(scoping).

Regarding 1,assess options in relation to the aurrearvest control rulethe expert group
concluded that a change in 2013 in the assessmet¢lmsed by ICES in assessing the Bay of
Biscay anchovy, had not affected the usefulneskeoHCR in the present long-term plan. The rule
remains within the same precautionary limits oksisSTECF notes that it remains appropriate to
use the current HCR to set the TAC for the fisteeerploiting anchovy in the Bay of Biscay.

The EWG computed the TAC for 2013-2014 based oméve assessment. The SSB used by ICES
for the June 2013 advice, based on the old modmt, 36 055 t, leading the EC to set a TAC of
17,100 t (as stated in Annex 1 of (COM(2009) 39lj). The estimate of SSB in 2013 with the
new model is 58 475t, which in accordance with Anheof (COM(2009) 399 final), gives rise to
presecribes catches for the period July 2013 te 2044 of 17,700 t.

Regarding 2, advice on a possible revision of tlgRHSTECF notes that the EWG in addition to
possible revision of the harvest control rule addressed change of the management year from the
current July to June set up to a management ydawing the calendar year (January to December)
and a possible mid-year revision of the TAC.

Two HCR modifications were evaluated: i) Modifiaati of the parameters of the current HCR,
such as the harvest rate, the maximum TAC, themmum TAC or the biomass trigger points and
i) Adding an additional upper biomass trigger fpiByiggers @above which a constant maximum
TAC would be set. This HCR modification was propbd®y the South Western Waters RAC
(SWWRACQC).

The analysis carried out by the EWG showed thattwteHCR perform well, each giving a low
risk of SSB falling below B, and high yields. The HCR proposed by the SWWRAQG\&U, for
the same harvest rates, biological risks similatht® current HCR, while showing lower average
catches and higher stability in yield.

The EWG discussed the possible impacts of chaniiegnanagement year from July — June to
January — December and the introduction of a mat-yevision of the TAC, on the quality of the
stock assessment and the TAC advice. The assessnugldl to be used will depend on the
management period chosen. The quality of the sitsskssment and thereby the TAC advice is very
dependent on the estimate of the recruiting yeasscland STECF notes that an assessment
conducted in support of a January to December nesnegt period, is estimated to a have better
guality than an assessment conducted in the spanguse recruitment is observed by the JUVENA
survey which is carried out in the autumn. If thanagement period were to be changed to follow
the calendar year, the HCR would need to be revised
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The option of having a mid-year revision to adjit TAC every year based on new information
resulted in increased variability in TACs, would saentifically/technically difficult to compute
and legally complex to implement.

Regarding 3, evaluating the long-term plahe EWG considered that an evaluation of the long-
term plan will be of limited value, given the shdrhe series. The implementation of the HCR
started in 2010. Furthermore, since 2010 the fleatshes have been less than the agreed TACs,
which suggest that the TAC may not be controlling fishery, thereby making it more difficult to
evaluate the effect of the HCR. The EWG therefaeidbed not to conduct a full evaluation of the
plan.

Regarding 4, assess impacts of possible changabetdong-term plan (scopingthe EWG
discussed the possibility of carrying out, in theufe, a set of analysis to support an impact
assessment for the Bay of Biscay Anchovy long-t@tem regulation. The EWG identified the
candidate HCRs, a list of performance statisticSBWlevelopments and data requirements.

The EWG suggested that a pragmatic procedure étoseall for the data required. The data can be
managed by the chair of the EWG, avoiding the reggdéita-call management procedures.
Conclusions of the STECF

STECF commended the EWG for the comprehensive warkied out during the meeting and
endorses the findings in the report as an appri@pbasis on which to base management decisions

including a possible revision of the long-term mgeraent plan.

In terms of possible revision of the HCR, the STE&Lises that the current HCR and the HCR
proposed by the SWWRAC are both consistent witHahg-term objectives of the plan.

5.9. STECF-EWG-13-13 Evaluation of fishing effort managenent in EU waters —part2

Request to the STECF

STECF is requested to review the report of the SHEXpert Working Group, evaluate the
findings and make any appropriate comments andmemndations.

Introduction

The report of the Expert Working Group on Evaluatiof fishing effort regimes in European
Waters Part 2 (EWG -13-13) was reviewed by the STE@ing its 44 plenary meeting held from
4-8 November 2013, Brussels, Belgium.

The following observations, conclusions and recomtagions represent the outcomes of the
STECF review.
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STECF comments, observations, and conclusions

STECF notes that the ToR regarding the requestath§j effort regime evaluations for the
following sea areas have been fully addressed:
1. Eastern and Western Baltic,
2. the Kattegat,
3. the Skagerrak, North Sea, European waters in ICE2 nd the Eastern Channel,
4. to the West of Scotland,
5. lIrish Sea,
6. Celtic Sea,
7. Atlantic waters off the Iberian Peninsula,
8. Western Channel,
9. Western Waters and Deep Sea
10.and the Bay of Biscay.

STECF notes that the Report and its Appendicesigoupdated estimates of trends in fishing
effort, landings and discards by species, CPUE ld4PdE by fisheries and species, and partial
fishing mortalities for effort regulated and nompuéated fisheries by Member States. STECF
endorses the findings and observations expresdbe ireport.

2013 DCF Fishing Effort Data Call

The report of EWG 13-13 is based on data submhtedlember States in response to the DCF
fishing effort data call in 2013. STECF notes a eyah improvement in Member States’
submissions with regard to data completeness aafityjas well as improved compliance with
deadlines. However, the work of the EWG 13-13 oagain was compromised by delays in some
Member States’ submissions, incomplete and erraeafata submissions and re-submissions.
Section 4 of the Report contains detailed infororatiegarding compliance with data submission
deadlines and various aspects regarding the datayqu

STECF notes that its 2012 recommendations to arttem@013 DCF data call to support fishing
effort regime evaluation were implemented and these changes have supported and will continue
to support the accomplishment of specific ToR. SFEites that the DCF data call in 2013
imposed an additional workload on Member Statesalise of the need to re-aggregate and
resubmit data for earlier years than 2012 in agidito the data requested for 2012. The outcome of
the call was that Denmark, Portugal and UK (with8abtland) have revised their complete time
series of fisheries-specific catch and effort d@tatch (landings and discards) and effort data from
Spain were provided for 2012 and discard data \weveided for earlier years thereby enabling an
improved evaluation of the effort regime for Southkake andNephrops

STECF proposes an Index of Discard Coverage (D®fxdilitate the use of the discard estimates
provided in the STECF data bases on fisheriesfpecatch and fishing effort. The DQI is
expressed by stock, fishery and Member State aprortion of national landings covered by
discard estimates in relation to the total natidaatlings;

DQI=XLd /L
where L denotes landings (t) and Ld landings withsagard estimate.
While the DQI is a useful indicator of the proportiof landings by fishery by Member State and

stock that are sampled for discards, it does rtgatethe level of discarding each fishery carries
out. Furthermore, the DQI does not distinguish leeva fishery with a high discard rate and a
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fishery with a low discard rate, or the level ofrgding allocated to each fishery. It's an explorgto
tool that allows the identification of the proportiof overall landings by fishery that was sampled.
In order to aid interpretation of the DQI, the D®Ifurther classified in three separate groups as
follows:

. A = 67 % or more of the landings have an accoryipgndiscard estimate,
. B = 34-66 % of the landings have an accompangliagard estimate, and
. C = less the 33 % of the landings have an accaogipg discard estimate.

STECF considers category A estimates to be suffigiereliable to be used for assessment
purposes, as the majority of the landings by sgeare fishery are accompanied with a discard
estimate. However it should be noted once againttii DQI cannot inform on the quality of the
discard rate estimates supplied by nations (astafiefor example by the proportion of fishing trips
sampled for discards).

Category B discard estimates are considered tedgerkliable than category A and require careful
scrutiny before they are used for assessment pespos

Category C discard estimates are the least reliade STECF considers that they should not be
used for assessment purposes.

STECF notes that all fisheries-specific parametersthe various fishing effort regimes can be
downloaded at the corresponding aggregation leveligital Appendixes to the present report from
the EWG 13-13 web page: http://stecf.jrc.ec.eumpaeb/stecf/ewgl313

Major findings regarding the regional fishing effaegime evaluations are summarized in the
following regional sections.

Effort regime evaluation for the Baltic

Since 2010, deployed effort of regulated gears needarather constant in both cod plan areas A
(subdivisions 22-24) and B (subdivisions 25-28)watslight increase in regulated otter trawls.

The effort-regulated otter trawls are the major gedrs, contributing 55 and 74% to the cod catch
in areas A and B in 2012, respectively. The sedomgbrtant contributor to catches among the
ranked cod gears are gill nets. Cod discards anerghty low but slightly higher for area B,
showing an increasing trend in most recent yeareefgulated otter trawls.

With a lack of information from Estonia, small b®a8m LOA were found to constitute 7 and 12%
to the overall effort deployed in the Baltic in 204nd 2012, respectively. Small boats are primarily
operating in the northern cod plan area C (subidings29-32).

STECF undertook a provisional quantitative analysgarding the estimation of effort deployed in
units of days at sea by Member State, and comptmedhational uptake with the calculated
maximum effort available. STECF notes that its apph to estimate the maximum days at sea
available per year and Member State from the prodficeported number of active vessels using
one of the regulated gears times the days at segepsel can only serve as an approximation of the
effort ceiling.

The provisional uptake analysis revealed that therame annual uptake of available days at sea
over the time period 2008-2012 remained in the eaoig36-38% in area A, 34-47% in the area B
and 53-83% for the areas A and B combined.

According to the information submitted by membeat&, only Denmark has operated under the
fully documented fisheries (FDF) scheme in the iBait 2012. The reported Danish catch of cod
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caught in FDF with regulated gears amounted tot383area A and 406 t in area B, representing
3% of the overall catch. A preliminary analysescofl selectivity revealed that non-FDF fisheries
were catching younger fish. However, the effectsdifferent age reading methods applied in
different national institutes remain unclear. Spofliminary results require further investigation.

Close correlations between fishing mortality arghiing effort measured in kW days at sea as well
as between partial fishing mortalities and the Bjgeftishing effort by fisheries were found. While
good correlation does not always mean ‘cause dedtefthe results here suggest that management
of fishing mortality by fishing effort in units ddWdays may provide a useful auxiliary measure to
catch constraints and technical measures.

A provisional analysis on spatio-temporal pattemod catchability based on catch rates from
commercial fisheries and surveys reveals a moreogenous distribution pattern as compared to
the patterns in cod abundance indices, catchedistmdg effort which are highest in the central

Baltic Sea.

Effort regime evaluation for the Kattegat

Fisheries in the Kattegat are almost exclusivelydcwted by Denmark and Sweden (88% and 11%
of the total regulated effort in 2012, respectiyalging predominantly trawls and primarily the gear
class TR2. The TR2 gear constitutes 90% of the tetmlated effort. Beam trawls are forbidden.

There are three effort derogations in place in égt for TR2, CPart13B, CPartl3C and CPartl11.
All the Danish TR2 effort is under the derogatioRa€t13C from 2010 onwards while the German
TR2 effort is partly under the derogation CPartI#Bween 2010 and 2011. STECF notes that the
uptake of the regulated gear TR2 exceeds the mawigffort levels defined in the annual TAC and
guota regulations since 2010 as Member Stateseabatiditional effort allocations under article 13
of the cod plan.

Only Sweden reported under the derogation artitlénlgear category TR2, achieving the <1.5%
cod catch by using a sorting grid. This represer@@h of the Swedish TR2 effort in Kattegat
2012. The effort deployed by passive gears (GN1,a8d LL1) is relatively small, with a stable
share of around 3% of the total regulated effore@i2. The effort deployed by unregulated gear
categories (including effort under the derogatidta@l11) was 30% of the total effort in 2012.

In 2012, the nominal effort (kW days at sea) deptbpy small vessels (LOA<10m) constituted
12% of the total effort in the area.

According the ranked regulated gear groups’ coutitims to cod catch and landings in 2012, only
the TR2 is estimated to exceed the level of theutative 20% and thus considered subject to
annual effort adjustments (Coun. Reg. 1342/20G81a¢4)).

STECF notes that information on Fully DocumenteshBries FDF was only provided by Sweden
and only for 2010. FDF fishing effort and catchppear negligible and are not evaluated further.

The estimated cod CPUE and respective effort teantictors between donor and receiving
regulated gear groups based on averages 2010-20gtvan below. Red cells are indicated to be
imprecise due to lack of adequate discard inforomatiYellow cells indicate sufficient sampling
and green cells good sampling information. The eosion factors are estimated based on CPUE
(g/kWday) while LPUE (g/kWday) values are also paed.
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Kattegat

donor gear |receiving gear 2010-2012
GN1 GT1 L1 TR1 TR2 TR3 CPUE LPUE factor=  CPUE donor/CPUE receiving

3a GN1 187 50 if factor >1then
3a GT1 1 1 factor=1
3a L1 1 1
3a TR1 71 25 if CPUE=0 or LPUE =0then
3a  TR2 106 41 CPUE=1or LPUE=1
3a TR3 8 8

STECF notes that that ICES did not provide an diallyassessment of cod in the Kattegat in 2013.
STECF is therefore unable to provide analyses migalith the partial fishing mortalities by
fisheries (metiers), the respective correlationsvben partial fishing mortality and fishing effort
and the review of reductions in fishing mortalitytioe effort regulated gear groups in relationhe t
cod plan provisions.

Effort regime evaluation for the Skagerrak, North Sea including 2EU and Eastern Channel
STECF notes that in this area, a substantial gattieoeffort is deployed by Non-European fleets
(primarily Norway); this component is not accounfedin this report, except for the part dealing
with partial fishing mortalities by fisheries. Noegian fishing effort is reported to ICES (ICES,
2013). Catch and effort data including the spectaiditions of the cod management plan in force
since 2009 (CPartll and CPartl3) have been provigedll Member States with significant
fishing activity in this area. Additionally, disttion is now provided across the various CPart13
specifications (A, B, or C).

The North Sea (area 3b2) is the main fishing ar&&o( of the total 2012 regulated effort in area
3b), followed by the Eastern Channel (15%, 3b3)ilevithe Skagerrak represents a smaller
component (7%, 3bl). In all three sub areas, régleffort has decreased since 2003. In area 3b2
(North Sea and 2EU), regulated effort is equallared between beam trawls and demersal
trawls/seines (47% and 47% of total 2012 regulaféatt respectively). Small mesh beam trawling
(80-119 mm, BT2) and demersal trawls/seines witgeiamesh sizes (>=100mm, TR1) are the
predominant fisheries. In the Eastern Channel, degth&rawls/seines are also the main gears (65%
of the 2012 regulated effort in the area, mainhakben mesh size 70-99mm TR2), but with beam
trawls and passive gears representing importahetiss (19% and 16% of the 2012 regulated
effort respectively). The main gears in managemarga 3bl (Skagerrak) are demersal
trawls/seines (90% of the 2012 regulated efforthvai predominance of TR2.

The estimated overall reduction in effort (kW dayssea) in 2012 of regulated gears in the entire
area 3b amounts to 41% compared to the averageZiiiband to 10% compared to 2011.

Since 2003 the effort of small boats (LOA<10m) graty increased from 3% to 9% of the overall
effort deployed in the entire area 3b (SkagerrakiiNSea and 2EU, Eastern Channel) in 2012.
TR1 and TR2 gears were identified as the major catthing gears and exceeded the 20%
cumulative cod catch in 2012 and are thus congidsubject to annual effort adjustments (Coun.
Reg. 1342/2008, art. 12(4)).

In 2012 fully documented fisheries again represkiotdy a small but increasing proportion of the
total effort (5.6%). The importance of the main cgelar (TR1) has increased further and is
estimated at 28.9% of the TR1 effort deployed i620n total, 36% of cod catches by EU vessels
were taken during FDF trials.
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A preliminary analysis of selectivity for cod by Fand non-FDF fisheries indicated that cod catch
compositions at age from Danish and Scottish FBRefies were rather similar to the catch
compositions at age from all fisheries by thesenties. STECF notes that only these two
countries conducted separate sampling and appleszthrate data aggregation and raising
procedures. Any further investigations would reguwo individual data sets, one which comprises
an exclusive set of non-FDF fisheries, and secaorewhich represents an exclusive set on FDF
fisheries.

The estimated cod CPUE (average 2010-2012, g/kWedag) respective effort transfer factors
between donor and receiving regulated gear groopsheé cod management area comprising the
Skagerrak, North Sea, EU part of lla, and Eastenan@el are given below. Red cells indicate
imprecise values due to lack of adequate discafarnmation. Yellow cells indicate sufficient
sampling and green cells good sampling informat®ECF notes that the report also provides the
conversion factors for each of the three sub-ameagioned above.

Skagerrak, North Sea and 2 EU, Eastern Channel
donor gear |receiving gear 2010-2012
BT1 BT2 GN1 GT1 LL1 TR1 TR2 TR3 CPUE LPUE factor= CPUE donor/CPUE receiving
3b BT1 1 0.228 0.217 0.962 227 227 if factor >1then
3b  BT2 0.203 0.046 46 41 factor=1
3b  GN1 1 1 995 970
3b GT1 0.846 1 0.193 . . 192 140 if CPUE=0 or LPUE =0 then
3b L1 520 520 CPUE=1 or LPUE=1
3b TR1 1048 902
3b  TR2 236 125
3b TR3 10 10

The Report presents partial fishing mortalitiesrégulated fisheries and Member States in relation
to the estimated fishing mortality by ICES (2018)dhe landings and discards volumes in relation
to the estimated total catch for the year availaBIEECF notes that the correlations between the
partial Fs for cod and effort are significant famnse important regulated metiers catching cod but
insignificant for others. In all three sub-areasl,3Bb2 and 3b3, the correlations between the
summed partial Fs of cod for regulated gears aspeaive sums of fishing effort in units of kW
days at sea are statistically significant. Whiledy@orrelation does not always mean ‘cause and
effect’, the results here suggest that managentefistong mortality by fishing effort in units of
kWdays may provide a useful auxiliary measure tottaonstraints and technical measures.

Cod mortality due to discarding has generally b@gh, but has declined since 2008.

STECF notes that partial F of cod for all Membeat& has reduced since 2008, though such
reductions have not always been consistent (neatly proportional) with changes in effort by
regulated gears. However, STECF notes that thenatd trends in partial fishing mortality are
dependent on the changed perception of the expiwmitatatus in 2011 and 2012 derived from the
2013 ICES assessment of the North Sea cod stockthEoUK fleet, partial F appears to have
reduced in line with the overall F reductions regdiunder the plan, though effort has not. This
suggests that there has been some decoupling ofrood fishing effort, consistent with cod
avoidance or discard reduction.

STECF notes that Article 13.2a has not been addpyeany Member State, and so there was no
detailed discussion of this provision in this sewtiArticle 13.2b is for ‘effort groups in whicheh
fishing activity of one or more vessels resultaicatch composition of less than 5% cod per fishing
trip’. STECF has already stated that a catch coitippsspecial condition was not necessarily
consistent with reductions in cod mortality asoed not control the overall amount of cod caught.
However, STECF concludes that the proportion ofdherall fishing mortality on cod accounted
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for by all fisheries operating under Article 13.mains low and did not exceed 5% during 2009-
2012.

STECF notes that Article 13.2c has only been adbptethe UK in areas 3b1, 3b2 or 3b3 and is
applied to the entire fleet using regulated geatess they are subject to Article 13.2b or exempted
under Article 11. STECF notes that the respective (BNG, SCO, NIR) gear types TR1 have

reduced their fishing effort in kWdays at sea by %0since 2009, which corresponds with an

estimated reduction in fishing mortality of cod B§% over the same period. During 2009-2012,
the fishing effort of TR2 gears operating underiédket 13.2.c declined by 11%, with a reduction in

fishing mortality by 31% over the same period. Thspective fisheries by Northern Ireland are
negligible and were not operative in 2012.

A provisional analysis on spatio-temporal pattenmscod catchability (the probability for an
individual cod to be captured) based on catch rfabes commercial fisheries and surveys reveals
that the probability of any individual cod in thepgulation to be caught is not evenly distributed
over the North Sea with the lowest probability weheod abundance is highest, i.e. around the
Shetlands in the northern North Sea, the Skagamdikthe Eastern Channel.

Effort regime evaluation for the West of Scotland

The fishery West of Scotland is primarily an ottexwl fishery; beam trawls and static gears are
hardly used. Effort within regulated gears is 5&%slin 2012 compared to 2003. Regulated effort
by trawl and seine gears (TR gears under Coun. ({&€2). 1342/2008) shows a long term decrease
in effort and fell to its lowest level in the tingeries in 2011, but was stable between 2011 and
2012 for those nations reporting in both years. r@l/effort of small boats (LOA<10m) is 10%
higher in 2012 compared to 2003 although it has belatively stable since 2006.

The most important category in terms of cod catett Endings is TR1 which over the period
2010-2012 on average, accounted for 94% and 99%edbtal cod landings and catches by weight
respectively from Vla. The second most importargrgeategory is TR2, which can be seen to be a
gear category with Nephrops as the dominant spanigbe landings. Based on the relative
contribution TR1 is the only gear group where thecpntage cumulative cod catch in 2012
exceeded 20% and thus considered subject to aaffoeladjustments (Coun. Reg. 1342/2008, art.
12(4)).

The table of international conversion factors isdshon average CPUE (2010-2012). Discard data
are scarce for many regulated gear groups but bese interpreted as representative for TR1 and
TR2. Red cells indicate imprecise values due t& FEcadequate discard information, green cells

good sampling information.
West of Scotland

donor gear |receiving gear 2010-2012
BT1 BT2 GN1 LL1 TR1 TR2 CPUE LPUE factor =

3d BTl 1 1 if factor > 1then
3d BT2 1 1 factor=1
3d GN1 7 7
3d L1 1 1 if CPUE=0 or LPUE =0 then
3d TR1 252 33 CPUE=1or LPUE=1
3d TR2 0.008 2 2

Overall the correlation between partial F of cod &stimated fishing effort of regulated gears is
statistically significant but negative. STECF isable to determine the reason why there are
negative or insignificant relationship between [ a&ffort for the greatest cod contributors to cod
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catches from Vla. Nevertheless from the informatieported by Member States, the management
measures in place in Vla have not been successédhieving a reduction in fishing mortality.

STECF notes that for Member States other than tkepéttial F has reduced since 2008, though
such reductions have not always been consistentliiearly proportional) with changes in effort
by regulated gears. In the UK, a reduction in ¢fferecorded (less than that to bring effort t820.
of effort in 2008) but partial F is recorded asr@ased in 2011 and 2012 compared to 2008.

STECF notes that Article 13.2a of the cod plant@sbeen adopted by any Member State, and so
there was no detailed discussion of this provisiothis section. Article 13.2b is for ‘effort grosip

in which the fishing activity of one or more vessetsults in a catch composition of less than 5%
cod per fishing trip’. West of Scotland article 23.fisheries are estimated to have accounted for
10% of regulated gear partial F in 2011 but less th% in 2012.

STECF notes that Article 13.2c has only been adbptelRL and the UK in area 3d, and these
fisheries contributed a minor part of the cod ca®RECF notes that vessels operating under article
13.2d contribute the majority of cod fishing moittabver all gear types. The partial F for this one
category is between 0.7 and 0.8. This is truedndings and discards with discards making a much
greater contribution to fishing mortality in receygars. Overall, STECF concludes that are no
indications that the Scottish TR1 fishery workingdar any of articles 13.2.b, ¢ or d have
contributed to a reduction in fishing mortalityadd west of Scotland.

Effort regime evaluation for the Irish Sea

During 2003-2010, overall nominal effort (kW*day$ sea) for boats LOA>=10m declined
continuously by 43%. Since then, effort has rem@stable. The trend in fishing effort of regulated
gears appears similar with a decrease by 53% d@008-2010 and remained stable from 2010 to
2012. Since 2007, the dominating regulated gedaenms of kW days has been the trawled TR2
(>75%) with an increasing trend (80% in 2012). 8i2609, the cod plan provisions of 13.2 a, b
and c are applied when using effort-regulated gears

During 2007-2012, small boats’ effort (LOA<10m) sl without a clear trend and constituted
among 11-15% of the overall effort deployed. Effarsmall boats dropped during 2009 and 2010,
increasing again thereatfter.

STECF notes that discard information available wwithe Irish Sea is incomplete and thus impedes
analyses of catch compositions and trends by fisfieBased on the relative contributions to

overall deployed effort, GN1, TR1 and TR2 are ggaups where the proportional cumulative cod

landings in 2012 exceeded 20% and are thus sutgeahnual effort adjustments (Coun. Reg.

1342/2008, art. 12(4)).

The table of international effort conversion fasta@ based on average CPUE (2010-2012) is given
below. LPUEs are used for GN1, GT1, and LL1 fiskers time series of discard data were not
available. TR2 and BT2 are the only two gear caiegavhere discard data were available over the
three previous years. Red cells indicate impreciakies due to lack of adequate discard

information. Yellow cells indicate sufficient sarmg.
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Irish Sea
donor gear |receiving gear

BT2 GN1 GT1 LL1 TRl TR2 CPUE LPUE factor =

3c BT2 1 90 58 if factor > 1then

3c GN1 3033 3033 factor=1

3c GT1 1136 1136

3c L1 1 1 if CPUE=0 or LPUE =0then
3c TR1 528 523 CPUE=1or LPUE=1

3c TR2 0.878 79 42

STECF notes that the correlations between the suhaetial Fs for landings of the regulated

fisheries and their estimated fishing efforts arsignificant. STECF is unable to determine the
reason why the relationship between partial Fs ostnMember State fisheries using regulated
gears are not significantly correlated with th@edfic effort estimates. STECF notes that the lack
of discards prevents reliable conclusions regardivg effects of fishing effort management in

relation to cod in the Irish Sea.

Effort regime evaluation for the Celtic Sea

The review of trends in fisheries-specific effortdacatches in the Celtic Sea is presented at the
level of aggregation for the fisheries defined e multi-annual cod plan, to allow managers to
evaluate the data with the view to the potentiaéesion of the cod plan to include the Celtic Sea.
The Celtic Sea is defined into two management aresadCES Sub-divisions 7bcefghjk and ICES
Sub-divisions 7fg. In 2012 in terms of kWdays & deployed by effort regulated gear groups and
vessels>10m, France contributed 40%, Ireland 20%, England ®ales 15%, Spain 13%,
Belgium 7%, and Scotland 4% (ICES Sub-divisionseTtagjk).

Trends in fishing effort for the sensitive cod geand non-regulated gears are presented in the
report. Spanish data are only included for 2012@slata for earlier periods have been submitted
by the Spanish Authorities. The demersal fishearesdominated by the gears TR1, TR2 and BT2.
In recent years (since 2008) fishing effort hasnbetatively stable, with the increase in 2012 due
to the inclusion of Spanish data for 2012 only. ala#ffort for countries excluding Spain has
remained stable overall. In 2012, “unregulated’rgeaere deployed by France (26%), Ireland
(21%), England (19%) and Dutch (16%). There apmkarpeak in 2010 of pelagic boats obviously
fishing for boarfish in the Celtic Sea.

The relative contribution of effort in terms of k\Afb at sea deployed by small vessels (<10m)
increased from 5% in 2003 to 8% in 2012 as comparddthe overall effort deployed in the Celtic
Sea (ICES Sub-divisions 7bcefghjk).

STECF notes that the correlations between the suhpasial F of catches from all regulated gears
and their specific effort estimates in kW days eh ®ver the main fisheries (effort regulated
fisheries in the cod plan) are insignificant in teetire Celtic Sea (7bcefghjk). However, the
relations between summed partial F of catches mhihf effort from all regulated gears become
significant when the area is reduced to the ICE&lisisions 7fg. While good correlation does not
always mean ‘cause and effect’, the results heggest that management of fishing mortality by
fishing effort in units of kWdays may provide a fideauxiliary measure to catch constraints and
technical measures.

Effort regime evaluation for southern hake and Norvay lobster
STECF notes that the major data deficiency in malyses is the lack of Spanish catch and effort
data in 2010 and 2011. Furthermore it is import@annote that Spanish fishing vessels using
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regulated gears were not granted fishing efforbgations by the Spanish Authorities in 2012 as
provided for in Annex IIB to the annual TAC and @aoegulations.

The nominal effort of regulated gears (3a-c) dedliby 27% during 2007-2012 and by 23% from
2009 to 2012. The major effort regulated gearstadottom trawls. Bottom trawl! effort subject to

effort regulation decreased by 31% since 2007 anl8%6 since 2009. Given that Spain has not
provided data for small vessels (LOA<10m) and tRattuguese data for small vessels do not
provide gear or fishery specific information STEGFunable to conclude on the effects of small
vessels.

In 2012, regulated bottom trawls caught more thalh ¢f the hake and anglerfish catches and the
97% of Nephrops catches in Divisions Vllic-1Xa. Th€UE for hake displays a continuous
increase since 2005, and catch rates (CPUE OR LBUHBgphrops in Div. IXa and anglerfish in
Div. Vllic-1Xa have continuously decreased sinc®20The same trend is apparent in both the data
submitted to STECF in response to the DCF data ealll the data estimated by ICES.

STECF estimated partial F for hake and the regdlgéar groups by Member States and correlated
the time series with fishing effort in units of k\&ts at sea. Given the data deficiency in 2010 and
2011, STECF does not further conclude on the saggmt correlation between the summed partial
Fs of hake for regulated gear groups and theiirfgsleffort with respect to the effects of fishing
effort management.

Effort regime evaluation for Western Channel sole

STECF notes the majority of fishing effort deployiedthe Western Channel is effort that is not
being regulated by the Management plan for soBiuision Vlle. The two regulated gear groups,
beam trawls and the static nets, account for oniglatively small proportion (about 15%) of the
overall deployed effort.

The effort (kW days at sea) of gear groups regdlég fishing effort appears to have remained
stable since 2009 after a major drop prior to 2088&m 2009-2012, the reported regulated beam
trawl (> 80 mm) effort steadily increased and by 2012 wé% higher compared with 2009. Over
the same period, the lower reported effort by ragpa static nets (< 220 mm) decreased by 42%.
The effort from the vessels <10m fluctuated betw&8% and 25% of the effort deployed by the
vessels >10m and shows an increasing trend sir@® 20

STECF notes that estimated sole catches are daditgt effort regulated beam trawls (67% in
2012), while static nets contributed a minor sh& in 2012). STECF reiterates its observation
that a relatively high percentage of sole is caughtgears that are not being regulated by this
regulation. Sole catches of unregulated gearsae@dess of 27% of the overall sole catches in area
7e for each year of the data series (2004-2012). okter trawl gear is the main unregulated gear
involved and accounts for over of 22% of total szA&ches in recent years.

STECF notes that only UK (England and Wales) ha$els operating under an FDF scheme for
the first time in 2012. 7 vessels were operatianahe FDF fisheries using the regulated beam
trawl gear (3a) and one vessel using the unregulzam trawl gear (mesh size <80mm). The total
numbers of English vessels operating such geard3aend 2 respectively. The effort of the FDF
fisheries to the total deployed effort by the redyed beamers (3a) and unregulated beamers amount
to 17% and 1% respectively. The catches of sol fim FDF fisheries represent 23% and 28% of
the total international catches of the 3a regulgestts and the unregulated beamers, respectively.
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STECF estimated the uptake of the permitted fislefiigrt in units of days at sea per vessel. The
results should be interpreted with caution as stemated ceilings are based on number of active
vessels times the number of days allowed. STEC&snbiat the number of active vessels and their
associated days at sea may be overestimated (fawdtpnted) if they changed regulated gears. For
the regulated beam trawl fleet (3a), the Englistesandicate an increasing uptake (47% - 95%)
over time whereas the Belgian and the French regilaeam trawl fleet show a stable uptake on a
low (around 10%) and high level (around 65%) repely. The English regulated static gear (3b)

show a slight increase in uptake (20%-40%) oveetinhereas the French regulated static gear
show a stable uptake of around 50%. National amentsrto the effort regulations were granted to
UK in 2011.

STECF notes that the correlations between the suhpasial Fs for sole landings of the regulated
fisheries and their estimated fishing efforts agmiicant for the period 2005-2012. While good
correlation does not always mean ‘cause and effét’ results here suggest that management of
fishing mortality by fishing effort in units of k\W&ays may provide a useful auxiliary measure to
catch constraints and technical measures for thdated gears. The lack of discard information in
the assessment and forecast of fishing opportgnisieould be considered when assessing
management risks.

Effort regime evaluation for the Western Waters andDeep Sea

In accordance with the Terms of reference, the Rgpesents trends in effort, catch estimates and
CPUE for defined fisheries (major gear groups) ¥8rmanagement areas within the convention
areas of ICES and CECAF. STECF notes that the EWfereenced extreme difficulties in
preparing the data and the interpretation of thermoinfounded by data deficiencies described in
section 4 of the report. STECF also notes thatadismformation is often scarce.

Effort within the Deep sea and Western waters le@s lcompiled for kW*days-at-sea, GT*days-at-
sea, and numbers of vessels. Within the reportfdbes is on kW*Days at sea. Information on
GT*days at sea and numbers of vessels, landingsaidis, CPUE and LPUE is available via the
website (electronic appendixes to the repdrtp://stect.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/ewg1313

Bottom trawl effort is concentrated in ICES Area 34 well as the Continental shelf and slope to
the west and southwest of Ireland and the UK. Bottoaw! effort in the Bay of Biscay, the
Cantabrian Sea and off the Portuguese coast ireteas2012 compared to 2010 and 2011. Beam
trawling is concentrated in the Celtic sea andvileetern English Channel. While beam trawls are
not a deepwater gear some of the species caughtlassified under Annex 2 of the deep sea
regulation. Pelagic trawling was concentrated @ wlest of Ireland, and to the west and north of
Scotland in the mid 2000s. This effort decreaseatty between 2007 and 2009, increased again in
2010, but has reduced again in 2011 and 2012. rengiffort was concentrated on the shelf and
slope between Shetland and Portugal but has bedacime in recent years. Longline effort from
the Azores has shown an increase since 2009. Imithe2000s gill net effort was concentrated in
the Celtic sea and Porcupine Bank. Due to exigtasgrictions in the use of deepwater gill nets
much of this effort is now concentrated in the €edea, with some effort in the North sea, west of
Scotland and the Bay of Biscay. Catch estimategperyeided in tabular format according to the
requested rankings of deep sea, demersal and psfaegies, respectively.

Effort regime evaluation for the Bay of Biscay
STECF notes that all the analyses and trends pgessém the report include data from Spain for
2012 only as Spain did not provide corresponding flar previous years to the DCF data call for
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fishing effort regime evaluations. In interpretithg trends in fishing effort and estimated catchies,
is important to take into account that discard linfation is scarce and patchy and in some cases, is
of dubious quality.

STECF notes that the multiannual plan for the snabde exploitation of the stock of sole in the
Bay of Biscay (R (EC) 388/2006) prescribes maximammual fishing capacity for Member States’
vessels that hold a special permit to fish. Th@reprovides fisheries-specific catch and effotiada
for the Northern Bay of Biscay (ICES Div. Vllla) @rthe southern Bay of Biscay (ICES Div.
VIIIb). In Vllla, 90% of the reported deployed eftan 2012 was French, 9% Spanish and 1%
Belgian. The main French fisheries are otter travdmmel net, gill net and pelagic trawls. The
main Spanish fisheries are longline, otter travd gill net. In VIlib, 69% of the reported deployed
effort in 2012 was French, 25% Spanish and 6% Belgihe main French fisheries are otter trawl,
trammel net, gill net, longline and pelagic trawhe main Spain fisheries are otter trawl, longline
and pelagic trawl.

Due to data deficiencies, STECF was unable to ®eMgluate the effort regime for sole in the Bay
of Biscay. France and Spain provided the data emds in fishing capacity requested in the data
call, in the unit of gross tonnage and for the y&k2 only.

From 2010 to 2012 the overall trend in fishing dfia units of kW days at sea increased by 4% in
the area Vllla and by 35% in VIlib, although thibservation is largely due to the inclusion of
Spanish data for 2012 only. During 2010-2012, teas 50% of the reported deployed effort (kW
days at sea) was accounted for by vessels cartlyengpecial fishing permit in area Vllla. In area
VIlIb, the relative contribution of licensed vessghried between 57% and 68%.

During 2010-2012, small boats (LOA<10m) contributdzbut 20% to the effort deployed in area
Vllla and about 10%-15% in area VIlIb after sigo#nt increases in deployed effort by small boats
for earlier years in both areas. Spain has notigeavany information regarding deployed fishing

effort of small boats operating in the Bay of Bigca

STECF notes that the correlations between the suhpasdial Fs based only on landings from the
major fisheries and the corresponding reportedirfgsheffort are significant in area 8a but
insignificant in area 8b. As those analyses daak# account of discards and the time series do not
incorporate Spanish data, the results are quesii®aad may not be representative.

STECF acknowledges the considerable efforts tagghdy Expert Working Group on Evaluation

of fishing effort regimes in European Waters PafE®/G -13-13) and endorses the findings in the
report.

Conclusions on Future procedures

STECF notes that the aggregated information of fie so-called fishing effort data bases,
compiled from annual data calls directed to MenfB@tes since 2003 and DCF data calls by DG
Mare since 2011, comprise detailed time seriessbefy-specific catch and effort data.

STECF notes that these fishing effort data baskeser¢o all European regional Seas except the
Mediterranean and Black Seas. Nevertheless, theifispdata calls for the Mediterranean and
Black Seas are designed such that the data prowidddr such calls are compatible with the
existing effort data bases. In the recent pastfishéng effort data bases, have not only been tsed
provide advice on the 10 regional fishing efforginee evaluations but have also formed the basis
of advice on a diverse number of topics includieguests for advice on fishery-specific discard
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estimates and catch compositions in relation toouarprovisions prescribed in management and
recovery plans.

STECF notes that due to changes in personnel in #RCability to operate the data aggregation
and evaluation tools developed to handle MembeaeStaubmissions under the annual effort data
calls may need to be re-coded. Such a re-codihkgely to be necessary because whoever is tasked
with replacing those personnel at JRC who formeddwglt with such data will have considerable
difficulty in understanding the database structwaed extraction procedures and there is a danger
that output will be less reliable than hitherto.

Presently, the effort databases are coded in MSEEESC STECF notes, that in recognition of the
strategic value of the effort databases, the JR&hds to devote additional resources to undertake a
major revision to the databases and re-code in SQis will allow full integration with the DCF
database scheme and facilitate the enhancemergsiluitity and management of the databases. To
this end the JRC will employ additional staff fofixeed period of time. Recognising the current and
future importance and value of the effort databates STECF fully endorses the JRC initiative
which aims to ensure continued provision of sowidrgific advice.

6. ADDITIONAL REQUESTS SUBMITTED TO THE STECF PLENARY BY THE
COMMISSION

6.1. Status of Argyrosomus regiusn the Canary Islands (native, alien or locally abent)

Request to the STECF

DG MARE has received a complaint about the allefgeching of common meagréfgyrosomus
regiug in the Canary Islands, which the complainantnokaiis an alien species and should be
subject to the authorisation regime establishe®égulation 708/2007. In order to correctly assess
this complaint, it is necessary to first establisrgyrosomus regiuss a native, alien or locally
absent species in the Canary Islands, in accordaitbehe relevant provisions of Reg. 708/2007.
Art. 3 of the Regulation defines an alien specgSaaspecies or subspecies of an aquatic organism
occurring outside its known natural range and trea af its natural dispersal potential”, and a
locally absent species as "a species or subspetias aquatic organism which is locally absent
from a zone within its natural range of distributidor biogeographical reasons”. We would
therefore need STECF's opinion on this issue: gihenabove definitions, shouldrgyrosomus
regiusbe considered as a native, alien or locally abseeties in the Canary Islands?

STECF respponse

The common meagréA(gyrosomus regiyscalled “corvina” in Spanish is a coastal fish gpe
from family SciaenidagorderPerciformes According to FishBase (www.fishbase. org) itstaat
distribution covers the Eastern Atlantic from Noywt Gibraltar and Congo, including the
Mediterranean and the Black Sea. It has migrateithié¢oRed Sea via the Suez Canal. According
FAO species identification sheets (Chao and Trewal@81) the common meagre is a native
species in the Canary Islands coastal waters. Patlal. (1985) have reported the species of being
observed inshore to about 200 m depths around ifen&omera, and Hierro islands. FishBase
reports the species occurrence status as strayiiCanaries area. Landings of common meagre
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have been reported by Spain in the Canaries/Madegeon in 1979 (1 t) and 1980 (48 t)
(www.fao.org/fishery/statistics/cecaf-capture

STECF conclusions

STECF concludes that according to the definitiohalien and locally absent given in Article 3 of
Council Regulation (EC) 708/2007, the common meaffkegyrosomus regiys cannot be
considered as an alien or locally absent specid®einvaters surrounding the Canary Islands. Based
on information presented above and taking intooast that reports of the occurrence of
Argyrosomus regiugn waters around the Canary Islands exist forgbeod before aquaculture
production of Argyrosomus regiugommenced, STECF concludes tRagyrosomus regiuss
native to the coastal waters of the Canary Islands.

STECF also concludes that the available scientificrmation is insufficient to assess the current
status of wildArgyrosomus regiusn the waters surrounding the Canary Islandss lalso not
possible to conclude whether any individuals presamprises a local self-contained population or
whether they comprise migrant individuals from idaiguring sea areas.

References
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6.2. Request for a review of the reports of ICES advicen management rules for sole in
the Bay of Biscay

Request to the STECF

The STECF is requested to review ICES advice oDt®ber 2013 on management measures for
the stock of sole in the Bay of Biscay, evaluate findings and make any appropriate comments
and recommendations.

The request to ICES was as followéhe following is the interpretation of the Freneguest in English)

For a harvest control rule based on a fixed TAC aafeguard mechanisms as described below, ICES is
requested to:

- (a) advise on whether these management provisigescansistent with ICES precautionary
approach in the long-term, and

- (b) to give the year at which Fmsy is reached withh probability for each of the TAC values in
point 2 below.
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Point 1: Fixed TAC

1. Rules for setting the TAC for the stock of sokbe Bay of Biscay are defined with the objectivaeach
FMSY (i.e., F = 0.26) by 2020,;

2. The TAC is set at a constant value until tharfig mortality is equal to FMSY. TAC levels in aga of
3500 to 4500 tonnes (by 100 tonne steps) are tested

3. When fishing mortality is equal to FMSY, the Ti&\€et to give a forecast fishing mortality at FS
(0.26);

4. When the rule of paragraph 3 applies, the TAG@ea given year shall not correspond to a vaoatof
less than or more than 10% compared to the TAGepteceding year;

5. Notwithstanding paragraph 2, if fishing mortglincreases during the two years preceding thecedon
the status of the stock, the TAC is reduced by d@%¥pared to the previous year. The TAC level set in
this way becomes the reference TAC fixed for tipdiGgtion of the rule in paragraph 2;

6. If the spawning stock biomass is estimated tedmthan the biomass limit (Blim = 13,000 tomis¢, TAC
is set at a level corresponding to FMSY.

Point 2: In the absence of validated analyticalesssnent

1. If the analytical assessment of the stock @& sothe Bay of Biscay is not available or is nalidated by
ICES and / or STECF, the setting of the TAC is hasethe trend in abundance indices;

2. Based on the index of abundance derived frorsdtamtific campaign ORHAGO, the TAC is increasgd b
15% if the average stock abundance of the two piiageyears is at least more than 20% compared to
the average abundance of the previous three yadaiess TAC is otherwise reduced by 15% if the index
indicates a decline in abundance of 20% or mor¢hensame basis.

Background documentation can be found on:
https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/plen1303

STECF Response

STECF notes the ICES response to the Commissienisest for a harvest control rule evaluation
on a fixed TAC and safeguard mechanisms for sotkarBay of Biscay (ICES Advice 2013, Book
7, section 7.3.5.2).

STECF agrees with logical explanations given inl®ES response and with the ICES advice that
the evaluated harvest control rule is consideredet@recautionary when the fixed TAC is set at
less than or equal to 4500 tonnes. STECF noteshthrad of the fixed TAC regimes (3500 to 4500
tonnes) have >50% probability of reachingstin 2015 but all fixed TAC targets4300 tonnes
have >50% probability of reachingy§y by 2020. Only fixed TACs less than <3900 tonnes ar
shown to have a greater than 75% probability ofhieay Fusy by 2020. STECF further notes that it
takes longer to reachyky for higher fixed TAC options. As a consequencethwiigher fixed
TAC's there is, for a few years beyond 2020, somobability of failing to reduce F sufficiently to
move from the fixed TAC target to thedy target (Table 6.2.1).
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Table 6.2.1 The probability (in %) of changing fraine initial fixed TAC (Clauses 2 and 5) to thgsk target (Clauses 3
and 4), for initial fixed TAC values between 350@al500 tonnes. Shaded values have >50% probadility
making the change to Clauses 3 and 4 (i.e. F estihtat have reached,ky). The simulations include the
implementation of all clauses of the HCR.

Fixed TAC 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 20200212 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

3500 0 0 24 54 81 93 98 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
3600 0 0 20 49 75 89 96 99 100 100 100 100 100 100
3700 0 0 16 42 67 84 93 98 99 99 100 100 100 100
3800 0 0 13 36 60 79 90 96 99 99 100 100 100 100
3900 0 0 11 31 53 72 86 93 97 99 100 100 100 100
4000 0 0 9 26 46 64 80 90 95 98 99 100 100 100
4100 0 0 7 20 38 56 73 84 91 94 97 98 100 100
4200 0 0 6 16 33 49 66 78 86 92 95 97 98 99
4300 0 0 5 12 27 42 58 72 81 88 93 96 97 99
4400 0 0 3 22 33 49 62 72 81 88 93 96 98
4500 0 0 2 18 29 41 53 64 74 81 87 91 95

6.3. Request for a an assessment of the efficiency ofetlsquare mesh panel introduced
for certain vessels fishing in the Celtic Sea

Background

Commission implementing regulation 737/2012 prositte the introduction of a selectivity device

in the form of a square mesh panel for certain 8Rd TR2 bottom trawls and seines operating in
ICES areas VIIf, Vllg and part of VIIh. The regutat also provides for the setting up of an
observer programme and the submission by Membé¢esStancerned of a report '‘on the selective
performance of the gear, including the total catchwed discards of vessels subject to the observer
programme no later than 15 October of each yeahich the programme is implemented'. In their
national legislation implementing regulation 737420Belgian authorities provided for additional
voluntary measures. These require Belgian beamidraith a mesh size superior or equal to 80
mm to integrate an upper panel entirely made ddi@&rBm mesh to allow for the escape of juvenile
gadoids.

Background documentation can be found on:
https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/plen1303

Terms of Reference

1. Using the data provided by Member States, STisC&quested to:

a. assess whether any changes in retention ahlefdiaddock and whiting are attributable to
the introduction of the square mesh panel in tHecC®eas demersal fisheries in 2012.

If possible and suitable, STECF shall also:

b. examine the effect of the said panel on cod

C. utilise 2013 data alongside 2012 data

2. Using the data provided by the Belgian Institiste Fisheries (ILVO), STECF is requested to
assess the efficiency of the voluntary measureantély the Belgian authorities as described above
in the 'Background' section.
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3. With regard to the results of the assessmenisealSTECF is requested to suggest suitable
modifications of the regulation whether in its gexghical scope, the gears concerned, the
dimensions or the mesh size of the square mesh patie insertion of other selectivity devices.

STECF response

STECF acknowledges the detailed data analysis laadcclear presentation of the results in the
contractors' report. Observer and survey data filoenrelevant fisheries and the main countries
(France, Ireland and UK; representing >90% of tbd, diaddock and whiting catches in 2012)
available for detailed spatially and seasonallpikesd analyses.

The two approaches used to analyse the data were to

1. compare commercial data of hauls with and witlsguare-mesh panels that took place in similar
regions during the same time period, and to

2. compare commercial data from before and afeiiritroduction of the panels to the survey data
from matching regions.

After comparison of the commercial data, the regoricludes that although the proportion small
fish (below minimum landing size) in the catches kacreased since the introduction of square-
mesh panels, this change could not be attributékisdechnical measure alone, since it could have
resulted from the poor recruitment that all thrpecses experienced in recent years. Furthermore,
the variability in the observer data was too higldétect any change in the selection pattern.

The report also concludes that even though theeguthata were adjusted to take account of the
spatial distribution of the observed commerciallbaand the length data were standardised, the
length distributions were too variable to draw ficanclusions about the size selectivity of the

commercial gear before and after the introductibthe square-mesh panels.

STECF notes that relatively large fractions of hamkdand whiting of 30-40 cm length were
reported to be discarded in French fisheries in9@kvision Vllg (Dimeet et al.). Hence it would
have been helpful if the reported catch data had lwailable separated by landings and discards.

As the length frequency distributions presentedagtbthat haddock less than 30 cm (MLS) are
still being retained by the gear, further improveitsen selectivity are required to avoid catching
these individuals. In this respect, STECF agredis thie recommendations in the contractors' report
regarding gear modifications such as the positibthe square-mesh panel in the net and an
increase of mesh sizes of the square-mesh panel.

STECF conclusions

1. In keeping with the findings presented in thentCactors’ report, STECF concludes that although
the proportion small fish (below minimum landinges in the catches has decreased since the
introduction of square-mesh panels, this changédcoot be attributed to this technical measure
alone.

2. As no information was made available to STE®@E,dfficiency of the voluntary measures taken
by the Belgian authorities as described aboveerbackground section, could not be assessed.

3. STECF did not have access to sufficient inforomatto specifically suggest suitable
modifications of the regulation with respect to gsographical scope, the gears concerned, the
dimensions or the mesh size of the square mesh patie insertion of other selectivity devices.
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6.4. Request for an evaluation of the proposed managemeplan for Herring VI(S) and
Vlib,c

Background

In 2011 the Pelagic RAC proposed a managementfplathis stock. The plan was examined by
STECF during its 2011 autumn plenary meeting. Sgvamments were then issued concerning
areas for improvement. Subsequently, the Pelagi€ R¥nended the plan in order to take the
feedback from STECF on board.

STECEF in its autumn plenary 2012 performed a piiekany evaluation of the plan and outlined the
steps required for a full evaluation. In April 2QISTECF considered a partial evaluation done by
JRC and suggested further amendments to the plan.

The Marine Institute (IE) announced it would penfioa full evaluation of the plan in the course of
2013.

Background documentation can be found on:
https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/plen1303

Terms of Reference

Further to the STECF advice of November 2011, amithér to the preliminary evaluations done in
its autumn plenary of 2012 and spring plenary df@he STECF is requested to:

1. Assess the proposed management plan, as refasembmpatibility with the Precautionary
Approach and its ability to rebuild the stock actiiave MSY by 2015 or 2020 at the latest.
2. Assess the evaluation of the plan done by theindalnstitute, in line with its

recommendations as contained on page 73 of thanleeport 2012-03.
3. Calculate the TAC that would be proposed far2 the plan were to be followed.

STECF response

This is the fourth time in three years that STECASHcommented on this plan, and STECF
acknowledges that the development of this planectdl principles of good governance with
ongoing collaboration and feedback between the ekt@kers developing the management
principles they can adhere to, and STECF and raltiecientists providing scientific support and
scenario evaluations.

The current STECF response considers the managgiaenas revised by the Pelagic RAC and as
evaluated by the Irish Marine Institute (MI) in Ober 2013. Direct correspondence with the
Marine Institute occurred during the STECF meefmgsome specific points of clarification and
correction, leading to revised versions of the eatin report. The current STECF response is
based on working document revision 6, WD uploadeobickground documents).

The STECF response to each of the items listeldemerms of Reference are given below.
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ltem 2

STECF considers that the analyses performed bydméne Institute follow the established MSE
guidelines and can be used as the basis for tHaat\m of the plan. STECF notes that attention
has been given to the previous comments formulatpdevious plenary meetings.

Simulations are based on a stock-recruitment oglaliip parameterized over most years of the time
series, which demonstrates a clear historical patié reduced recruitment at low stock biomass.
STECF 2012 (PLEN 12-03) noted that there was nd t@@ccount for additional lower or higher
recruitment regimes, supporting the use of this $dRction. However, it cannot be fully
ascertained if other unknown factors might stifieaf the productivity if biomass recovers in the
future.

Implementation error has been specifically accalirite, both assuming catches higher than the
TAC and considering the major components of transdary catches (VlaS fish being caught or
reported in VIaN). This feature is one of the magportant aspects to consider for the management
of this stock, given that both summer feeding amatev spawning grounds straddle the boundary,
with the fishing season taking place in winter.

STECF 2012 (PLEN 12-03) noted that a full evaluatd the plan should include the lessons learnt
from other management plan evaluations, and ndit leee loss of revenue caused by reduced
fishing opportunities in the short term. Such seewonomic impacts of the plan have not been
guantitatively addressed in the present evaluati@vertheless, it is suggested that the fleets that
exploit that fishery are not solely reliant on byt rather exploit opportunistically the variety of
pelagic stocks around Ireland. Also, it is undedirthat the plan is unanimously supported by the
Pelagic RAC and has therefore achieved acceptaonce the stakeholder community. There is
evidence that initiatives of this kind increase tlikelihood of compliance with restrictive
management measures.

ltem 1

STECF is requested to assess the proposed managaargmas revised, for compatibility with the
Precautionary Approach and its ability to rebulid stock and achieve MSY by 2015 or 2020 at the
latest. STECF supports the general conclusionsigivéhe evaluation that

1. The harvest control rule delivers stock rebuildibgt recovery to R is unlikely to be
achieved unless over-quota catch is eliminateceeltly eliminating trans-boundary catches
or explicitly accounting for them through a redude®C in area VIaS.

2. Although the harvest control rule can deliver remgy provided that the trans-boundary
catch issue is solved, it does not conform in tinetssense to the precautionary approach
(<5% risk to B, in any year, ICES Risk 2), because initial stodess well below B,.
Taking the median trajectory in the projectionsigates that recovery to,Bis not expected
until after 2020.

3. The harvest control rule implies low catches dutimgfirst years of implementation, which
are not consistent with achieving MSY by 2015. Tdeerage probability of reaching
exploitation levels consistent with MSY would oceuwound 2018 at the earliest.

With regards to this third point, the most optintigcenarios (2g and 2b in WD) assuming no
implementation error and full analytical assessniE2EES category 1) predict average recovery
to By, after 8 years (2021), with risk of falling below,Bbecoming less than 5% after 10 years
(2023). F and catches level-off around 2022, brgrains slightly abovegk. In comparison,
the baseline scenario (2h) assuming a 10% implatienterror (catches 10% higher than
TAC) delays average recovery by two years (2023),the risks that SSB will be below;
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remain high until 2027 and fluctuate around 5%raféeds. In addition, the scenario with high
over-quota catches, as occurs at present, givegaibk that recovery to Bwill not occur and
there is about a 30% probability that biomass keithain below §,.

Additional considerations of the main clauses efrtlanagement plan are given below.

Clause 1.

The aim of the plan is to rebuild SSB to above lthel consistent with unacceptable risk of
recruitment impairment. Recruitment impairment adocw to the stock-recruitment
relationship is estimated to occur at a somewhaetovalue (77,000 t) than;B (81,000 t). Risk

is here computed with regards tg,Bo be consistent with ICES advice. An acceptaisle to
Bim (probability of falling below 81,000t being leskah 5%) implies de facto a risk of
recruitment impairment which is also below 5%.

Clause 2

Fo.1 Is the management plan target. STECF notes tleaMthevaluation has been conducted
with a lower I ; value (F=0.17) than appears on the upper pangleiffom the PelRAC letter
page 5 (F=0.2). STECF notes that the value of @divies from the latest ICES assessment
(ICES, 2013) and should be used as the HCR target F

Clause 3

The ICES assessment is expected to be fully analyftiom next year. However, should it stay
as a trends-based assessment over a longer tinoe PEIES category 2 assessment), then the
stock is predicted to recover more quickly (SSBvabB,, by 2019), to higher levels and with
lower risk (risk to be below B well below 5% from 2021), because Clause 3 ofRlam would
down-weight the TAC, hence accelerating recovergweler, this option maintains F to low
levels well below Rsy.

Clause 4.

Regardless of progresses achieved within the ICE&sament (Clause 5), it could be
considered appropriate to apply a down-weightirgoiaof the same order (or lower) as the one
evaluated under Clause 3 during the first yearthefmanagement plan, in order to achieve
quicker recovery of the stock. Other provisiond twuld be invoked under this clause are dealt
with as possible additional measures under Claubeléw.

Clause 6.

Transboundary catches (VIaS fish caught or repomedIaN area) have repeatedly been
pointed out as a key issue preventing a propersassnt and recovery of the stock. Being
proportional to the Irish quota in VIaN, these ba could actually be higher than the catches
in area VlaS/Vllbc. The evaluation conducted by té shows that under a scenario of
continued transboundary catches (modeled as 40%ernnegmtation bias, scenario 2a), no
recovery is observed throughout the time period, te risk to B, remains extremely high
(about 30%) due to F levels largely abowg.FTherefore, eliminating these transboundary
catches represents the most important factor #edsito be addressed explicitly as part of the
recovery plan. The PelRAC plan includes an emengemeasure conprising an interim
exclusion zone prohibiting herring fishing betwesiN and 5730N. STECF notes that the
time frame of this exclusion zone is unclear, as toth referred to lasting 2 years and to lasting
until better information on stock mixing is avallebSTECF understands that information on
stock mixing is expected to be available in therrature, which will likely allow the herring
stock to be assessed as a Category 1 assessntenttwi years.
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STECF considers that clause 6 is certainly an eagig step in the right direction, but
accompanying measures are required through invokiagse 4. Preliminary results of stock
disaggregation work (presented to ICES HAWG) ingidhat VIaS/VIIbc herring are present in
VlaN beyond the limits of the proposed exclusiomeoThese results also show that ViaN
herring are present in VlaS, although to a somewdsser extent. Furthermore, clause 6 may
give rise to some monitoring and enforcement iss{®, Appendix 3). Therefore the
proposed exclusion zone cannot be expected to lilyinate transboundary catches. A
reduction of these catches, rather than their eltion, would delay recovery, as is illustrated
in the scenario with assumed 10% implementatios (@eenario 2c¢).

A gqualitative analysis of additional measures tt@tld contribute to eliminating transboundary
catches (or explicitly account for them in the ngeraent) inspired by considerations by
Degnbol and McCay (2006) has been provided to STH@fding a qualitative assessment of
the impact that these measures would have if therng wnplemented in combination with each
other or as alternatives (WD Appendix 3). Thesegsated measures include:

“Exclusion” proposed zone in the south of VIaN from which Irish vessels would
be excluded. This is the current provision that is part of the plan in Clause 6. This
could be strengthened by extending it south of the boundary, at least to 55°30 N,
thus excluding effort on both sides of the dividing line. However, the exclusion alone,
even with an extension, is unlikely to be fully effective.

“Subtraction” subtracting putative trans-boundary catch from the advised TAC, i.e.
setting up a TAC in area VIaS/VIIbc to a lower level than specified by the
harvest Control Rule, assuming the best estimate of future transboundary
catches. Such approaches have been considered for other straddling herring stocks,
e.g. between the North Sea and Western Baltic, and would make explicit the
distribution of VI1aS stock catches between VIaS and VIaN areas.

“Preclusion” vessels allowed to hold a permit only in one of VIaN or VIa$, in the
same season. May require enabling legislation in several MS, which may not be
possible, neutralising the provision. This suggests need for accompanying measures
such as subtraction.

“Zero catch”  TAC of 0 t being set in VIaS/VIIbc. This is not explicitly part of the proposed

plan, rather an alternative.

Management options including the subtraction meisnanvould be the most efficient and
transparent to explicitly account for transboundzaiches, but may significantly reduce fishing
opportunities in area VIaS. Management options auttthat mechanism would be less drastic,
but also less efficient to address over-quota estch

Question 3
STECEF is requested to calculate the TAC that woelgroposed for 2014 if the plan were to be

followed. The answer to this question is addressethe WD (and differs slightly from the
exploratory short term forecast included in HAWGL2Qeport). Assuming that recruitment in
2013 follows the stock-recruitment relationshipused in the evaluation, and assuming that
catches in the intermediate year (2013) includé bo¢ ViaS/VIIbc TAC and the transboundary
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catches in area VlaN, catches for 2014 are cakdlaiccording to the HCR (Clause 2b).
Additionally, these catches are multiplied by a cprgionary down-weighting factor, G,
estimated at 0.65 from Clause 3, leading to catah8s76 tonnes in 2014.

Full implementation of clause 6 of the manageméan pn 2014 may contribute to reducing

transboundary catches, but as noted above, isalyli eliminate them. Therefore,one option
would be to invoke Clause 4 of the management fdabstraction mechanism) to derive a
value less than 3,676 t to be taken in VIaS/Vildorecast of the potential 2014 transboundary
catches in VlaN is assumed at 86% of the 2014 hjistta in VlaN based on the ICES advice
for that area (5 years average of the unallocaééchan ViaS, ICES, 2013), corresponding to
3158 tonnes. The share of these assumed catchliesothid be avoided by the exclusion zone
from clause 6 cannot be quantified. Fully subtragthese catches from the TAC advice for the
stock would result in a TAC for the VIaS/Vlibc araa low as 519 tonnes. Alternatively, some
of the additional measures suggested above coutdrmdered.

STECF conclusions

STECF acknowledges the efforts made by the PelRA&tress and overcome the comments
previously made by STECF regarding the design amduation of the management plan for
ViIaS/Vllbc herring.

On the basis of the information provided and adddal communication with the Marine
Institute, STECF concludes that the rebuilding pkubmitted by PelRAC could deliver
recovery of the stock to above,Bwithin few years, and above,Bvithin a decade, provided
that total catches from the stock do not exceedlth€ arising from the HCR. STECF notes
that any catch lower than that given by the hangesitrol rule during the first years of
implementation (invoking clause 4 of the plan)xpected to contribute to more rapid recovery

to Bpa

STECF notes that the principal source of concenhassustained high level of transboundary

catches (VlaS fish caught or reported against treN\WGuota), which leads to higher catches

than advised and compromises monitoring and assedsof the stock. STECF agrees that

efforts should be undertaken to overcome this isSU&CF supports the encouraging steps that
are being taken in this direction with the formidatof clause 6, but STECF also notes that this
clause alone may not be sufficient to eliminate phablem. STECF suggests that additional

measures are considered, either by explicitly actiog for these catches as part of the harvest
control rule, and/or by more restrictive area mamagnt.

References

Degnbol P. and McCay B.J. (2008hintended and perverse consequences of ignankades
in fisheries systems. ICES Journal of Marine Sa@elbd: 793-797.

45



6.5.

Background

Request for a review of the effectiveness of TACetsby Member States (“delegated
TACs”) as a management tool

Since 2011, TACs for 6 stocks have been "delegatedhe sole Member States fishing each of
these stocks (Article 6 of Council Regulation NdZW1; Article 6 of Council Regulation 43/2012;
Article 6 of Council Regulation 39/2013):

MS Species Zone TAC
ES Horse EU waters of CECAF (CanaryJAX/3418PN
mackerel Islands)
FR Penaeus French Guiana waters PEN/FGU
shrimps
Whiting IX and X; EU waters of CECAF_WHG/9/3411
34.1.1
Horse ]
PT X; EU waters of CECAF (Azores) JAXI/X34PRT
mackerel
Horse .
EU waters of CECAF (Madeira) JAX/341PR[T
mackerel
UK Herring VI Clyde HER/06 ACL

Article 6(2) of Regulation 39/2013 sets out thddaing requirements for these TACSs:

2. The TACs to be determined by a Member Statd:shal
(a) be consistent with the principles and rulegshaf common fisheries policy, in
particular the principle of sustainable exploitatmf the stock; and

(b) result:

(i) if analytical assessments are available, in eékploitation of the stock
consistent with maximum sustainable yield from 20hWards, with as high
a probability as possible;

(i) if analytical

assessments are unavailable acomplete,

in the

exploitation of the stock consistent with the premmary approach to
fisheries management.

Article 6(3) of Regulation 39/2013 requires Meml&ates to report to the Commission on these
delegated TACs:

"3. By 15 March 2013, each Member State concerhatl submit to the Commission the

following information:

(a) the TACs adopted;

46



(b) the data collected and assessed by the Menthge Soncerned on which the
TACs adopted are based; and
(c) details on how the TACs adopted comply withegaaph 2."

The Commission has now received reports by Memtages for 2011, 2012 and 2013 for the
stocks concerned. It is appropriate to examingherthird year of implementation of this system of
TACS set by Member States, how effective the sysdtambeen in light of the objectives set in the
Regulation.

Background documentation can be found on:
https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/plen1303

Terms of Reference

STECEF is required to:

1. Examine the reports submitted by Member Statesfarred to above;
2. Examine the scientific advice for the stocksamwned.

3. Inlight of 1. and 2. above,

3.a. assess the effectiveness of the system of Ts&€dy Member States in meeting the
requirements of Article 6(2) of the Regulation, particular point (b), if the information
available is sufficient to make such assessment.

3.b. if the information available after 2 full ysasf operation of the system is not sufficient,
STECEF is asked to indicate the information requirethake the assessment specified under
point 3.a. of these ToRs.

STECF Response

The STECF response in relation to each of the itertfse terms of Reference are given below

ltem 1.

STECF examined the different reports and infornmagwovided by the Member States for the
stocks concerned noting that the information predlits quite heterogeneous in terms of quantity
and quality which prevents STECF from arriving ac@ammon conclusion for all of the stocks

concerned. The reports and information providecetarh stock is described below:

For horse mackerel in EU waters of CECAF (Canalgnids)(JAX/341SPN), Spain reported only
the TACs set for each of the years 2011, 2012 &18.2

For Penaeus shrimpm French Guiana waters (PEN/FGU), France presahied ACs set for the
years 2011, 2012 and 2013, an assessment of tius stathe stock, catch records and a list of
additional management measures taken to managistiesy.

For whiting in IX and X; EU waters of CECAF 34.1WHG/9/3411),for Horse mackerel in X; EU
waters of CECAF (Azores) (JAX/X34PRT) and for Homnackerel in EU waters of CECAF
(Madeira) (JAX/341PRT), Portugal reported the TAge$ for each of the years (2011, 2012 and
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2013) and a qualitative explanation of the scienbgsis of how these TACs have been set, but did
not provide any supporting data or quantitativeeassient.

For herring in VI Clyde (HER/06 ACL), UK is repoddéhe TACs set for each of the years (2011,
2012 and 2013), a full report of the data that laeag collected for this stock and a list of the
additional management measures taken to managkstiesy.

Item 2

STECF has examined the different assessments (wtrew)ded by the Member States or if
available from ICES working groups for the stocksmaerned, concluding that the quality of the
different assessments varies considerably whichnemeach has to be assessed on its individual
merits. The scientific advice for the stocks coneeris summarised below:

For horse mackerel in EU waters of CECAF (Canalgni$s) (JAX/341SPN), there is no scientific
advice available to the STECF.

For Penaeus shrimps French Guiana waters (PEN/FGU), an analyticatssment is presented.

In the assessment, estimations of stock biomasgjit@ent, and fishing mortality are provided.
Landings from the stock are also provided in a s#padocument. The assessment does not
estimate any management reference points. Dueetdntiierent uncertainties coming from the
model used, the most recent year for which resutigprovided is 2011even though the assessment
uses data up to December 2012.

For whiting in IX and X; EU waters of CECAF 34.1(WHG/9/3411), there is no assessment but
advice is provided by ICES based on the approactiata-limited stocks. Portugal justifies the
absence of an assessment due to the low abundadhé@raeconomic importance of this stock.

For horse mackerel in X (Azores) (JAX/X34PRT), foe first time a full analytical assessment has
been produced by ICES in 2013 (ICES WGHANSA REPQRI3).

For horse mackerel in EU waters of CECAF (Madei(d)\X/341PRT), the only available
assessment is the one provided by Portugal whiddased on CPUE only but the details of the
assessment were not reported.

For herring in VI Clyde (HER/06 ACL), there has heso analytical assessment since1990. UK
provided a report with the data collected from ttmemmercial sampling as well as the results
coming from a pelagic acoustic survey carried ol2012.

Item 3

For the case of horse mackerel in X(Azores) (JAXRBT) stock, the delegated TAC set by

Portugal has been kept constant for the years 82013 at 3072 t. STECF notes that this is not
consistent with the advice from ICES given in 2Gk#1 2013, which implies that for 2013 and

2014 catches should not exceed 1800 t.

STECF is not able to assess whether horse mackei®ubarea X (Azores) is currently being

exploited at a rate that is consistent with maximsustainable yield or in accordance with the
precautionary approach. However STECF notes thatnalytical assessment of horse mackerel in
X has been carried out by the ICES WGHANSA in 20if3hat assessment is accepted by the
ICES ACOM, there may be no need to collect and ideadditional data.

The remaining stocks considered have not any fudllydical assessment so the STECF cannot
determine precisely if the MSY target will be reedhby 2015 or not. Nevertheless there are
differences between the different stocks in termthe scientific data available and hence on the
basis of how the TACs have been set. Furthermame thre also differences in terms of the current
situation of the stocks which allows the STECFamment on the likelihood of reaching the target
by 2015:
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For horse mackerel in EU waters of CECAF (Canalgnds) (JAX/341SPN), the TAC for 2013
has been set at 1168 tonnes equal to the one 261.in The decision has been based, according to
the MS, on the stable evolution of recent catcl@gsen the absence of any assessment or other
appropriate information, STECF is not able to asdbks likelihood of reaching MSY by 2015 or
whether exploitation is in line with the precautoy approach. The data requirements specified in
the DCF implementing regulation in principle woyldrmit an assessment of whether the stock is
being exploited at a rate consistent with MSY. Hegrethe data requested under the 2013 DCF
effort data call for this stock for the years 2@62012 were not submitted by Spain.

For Paenus shrimps French Guiana there is an a@lgssessment but no MSY reference points
are calculated. Given that the biomass estimatethoyear 2011 is the lowest of the time series
analysed (starting at 1989) and that the recruitnestimated is also the lowest one of the time
series analysed, STECF considers that the objeatiMSY for 2015 is unlikely to be met. STECF
notes that while fishing pressure does not seebetthhe main cause of the collapse of the stock, it
may exacerbate a fragile situation. If the condgicagain become favourable, maintaining a
minimum of shrimp is essential. In this regard, thaintenance of moderate fishing effort and/or
catches is likely to be the most effective measun@ the restrictions on fishing areas should also
afford some protection to juveniles in coastalesatbelow 30 m). In recent years, the number of
licenses does not appear to be restricting fishittyity since the number of active shrimp trawlers
has been much lower than the number of licensegaegtaThe TAC has also rarely been achieved.
There is evidence that given the low catches irr¢bent period, vessel profitability has contrilaute
to the self-regulation of the fishery.

STECF concludes that if the stock remains at theléwel observed in recent years, it is likely that
the fishery will be self-regulating, regardlessttod number of licenses granted. To give the stock a
chance to improve if conditions again become faabla, it may be necessary to introduce a
restrictive TAC and to reduce the number of to emsbat the catches remain moderate to ensure a
sustainable renewal of the stock and meet the ptiecary targets.

STECF considers that for whiting in IX and X; EU tes of CECAF 34.1.1 (WHG/9/3411) the
information available is not sufficient to asseks effectiveness of the “delegated TAC” with
respect to achieving MSY. While recognising the lthe level of catches from this stock, STECF
considers that at a minimum, an assessment bas€®0& will be required to indicate whether the
TACs set are in line with precautionary considenagi STECF notes however that the TAC set for
2013 (588 t) is not in line with the ICES adviceséd on the approach to data-limited stocks, which
is to decrease catches in 2013 by 20% relativéneoatrerage for the most recent 3 years (2010-
2012average).

For horse mackerel in EU waters of CECAF (Made{d#X/341PRT), the catches are currently
been monitored by Portugal. According to the Parésg report, catches they have remained
relatively stable in the last 10 years. Over thmegeriod, CPUE has been increasing perhaps
indicating that the recent level of catches mayhb®having an adverse effect on stock abundance.

For herring in VI Clyde (HER/06 ACL), the last ayiatal assessment was made in 1990 and the
last ICES advice was given for 2002. While catdnhe®012 and 2011 are reported to be the lowest
of the time series, the broad age structure sugdkat the state of this stock, whilst uncertasn, i
not threatened by current activity. Furthermore dffert limitations (several fishing bans) and the
control and monitoring regulations that have beetnip place, together with a 10% reduction of the
TAC on 2012, would appear to be precautionary. Kbedess, as the are no estimates of MSY
reference points for this stock, STECF is unabldegtermine whether MSY is likely to be achieved
by 2015.
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Data required to assess stocks in relation to MSYbgectives

The Request from the Commission asks that STECE&ifgpehat data and information are required
to assess whether the stocks subject to delegatéck Tare being exploited at rates that are
consistent with MSY. However without proper knowdedf the fisheries that exploit such stocks it
is not possible for the STECF to reliable specifggmsely the data and information required to do
S0. Such expertise is invariably in the Member &taFurthermore STECF notes that under the
provision of the delegated TACs, it is the relevisieimber State that should provide the appropriate
data and information required in order to demomsttiaat the management measure they have put
in place are consistent with the objectives of MSKor these reasons, STECF considers that the
Commission insist that relevant Member States cgmpth the provisions associated with the
delegated TACs and conduct an assessment of whatiemeasures are resulting in exploitation
rates that are consistent with MSY.

6.6. Spurdog and porbeagle

Background

Porbeagle and spurdog are species without fishapgrunities in the last years (TAC=0). Besides,
porbeagle is listed as a prohibited species ftiefies beyond the areas indicated in Annex | Part B
of Regulation (EU) No 39/2013. ICES recommend that fishing for porbeagle should be
permitted and a rebuilding plan should be develognhilarly for spurdog there should be no
target fishery. Bycatch in mixed fisheries shoutdréduced to the lowest possible level and another
rebuilding plan should be developed. Both specmeuzero TAC must be promptly released when
incidentally caught. ICES are concerned on the ratessef adequate data to monitor any stock
recovery in view of the current legal status oftbspecies. They pointed out as a valid option to
launch ad hoc scientific surveys, though the apgrahiffers noticeably for both cases (ICES 2012,
Book 9). As for porbeagle the Commission requeS@&CF to determine if it was needed to
engage in a targeted research fishery, insteadmpiting precise data on by-catches to improve
stock assessment. STECF concluded that it may bsilpp@ to monitor long term trends in the
abundance of porbeagle, without engaging in a tadgeesearch fishery, by analyzing bycatch data.
However, owing to the wide distribution, low abunda and low predicted rate of recovery of
porbeagle, any change in abundance is unlikelyetddiected for at least 10 years. (STECF-PLEN-
12-03 FINAL REPORT)

The NWWRAC wants to reopen both fisheries when sskm@dequate according to the stocks
status. They has asked the Commission for advicerisider the possibility of allowing the landing
of unintended by-catches and the assessment ohatitee management measures to the present
zero TAC regimes (e.g. maximum landing size, cloaeghs). The aim is to achieve a better
understanding of spatial and temporal aggregattbspurdog and porbeagle stocks.

Terms of Reference

STECF is requested to determine:

1) Whether granting scientific exceptions for largli of porbeagle and spurdog is a valid option to
gather the needs on biological data in view ofsta¢us of the stocks.
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2) What kind of information, not only regarding th@logy of porbeagle and spurdog but the
fishing activity, is needed to assess alternatienagement measures to the present zero TAC
regime. Please indicate all data sets needed argbtirce to obtain them.

3) While gathering the information responding 3)there any alternative management measure to
be implemented yet?

STECF response
General context of STECF response

STECF already addressed questions related to pyebeand spurdog during several plenary
meetings over recent years:

— On the possibility to allow a small-scale sentifishery to monitor the recovery of
porbeagle, during PLEN-10-01 (STECF, 2010a),

— on the spatial distribution and migratory pattemfs spurdog and the possibility to
implement avoidance measures to prevent unwantetiesaof the species, during PLEN-
10-02 (STECF, 2010b),

— and on the possibilityo monitor the abundance of porbeagle withoutribed to engage in a
targeted research fisheBLEN-12-03 (STECF, 2012).

STECF notes that, since its previous comments ecmhmmendations on those issues and according
to ICES, the status of both stocks has remaineg paor:

— For porbeagle, ICES considers in its last asseds(h€RS, 2012) thatthere is no new
information from this stock to change the previgesception of a depleted stdcknd
advises bn the basis of the precautionary approach thafisleing for porbeagle should be
permitted. Landings of porbeagle should not beva#ld. A rebuilding plan should be
developed for this stock”

— For spurdog, ICES considers in ICES (2012) thate“$tock has suffered a high fishing
mortality for more than four decade§..) The spawning biomass and recruitment have
declined substantially since 1960 and are now stabllow leveél and advisesdn the basis
of the precautionary approach that there shouldnetarget fishery and that bycatch in
mixed fisheries should be reduced to the lowessiplaslevel. A rebuilding plan should be
developed for this stock.

For porbeagle, STECF considers that no new infaomas currently available which would lead to
a revision of its previous conclusions, which a#ected in the comments and conclusions given
below.

For spurdog, STECF notes that an update of thessissat used by ICES in its latest advice (ICES,
2012) was carried out in 2013 (ICES, 2013 and Deme®h et al., 2013). This assessment
confirms that the stock is depleted, but not to éléent estimated in the previous assessment.
Model projections show that a TAC up to 1422 t (thst non-zero TAC) would allow the
population to grow in the future at a similar redaehat forecast with a zero TAC (i.e. 28% increase
in biomass in 10 years instead than 33% with a Z&0).
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STECF observations and conclusions

On the possibility to land unintended by-catchegdther information on the stocks (part 1 of the
guestion)

STECF recognises that for both stocks, limited dateavailable to provide estimates of the current
stock status and its evolution. However, STECF sidteat this concerns more porbeagle than
spurdog, as for the latter, some scientific surdaya are currently available and used in the
assessment. STECF also notes that both speciesgrbved, slow-growing and late-maturing and
are therefore particularly vulnerable to fishing.

STECF notes that, according to ICES, since landimgge been prohibited, some unquantified
amount of discarding has taken place, and may imaveased in recent years. STECF notes that for
both species, there is a potential for survivatlistards, although rates of survival have only been
reported for spurdog (Mandelman and Farrington,6208TECF thus considers that granting
exemptions to land unintended by-catches will ppbp@generate additional mortality which will
compromise the recovery of the stocks.

STECF takes this opportunity to reiterate its poasi conclusion that for such stocks, “achieving
the recovery has higher priority than monitoringtthecovery” (STECF, 2012). STECF consider
that, as some discarding is taking place, improvenre survival rate might be beneficial to that
recovery by reducing further the rate of fishingrtality. Several factors impact the survival to
discarding, including the size of the catch, th&liag method and the time spent on deck. As
already mentioned in its advice from PLEN-10-02EEF considers that the best way to improve
survival rate is a quick and prompt release th#itaid survival of released fish. For spurdog, this
could be coupled with mechanisms to reduce the batkh e.g. reduced towing time or technical
measures aimed at reducing un-wanted catches.r&isheuld therefore be encouraged to develop
and use techniques and equipment which serve ilddtecthe rapid and safe release of the species.

Regarding data collection to monitor stock staBIE:CF also reiterates its previous conclusion (for
porbeagle but which could also be applied to spyirdloat it may be possible to monitor long term
trends in the abundance by analyzing by-catch dddavever, due to the wide distribution, low
abundance and low predicted rate of recovery df Bpecies, any change in abundance is unlikely
to be detected for at least 10 years. STECF corsstiat candidate information collection systems,
that would not increase mortality include obserpergrams in fisheries with by-catches of both
species, technical monitoring e.g. CCTV monitorimy commercial fishing vessels, improved
reporting, including self-reporting of total by-ches by commercial fishing vessels.

On alternative management measures to the presem{TAC and on data needs (covering part 2
and 3 of the question)

STECF notes that before the implementation of @ ZBAC, several alternative management
measures had already been implemented. Among theasures, a maximum landing size (100cm
for spurdog and 210cm for porbeagle) was introduoeHC waters in 2009. For spurdog, ICES
concludes that, while in theory, this measure caekltrict fisheries targeting mature females, it
would not prevent females from being discarded asda consequence would not guarantee
complete protection for female spurdog. Improvetneses of discard survival from various
commercial gears would be required to better exarthie efficacy of such measures (ICES, 2012
and 2013).
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Regarding the possibility to implement spatial ngamaent for spurdog, STECF concluded in its
advice from PLEN-10-02 (STECF, 2010b), thatdte of knowledge on the spatial distribution of
the spurdog populations in the Atlantic and Norda&nd its migratory patterns during the year is
still limited. This is particularly true for accuta data on the location and time of the aggregation
of mature female, the location and time of pupging the location of nursery grounds. This lack of
data limits, at present time, the possibility tgplement spatial-temporal avoidance measures (time
and/or area closures) that could be taken by fister to prevent large unwanted catches, more
particularly on aggregations of mature female spgd

STECF concludes that all of the proposed altereatieasures discussed above are likely to be less
effective at achieving recovery of spurdog and pagbe than maintaining the current zero TAC.
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6.7. Long line study

Background

A joint initiative from National Institutes of Spai Portugal and France -AZTI-Technalia, IPMA,
IEO and IFREMER- has been presented as a propmsaldeep-water logline survey. The proposal
may be considered as a collaborative research bata@entists and the fishing industry (fisheries-
science partnership).
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Most ecological studies of fish assemblages aduigsse depth and geographical distributions of
species, their density, diversity, and the effdoéxploitation have been based on trawl sampling.
However, in many areas trawling is impossible; erthecause afon-trawlablegrounds because of
rocky bottoms; or in protected areas, such as aeells, where trawling may have significant
adverse impact on the seabed. There are also spkateare rarely caught in trawls and other gears
such as longlines have to be considered for a nedieble estimate of a stock or species attributes.

DGMARE sympathise with this new approach of gatighiological information from commercial
stocks, being aware of the difficulties arisingnfrgroposing changes in the traditional schedule in
field studies without providing extra funds. Thoudhere are some initiatives coming from the
scientific community which deserve especial attemti

Background documentation can be found on:
https://stect.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/plen1303

Terms of Reference

STECEF is requested to assess the feasibility amelsi for purpose of this initiative.

STECF observations

If data to describe the abundance and distribugi®pecies using habitats spanning the 300 to 2100
m isobaths in ICES sub-areas VIII and IX are reggithen a well-designed long-line survey would
be an appropriate means of collecting this inforomatSTECF notes that long-line surveys are
already in routine use by the US National MaringhEries Service in deepwater areas of the Pacific
and Atlantic Oceans. STECF also notes that thai-loe surveys have lower impacts on seabed
habitats than trawl surveys.

STECF did not have the expertise to fully evaluhtetechnical and statistical aspects of the survey
design proposed in the background document (eplicagion in space and time, hook sizes and
spacing, type of bait), but notes that the benefitdata provided by any survey are contingent on
the quality of survey design. STECF considers #hato-ordinating group, drawing on existing
expertise in long-line surveys, would be neededeteew and further develop and test the survey
design presented in the proposal. STECF noted@#ie8 (2011), when responding to a request for
advice on deepwater surveys from the EC, had adlvtcat deep water surveys could be
coordinated by their WGNEACS “Working Group for Nwoeast Atlantic Continental Slope
Survey”.

The focal species for the proposed long-line suraey identified as the black scabbard fish
(Aphanopus carbo and deepwater sharks (particularl€entrophorus squamosusand
Centroscymnus coelolepisThe proposal explains that “the adoption o€eZl AC for deep-water
sharks prevented the assessment of their populatadns due to the lack of fishery independent
data.” STECF notes that the main objective of thevesy, as identified in Section 2.1., is “to
produce abundance estimates for black scabbaralfidideep-water sharks. The TAC for the latter
group is currently zero, and hence its recoverystodk status can only be monitored using survey
data.” The group proposes hiring commercial lomg-Nessels to conduct the survey.
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STECF considers that additional data on trendshm distribution and abundance of black
scabbardfish and deepwater sharks in VIl and D¢hsas those that would be collected during a
well designed long-line survey, could make a sigaift contribution to assessing the status of these
stocks. However, a time series of at least 5 s@r\(#hyese could be at intervals >1 year) will be
required in order for the results to be usefuldimck assessment purposes.

STECF did not assess whether resourcing the assatsithese stocks would be a higher or lower

priority than resourcing the assessment of otharkst Data from the proposed survey may also be
useful for other purposes, such as MSFD reporbng STECF only evaluated the survey in relation

to the objectives stated in section 2.1. of theppsal.

STECF notes that long-line vessels operating inptioposed survey area previously caught deep-
water sharks. The proposal, for example, descibishery that operated on the Basque country
continental shelf at depths of 800-1750m, for whtod main target species were deep water sharks.
The current TAC for these shark species is zero.

In relation to the state of the stocks that mayrmmitored by the proposed survey, STECF notes
that there are no fisheries reference points pegpdar black scabbardfish in ICES subareas VIii
and IX, but that the biomass, as measured by #raatdized commercial cpue index, is currently
at its highest level in the time-series (whichhsught to represent the entire history of the fighe
and is thus likely to be above any candidate valoeMSY Btrigger (STECF, 2013

For the leaf-scale gulper shatdgntrophorus squamosua TAC of zero has already been agreed
and the qualitative evaluation is that biomass Wwakw any candidate reference points. For
Portuguese dodgfistCentroscymnus coelolepjgrends in relative abundance indicate that tiexe
declined to levels below any candidate referencetp&TECF has previously recommended
(STECF, 2013 that EU vessels should not be permitted to cdégpwater sharks until sustainable
exploitation rates for deepwater sharks have beésrmhined.

While there is taxonomic uncertainty regarding #pecies within the genuSentrophorus,all
species within the genus are thought to be lonedlii>25 years) and ages of up to 70 years were
estimated folC. squamosugClarke et al. 2002). All species in the genuslakeved to have slow
growth rates and very low fecundity and completrthfe-cycle in deep-water environments, so
will only sustain very low mortality rates (ICES wde 2013, Book 11, 11.2.1) and consequently
the recovery of the stock to acceptable size uslb e slow. STECF has already commented that
because this species is caught as a bycatch inrgainfisheries, the stock size would benefit from a
reduction in the overall demersal fishing efforTECF 2013).

Given that the proposed survey would target degewsharks, and that the soak times proposed
(6-10 hours) may lead to high mortality of indivads that are caught, STECF considers that

information on the expected size of shark catctiespost-capture mortality rates and the relative

impacts of these mortality rates on the stocks Wil needed in order to assess the impacts of the
survey on the stock size.

Regarding data collection to monitor stock staBIE-CF also reiterates its previous conclusion (for
porbeagle, but which could also be applied to deafer sharks given their low productivity and
slow recovery times) that it may be possible to itwwriong term trends in abundance by analysing

1 Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee fasheries (STECF) — Review of scientific advice 2014 -
Consolidated Advice on Fish Stocks of Interesth® European Union (STECF-13-XX). 2013. Publications
Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, EUR XXXEX, JRC XXXX, XXXX pp.
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by-catch data. For deepwater species, the effeetiadysis of by-catch data would require more
consistent and reliable identification of deepwatieark species in by-catches. STECF considers
that possible information collection systems, thatld not increase mortality, include observer
programmes in fisheries with by-catches of bothcsse technical monitoring e.g. CCTV
monitoring on commercial fishing vessels and impbveporting, including self reporting, of total
by-catches by commercial fishing vessels. Furtliee, assessment of alternate methods in the
proposal could have included an assessment of ighblaited cameras as a candidate method that
would minimise mortality.

STECF observes that the survey proposal does satide expected catches of deepwater sharks
on the proposed long-line survey or any measuraswiould be taken to minimise mortality (for
example by reducing soak times, choice of hook,tgbanging the speed of hauling). Studies of
other deepwater elasmobranchs taken in long-Isteefies suggest that a proportion of individuals
are expected to survive (e.g. Endicott and Agne®D42 and some deepwater sharks have been
successfully tagged after capture on long-line©(lEnpublished)). Information on the measures
that would be taken and their expected effectiverniesreducing mortality would be needed to
evaluate the effects of the survey on the recovémero TAC deepwater sharks. STECF observes
that this information would usefully be presentddngside estimates of bycatch rates of these
species in other fisheries and catch rates of thgseies prior to the setting of a zero TAC.

STECF conclusions

STECF concludes that the initiative is feasiblevited that sufficient resources are made available
to allow to survey to be undertaken. For the resoft the survey to be useful for monitoring
changes in distribution and abundance over timspures will need to be committed to
undertaking the survey for several years into titaré. STECF suggests that a time series of at
least 5 surveys will be required in order for thsults to be useful for stock assessment purposes.

STECF concludes that the initiative is “fit for pase”, in the sense that that a long-line survey
would be an appropriate method for monitoring tta#us of some of the species present in areas
spanning the 300 to 2100 m isobaths in areas Widl &X and that the proposed survey has the
potential to meet the stated objectives (sectioh &f background document) of producing
abundance estimates for black scabbardfish andv@¢epsharks. STECF also notes that maximum
benefits would be derived from the survey if plaxghdrew on existing international expertise in
conducting long-line surveys.

Given that current management measures includmgetero TACs for those deepwater sharks
deemed to be in need of maximum protection in @engit to effect stock recovery, STECF
considers that a decision on whether to allow ttop@sed survey to go ahead should be informed
by an assessment of the potential impact of thpqe®d survey on such species. STECF reiterates
its previous conclusion that there are circumstsrioe sharks subject to zero TAC and with long
recovery times where “achieving the recovery haghén priority than monitoring that recovery”
(STECF, 12-03). STECF therefore considers thatpghaposal should be redrafted to provide
evidence of the following:

() the inclusion of measures to minimise the nldastaf deepwater sharks and,

(i) an assessment of the extent to which any ritytaf deepwater sharks resulting from this
survey will affect their rates of recovery.
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6.8. Request for an evaluation of the effectiveness ofigthly Selective Gears being used
by English administered vessels

Background

The UK have undertaken trials of a large diamonsghmglaced in the headline panel of fishing
gears as part of a Fisheries Science Partnersdiliintthe Celtic Sea. The aim was to identifyrifya
of the gears on trial provided for size selectibhaddock and whiting.

Background documentation can be found on:
https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/plen1303

Terms of Reference

STECF is asked to review and evaluate the restisientific trials completed in September 2013

on the use of diamond shaped meshes insertedniatbeadline of trawls used in the Celtic Sea, as
submitted by the UK. The attention of STECF is draw the extent and location of these trials and
STECF are asked in particular to consider:

1. The extent that each design can be expecteedicce the catches of small and/or juvenile
haddock and whiting.
2. Whether any of the gear designs is effectiveedticing catches of large haddock or what

amendments would be needed to the designs to make &lso effective at reducing catches of
large haddock.

3. In addition STECF are asked to comment on theradivreduction in the catches (both

landings and discards) of other commercial spdiiely to be achieved by this trawl. STECF are
further asked to comment on the possible impadtamtdock and whiting mortality arising from the

use of this gear.
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4. In cases of scientific uncertainty please spettie information and data that have to be
improved; in particular concerning the samplingt&gy including sampling precision levels and
intensities in relation to catch and discards datd, where relevant, the description of gear
properties and its effect.

STECF observations

To consider the question, STECF used the projgartéArea VII Haddock Discard Eliminations
using Technical Measures’ prepared by Smith andhpale (2013).This work was carried out as
part of the Fisheries Science Partnership (FSRjranome.

A series of fishing gear trials, undertaken off tbaest England during August and September
2013, tested a number of trawl modifications aina¢dmproving the selective performance of
demersal otter trawls to reduce unwanted catchebBadfiock in ICES area VII. The specific
objective was to demonstrate the change in selgct¥ varying the mesh size and position of a
diamond mesh escape panel in the top of the traméitds haddock and other commercial species
under normal fishing conditions.

STECF notes that in recent years, the ‘coverlessubiaway headline trawls’ have been used
effectively to allow haddock to escape capturél@phropsfisheries but the gear was shown not to
be size selective and resulted in escapement obstlrthe entire length range of haddock
(NECESSITY FPAR 501605, 2007). STECF notes thabdeth West Otter Trawl discards Project
(SWOT) trialled large diamond mesh in the top secif the trawls and the results encouraged
other skippers in the region to experiment witlgégameshes. This generated an industry proposal
that modifications to the top sheet of trawls sddo¢ tested to reduce the quantities of unwanted
haddock.

In the project report by Smith and Catchpole (20tt@) vessel’'s own commercial twin-rig trawl
was used for the trials. Thirty-three tows werediaried during the trials and four experimental
gear designs were tested (Figure 6.8.1).

Haddock dominated the catches of commercial spehbresighout the trials. The low catches of
other commercial species, including megrim, lemale,swhiting and anglerfish, meant that it was
not possible to make robust conclusions on theeffethe escape panels towards these species.

All four experimental trawl designs caught fewedtiack in the length range equivalent to grade 5
(37 cm in length) relative to the standard trawheQlesign demonstrated a statistically significant
reduction in haddock catches, this design incotedra 400 mm diamond mesh square section and
200 mm diamond mesh in part of the back net sedfioral 3, Figure 6.8.1). This yielded a
reduction in haddock below 46 cm, equating to acgdn of 41% by number overall.

STECF notes that it is evident that the insertiblagge diamond-mesh panels in the upper sections
(square and back) of a demersal trawl reduceswbalb catch of haddock (Table 6.8.1). However,
due to the experimental design it was not cleadynadnstrated whether the square or back section
was effective at reducing the catches of haddock.

For example, by comparing Trial 1 against the otlemigns, there was an indication that increasing
the mesh size of the back section is more effeaiveducing the catch of haddock than modifying
the square section. However, the effects of algette overall panel size and mesh size of the panel
on haddock catches in trials 2, 3 and 4 were inogne even though trial 2, which incorporated a
larger mesh size would have been expected to leswdted in reduced haddock catches.

There were relatively few small haddock on theifighgrounds during the period the study had to
be conducted, making it difficult to identify chassyin selectivity for small and/or juvenile
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haddock. Furthermore, STECF notes that the infaoman the report is insufficient to quantify the
likely impact of the gear modifications tested ba mortality of haddock and whiting.

Table 6.8.1. Percentage change from the standawd {control) in numbers of haddock caught
with the test trawls in each trial. Refer to Fig6r8.1for the meaning of the Trials.

Catch Trial1 Trial2 Trial3 Trial4
(10hauls) (11hauls) (6 hauls) (6hauls)
All haddock (250/7077) (;g;/%) (jlg?’)) (J,gz;;)
Haddock < 37cm (g;;/‘; (2:/‘}) (421% (5158%
Haddock 2 37 cm ?50/;21) (;,Z;/Z) (ggg‘;’)) (J,;,Z;)

STECF conclusions

STECF acknowledges the initiative by the UK adntmatson in the southwest England for having
undertaken a trial study on gear modifications giesil to reduce catches of haddock and other by-
catch species.

Due to the low catches of small and/or juvenile dwadk and whiting observed during the

experimental trials, at this stage it is not pdssiior STECF to assess the impact of the large
diamond-meshes placed in the headline panel omij@vieaddock and whiting catches in the Celtic
Sea. Furthermore, because the catches of spetiestban haddock were low, the results of the
trial regarding the impacts of the modified geanssach species were inconclusive. Experimental
data from trials undertaken in seasons with higsraall haddock and whiting abundance than
observed in the current trials will be requireddrefany definitive conclusions on the potential
ability of the gear to reduce juvenile haddock waiting catches can be attempted.

From the report of Smith and Catchpole (2013) rtas possible to determine exactly which specific
gear modifications led to the observed generataatton in haddock catches. Further research and
monitoring will be required if these aspects arebéoclarified. Technical measures effective at
reducing catches of unwanted haddock, such as ttieseribed here, may be of practical and
economic benefit to the industry, especially wheerating under the anticipated future landing
obligations. However, STECF notes that it is nagdole at this stage to determine if the reduction
in haddock catches observed in the modified travese entirely due to the technical functioning of
the gear.

Summary responses to each item in the Terms aferefe are as follows:

1. Results of the trial indicate that the insertionlarige diamond-mesh panels in the upper
sections (square and back) of a demersal trawl tnugtentially reduce catches of small /
juvenile haddock catches. However, due to the xgatal design it was not demonstrated
whether the square or back section was effectivedatcing the catches of haddock. There
were relatively few small and/or juvenile haddocktbe fishing grounds during the period
the study had to be conducted, making it diffitaltdentify changes in selectivity for small
and/or juvenile haddock;
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2. The results of the trials indicate that the insertof large diamond-mesh panels in the upper
sections reduces the catches of large haddock. tbube design it is not possible to
determine precisely, which specific gear modificatias most effective at reducing catches
of large haddock.

3. As the catches of species other than haddock werethe results of the trial regarding the
impacts of the modified gears on such species wa@nclusive. The information in the
report is insufficient to quantify the likely impaof the gear modifications tested on the
mortality on haddock and whiting.

4. In order identify the relative effectiveness at npng selectivity for haddock, any future
trials would best be undertaken using an experialedesign that tests only one
modification against the control gear in each trial varying either the mesh size or the
position of the diamond-mesh escape rather tham#ination of these.
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Figure 6.8.1. Net plans showing the different test configurations for the modified trawls. Large mesh panels inserted in the top sheet are highlighted in colours: grey (400 mm), orange (300

mm), yellow (200 mm) and blue (160 mm).
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6.9. Request for an evaluation of the effectiveness of tachnical gear measures in the
Irish Sea

Background

The UK has undertaken a trial to reduce unwanteéchea in the NW England nephrops Fishery
(Eastern Irish Sea). These trials ran from 2010 Wete modified to take account of the UK

commitment (Council Statement (2011) to improvessility measures. The trial was amended to
allow for an evaluation of the designs’ impact ord cand other gadoids and to allow for a
comparative evaluation against the SELTRA trawl.

In the first phase of trials 21 net designs weriksatl which were reduced down to 3 gear types for
the second phase. However not all are considersdilje for commercial deployment and this

request relates to the 200mm Square Mesh Panel(SMP)

The UK has provided a report on these trials amdstlpporting data collected.

Background documentation can be found on:

https://stect.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/plen1303

Terms of Reference

STECF is asked to evaluate the trials undertakdroarthe basis of these trials to comment on

1. the extent that the design of the 200mm SMPbmaexpected to reduce the catching and
discarding of whitefish from the Eastern Irish $&gphrops fishery. In particular STECF are asked
to comment on the overall reduction in the catdbesh landings and discards) of whitefish species
likely to be achieved the 200mm SMP trawl.

2. STECF are further asked to comment on whethigrgear has at least equivalent selectivity
benefits to the SELTRA trawl in this fishery on th&sis of the trials undertaken.
3. In cases of scientific uncertainty please spettie information and data that have to be

improved; in particular concerning the samplin@tggy, including sampling precision levels and
intensities in relation to catch and discards datd, where relevant, the description of gear
properties and its effect.

STECF observations and comments

Report

The report present the trials undertaken by theitJidrder to reduce unwanted catches made in
Nephropdishery conducted in the Eastern Irish Sea.

In that fishery the main catches conc@&taphrops plaice, lesser spotted dogfish and dab. On
average 53% of the total catch weight is discar@aice is the major source of discards. For the
main commercial species, 5% of Nephrops, 58% atgldalf of lesser spotted dogfish andalmost
all dabs are discarded. In addition, 91% of whiisglso discarded.
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Code |Latin name Common name Code |Latin name Common name

NEP  |Nephrops norvegicus Prawn/scampi/langoustine CRE |Cancer pagurus Edible crab

PLE |Pleuronectes platessa Plaice SDF |Amoglossus laterna Scaldfish

LSD  |Scyliorhinus canicula Lesser spotted dogfish MAC |Scomber scombrus Mackerel

DAB |Limanda limanda Dab BIB Trisopterus luscus Bib pouting

WHG |Merlangius merlangus Whiting BRT |Myoxocephalus scorpius Shorthorn sculpin

GUG |Eutrigla gurnardus Grey gurnard HAD |Melanogrammus aeglefinus Haddock

TUB |Trigla lucerna Tub gurnard HER |Clupea harengus Herring

THR  |Raja clavata Thornback ray WEL |Echiichthys vipera Lesser weever-fish

CDT  |Callionymus lyra Common dragonet BLL  |Scophthalmus rhombus Brill

CUR |Raja naevus Cuckoo ray COD |Gadus morhua Cod

FLE Platichthys flesus Flounder GUR |Aspitrigla cuculus Red gurnard

LEM  |Microstomus kitt Lemon sole SOL |Solea solea Dover sole

SOT |Buglossidium luteum Solenette TUR |Psetta maxima Turbot
Retained catch [ Discard catch [l
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Catch and discards in the NW Engliskphropgrawlers fishery in 2012

During the trials 16 different gear configuratidmsve been tested in the first phase of the project.
Three of them have been selected to be studieétaildn the second phase of the trials: floating
bridles to avoid herding effect, side-escape paaetsa 6m long 200mm square mesh panel (SMP).
Between 8 and 10 hauls were completed for eacth®ftliree gear configurations. Each was
compared to the same standard trawl.

The report presents results for those three cordtguns. The request to STECF concerning only
the SMP, the observations and comments from STE@¥e hbeen prepared only on that
configuration.

STECF notes that the description of the 6m longn200SMP and especially its location is not
clearly described. However, from the design presegit the report, STECF assumes that the SMP
was placed immediately in front of the extensiogcpi That point should be clearly described.

Despite the low catches of whiting observed in bg#lars, the SELTRA 200 trawl retained far
fewer whiting than the standard trawl.

No results are presented for cod because the cavobre very low and because of the well-known
difference in the behavior of cod and whiting ire tirawl, the results for whiting cannot be
extrapolated to cod.

The main topic of the report being whitefish no lgs@s are presented on lesser spotted dogfish,
half of which is discarded from catches by the déad gear. However, the report concludes that the
catches of lesser spotted dogfish were reduced 78y @hen using the SMP compared to the
standard trawl although STECF is unable to assbs$her that conclusion is valid.

The catch comparison analysis, SMP vs standard,tshwws the low effectof the SMP on the
catches of flatfish andNephrops Other trials were dedicated to the comparisorwbet the
selectivity of the SMP and the SELTRA trawl.

Summary responses to each of the items in the TefiReference are given below:

1. Reduction of whitefish catches when using SMP
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The SMP gave statistically significant reductionscatches of dab less than 18cm and whiting but
the results for plaice were not significant. STEGcludes that the SMP retains less dab and
whiting than the standard trawl. The results olgdirior cod and other whitefish species are
inconclusive.

2. Selectivity comparison between SMP and SELTRA

The SMP retains statistically significant less gdaibetween 22 and 30 cm and statistically
significant less dab and whiting than the SELTR&W. The SMP reduced catches of whiting by
91%.The results obtained for cod and other whitedigecies are inconclusive.

On the basis of the trials undertaken, STECF calediuthat the SMP trawl has at least equivalent
selectivity benefits to the SELTRA trawl for dabhiting and plaice between 22 and 30 cm.

3. Data to be improved: sampling and gear properties

Due to the low catches of cod observed during ¥peemental trials, at this stage it is not possibl

for STECF to conclude whether the SMP and the SEA §Rars will attain the desired reductions
in cod catches in the Irish Sea. Experimental daa trials undertaken in seasons with higher
abundance of cod and other gadoids than observedeircurrent trial are required before any
definitive conclusions on the impact of those gearsvhitefish.

STECF notes from the report that the best resutts iggard to the reduction of discards of plaice
and dab were obtained using the floating bridlaragement. Using such a rig, the discards of plaice
and dab species were reduced by more than 50%ayltha informative if any future trials to test
the SMP in combination with floating bridles or lwvito, or very short bridles.

6.10. Request to the STECF to evaluate a request for exidion from the Cod Plan effort
regime in accordance with Article 11(2) of Regulatn (EC) No 1342/2008

Background

Article 11(2) of Council Regulation (EC) 1342/20@&tablishing a long-term plan for cod stocks
and the fisheries exploiting those stocks (the @€tah) lays down the conditions under which the
Council, acting on a Commission proposal and orbtsss of the information provided by Member
States and the STECF advice, may exclude certaurpgrof vessels from the effort regime.

Further in a Council Statement in the 2011 Decerkimhreries Council the UK agreed to impose a
number of selectivity measures including thatin the Nephrops fishery (TR2) the UK

administrations will work with fishers to deploy aseres that result in significant reductions in

cod catches. For the Irish Sea the UK agrees askjective that by 1 July 2012 the nephrops fleet
will fish with gears which will enable them to sex@n exemption from the effort regime as laid
down in Article 11 of Regulation (EC) No 1342/2@0t cod plan).’

Subsequently the UK administration in Northern drel, Department of Agriculture and Rural
Development (DARD) undertook a number of gear dritlat were assessed in STECF PLEN 12-
03. The results of the trials were not sufficierdbnclusive to allow determination for the granting
of an exemption under Article 11 of the Cod PlamARD have since undertaken commercial
deployment of various gears accompanied with aerobsion at sea scheme to further determine
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their efficiency in reducing cod catches and redgailiscards. Information is presented on four
gears, a SELTRA trawl, a 270mm Diamond SELTRA tratv use of a 300mm SMP and a Queen
Scallop trawl.

Previously STECF (STECF PLEN 12-02) consideredgai@st concerning a possible exclusion of
vessels from the effort regime under the Cod Riarespect of a Queen Scallop fishery operating in
the Irish Sea. DARD have in their evaluation of thieen scallop trawl provided information on a
similar fishery operated in adjacent waters antthéonorth of Ireland in ICES area Vla.

Background documentation can be found on:
https://stect.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/plen1303

Terms of References

Under the conditions laid down in Article 11(2)tbe Cod Plan, STECF are asked to evaluate the
information provided by DARD to determine for eaflthese gears;

1) To what extent does the data on catches andnigdsubmitted by the UK support the
conclusion that during the reference period forchlthe data have been collected, the vessel group
has (annually on average) caught less than or ¢guab% of cod of its total catches?

2) In cases of scientific uncertainty with regaodquestion 1), please specify the information and
data that have to be improved; in particular comogr the sampling strategy including sampling
precision levels and intensities in relation tocbatnd discards data and, where relevant, the
description of gear properties and its effect.

3) In cases of scientific uncertainty with regam question 1), please specify whether the
information presented gives indications that the-hdfilment of the assessment criteria is due to a
specific activity of the vessel group, e.g. whea ginoup fishes in a particular area.

In carrying out its assessment, the STECF shouftider the rules on vessel group reporting
established in Article 3 of Commission Regulati&Uj No 237/2010 laying down detailed rules
for the application of Council Regulation (EC) N&42/2008.

The STECF is requested to complete the table bslawmarising its findings in relation to the
present request.

Summary of STECF findings in relation to vesselsugs requests for exclusion.

Country Description of vessebData submitted STECF advice |in
group April
2012
[to include a
statement

on a favourable or
negative opinion on
the

exclusion in
question]
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STECF response
STECF observations

Four selectivity devices/gears are presented aaepcases for reducing cod catches in the TR2
fleet for which Article 11 exemption is requestéd: SELTRA 300; (i) SELTRA 270; (iii) 300
SMP; (iv) Queen scallop otter trawl. For all fomses observer data are presented. In addition gear
trial data are presented for SELTRA 270 and 300 S technical descriptions are provided for
SELTRA 300, SELTRA 270, and 300 SMP. STECF commdddRD for the completeness and
appropriateness of their documentation and analyses
(https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/plen} 303

STECF has commented in earlier gear selectivityerey that if cod catches are low during the
observation period, independent of the gear usad,difficult to determine whether the low cod
catches are due to the technical functioning ofgis&r (technical decoupling) or simply due to the
low cod abundance (depletion decoupling). DARD taeen care to collect the gear trial data
during a period of known high cod abundance. Theeolker data were collected year round and it
was noted that during this period the percentagmdfcatch of the total catch was on average >2%
per trip (range 0-3.4%) for those trips where nledeity devices were fitted over and above the
requirements under existing technical regulatiors, (standard TR2 gear). The probability of the
cod catch being more than 1.5% of the total trifgltavas 44%, indicating that cod were present on
the grounds during the observed period.

SELTRA “300” Trawl (4m box section with 300 mm squae mesh)

STECF PLEN 12-03 evaluated this variant of the SEATdevice based on information obtained
during gear trials in 2011. STECF concluded that do the low catches of cod during the
experimental trials, it was not possible to conelad that time whether the gear will attain the
desired reduction in cod catches in the Irish S&&CF further recommended that further data will
need to be collected in a season with higher cathddnce. Data and results presented are in
support of the original case. At sea observersectdt data during routine commercial operations
on nine different vessels that had this devicedittA total of 25 trips and 83 hauls were observed.
The positions of hauls during which observer da¢zencollected were all within the western Irish
SeaNephropggrounds.

The percentage cod catch for all the observed isipsss than 1.5 % (0.75%) of the total catch. For
the majority of trips, no cod catches were observdw bootstrap analysis suggested by STECF
(STECF PLEN 11-03) to evaluate the probability tthet mean catch of cod among trips exceeds
the 1.5% threshold shows a very low probabilit&4.

SELTRA “270” Trawl (3m box section with 270 mm dianond mesh)

A. Gear trial. The trip was conducted from 23-2biieary 2013 aboard a twin-rigger and 16 hauls
were observed. The trial was conducted during plagvaing period when there is a high abundance
of cod on theNephropsground. This trip was a dedicated sampling triptdst the difference
between the SELTRA 270 net and the standard nék &iches were estimated for each net and
two observers were aboard to get sufficient sargpioverage of both nets.

The total catch was reduced by 7% on average dweerl6 hauls from the standard net to the
diamond SELTRA 270 net. On average the SELTRA 2&®@ltcaught less cod, haddock, plaice

and whiting compared to the standard net. The tezhgwere most prominent at smaller sizes for
these species. The SELTRA 270 net caught on avé&.&geg of cod per haul, which constitutes a

42% reduction from the average catch of cod in shendard net of 11.8 kg per haul (not

statistically significant, p= 0.08). The proportiohcod in the catch in the SELTRA 270 net was on
average 1.4% per haul, constituting a reductio®T¥ compared to the average of 2.2% per haul
in the standard net (not statistically significgmt,0.07). Note the reduction of overall bulk cash
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potentially elevating the proportion of cod in thatch even if the real level of cod catches is
reduced. This is another reason, in addition toothes STECF pointed out in their evaluation of the
cod plan (STECF-11-07), that it is not appropriatese percentages as criterion for bycatch limits.

B. Observed trips. At sea observers collected datang routine commercial operations on eight

different vessels that had this device fitted. gakmf 9 trips and 104 hauls were observed. The
positions of hauls during which the trial and obserdata were collected were all within the

western Irish SeBephropsggrounds.

The percentage cod catch for all the observed tsipgore than 1.5 % (1.86%) of the total catch.
The 1.5% limit has been exceeded in four out ofrrilme observer trips. The bootstrap analysis
shows a high probability of 78% that the mean catthcod among trips exceeds the 1.5%
threshold. The selectivity of the device corresotwl that observed in previous trials where the
catches of small cod have been significantly redubet the device is less effective for excluding
larger size cod.

300 mm Square Mesh Panel (SMP)

A. Gear trial. The trip was conducted from 2-5 A@013 aboard a twin-rigger and 11 hauls were
observed. The trial was conducted during the spagvperiod when there is a high abundance of
cod on theNephropsground. This trip was a dedicated sampling tripets the difference between
300 mm Square Mesh Panel and the standard net.cBtdkes were estimated for each net and two
observers were aboard to get sufficient samplingiage of both nets.

The total catch was reduced by 10% on averagetbeetl hauls from the standard net to the 300
mm SMP net. The size specific selectivity pattaralmost the opposite of the SELTRA 270 in that
the retention of cod is significantly reduced farder fish by the 300 mm SMP, but not for the
smaller fish. The 300 mm SMP net caught on aveda@eg of cod per haul, which constitutes a
74% reduction from the average catch of cod instia@dard net of 18.0 kg per haul (statistically
significant, p= 0.01). The proportion of cod in tb&ch in the SELTRA 270 net was on average
1.3% per haul, constituting a reduction by 73% carag to the average of 4.8% per haul in the
standard net (statistically significant, p= 0.02).

B. Observed trips. At sea observers collected dating routine commercial operations on 15

different vessels that had this device fitted. fak@f 54 trips and 212 hauls were observed. The
positions of hauls during which the trial and obserdata were collected were all within the

western Irish SeBephropsgrounds.

The percentage cod catch for all the observed isipsss than 1.5 % (0.51%) of the total catch. For
the majority of trips no cod catches were obserbetithere were a few observations of cod catches
being more than 5% of the total catch. The bogisargalysis shows a very low probability of 3%
that the mean among trips of cod catches exceedk. 586 threshold.

The Queen scallop otter trawl fishery

Previously STECF (STECF PLEN 12-02) considered quest in respect of a Queen Scallop
fishery operating in the Irish Sea. Based on thEGH evaluation, a group of vessels were granted
exemption from the effort regime under Article Ifitlee Cod Plan based on both spatial and gear
decoupling. The case presented here is for vegselg the same gear as the above mentioned case,
but operating outside the Irish Sea off the nofthredand (Division Vla); this case is only baseu o
gear decoupling.

The nets used in the Queen Scallop fishery arefraddNephropsnets with the low headline height
being the distinguishing feature (commonly referred as queenie nets). The other main
modification made to the nets is the use of larggber mats to give protection to the bag during
towing, but this will have little or no effect ohd selectivity of the gear.
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A total of 36 hauls in five trips on two boats wedgserved, all within the main Queen Scallop area
off the north coast of Ireland in an area knowmawe relatively high cod abundance and adjacent
to a juvenile cod closed area. The sample sizering of trips and vessels is small. The percentage
cod catch for all the observed trips is less thdn % (0.5%) of the total catch. The bootstrap
analysis shows an extremely low probability (Idsant 0.1%) that the mean among trips of cod
catches exceeds the 1.5% threshold.

STECF conclusions

STECF conclusions are given in Table 6.10.1

Table 6.10.1: Summary of STECF findings in relatioivessels groups requests for exclusion

Country Description of vessebData submitted STECF advice |in
group November 2013
UK (Northern| Vessels using Observer data: 8BThe data support the
Ireland) SELTRA “300” hauls in 25 trips of 9 conclusion tha
Trawl (4m box vessels were samplediuring the reference
section with 300 mm| for observer data onperiod for which the
square mesh) catch. data have been
collected, the catches
of cod by the vessel
group deploying
SELTRA 300 were
on average less than
or equal to 1.5% of
the total catches qf
that vessel group.
UK (Northern| Vessels using Gear trial data: 16 The data do NOT
Ireland) SELTRA “270” hauls in one trip; support the
Trawl (3m box Observer data: 104conclusion tha
section with 270 mm| hauls in 9 trips of 8 during the reference
diamond mesh) vessels were samplegeriod for which the
for observer data opdata have  beep
catch. collected, the catches
of cod by the vessel
group deploying
SELTRA 270 were
on average less than
or equal to 1.5% of
the total catches qf
that vessel group.
UK (Northern| Vessels using 300 | Gear trial data: 11The data support the
Ireland) mm Square Mesh hauls in one trip. conclusion tha
Panel (SMP) Observer data: 21Rduring the reference
hauls in 54 trips of period for which the
15 vessels weredata have been
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sampled for observercollected, the catches
data on catch. of cod by the vesse
group deploying 300
mm Square Mesh
Panel  were on
average less than or
equal to 1.5% of the
total catches of that
vessel group.

1%

UK (Northern| The Queen scallop | Observer data: 36The data support the
Ireland) otter trawl fishery hauls in 5 trips of 2 conclusion tha

vessels were samplediuring the reference
for observer data opperiod for which the

catch. data have been
collected, the catches
of cod by the vessel
group deploying the
Queen scallop otter
trawl were on

average less than or
equal to 1.5% of the
total catches of that
vessel group.

STECF concludes

STECF concludes that the data support the conciusiat during the reference period for which
the data have been collected, the catches of cdatdebyessel group deploying SELTRA 300 were
on average less than or equal to 1.5% of the ¢tatahes of that vessel group.

STECF concludes that the data do NOT support thelgsion that during the reference period for
which the data have been collected, the catchesdby the vessel group deploying SELTRA 270
were on average less than or equal to 1.5% ofbtiaécatches of that vessel group.

STECF concludes that the data support the conciusiat during the reference period for which
the data have been collected, the catches of cothdoyessel group deploying 300 mm Square
Mesh Panel were on average less than or equab% df the total catches of that vessel group.

STECF concludes that the data support the conciusiat during the reference period for which
the data have been collected, the catches of catiebyessel group deploying the Queen scallop
otter trawl were on average less than or equal3% bf the total catches of that vessel group.
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6.11. Turbot and Brill

Background

In accordance with the Article 3.1 of Regulation/8896 introducing additional conditions for
year to year management of TACs and quota MemlaesSmay request an increase in the TAC.
The Commission received on 22 a request from thitheédlands for in-year revision of the turbot
and brill TAC in the North Sea for 2013 managempatiod with + 10%. The request was
accompanied by the relevant supporting information.

Background documentation can be found on:
https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/plen1303

Terms of References

STECF is requested to review the Netherlands reéqaled advice whether requested in-year
increase of TAC concerned is appropriate.

STECF is also requested to advice on possible aaftins on the TAC advice for 2014, if the in-
year increase eventually is adopted.

STECF response
Background

STECF notes that the Netherlands have used th@noly arguments to justify the request for an
in-year increase in the 2013 TAC for turbot and brithe North Sea.

* The stocks of turbot and brill in the North Seadacreased in the last decade

* The recent TACs for turbot and brill have beenrretste leading to discards (even if the
Dutch TAC in 2012 has been closed thd' 4 December, thus causing only one week of
possible discards)

A 10% increase of the TAC is in line with the PAJaWSY approach, based on predictions
made using the North Sea turbot assessment model

STEFC notes that turbot and brill in the North &eamanaged by an EU combined TAC for EU
areas of ICES Division lla and Subarea IV. STECkesdhat both advice of turbot and brill is
based on ICES approach to data limited stocks Amdassessments were considered only as
indicative of trends. Additionally, for turbot ICE®ed the assessment to provide quantitative catch
forecast based onygy. STECF notes that the effects of an in-year irsgemm TAC must be
considered separately for each stock.

With regards to turbot, STECF notes first that shert-term forecast presented by ICES assumes
status quo landings in 2013 compared to 2012, wisigstimated to correspond to FMSY in 2013
(0.34). Therefore, a 10% increase in landings wde#tl to exploitation levels above FMSY in
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2013. Secondly, STECF considers also that the teesdilthe exploratory alternative short-term
forecasts that are presented are slightly mislgadmthe sense that only the effects on biomass ar
presented (which are small), and not the effectsainhes. STECF understands that should the
catches be increased in 2013, the FMSY-based fetreaauld certainly lead to a catch advice for
2014 lower than the current value of 2978 t, arabably also lower than the 2012 catches at 2914t.

Thirdly, STECF notes that the current ICES advimeZ014 (based on FMSY target in 2014), at
2978 t, is only 2% higher than the landings in 2(@214 t). Notwithstanding the point two above,
a 10% TAC increase from 2012 to 2013 would be fod by a subsequent 8% decrease from
2013 to 2014, which may not be a desirable outcddtigmately, STECF notes that even if the
turbot stock has increased in the last decads, still at about half, or less than half of thedev
observed in the beginning of the 1980s (i.e. bagmof the ICES time series). STECF also notes
that in adjacent areas like the Skagerrak-Kattepat,turbot stock has declined more than 90%
since the 1920°s.

With regards to brill, STECF notes that biomass exloitation reference points are not estimated
for that stock. This implies that the level of Fdomparison to frsy is not known for brill in the
North Sea. Therefore, STECF is not able to evaltiaeeffects of an increase of 10% of the
combined TAC for turbot and brill with regards tady for brill. Brill biomass has increased during
the last decade but over the longer time periodndance has rather shown a fluctuating pattern
without trend during the time series (1987-2012).

STECF remarks that the landings given in tablel614of the ICES advice for brill, also includes
the landings from area llla and Vllde, and thusncdiribe compared directly to the North Sea TAC.
According to of the ICES advice 6.4.1.2, brill lamgs in the North Sea represented 67.2% of the
combined area in 2012. This sums up to a combi®d@ 2andings of brill + turbot in area IV at
4429 tonnes, which is less than 96% of the 2012 &8A@642 t. The same calculation indicates that
the TAC has never been fully taken except in 200¥s suggests that the current TAC levels are
fairly well balanced with the catches, and thatstmbties for full uptake of the TAC should be
explored before that an increase of the TAC is icened. Assuming that the same proportion of
brill is taken in the North Sea in 2014 as in 20th2n the combined TAC advice for the North Sea
would be 2978 + (2727*0.672) = 4811 t for area V2014, which is only 3.6% higher than the
2013 TAC.

STECF also notes that as long as the TAC is comdbioeturbot and brill, it is not possible to
estimate the effect on an increase of the total DAGhe stock status of the single species. STECF
considers that in the future turbot and brill sldoloé managed by separate TAC.

STECF has also given additional considerationsht issue of discarding of brill and turbot
because of quota limitations. With respect to suaivof discarded fish a recent report of STECF
concluded that results are variable and dependgrogation, depth, fishing gear, duration fishing
time, catch composition, deck handling, season,ssef@ce temperature, air temperature etc. and
vary greatly from study to study (STECF 2012). Enhare no reported studies on the survival rates
of turbot and brill caught by the beam trawl, ottemwl or gillnet in the North Sea. As a
consequence STECF considered it potentially mighgatb make any extrapolations on actual
discard survival rates of turbot and brill in th@rth Sea fisheries. However, there are specific
studies made on the Black Sea turbot after beimguoad by gillnet, which point out that the
likelihood of survival for turbot is likely to beigh (an average of 70% of individuals survived)
even if the turbot was left more than 20 days enghinet (Samsun and Kalayci, 2005).
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STECF conclusions

On the basis of the information available in th&8advice sheets, STECF concludes that in order
to be consistent with MSY objectives the 2013 TACHrill and turbot in subarea IV should not be
increased.

References

Samsun, N., Kalayci, F., 2005. Survival Rates ddcBl Sea Turbot (Scophthalmus maeoticus
Pallas, 1811) Captured by Bottom Turbot Gillnets Different Depths and Fishing Seasons
Between 1999 and 2004. Turkish Journal of FishenesAquatic Sciences 5:57-62.

6.12. Request for a STECF opinion on exclusion from requements of the Technical
Conservation Regulations (EC) No 850/1998.

Background

Article 34b of EC Regulation 850/1998, the Techhid@asures Regulation, regulates the use of
gill nets, entangling nets and trammel nets in IGE&sions llla, IVa, Vb, Vib, Vlib,c,j,k and sub
areas VIII, IX,XIl east of 27 degrees W. This ddiprohibits the use of such nets in waters deeper
than 200m in the above ICES areas, with some deoogafor specific gears in the depth range
200-600m.

Paragraph 11 of this article, allows the Commissafter consulting with STECF to adopt an
implementing act to exclude specific fisheries ofMember State from the application of
Paragraphs 1 to 9 of this Article where informatprovided by the Member State shows that those
fisheries result in a very low level of shark byetees and of discards. The National Authorities of
Spain have made a request to the Commission fdus®n, providing a study undertaken for a
fleet metier identified as 'rasco’, using a largeed gill net, with a low hanging ratio as the
supporting evidence for this request. The exclusaates to 4-6 boats from the Basque country
using large mesh entangling nets.

Further it is appropriate to ensure that any exolusakes into account the proposals for the
sustainable exploitation of deep-sea stocks andinfiamation on the catches of these stocks by
this metier is examined.

Background documentation can be found on:
https://stect.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/plen1303

Request to STECF

1 Under the conditions laid down in Article 34b @gmraph 11 of Regulation (EC) No
850/1998 the STECEF is requested to evaluate tlennation provided by the Spanish Authorities
and to determine and advise if the information led support an exemption from the provisions
of Article 34b for this group of vessels on the ibasf demonstration of very low of shark by-
catches and discards.

2 In case of scientific uncertainty with regardtihe above, identify what other information
should be provided to aid determination of the imapility of this exclusion.
3 STECEF is further asked to comment on the widgraich of this fishery on deep sea stocks,

based on the catch information provided.
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STECF Response

A detailed report on the ‘rasco’ fleet and its bats of deep water species in the southeast part of
the Bay of Biscay was provided by the Spanish aiitbs together with detailed spreadsheets of
catches and CPUEs. STECF notes that considerdiole efs put into the collection of data on
target and bycatch species using a combinationbeémwer and self —sampling techniques. The
material was well presented in the report and #seillts discussed. Some comparison was made
with an earlier EU project DEEPNET.

The report provides fairly comprehensive coveragehe fishing trips made in 2012 by the 4
vessels using the rasco gear, with around halft(ijps) involving observer coverage and the
remainder covered by self sampling. Informatiors weovided on catches (landings and discards)
by trip and for various categories of the catchrgéa species were mainly anglerfish with some
hake and bycatch included a number of specifiedksti@ecies and other deep water species. Trips
occurred throughout the early and latter parts0df2with a gap in the summer months.

In the Regulation, the term ‘very low’ is not dedfth so that for an extension of fishing beyond
600m depth it is not possible to base a judgemerhe comparison of data provided with no legal
definition of very low. STECF notes however, thtie existing derogation for the use of gillnets
and trammel nets beyond 200m and down to 600 metargeting hake and anglerfish, is

conditional on a number of technical and operaticoaditions being met. These relate specifically
to the construction of the nets, the maximum amofimietting that can be deployed, the maximum
soak time and a shark by-catch limit of 5% by weigfhe bycatch limit of 5% may give some

indication of what very low might mean.

STECF has mainly considered the request in theegbmtf more general advice on deep water
sharks and deep water species and with regard forévious observations. Given the prevailing
advice on the risks to many long lived, low fecupdihark and deep sea species, STECF believes
that ‘very low’ necessarily implies low exploitaticates (fishing mortalities) on the populations
rather than a low percentage bycatch calculatidiC3F has previously advised on similar requests
concerning deep water fixed net fisheries in wiibhrks and deep water species are a bycatch, for
example:

STECF (2006) concludetthe hake and monkfish fisheries should be limltgd

maximum of 600 m. This was seen as best comprtorigepractical and to avoid the main part of

the sharks’ depth range. This depth limit means the monkfish fishery cannot proceed in depths
down to 800 m. It is recognised that some smaharksspecies are mainly distributed in this range
(600-800 m).

STECF (2009) STECF notes that gulper shark (Cehtvays granulosus) is classified as critically
endangered on the IUCN red species list. While meplocatches of deepwater shark associated
with the gill net and trammel net fisheries are Joins not possible to identify the catch of gulpe
shark or to estimate the current exploitation raie this species by these fisheries. STECF
considers that it is probable that the low catcliesaobserved may be due to the severely depleted
nature of the population rather than due to anytspaseparation between the distribution of
gulper shark and the depth range of the fishery.

The ‘rasco’ report presents material in terms afdigh percentages, CPUEs and absolute numbers
caught. Shark bycatch percentages were mostly b&d®o (12 out of 17 trips) but in 10 of the

trips (the majority), percentages were above 5%ECH notes that bycatch percentages may be
heavily influenced by the magnitude of the catcbeshe target species and cannot be taken to
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indicate low exploitation rate on the bycatch speciSimilarly, the calculated CPUES for sharks
(and other deepwater species), while low comparsetidse of the target demersal species, cannot
be taken to indicate that the effect on the st@tkbe shark and other deepwater species is small.

The vessels carrying observers caught around 4&fkslduring the 17 trips amounting to 2.6
tonnes. Detailed information was not available fribia 18 self-sampled trips but assuming similar
catch rates, it is likely that the combined cat€lhe 4 boats in the study was close to 1000 sharks
amounting to around 5 tonnes. Observed catchdseofiéepwater species amounted to about 1.25
tonnes, suggesting around 2.5 tonnes were caughalov

The main species of shark caught were the knifatdoigfish Scymnodon ringeng65% of all
individuals caught), followed by the birdbeak dsgfiDeania calcea)(23%) and the kitefin, shark
(Dalatias lichg (4.7%). These smaller sharks are typically foundthe 600-800m range.
Information on the state of stocks of these sherksant.

It is necessary to have a clearer idea of the @agilan rates implied by the catches of these gseci
but it is not possible to ascertain this from thimation available so far. Data are provided for
one year and it would be helpful to have some mttha of what catch rates have been like in this
region over a period of time. Information from anrler period, before the imposition of restrictive
TACs would be particularly useful. A more sustaipediod of structured sampling or surveying of
the area using a standardised approach would elgddrmative.

An important consideration is whether the sharks @eep water species in this localised area (SE
region of Bay of Biscay) are part of much wider @bepopulations of these species or whether
there are separate populations. The impact ofdtehes observed would be rather different in the
latter case and if the population was relativelyabnthen exploitation rate could be quite high.

STECF notes that in general the discard rates Vosve— overall around 5% of the catch was
discarded. For a number of the shark species dra&t deepwater species, however, discard rates
could be up to 100% owing to lack of markets orgtate of the fish following capture in the nets.
Hake, one of the target species, was also discamdeck heavily owing to spoilage. This
observation suggests there may be a case for exeydifferent soak time strategies which may
benefit the condition of target species catch affiek some mitigation to the capture of by-catch
species. Furthermore, improvements in catch ntitigafor shark and deepwater species using
other methods could be investigated in this fishery

The rasco report contains a comparative discussittnthe earlier work conducted in deepwater to
the west of Ireland and the UK under the EU prol2EEPNET. STECF does not, however, feel
that the comparison (which includes discussionfahe characteristics of the vessels and fishing
operations) has any substantive relevance to tlestigms being asked here about the Bay of
Biscay.

STECF conclusions

There is insufficient information to support an exeion from the provisions of Article 34b for this
group of vessels on the basis of demonstrationeo§ \ow shark by-catches and discards. The
request is for a derogation to fish deeper tham®6d@ the report there is clear evidence that the
incidence of sharks caught during the study in@eagiite sharply in the depth range 600m - 900m.
Shallower than 600m, the catch rates are lower esigyy that the current arrangement is
reasonably effective in mitigating shark catches.

Prior to any further consideration of an exemptiSiECF considers that the impact, in terms of
effect on the populations, needs to be evaluatdwk ihformation provided is insufficient to
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estimate stock size or exploitation rate at thesgmetime although the data collection described in
the report has made a valuable contribution. Thderstanding of populations of shark and
deepwater species could potentially be improved wite development of structured, ongoing
surveys and continued recording of any by-catclormétion in the existing fishery (see also
section 6.7 of this report). If possible, efforteald also be made to determine whether the stocks
are localised or part of a bigger more widely distted population.

Much of the discussion above also applies to tlep-dea stocks. There is insufficient information
to judge what the catches mean in terms of expioitaate or to judge whether an exemption can
be supported.
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6.13. Request for an STECF opinion on assessment of the evhber States annual
reports whether the conditions for exclusion in aaardance with Article 11(2) of
Regulation (EC) No 1342/2008 remain fulfilled

Background

In accordance with Article 11(2) of Council Regidat1342/2008 establishing a long term plan for
cod stocks and the fisheries exploiting these stdls& Council may, acting on a proposal from the
Commission and on the basis of information providgdhe Member States and on the advice of
STECF, exclude certain groups of vessels from ppdication of the effort regime.

The current exclusions for groups of vessels frgails Sweden, the United Kingdom, Poland and
Ireland are described in Council Regulation (EC) ™d/2009, as amended. Member States must
submit annually, appropriate information to the @assion and STECF to establish that the
conditions for any exclusion granted remain fugfill Reports on Article 11 are due 31st March.

Background documentation can be found on:
https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/plen1303

Terms of Reference

Based on the information provided by the UK autiesiin respect of the operation of a group of
trawlers (gear category TR2) targetidgquipecten operculari®Queen Scallop) in the Irish Sea the
STECEF is requested to assess whether the grougseéls concerned have been complying with the
conditions set out in the decision on exclusion.céirying out its assessment, the STECF is
requested to:
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a) advise whether the data on catches and landirywitted by the Member State support
the conclusion that during the preceding fishingsea (from the date of the exclusion), the vessel
group has (on average) caught less than or equgb% of cod from the total catches of the vessels
concerned;

b) specify the reasons, if the information presgrgees indications on the non-fulfilment
of the conditions for exclusion.

In carrying out its assessment, the STECF shouftsider the rules on vessel group reporting
established in Article 4 of Commission Regulati®@Uj No 237/2010 laying down detailed rules
for the application of Council Regulation (EC) N&42/2008.

Table 6.13.1: Summary of STECF findings in relatioivessels groups requests for exclusion

Country Description of vessel Data submitted STECF advice |in
group November 2013
[to include a
statement

on a favourable or
negative opinion on
the

exclusion in
question]

STECF response

In its plenary report of April 2012 (Plenary-12-0HTECF advised that data presented did support
the application by the UK for exclusion of a groofpvessels from the Isle of Man from the Irish
Sea Cod recovery plan effort regime during the 2Qu2en scallop fishing season.

Evidence was presented that there would be a teanpdrscards ban during that fishing season so
it could be expected that all cod caught would beubht to shore and that details would be
recorded of this bycatch. Discards at sea of dwllsl therefore be expected to be zero during
2012 by this group of vessels.

STECF observations

A report prepared by Bangor University for the IsfeMan government on sampling of catches of
vessels fishing for queen scallops during Juneefate®nber 2012, within 12nm of the Isle of Man,

was provided by the UK Administration . Neitheethumbers of vessels engaged in catching
scallops nor the numbers that were sampled fostity are mentioned in the report.

Data supplied by the UK related to 14 observedstn@ade by 9 vessels during June to September
2012. The data set provided for the original aggtion for exclusion of vessels fishing for queen
scallops around the Isle of Man during June to Betan 2012 cites a list of 21 vessels. The UK
also supplied data relating to the whole groupessels excluded from the effort regime.

It is not clear from data supplied whether the whgioup of excluded vessels was subject to a
temporary cod discard regulation, as indicatedhéapplication for the exclusion.
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Data presented to STECF illustrate a very low kgftaf cod in summer 2012 during 14 observed
trips by 9 vessels engaged in catching queen gsalldotal by-catch of cod during the 14 observed
trips was c. 17kg.

All cod caught would normally have been discarded,for the observed trips, all catch was landed
to enable detailed recording of intended catch landatch. For the observed trips, cod by-catch
per vessel ranged from 0.0 to 0.13% of total cadct the sum of cod catch for all 14 trips as a
proportion of the sum of total catch was 0.037%.

Data submitted indicated that the 14 observed tepsesent 2.3% of total effort expended catching
gueen scallops by the 20 vessels that were excludedthe effort regime during summer 2012.

STECF Conclusions

STECF concludes that the data on catches and gmduomitted by the UK appear to support the

conclusion that during the preceding (2012) fishgggison (from the date of the exclusion), the

catches of cod by the vessel group targeting gsealops were on average, less than or equal to
1.5% of the total catches of that vessel group. FRECF findings and conclusions are summarised
in Table 6.13.2.

Table 6.13.2: Summary of STECF findings in relatiorvessels groups compliance with conditions
for exclusion from effort regime restrictions ogthish Sea cod recovery plan.

Country | Description of vesselData submitted STECF advice in November 2013
group
UK Isle of Man scallop | Landings and cod | STECF concludes that the data on

vessels targeting by-catch estimates| catches and landings submitted by
Queenie scallops in | for 14 observed the UK appear to support the

the vicinity of the trips made by 9 conclusion that during the preceding
Isle of Man, in the | vessels engaged in (2012) fishing season (from the date

Irish Sea. Not clear| queen scallop of the exclusion), the catches of cod
how many vessels | fishing during by the vessel group targeting queen
were involved. 2012, together with scallops were on average, less than

annual landings of | or equal to 1.5% of the total catches
those 9 vessels. | of that vessel group.
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6.14. Request for review of management plans for certaifisheries within the territorial
waters of France and Spain

General background

Member States are expected to adopt managemerd foarfisheries conducted by trawl nets
(demersal and pelagic), boats seines (including bmtved and surrounding seines), shore seines,
surrounding nets and dredges within their ter@onaters.

The plans shall include conservation referencetpa@nch as targets against which the recovery to,
or the maintenance of stocks within, safe bioldgiaaits for fisheries exploiting stocks at/or
within safe biological limits is ensured (e.g. ptgiion size and/or long-term yields and/or fishing
mortality rate and/or stability of catches). Thand shall ensure the sustainable exploitation of
stocks and that impact of fishing activities on mareco-systems is kept at sustainable levels.

The Management plans may incorporate any measditded in the following list to limit fishing
mortality and the environmental impact of fishirgiaties: limiting catches, fixing the number and
type of fishing vessels authorized to fish, limgtifishing effort, adopting technical measures
(structure of fishing gears, fishing practices,aarfperiod of fishing restriction, minimum size,
reduction of impact of fishing activities on marieeosystems and non-target species), establishing
incentives to promote more selective fishing, cartdpilot projects on alternative types of fishing
management techniques.

Moreover, with a view to carry out some specifishries, exceptions to some rules may be
granted as stipulated by Articles 4(1) second stagpaph, 4(5), 9(7) (not applicable to trawl-nets),
13(5), 13(9), 13(11), 15(3) respectively of the Medlanean Regulation.

In order to benefit of such derogations the fisfeegoncerned, in addition of being managed within
an adequate management plan (Article 19) , sheeet some conditions including, inter alia, to be
highly selective, in order to ensure that catchfespecies mentioned in Annex Ill are minimal, to
have a negligible effect on the marine environmantl shall be carried out neither above
coralligenous habitats and méaerl beds nor abovegszss beds oPosidonia oceanicar other
marine phanerogames.

Member States were expected to provide up-to-daentdfic and technical justification®r such
derogations.

Background documentation can be found on:
https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/plen1303

General Terms of Reference

STECF is requested to review and validate the cesmohs of the ad hoc working groups for the
following management plans:

1. Dredges in Andalusia (Spain)

2. Purse seiners, beach seines and dredges (France)
3. Dredges in Valencia (Spain)

4. Boat seines in Catalonia (Spain)
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Assessment of management plans: general comment

Designing and testing HCRs for data-limited speateslimited due to the reduced knowledge base
available. STECF considers that it's better to leapeoactive approach than wait until a knowledge
base to support a full evaluation is available.stish STECF carries out reviews of management
plans, even though a full testing of factors likedyimpact the achievement of the plan's objectives
may not be available.

Nevertheless, it's important to avoid the "datarpoap”, which tends to keep data-poor stocks in
the same situation once advice and managementtigigalace, and to encourage the Member
States involved to allocate the necessary resos@ésat thorough assessments and evaluations of
management plan can be done in the future, follguest practice.

STECF has been regularly requested to assessfde.the evaluation of management plans or
derogations) the relative impact of different feeein Mediterranean stocks. STECF consider that
most of the stocks in the Mediterranean are exgdolty a variety of different gears, with very
different selection pattern and exploitation ra®SECF consider that it is not possible to address
such request, unless multi-fleet stock assessmextels that do not assume a steady state are
developed for such stocks. This will require assesg models which are different than these
currently used by STECF to assess Mediterraneakssiovith the exception of sole in GSA 17).
STECF has already indicated (See section 5.XXX} #peecific effort should be dedicated to
develop such models as soon as possible.

STECF further notes that for stocks which are egdoby fleets from several Member States, it
would be more appropriate to develop multi-nationenagement plans rather than National
management plans, as is currently the case.

6.14.1. Review of Spanish management plans for dredgé®iautonomous region of Andalusia

This is the second time STECF revise the managemlant for dredges in the autonomous
region of Andalusia, following the review undertake November 2010 (STECF-PLEN-1023
Therefore, this new version should have takenastmunt previous comments.

Specific Terms of Reference

STECF is requested to review the scientific basistfie above mentioned management plan,
evaluate their findings and make appropriate comsnernth respect to the measures proposed
therein. Besides, STECF is requested to advice hehehe plan contains adequate elements
concerning:

- the biological characteristics and the statexpfi@ted resources with reference in particular to
long-term yields and low risk of stock collapse;

- the description of the fishing pressured atihe measures to accomplish a sustainable
exploitation of the main target stockéc@nthocardia tuberculata, Callista chione, Charaele

2 Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee fishieries (STECF) — 5Plenary Meeting Report (PLEN-10-03).
2010. Publications Office of the European Unionxémbourg, EUR 24626 EN, JRC61940, 214 pp.
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gallina, and Donax trunculys

- the data on catches, effort and catches per aindffort (CPUE), as well as the biological
reference points ensuring the conservation of tme@&rned stocks;

- the minimum sizes and relative quantities of gggementioned on the Annex llI;

- the potential impact of the fishing gear on tharime environment with particular interest on
protected habitats (i.e. sea grass bed, coralligehabitat and maérl bed);

- the social and economic impact of the measurgsgsed; and finally

- the scientific monitoring of the management plan.

STECF observations

Objectives of the MP

The Management Plan aims to establish complementagsures to control fisheries exploited by
the mechanised dredge fleet on the Andalusian Meditean coast, together with a series of
measures to control fishing effort in order to ntaim the level of biomass oAcanthocardia
tuberculata, Callista chione, Chamelea gallirramyd Donax trunculusabove the selected biological
reference points, and thus maintain stocks witkiimed safe biological limits.

Measures included in the MP

e Annual catch limit (TAC)Dfor all speciesA¢anthocardia tuberculata, Callista chione,
Chamelea qgallina, and Donax truncujuso that if total annual catches exceed the

established Timits, the fishery for the speciesceoned shall be closed.

* Minimum average annual catch rate threshold¥auberculata and C. gallina

» If the minimum average annual threshold valuesAotuberculata and C. galling not
reached, and this situation is deemed to be theltre$ overfishing, the number of
authorised fishing days shall be reduced from & tiays per week in the following year for
the species in question.

* Limit in the number of days and hours of fishing.

* The maximum width of the dredges shall be 3 m.

* Prohibition of fishing on marine phanerogam meadaoaxve coralligenous habitats and
maer| beds.

* Minimum landing size for all species

» Scientific monitoring programme

General observations
The Spanish Management Plan (MP) documentatiommiechanised dredges operating on the

Mediterranean coast of Andalucia presents a vawétyseful information and scientific data,
which could be used to support the development wdlaable Management Plan for this fishery.
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The current version of the MP is much improved carafd to the previous version, although it
still needs further refinement before it meetsddlithe provisions of Article 19 of the EU
Regulation. In particular, it contains a generaaligtion of the fishery and major fishing harbours
and landings sites, a good description of the nre#tvant species targeted by the
mechanised dredges and their status assessedfishieny dependent data, and a summary of the
most pertinent regulations, including the specifara of the minimum landings size (MLS) for
each of the exploited species included in the MPorddver, the plan includes a good
description of the discards produced by the mecleandredges and the potential impact on the
benthic community as well as the socio-economitufes of the fishery.

Therefore, the document contains sufficient infarorato develop a management plan but in
relation to the provisions of Article 19 of the wgfion, the plan is deficient in several aspects
(listed under each of the elements outlined inTitaems of reference and in the Conclusion section
below).

Observations in relation to each of the elements dined in the Terms of Reference

“The biological characteristics and the state ofpkited resources with reference in particular
to long-term yields and low risk of stock collapse;

Biological characteristics, spatial distribution dastate of the exploited resources are well
described in the MP for the main target speciksafthocardia tuberculata, Callista chione,
Chamelea gallina, and Donax truncujug-or D. trunculusand C. chione the evaluation of the
state of the resource is based on analytical aseeds (i.e. ASPIC production model based on
catches and effort). The assessment identifies &Y Malue for exploitation rate (i.e. fishing
mortality, F) and stock biomass, and estimatescthieent status of the stock compared to these.
Therefore, the status of the resource with referemgarticular to long-term yields and low risk of
stock collapse is given in the document.

On the other hand, fak. tuberculataandC. gallinaASPIC gave rather an poor fitting to the data.
Therefore the 33percentile of the CPUE time series (i.e. 321 kgfedday (2001-2011) and
26.61 kg/vessel/day (2001-2011) #r tuberculataandC. gallinarespectively) is proposed as the
minimum precautionary reference value for the snatde exploitation of the resource. This
implies that for this species, the state of theouese with reference in particular to long- term
yields and low risk of stock collapse is not forlpajiven in the document but a proxy based
on CPUE is given. This also means that the curststk situation is defined comparing current
CPUE against the 3"3percenti|e of the CPUE time series. According tis,thhe stocks oA.
tuberculata andC. gallina are currently above the CPUE threshold. It is ingoarto note that the
use of CPUE indicators is adequate only if the refi® appropriately standardized. Nevertheless,
the document does not contain any explanation @nthe effort was standardized, or if it was not
standardised, why it was not necessary to starmharthie effort for the mechanised dredges
fisheries. These aspects are poorly considerdueitiP and they would deserve a deep discussion
when using CPUE trends to derive limit and targectlees for the dredge fishery of the Andalucia
region. In particular, although the size of dredgéxed in the MP (i.e. maximum 3 meters), the
document does not specify if hours fishing per tlaye increased over time and if these are
allowed to increase in the future. Also, it is otgar from the Article 7 and 9 of the management
plan, if each vessel is allowed to only use onelgeeat the time.

It is also important to note that the time serieCBUE is rather short. In this situation a more
appropriate index of the status of the stock wdagdobtained using the species biomass density
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(i.e. kg/nf) and compare it against a predefined baselinesiwtuld be estimated from unfished
areas or from data obtained in the past, assuraigthey represent a more pristine status of the
stock. In this case, a value comprised betweerB@8 and 40% of the density estimated from
unfished areas or from data obtained in the paghinbe suitable as reference points to evaluate
the stock status. Estimates of biomass density (ghyf) should be derived in the future to
improve the assessment and management of the spébiese estimates should be derived from
fisheries independent surveys in order to complertten results obtained using data on catches
and fishing effort. This was generally stated Amanthocardia tuberculatgpage 127 of the MP)
but is valid for all other exploited species andwdtl be part of the MP.

“The description of the fishing pressure and theasuges to accomplish a sustainable exploitation
of the main target stocks (Acanthocardia tuberailatallista chione, Chamelea gallina, and
Donax trunculus);

The fishing pressure is described in terms of egcnd number of fishing days. The measures
indicated in the MP to accomplish a sustainablelabghion of the main target stocks
(Acanthocardia tuberculata, Callista chione, Chamaegmllina, and Donax trunculysare a limit

in the annual catches (i.e. TAC), which, Ot trunculusand C. chione are based on MSY
estimated by ASPIC (i.e. 49 t and 182 t, respeltivand for Acanthocardia tuberculatand
Chamelea gallinare based on the 8percentile of the time series of landings (i.e.&52nd 40

t, respectively). The MP also stipulates that fisdeeshall be closed if annual catches exceed the
established TAC limits for all species (Article p.@hd additionally, forA. tuberculataand C.
gallina, a reduction of the effort from 5 to 4 days pereweshall be implemented if the CPUE
falls below the minimum average annual CPUE thrigslrticle 5.3). ForD. trunculusand C.
chione minimum average annual CPUE thresholds are nimete Moreover, Article 5 of the
MP refers to conservation reference points buteddfor D. trunculusand C. chionethese are
only annual TAC, which cannot be considered as@amasion reference points.

ForA. tuberculataandC. gallina,Article 5.3 of the MP is also unclear how the Sghrauthorities
will be able to distinguish whether a reductiondRUE is caused by overfishing or other causes
deriving from commercial agreements and strategms,by natural fluctuations in stock
productivity. However, irrespective of whether ttecline in CPUE is due to fishing or to other
causes, such a decrease is an indication thaidhebs of the species is declining, and thus HCRs
are needed to further reduce F in order to minimigks of stock collapse. Such HCRs are absent
from the MP.

Moreover, the MP lacks any formal harvest contubdés (HCRS) to be implemented if stocks fall
below proposed biomass reference points or F escgedposed F-reference points. For
tuberculataand C. galling an effort reduction from 5 to 4 days per weekase the CPUE falls
below the threshold is stipulated. However, it @ demonstrated that such a reduction in effort
will be sufficient to bring the CPUE above the 8ireld values. Also, the MP does not stipulate
what will happen if after one year of the implensiun of the reduction in effort from 5 to 4 days
per week, the CPUE is still below the CPUE anniiadghold.

“The data on catches, effort and catches per ufieffort (CPUE), as well as the biological
reference points ensuring the conservation of treerned stocks;

Data on catches (1985-2011), effort (1985-2011) eatdhes per unit of effort (CPUE; 2001-
2011) are reported for all four species exploitgdhe mechanized dredges. Biological reference
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points are estimated in relative terms (i.e..gf/Fand B/Bysy) for D. trunculusand C. chione
However, for this two species the MP lacks form&R$, which should define what kind of
management measures should be implemented in thee fif the stock falls below &y or if F
exceeds ks. The MP does not contain these elements but sisgilyhe TAC for 2014 based on
the most recent estimate of MSY. Also, for the MPbe precautionary, it should contain a
CPUE limit value also fob. trunculusandC. chioneunder which the fishery should be closed.

On the other hand, fo€. gallina and A. tuberculata ASPIC did not provide realistic estimates
and thus the 33 percentile of the CPUE time series were considexed proxy of biological
reference points and therefore established as heférence value for the management of these
species. ForC. gallina and A. tuberculata,the MP does not contain comprehensive HCRs.
Furthermore, no limit reference points are defineder which the fishery fo€. gallinaandA.
tuberculatashould be closed. Finally, assuming that historicaiches are normally distributed
and straddle the MSY value, the TAC 10r gallinaandA. tuberculatashould be set using the
50" percentile and not the 80

“The minimum sizes and relative quantities of spgenentioned on the Annex IlI;”

The species contained in the MP are not listethénAnnex 3 of the Council Regulation (EC) No
1967/2006. However, the MP proposes minimum larglgige (MLS) for all species exploited by
mechanised dredges on Mediterranean fishing gro@itide Andalusia Regional Government (i.e.
Acanthocardia tuberculata, Callista chione, Chaegkdlina, and Donax trunculus). The MLS are
set as L50% i.e. the length at which 50% of theviddal are mature. Thus, if the objective is to
allow individuals to spawn at least once over théatime, the proposed MLSs are considered
appropriate for all species exploited by mechandrediges on the Mediterranean fishing grounds
of the Andalusia Regional Government (i.e. Acan#ind@ tuberculata, Callista chione, Chamelea
gallina, and Donax trunculus). This also considbed most of the individuals discarded have a
high probability of surviving as they are generalyown back in the same area where they have
been caught.

“The potential impact of the fishing gear on therma environment with particular interest on
protected habitats (i.e. sea grass beds, corallgsrhabitats and maérl beds);

The fishery is conducted on sandy bottoms, wheaegsass beds are not present, and generally at
depth between 0 and 15 meters and thus it has pacinon protected habitats (i.e. sea grass bed,
coralligenous habitat and maérl bed), beside thetfat fishing on these habitat is prohibited in
the MP. However, the fishery has large proportidrdiscards, both undersized individuals of
target species and other non commercial species. ddtument contains a very exhaustive
description of the impact of the fishing gear oa tienthic community of sandy bottom. Most of
the discarded organisms are undamaged and theglassed very close to the area where they
have been caught. Considering these features dfsthery and the fact that that survival rates of
discarded individuals is likely to be high, the map of the mechanised dredges on Mediterranean
fishing ground of the Andalusia Regional Governmisntonsidered to be negligible. However,
this section would have benefit from a more explagscription of the general type of bottom
where the fishery is conducted. The reader caniroltkee information that the fishery has in
general a low impact for the reasons listed abavg. (fishing on sandy bottoms and high
survival rates of discard and prohibition of fislpion sensitive habitat) but it would have been
beneficial for the clarity of the document if thePMstated clearly at the beginning of this section
that sensitive, protected habitat of the Meditezeam are not impacted by this fishery for the
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reasons given above.

“The social and economic impact of the measurep@sed; and finally,

Currently, of the 479 registered vessels using lsseale gears in the Mediterranean, a total of
247 are listed as mechanised dredge boats in th@enéonous Community of Andalusia that are
able to catch bivalve molluscs. These vessels iatakdited unevenly among the 14 fishing ports
on the Andalusian Mediterranean coast, more théa &8the fleet studied is concentrated on the
coast of the province of Malaga distributed amorfgshing ports, and accounting for the bulk of
bivalve mollusc catches along the Andalusian Mediteean coast. The average gross registered
tonnage (GT) of the mechanised dredge boats ist2r@ies. The average engine power of these
vessels is 35.55 HP. These are the lowest valueall dishing vessels operating along the
Andalusian coast (trawlers and seiners). The MRabas a description of the socio-economical
importance of the fishery for several of the mupédities along the Andalucia coasts. Especially
for small municipalities, the MP states that th@act of the fishery on the local economy and its
social importance is considered to be large. Howeaeformal analysis of the effect of the
proposed measures (i.e. TAC and eventual effoatezh) on the socio-economy of the area is
not explicitly presented.

“The scientific monitoring of the management plan.”

The monitoring system of catches and effort seamsetadequately structured and described in
the MP. However, the MP would benefit in the futorethe development of fisheries-independent
information based on mollusc density more than CR&Hefine stock status and biomass limit
reference points for the exploited resources.

STECF conclusions

The Spanish Management Plan (MP) for mechanisedgdseoperating on the Mediterranean
coast of Andalucia is much improved compared toptexious version. In particular, it contains a
good description of the fishery and major fishingrbours and landings sites, an excellent
description of the biology of the most relevant@ee targeted by the mechanised dredges and
their status assessed using fishery dependent dath,a summary of the most pertinent
regulations, including the specification of minimulandings size (MLS) for each of the
exploited species included in the MP. Moreover, phen includes a good description of the
discards produced by the mechanised dredges apotastial impact on the benthic community
as well as a general description of some of the@ssmwnomic features of the fishery.

Therefore, the document contains sufficient infarorato develop a management plan but in
relation to the provisions of Article 19 of the uégtion, the plan is deficient in the following
aspects:

. The MP does not include appropriate limit referepaments for all exploited species
covered by the MP (i.e. limit reference points aoé defined forC. chione and D. trunculjis

. The MP does not contain explicitly tested harveshtml| rules (HCRs) to define how
TAC or effort should be set when the stocks arevalbmwr below the established limit reference
points.

. For A. tuberculataand C. galling the MP prescribes an effort reduction from 5 tda4s
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per week if CPUE falls below the proposed threshbldwever, it is not demonstrated that the
reduction of the effort will be sufficient to bringe CPUE above the threshold values.

. For A. tuberculataandC. gallina, MP does not stipulate what will happen if afteegrear
of implementation of a reduction in effort from & 4 days per week, the current CPUE is still
below the CPUE annual threshold.

. Article 16 of the MP refers to a reduction in fisgieffort but it does not clearly report
how much the effort is to be reduced.

. Clarification on the choice of the 8@ercentile of the distribution of catches to dera
TAC is required and it would be more appropriatesed an upper limit to the TAC fdZ.
gallina and A. tuberculatausing the 50 percentile of the distribution of catches and et t

80™.

. The MP does not specify limit reference points ¢batate threshold) below which the
fishery should be closed.

. The MP stipulate the maximum size of the dredge ibutoes not specify how many
dredges can be used at the same time by each eskélow many hours per day the vessel are
allowed to fish.

. The MP does not contain an explicit time frame,clhdefine how long the MP will be in
place and when it will be revisited.

6.14.2. Management plan for commercial beach-seine fisimnipe Mediterranean Sea by vessels
flying the French flag

This is the third time STECF has reviewed managénmans submitted by the French
Administration following reviews undertaken in 260and 2008 Therefore, this new version
should have taken into account previous comments.

Background documentation can be found on:
https://stecf.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/plen1303

Specific Terms of Reference

STECEF is requested to review the scientific basrsttie management plans submitted by France
and to evaluate their findings and the managemeatnres proposed.

3 Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee fisheries (STECF) — 36PLENARY MEETING REPORT OF
THE SCIENTIFIC, TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC COMMITTEE F& FISHERIES (PLEN-07-03). 2007.
214 pp.

4 Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee fishieries (STECF) - OPINION BY WRITTEN PROCEDURE -
Evaluation of the “Management Plans for certaihdiges in the Mediterranean Sea”, submitted byFitemch
Authorities. (eds. Casey j. & Doerner H). 2008.i&fffor Official Publications of the European Commities,
Luxembourg, EUR 23672 EN, JRC49369, 78 pp.
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STECF is requested to evaluate if the plan contalements that account for the state of the
exploited resources, and if the fishing pressurtheffisheries concerned is expected to exploit the
stocks in line with their production potentials gt the plans may maintain or revert fisheries
productivity to higher levels in line with MSY orrgxy and in which time frame, or if any
precautionary approach for the management of th&series is reasonably applied.

STECF response

STECF has previously evaluated a Management PfahddViediterranean proposed by the French
Authorities (see STECF Plenary Report on Novemi®&72 and STECF WP December 2318
that included proposals on the beach and boatseine

The following STECF review of the proposed managenman for French beach seine nets is
based on a draft report prepared under ad hocamtrind submitted to the STECF in advance of its
November 2013 plenary meeting.

The reviewed documerttas been structured iour main parts: i) Presentation of the MP; ii)
Management objectives for the main target spedigdmplementation of the plan; iv) Integration
of the plan in the national regulations. The docoihas an extension of 24 pages.

For the French boat seines, some exemptions anestayl:

- Derogation for the minimum mesh size applicaldethte beach seines, in respect of article 9
paragraph 7 of Regulation (EC) no 1967/2006

- Request for derogation to the minimum operatimngjatice applicable to the shore seines, in
respect of article 13 paragraphs 5 and 9

- Derogation from the minimum catch size of thedss to the beach seine in the Alpes-Maritimes
Department, in accordance with article 15, parag@&pf the EC Regulation 1967/2006

Therefore, three derogations from the Mediterranesgulation are requested; for the mesh size,
distance from the coast and minimum length.

There are some national and regional regulatiofsrae for the beach seine fishery.
STECF general observations
Fishery description
The beach seine is a small-scale fishery that tpkase close to the shore line. Is a traditional
activity exerted both from small boats as well msrf the shore line with the help of an ancillary
boat. The traditional method of fishing uses a small-mesine net and fishing occurs at a short
distance from the coast and shallow depths. Theessidropped forming a circle around the shoal and
then the ropes are slowly and balanced pulled evaay the net by hand.
There are two modalities of fishing or “metiers”:

a) “whitebait” fishing: This fishery is made from tlshore line; a boat takes an end of the gear

and deploys the net making a curve and returninipeoshore. Then the net is hauled by
hand from the beach. This operation is usually domeoard a boat, instead from shore,
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surrounding the shoal and hauling the gear to thet.bThe fishing gear is technically
defined as permitted only to vessels below 12 nth winet length of a maximum of 200 m,
with a minimum mesh size (opening) of 2 mm. Thesotiye is to catch juveniles of small
pelagic species, mainly sardine (22%) and horsekenals (17%). The catch composition
shows the contribution of other bentic species aagbktriped red mullet (12%), hake (3%),
sea breams and others fishes. The fishing peowdrs 11 weeks, from 1 February to 31
May. This fishery takes place in the Alpes Maritsragepartment exclusively (close to the
Italian border) and is performed by 11 boats.

b) “non-whitebait” boat seine fishing: This fisheryngade by small vessels (<18 m) at shallow
depths. The boat surrounds the shoal meanwhilen¢hes dropped, being circled. The
fishing gear is technically defined with a net lgmgf a maximum of 450 m, with a
maximum net high of 10 m and a minimum mesh sizeeifong) of 14 mm. The target
species are small pelagic such as horse mack&&lsgnd sardine (5%), as well as others
species such as Atherinidae and amberjacks (5%)fighing period is permitted between 1
April to 30 November, for a maximum of 150 daysthMnaximum activity between June
and September. A prohibition to use the motoriseskel to tow the net and the obligation
to release alive undersize fish is in force. Thghifig area is located in the régions
Languedoc-Roussillon and Provence —Alpes- Coéte ufrAbeing developed by a fleet
composed by 26 small boats.

STECF response in relation to each of the elementsitlined in the Terms of Reference
Biological characteristics and the state of the éaibed resources

Elements contained in the plan

The biological characteristics of the main targeces are briefly presented. A graphic of theltatc
composition by “metier” are presented from data icgmfrom landings sampling in 2011: the
“whitebait” fleet was sampled (5 samples from Sfediént boats), and the “non- whitebait” (10
boats with 21 observations) as well. All the targécies are not appropriately identified because
some are grouped into categories. No informatiosipa distributions is provided.

No information is provided on stock status of thaimpart of the target species; for the horse
mackerels Trachurus trachurusT. mediterraneyssome comments about the MEDITS abundance
indices trends in the Gulf of Lions (FAO-GSA 07¢g g@rovided. In the case &f trachurusas well

as inT. mediterraneusa slightly increasing trend is detected. ForHast of Corse, no clear trend
was observed. In the case of the sardine, somematemn is provided, based in an analytical
assessment carried out in 2011 for the neighboufih@-GSA09 (SGMED-STECF 2012). The
exploitation rates showed in some years valuesehititan the E = 0.4 reference point. In 2011, E is
very close to 0.4. On the basis of these resuiis,stock could be considered as exploited nearly
sustainably or slightly overexploited. Exploitatimmmade mainly by the Italian purse seiners; less
than 1% of the sardine catches in GSA 09 are peddrby the Italian trawl fleet and the French
seiner fleet together.

STECF comments
The MP dos not provide size composition of catcliespite this, in the case of the “whitebait”
metier it is noted that, at least in sardine cas# @obably in the others species too, individuals

caught appertain to the 0 age class. That mearnsthbafishery is based on recruits, being
recruitment dependent, with catches depending erstfength of the recruitments. For sardine in
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GSA 09, analyses provide a fluctuating patterrecruitment, with a decrease until 2010, followed
by a new increase in 2011. On the other hand, $®®'s a decreasing trend, from about 25,000
tons in 2006 to about 20,000 tons in 2011. Landifigstuate without any particular trend,
fluctuating around 4,000 t/year, while MEDITS suwadices showed a decreasing trend. Others
species that appear in catches, such as red namtehake, has been assessed in GSA 07 being
considered as subject of overfishing. However,hia absence of proposed biomass management
reference points for sardine and horse macker¢henGulf of Lions (FAO-GSA 07), STECF is
unable to fully evaluate the status of the stockspng biomass in relation to these.

STECF concludes that the MP does not contain irdition to adequately describe biological
characteristics and the state of the exploiteduress.

Fishing pressure and if concerned fisheries are gudescribed and expected to exploit the main
target stocks in line with their production poteats. Advise whether the plan is expected to
maintain or to revert fisheries productivity to higer levels in line with MSY or proxy and in
which time frame

Elements contained in the plan

The fleet composition and characteristics are oty fdescribed; the overall number of vessels
remains unclear, because it is not stated if boatstebait” must be included in the “non-
whitebait” category during the rest of the yeareTpreviously proposed plan (STECF Plenary
November 2007; STECF WP December 2008) reportedhieafleet will be defined in a next step
although this has yet to be provided.

The two boat seining fisheries are described imseof fishing grounds, fishing gears, duration of
the fishing season and fishing operation. But dataandings series, size compositions, effort,
days-at-sea, prices, etc. are not presented iprtposal. Seasonal and/or monthly CPUE series are
not presented.

STECF comments

The elements presented in the proposed MP, aréficient to allow STECF to conclude whether
the plan will maintain or revert fisheries produiif to higher levels and in line with MSY (see
also point C below).

Pre-agreed harvesting control rules based eitheraatch limitation, fishing pressure or biomass
levels

Elements contained in the plan

In the case of horse mackerels, a sampling surmelaredings was developed between 2007 and
2012. A total of 10 observations over 4 boats,dymdme data about total catch by trip and CPUE.
The annual average CPUE for horse mackerel wag 2% krip and boat. In the case of sardine, the
exploitation ratio (0.4) obtained in the assessnumte for the neighboring FAO-GSA 09 was
proposed. For the remaining species, Aterinidadyeajacks, red mullet, hake, etc.., no reference
points were providedn the case of the “whitebaithetier, a catch limitation of 50 kg by boat and
day is proposed.

Harvest rules to limit catches and effort are psgabin the plan for the 2014-216 years period, and
should be that if the average seasonal CPUE fa&biwb@3 kg day-1 vessel-1 for horse mackerel

and/or exploitation ratio of sardine (0.4) is exdsk in 2014, the plan proposes a 10% reduction in
the number of licences for 2015. In the event thatreference points are not reached in 2015, a
further reduction of a 10% will be applied over theerage number for the 2014-2015 years. On the

- 88 -



contrary, if reference points are met, a 10% ingeda the number of licences will be allowed the
first year, and another 10% increment of the ave2@14-2015 will be applied for the subsequent
year. The same measures shall be adopted for Bea@hfishing for whitebait.

STECF comments

The beach seine fishery is a traditional smalles@adtivity conducted by a reduced number of small
boats. Despite the lack of information on landimshe boat seine fleet, STECF considers that the
volume of these landings are likely to be negligibbmpared to the combined landings of othersdleet
(purse seiners, bottom trawl), especially with eztpto the sardine and the horse mackerel stocks.
Accordingly the impact of the beach seine fishemystock status is also likely to be negligible. ©nd
such circumstances, STECF considers that the pedpederence points are acceptable as a basis for
the management of the beach seine fishery.

Impact of fishing activities on marine environmeifprotected habitats and species)

Elements contained in the plan

According to Article 4 of the plan, the managemer@asures reported include the prohibition to
use beach seines on sea graBesidonia oceanigabeds, other protected habitats, and the
obligation to release undersize fish alive. Beachaat seines do not have otter boards, and so they
do not penetrate the substrate at all. They aré asesoft and relatively flat seabeds without rocks
or other obstructions. The towlines, like the lovileatlines, are generally of lightweight design;
their friction, which helps to drive fish towardBet net bag, is scarcely abrasive, thanks to the
relatively slow speed of traction resulting frone ttnanual haulage of the seine net, and has little
impact on the substrate and the attached faurarar f

An experimental geolocation project (Recopescaxkvis currently being carried out has shown
that beach seine fishing is not being practisedr gretected habitats. Limited information on

fishing activity is presented in the MP relating ttee Languedoc-Roussillon coast, showing the
Posidonia beds, and other with the biocenosisePitovence —Alpes- Cote d’Azur coasts.

No information is provided about any beach sein®isies, if they occur, within coastal lagoons.
STECF comments

STECF considers that the information provided ie firoposed plan is insufficient to determine
whether the lead-line and/or the hauling ropesaaitiseines do or do not touch the sea grass bawydur
the fishing operations. Furthermore, it is not cligam the information provided (only one boat Igai
was presented) whether or how often fishing opematiake place ovétosidoniabeds or whether they
overlap a significant fraction of the areas occdpiey Posidonia oceanicaor other marine
phanerogames.

Considering the gear characteristics, the low sg#dtand-hauling and the fact that fishermen try to
operate in “clear” bottoms, the impact of this i on the marine environment can be considered
negligible. The complete implementation of the geation programme will reinforce the surveillance
and fulfilment of the prohibition.

Mechanisms of monitoring and review of the plans

Elements contained in the plan
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The Management Plan includes adequate mechanigmmpéementing and monitoring that are
briefly described in the text of the proposal. Boe beach seine, data required for monitoring the
fishery and the stocks will be mainly gatherednea framework of the DCF, but adapted to the MP.
It includes the full implementation of a specifieajocation programme for the boats. An
assessment of the socio-economic impact made biyrblementation of the management plan is
foreseen.

During the second half of 2014, a progress revigloied by a re-examination of the management
objectives and procedures, will be conductedevision of the management plan will be proposed
to the Commission for the end of 2014.

STECF comments

In order to fully assess the impact of the requksterogations, it is important to ensure the
collection of the following information for each tife beach seines types:

(a) Estimates of daily, weekly and monthly catch volsmseparated into landings and discards
by species (including non-target organisms), theesponding size compositions from
catches, and prices evolution as well.

(b) Quantitative information about monthly fishing etfodeployed under the requested
derogation in units of fishing time.

(c) An assessment of the socio-economic impacts ofrastting the requests for derogations.

STECF also considers that the monitoring mechaunistine beach seines should ensure the
adequate recording of fishing activities, if exiatthe coastal lagoons.

STECF conclusions

The beach seine is a small-scale fishery that tplkee® close to the shore line at shallow depths. |
is a traditional activity exerted both from smatldts as well as from the shore line with the hélp o
an ancillary boat. The traditional method of fighimses a small-mesh seine net and fishing occurs
at a short distance from the coast, recoveringnétdy hand. Boats allowed to practice beach seine
are in short number, 11 for the “whitebait” fishjregnd 26 to the “non-whitebait” boat seine fishing.

STECF is unable to assess if the stocks targetedeblpeach seines are being sustainably exploited.
The exploitation status of the stocks should baneséd considering the amount and structure of
the catches from all the fisheries where the sgeane involved. In the case of some of them (hake,
red mullet) the stocks in the Gulf of Lions are jegbto overfishing. In the case of sardine, based
on the neighbouring GSA 09 results, can be consilas being subject to slight overfishing. In the
absence of appropriate data, the likely impacheflieach seine fishery on the status of the stocks
exploited remains unknown.

Given the available information it is not possitdedetermine the likely long-term effects on future
recruitment and spawning stock biomass of the tapecies.

No data or studies about the economic importandbese fisheries are reported and no economic
impacts of the management plans are included. Gikienavailable information, STECF is also
unable to conclude on the potential economic impéthe requested derogations to allow the use
of the French beach seines.
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6.14.3. Management plan for commercial dredge fishing ie tMediterranean Sea by vessels
flying the French flag

This is the third time STECF has reviewed managénmans transmitted by the French
Administration following reviews undertaken in 2Z80and 2008 Therefore, this new version
should have taken into account previous comments.

Specific Terms of Reference

STECEF is requested to review the scientific basristtfie management plans submitted by France
and to evaluate their findings and the managemeiatsnres proposed.

STECF is requested to evaluate if the plan contalements that account for the state of the
exploited resources, and if the fishing pressurtheffisheries concerned is expected to exploit the
stocks in line with their production potentials #@t the plans may maintain or revert fisheries
productivity to higher levels in line with MSY orrgxy and in which time frame, or if any
precautionary approach for the management of th&series is reasonably applied.

STECF response
Objectives of the Management Plan

The plan contains multiannual objectives for thenagement of exploited fishery resources
targeted by dredges. The aim of the first stagiaénimplementation of the management plan is to
create the conditions and instruments that wiledo prevent an increase in the number of units
engaged in dredge fisheries and to prevent angaserin their fishing effort and in their impact on
the species and ecosystems they exploit. Consdgudré management objectives and measures
are designed to prevent any rise in activity lewsssas to allow stocks to improve or at least to
remain stable at the levels observed over thefpasyears. In particular the objective of the pign

to maintain annual average catch per unit effoRWYE) of the main target species at higher level
than the reference points established by the MP.

Measures of the Management Plan

The management plan defines the following meastimas aim to achieve the objectives of
sustainable management of fishery resources whekxploited by dredges:

» creation of a system of European Fishing Licendefining the number of authorizations
for each category of dredges which may be in f@iceultaneously. The granting of the
authorization shall be subject to the requiremérbmpile the catch declaration forms.

5 Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee fisheries (STECF) — 36PLENARY MEETING REPORT OF
THE SCIENTIFIC, TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC COMMITTEE F& FISHERIES (PLEN-07-03). 2007.
214 pp.

6 Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee fishieéries (STECF) - OPINION BY WRITTEN PROCEDURE -
Evaluation of the “Management Plans for certaihdiges in the Mediterranean Sea”, submitted byFitemch
Authorities. (eds. Casey j. & Doerner H). 2008.i&ffor Official Publications of the European Commities,
Luxembourg, EUR 23672 EN, JRC49369, 78 pp.
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» Prohibition of dredge fishing above protected hatbitreferred to Article 4 of Regulation
(EC) 1967/2006.

» Definition of target species, as authorised in Anfie Chapter |, of Regulation (EC) No
854/2004 of the European Parliament and of the €ibah29 April 2004, and composition
of catches.

» Every vessel holding a European Fishing Licencealfedge fishing shall undertake to carry
a geotag on board if so requested by the autherdfethe state responsible for issuing
European Fishing Licences.

* Changes in the number of European Fishing Licenci dishing effort for the relevant
activities will be carried out on the base of tikhiavement of management objectives.

» Definition of specific technical characteristicghing areas and periods for each typology
of dredges.

» Definition of control measures relating to dredighéries.

* Implementation of a collection and monitoring systeased on the allocation of European
Fishing Licences, the sampling plan and the getilmtg@rogramme.

* Implementation of a system of scientific monitoritigat will take into consideration the
data processing of the catches, the assessmenardgament objectives, the analysis of
geolocation data and the assessment of socio-econopacts.

General observations

The Management Plan for commercial dredge fishmthe Mediterranean Sea by vessels flying
the French flag presents a variety of useful infation and scientific data about two types of
dredges: shellfish and sea-snail dredges, known‘baam dredges’, which are used
exclusively at sea, and multi-species dredges knawrismall shellfish dredges’ or ‘pond
dredges’, which are used in the lagoons and atrseacoastal strip extending three nautical
miles from the shoreline. Although the documentespnts an improvement if compared to the
previous version, it needs further refinement befocomplies with the provisions of Article 19 of
the EU Regulation. In particular, it needs a maeusate description of the fishery and of the
most relevant species targeted by the dredgeshmidstatus assessed using fishery dependent
data. Moreover, the plan overlooks the descriptibthe discards produced by the dredges and
their potential impact on the benthic communityvesl as the socio-economic features of the
fishery.

Observations in relation to the Terms of Reference

The MP duly defines the management objectives asalnres to prevent any rise in activity levels
So as to allow stocks to improve or at least toaienstable at the levels observed over the past few
years. However the plan provides an incomplete rgagsmn of the fisheries and presents some
criticisms related to the establishment of thenexfee points that undermine the decision process in
order to achieve the management objectives. Incpdat the gears employed as well as the activity
of dredge fisheries are not fully described. Thze sif each dredge in term of breadth, the operating
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speed, the depth of employment, the mean numblkaws carried out in each fishing trip are not
presented. Moreover the catch composition in tefrrpercentage is available only for beam
dredges.

The evolution of the dredges fleets in term of mawy/outgoing vessels as well as the turnover rate
is available for the years 2004-2008. However imfation about these fisheries before 2004 is
lacking.

The MP defines Mediterranean mussdlly(ilus galloprovinciali3 and purple sea urchin
(Paracentrotus lividus as target species for pond dredges and purple myeex Bolinus
brandarig as target species for beam dredges. These seie®t subject to stock assessment,
thus the initial reference state is derived from tlatch per unit of effort (CPUE) set out with the
aid of the results of sampling campaigns focusimgatches landed by selected vessels fishing with
dredges during the period 2007-2012. For each tapexies reference points have been estimated
as the average CPUE observed in the six years stugyms of weight (number in the caseRof
lividus) by fishing trip.

It is important to notice that the use of CPUE wadors is adequate only if the effort is
appropriately standardized and gear size and efiiigi are not changing over time. However, the
document does not contain any explanation on hawefifort was standardized. Moreover, the
availability of CPUE values by year would be mar®rmative in order to observe the trends over
time. In particular no evidence is provided abdwt distribution of the data utilized to calculdte t
reference points for each target species, thusitdata were skewed, the use of arithmetic mean is
not appropriate to estimate reference points.

The reference points estimated for each targetiepaweould not reflect the status of the stock,
especially because without the knowledge of a stahdishing time in each fishing trip is
impossible to evaluate the real abundance at sdheofarget species. Thus some management
measures that will be enforced by the MP accordinghe reference points may not maintain
fisheries productivity in line with MSY or proxy. Aore accurate estimation of reference points is
advisable, taking into consideration a standargimaby hour or better by square kilometre of
CPUE. Furthermore other information, for examplitesl to the trend of mean size of target
species, or the estimation of CPUE by depth andtime would be useful in order improve the
knowledge on population dynamic of the target sggeciMoreover, the reference points are
estimated using a rather short (six years) timeser Thus, a more meaningful index to assess
stock status would be derived from estimates ombiss densities and compare them against a
baseline, estimated from unfished areas or frona d@étained in the past, assuming that they
represent a virgin status of the stock. Such amoggh can provide reference points to evaluate the
stock status and indicate management measuremaissi of biomass density (kg/Rnwould be
better derived from fishery-independent surveys.

With regard to environmental aspects, the docunientpresented in the MP states that on the
sandy and silt beds the impact of dredging is galydimited to the loss of large-sized individuals
Moreover it is affirmed that the impact also deperwh the type of dredge that is used, the
dimensions of the gear, its weight, the operatipges and the procedure adopted. In general, the
use of untoothed dredges moving at low speed ie$srdamaging to the seabed than dredges with
toothed beams and causes less destruction of roslltfowever, the document contains a very
superficial description of the impact of the fisfpigears on the benthic community of sandy bottom
and the references provided are quite vague amanplete. This section would have benefit from a
better description of the fisheries, in particulze type of bottom where the fisheries are condlicte
and a report of the discarded portion of the catcred the relative survival rate of the species
discarded.
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Conclusions

In relation to the provisions of Article 19 of tMediterranean regulation, the MP for commercial
dredge fishing in the Mediterranean Sea by vesigisgy the French flag is deficient in the
following aspects:

. the MP provides only an incomplete descriptionhaf tiredge fisheries which is required to
interpret the CPUE values used for the managemefdgrence points proposed.
Furthermore, the time period for determining therage CPUE for management purposes
is short (2007-2012). No socio-economic featuretheffisheries are presented;

. the estimation of CPUE-based reference points istjanable, because the effort is
not appropriately standardized and there is noesdd that gear size and efficiency are
stable over time, thus the management measurestioclea7 of the plan may not be
appropriate. Alternative criteria for the estimatiof reference points are suggested
above (Section Observations in relation to the ToRs

. the specific regulatory measures for fishing witan dredges in Article 8 do not
specify how many gears can be used at the samehyneach vessel;

. the MP does not provide a sufficient documentaatout the environmental impact
of dredge fisheries.

Given the information available it is not possilite assess the likely impacts of the measures
proposed in the MP. Nevertheless, and in spitb@feficiencies noted above, the implementation
of some of the proposed measures, such as thecgdiolo of fishing activities and the creation of
a system of European Fishing Licences, might ptovee useful tools for the management of the
dredge fisheries.

6.14.4. Management plan for commercial purse-seine fislintpe Mediterranean Sea by vessels
flying the French flag

This is the third time STECF has reviewed managénmans submitted by the French
Administration following reviews undertaken in 200and 2008 Therefore, this new version
should have taken into account previous comments.

Specific Terms of Reference

7 Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee fasheries (STECF) — 36PLENARY MEETING REPORT OF
THE SCIENTIFIC, TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC COMMITTEE F& FISHERIES (PLEN-07-03). 2007.
214 pp.

8 Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee fisheéries (STECF) - OPINION BY WRITTEN PROCEDURE -
Evaluation of the “Management Plans for certaihdiges in the Mediterranean Sea”, submitted byFitemch
Authorities. (eds. Casey j. & Doerner H). 2008.i&ffor Official Publications of the European Commities,
Luxembourg, EUR 23672 EN, JRC49369, 78 pp.
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STECEF is requested to review the scientific basristtie management plans submitted by France
and to evaluate their findings and the managemesasores proposed.

STECF is requested to evaluate if the plan contalements that account for the state of the
exploited resources, and if the fishing pressurtheffisheries concerned is expected to exploit the
stocks in line with their production potentials $@t the plans may maintain or revert fisheries
productivity to higher levels in line with MSY orrgxy and in which time frame, or if any
precautionary approach for the management of th&series is reasonably applied.

STECF response
Objectives of the Management Plan (MP)

The stated purpose of the management plan is totamaisustainable commercial purse seine
fishing in the Mediterranean by guaranteeing snatde exploitation of stocks and of marine
ecosystems, taking also into account relevant seoomomic issues and aiming to preserve the
diversity of artisanal marine fishing activitiestie Mediterranean.

The aim of the first stage in the implementatiorthef management plan is to create the conditions
and instruments that will serve to prevent an iaseein the number of units engaged in purse seine
fishery and to prevent any increase in their figh@ifort and in their impact on the species and
ecosystems they exploit.

In order to review the plan, a steering committag been constituted under the responsibility of the
minister in charge of marine fisheries with inprarh representatives of the commercial fisheries
sector.

During the second half of 2014, a progress reviged by a re-examination of the management
objectives and procedures, will be conducted orbtsés of the following material:

- areview of the collection of data related to ttegesof exploited fishery resources and to the
environmental impact of activities monitored by lgpeation,

- an assessment of progress towards the objectivabhdananagement of exploited fishery
resources and of the effectiveness of managemsintiments and the steering mechanism.

On the basis of this progress review, a revisionhef management plan will be proposed to the
Commission for the end of 2014.

The management objective for fishing with pursenegifor pelagic species is to keep the
exploitation rate of sardine and anchovy below 48Rthe total biomass of individuals over one
year of age, which is set as a limit reference fpoin

The management objective for fishing with purseagifor demersal species is to keep catch rates
above specified CPUEs levels for the main targetigs, i.e., annual average of 96 kg per fishing
trip for gilt-head sea breamSparus auratp and 27 kg per fishing trip for sand steenbras
(Lithognathus mormyrgs

Management measures

The following measures are included in the plan:
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If the management objectives (reference pointshferstocks) are not achieved by the end of
2014, the number of fishing licenses for purse esdisheries shall be reduced by 10% in
2015.

If the management objectives are still not achiebgdhe end of 2015, the fishing effort
expressed in fishing days and calculated in theo@et014-2015, shall be reduced in 2016
by 10%.

If the management objectives are achieved by thte &n2014, the number of fishing
licences for purse seine fisheries shall be ine@éy 10%.

If the management objectives have been achievad agthe end of 2015, the fishing effort
expressed in fishing days and calculated in theoge?014-2015, shall be increased in 2016
to 10%.

Additionally, the plan contains some additionalulagpory measures:

1. A new system of European licenses will be estabtigttio replace the regional licenses) and

the total number of licenses for purse seine fighiill be 78. Purse-seine fishing will be
practiced solely by vessels with an overall lerwjthess than 24 m.

For vessels fishing for small pelagic species iihse seines, the minimum mesh size shall
be 14 mm. For vessels fishing for demersal spettiesninimum mesh size shall be 40 mm.
The maximum overall length of the net shall be 6d@r vessels 12-24 m and 400 m for
vessels <12 m.

With regards to distance from the coast and bottepth, purse seining shall be practiced in
accordance with Article 13 of Regulation (EC) No6I2006. Purse seines may be used
where the sea depth exceeds 50 m and at a disthratdeast 300 m from the shoreline.
Purse-seine fishing is prohibited above protectelithts as referred to in Article 4 of
Regulation (EC) 1967/2006, namely sea grass beggirde seine shall not be deployed at
depths less than 70% of the overall drop of theag@geine itself as measured in Annex Il of
Council Regulation (EC) No 1967/2006.

Every vessel holding a European Fishing Licenceptose seining shall undertake to carry
a geotag on board if so requested (the plan pbescthat a specific geolocation programme
for vessels of less than 12 m will be implemented).

STECF observations

A. Description of fisheries

The Plan concerns boats <24m in size. Larger v@sselinvolved in the fishery of bluefin tuna and
they are not addressed by the Plan.

Two vessel/gear categories are considered:

vessels >12m and <24m which may or may not usé [(ftdmparos’). Lamparo fishing
targets small pelagic fish mainly from March to t&epber.

vessels <12m equipped with a smaller purse seiogvikras ‘allatchare’ (300m long, 50-
70m deep).

Each of these segments may target pelagic or dahsgscies using different mesh sizes. Fishing
for demersal species is carried out throughouyéae but peaks in September-December.
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As shown from an analysis restricted to the pePi0d4-2008, the size of the fleet engaged in purse
seine fishing is very variable and can change mgfidm season to season or from year to year. In
the period 2004-2008, the overall size of the psesee fleet was 78 vessels.

There is very limited information presented in {flan concerning the catches of purse seines.
Average LPUEs are only presented, based on 9 amols5 vessels in the period 2008-2009 for
pelagic species, and 31 trips, 9 vessels in thmg&007-2008 for demersal species. These data
show that sardine accounts for 92% of the catgbetdgic species, and gilthead seabreSpafus
auratd) and sand steenbrakithognathus mormyrgsaccount for 60% of the catch of demersal
species (main target species).

B. Impacts of fishing activities

It is stated in the Plan that: “When seining operet targeting small pelagic species and demersal
species take place in shallow waters, the purgentiay be in contact with the seabed and may have
a physical impact. There are no studies that giyathiis impact ...."

There is no information presented in the plan comnog discards (species and sizes).

C. State of the exploited resources

The MP present no assessment of small pelagicstmtks but refers to the recent assessments of
sardine and anchovy in GSA 07 carried out by thekiig Group on small pelagics of SAC-
GFCM.

STECF reviewed the most recent GFCM assessmentsrasents briefly their findings:

* The number of vessels targeting small pelagicsbleas decreasing in recent years and the
French fleet comprised 10 pelagic trawlers and Bsggeiners targeting sardines and
anchovies in 2011. As a consequence, the totahesticave also been decreasing. In 2011,
less than 800 t and 2000 t of sardine and anchespectively were landed from the Gulf of
Lions.

* The biomass of small pelagic species is monitoredially in GSA07 by means of acoustic
surveys. Yearly time series of acoustic biomass landings for sardine and anchovy in
GSA 07, extracted from the GFCM report, are shawthe figures below:
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* In 2012 the biomass of sardine was estimated 8@,88d the biomass of anchovy 39,061 t.
Both stocks are considered to be in a low biomegsme. Furthermore, proportions of age
1+ fish, growth rates and lengths-at-maturity haeereased in recent years. However,
levels of catches are considered low comparedaméss of the stocks.

Regarding demersal species targeted by the Framsle geine fleet, no assessments are presented
in the MP.

STECF comments

STECF suggests that data from biological samplihgatches collected within the DCF (length,
weight, age, maturity) be analyzed and used to ymedanalytical assessments of the stocks of
anchovy and sardine in the NW Mediterranean. STRISE notes that the stocks of small pelagic
species in GSA 07 (France) & GSA 06 (Spain) aretnikedy single stocks and therefore shared by
France and Spain. In that sense, the two GSAs dHmeilmerged and stock assessments made
jointly for the combined area.

Regarding demersal species, STECF advices thabppgte fisheries and biological data be

collected and analyzed in order to perform assestnfer the sparid species targeted by purse
seines in the Gulf of Lions. Being sequential heghradites, these species might be highly
vulnerable to exploitation. All métiers catchingsle sparids should be monitored (including those
practiced in coastal lagoons).

D. Reference points
Small pelagic species
For small pelagic species (sardine and anchovygfeaence point is defined in the plan based on
the, so called “exploitation rate of individualseowhe age of one year”. The threshold value for
classification of an individual fish in the categdover one year of age’ is the average length of

one year old fish calculated for the period fron®2@ 2011, namely 12 cm for anchovies and 13
cm for sardines.
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A maximum exploitation rate of 40% of the bioma$sndlividuals over the age of one year has
been adopted as the limit reference point.

STECF comments

It is not clear in the plan, how the exploitati@ter will be calculated. At one point, it is mentaoin
that the exploitation rate is the percentage dfifig on total mortality. Elsewhere, it is statedtth
the rate is the ratio of “exploitable volume toalldtiomass of the relevant stock”.

STECF notes that the adopted reference point (prably, catch-on-biomass ratio) does not
guarantee the conservation of the spawning stacksase of low population biomass. Further
analysis is needed to define reference points stargiwith MSY.

Demersal species

For the main demersal species exploited by the dArgourse seine fishery, namely gilthead
seabream Sparus auratp and sand steenbragithognathus mormyrys the plan sets CPUE
reference points (i.e., estimated annual averagéilo§rams per fishing trip). These CPUE
thresholds (96 and 27 kg per fishing trip fraurataandL. mormyrusrespectively) were defined
based on data from a sampling survey (number opkhtrips: 111) of the landings of 19 vessels
during the period from 2007 to 2012.

The objective of the MP is to keep the CPUE foresigecies above the CPUE reference level (by
comparison of annual CPUE and average value of CBl@Ethe last 3 years with reference level).
The CPUE thresholds will be regularly updated (posisibly extended to other species).

STECF comments

From the information provided in the plan, STECFuisable to appraise the method used to
estimate “the annual average of kilograms peiirfgsirip” or its variability. Furthermore, the time
series used (6 years) was short to appropriatéigedthreshold reference points.

Furthermore, STECF considers that raw CPUEs ofepsemes (actually LPUE were calculated in
the plan) are unlikely to reflect stock abundante are not a suitable basis for estimating refexenc
points.

E. Managements measures

The Plan prescribes that if the management obgtfimit reference points) are not achieved for
two successive years (2014-2015), the fishing e#gpressed in fishing days and calculated in the
period 2014-2015, shall be reduced in 2016 by 1B&tthermore, if the management objectives
have been achieved for two successive years (2018)2the fishing effort expressed in fishing
days and calculated in the period 2014-2015, $lwaihcreased in 2016 by 10%.

If the management objectives are achieved by thdeo£2014, the number of fishing licences shall

be increased and, subsequently, if the managenbgdtives have been achieved again at the end
of 2015, the fishing effort expressed in fishingslahall be increased.
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STECF comments

STECF notes that, according to information preskmehe plan, currently, there is no control on
fishing days (closed periods). It is therefore eaclhow the fishing effort will be increased orlwil
be decreased.

STECF also advices that more appropriate referpands be defined (see above) before decisions
for increasing the fishing effort will be taken.

STECF conclusions

The French purse seine fisheries in the Mediteaarsge incompletely described in the plan. The
time series of active fleet size, effort, catch@BJUES, species and length compositions of landings
are presented for only a short time series ancadiscmust be provided for the longest available
time series, including recent years.

No appropriate information is presented in the MPérmit STECF to assess if the use of each of
the French purse seines has currently any effedeangrassPosidonia oceanigabeds or other
sensitive habitats. Information concerning the disi@ens and characteristics of the different French
purse seines is very limited whereas no informaisoprovided concerning fishing operations and
fishing grounds/depths.

With regard to minimum distance from coast, bottapth, drop of the purse seine and effects on
sea grass beds, the plan prescribes that purgagsimall be practiced in accordance with Articles
4 and 13 of Regulation (EC) No 1967/2006. The plso prescribes that a geolocation system will
be implemented which will provide data serving totpay the distribution of fishing effort in terms
of distances from the coast, water depths and dtsbitiowever, the plan does not specify the way
that such data will be used and in which time fraand, finally, the manner that compliance with
Articles 4 and 13 of Regulation (EC) No 1967/2006 e supervised.

Current assessments of small pelagic species itiieof Lions (GSA 07) does not allow for an
evaluation of the effect of fishing mortality onclmovy and sardine populations. These populations
extend to the Catalan Sea (GSA 06) and shoulddesssd and managed at the international level.

The sparid stocks targeted by the French pursee sishery are likely to be vulnerable to
exploitation. Relevant biological and fisheriesadare required to assess these stocks (including
purse seines but also other coastal and lagooerieshcatching these species).

The reference points adopted in the plan (catchibss ratios equal to 0.40 for small pelagics and
specific LPUE thresholds for demersal sparids)rarteconsidered appropriate as targets where the
recovery to, or the maintenance of stocks withife daological limits could be assured. Further
data and analyses are needed to define appropefatence points and harvest control rules for the
exploited stocks.

6.14.5. Spanish management plans for boat seines in th@naatous region of Catalonia
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This is the second time STECF has reviewed the gwmmant plan for boat seines in the
autonomous region of Catalonia, following the rewiendertaken in 20£0 Therefore, this new
version should have taken into account previousnsents.

Specific Terms of Reference

STECF is requested to review the scientific basisthe above mentioned management plan,
evaluate their findings and make appropriate contsnanth respect to the measures proposed
therein. Besides, STECF is requested to advice hehethe plan contains adequate elements
concerning:

- the biological characteristics and the statexgfl@ted resources with reference in particular to
long-term yields and low risk of stock collapse;

- the description of the fishing pressure and tleasares to accomplish a sustainable exploitation
of the main target stocks;

- the data on catches, effort and catches per afnéffort (CPUE), as well as the biological
reference points ensuring the conservation of imeerned stocks;

- the minimum sizes and relative quantities of gggementioned on the Annex llI;

- the potential impact of the fishing gear on tharime environment with particular interest on
protected habitats (i.e. sea grass bed, coralligehabitat and maérl bed);

- the social and economic impact of the measureggsed; and finally

- the scientific monitoring of the management plan.

STECF response
Background

A previous management plan for artisanal fishinthvoat seines (Sonsera) in Catalonian waters
was submitted in May 2010. During the Plenary nmgefil.03 STECF observed that information
necessary for assessing the sustainability ofabiisvity regarding the target species as well as on
the impact on by-catch and marine environment veasufficient.

With the information included in the Plan it wast possible to assess the impact of the fishery on
these stocks nor to evaluate whether the propasets in fishing effort and landings (which were
fixed exclusively for the two sandeel species, with mention on catch limits for gobids) were
enough to guarantee a sustainable use of thesarcesoand an acceptable impact on the other
resources in the area. STECF also concluded thed mfmrmation about the way the gear operate,
in particular demonstrating that operations ardopered over ‘clean’, sandy-muddy grounds,
where marine phanerogant¥gidoniabeds) was necessary.

Objectives of the plan:

The general objective of the management plan isetulate the artisanal fishing practice of
sonseraThe first goal of the MP is to keep fishing mtityarates of the exploited stocks to a level
compatible to maximum sustainable yields in theylterm.

The stocks targeted by the fishing practice sonaega sand eelsGymnammodytes cicerelus,G.
semisquamatuspoth locally called “sonso which are caught dgrihe whole year except winter”
and the gobiesAphia minuta, Crystalogobius linearidically called “llengtieta” exploited during

9 Scientific, Technical and Economic Committee foishEries (STECF) — 35 PLENARY MEETING
REPORT(PLEN-10-03) (STECF-11-03). (eds. Casey &rbes. 2010. Publications Office of the European
Union, Luxembourg, EUR 24626 EN, JRC61940, 214 pp.
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late autumn-winter. A maximum of 26 vessels areoived in the fishery. Legislation allows
fishing to vessels that are no greater than 10ewetr total length and engine power lower than 75
kw. The fishing activity is proposed to be regutatey a co-management committee. The spatial
scale on which the Plan applies regards only thal@acoastline between the coast off Barcelona
and the northern Gulf of Roses. T¢mnseras the only fishing net suitable for exploitingethtated
target species in the area.

As the target species are small-sized, the geapdera needs of a very small codend mesh size
(about 2 mm). All the sonsera target species irthahi shallow waters and hence, fishing
necessarily is carried out almost exclusively witkihe 3 nautical miles coastal stripe. To allow
such fisheries to continue in the future, derogetisom the Mediterranean regulation that prohibit
trawling within nautical 3 miles of the coast ame tuse of codend mesh sizes lower the minimal
allowed are requested.

The MP proposes that the proposed management resasilk be modified, whenever necessary,
through an adaptive process agreed by a co-managernenmittee, based on scientific and
technical reviews of the results obtained throdghapplication of measures of control.

Proposed management measures
The elements of the plan regarding the managemeasunes are as follows:

1) A TAC of 819 tons for 2014 is proposed in the Nt® sandeels, composed by 98% of
G.cicerellus 2014 TACs of 1.8 t will be set fédxphia minutaand 3.8 t foICrystallogobius linearis

2) In the successive years, the TACs should belfatehe start of the season, based on the analysis
of the results of the previous fishing season.

3) The total TACs agreed for the season will beddigt into monthly quotas. These monthly quotas,
equal for each vessel, will be not equally distidol along the season, being smaller at the
beginning of the season when the individuals caagltyounger, and higher at the end of the
season.

4) Fishing effort in terms of number of vesselsniber of vessels licensed to use sonsera), duration
of the fishing season and daily fishing activity pessel will be capped.

5) Existing closed season for the sonsera fishmrgdndeel (mid-December to the end of February)
will be maintained as largely coincides with the@wping period for Gimnammodytes cicerelus
and likely reduces the impact of the fishery orvapers.

6) A co-management committee is created. Such cteemwill be responsible for monitoring,
assessment and setting of quotas.

7) Yields will be monitored on a monthly basis asalg information of catch per boat per day.

8) Harvest control rules will be based on the folleg principles: (i) target reference point, the
expected monthly CPUE, according to the daily cajabtas established by boat; (i) warning
signal when CPUE is less than 75% of the expe¢ii®dimit reference point, when is lower than
50% of the expected CPUE. At the warning limit (75%are), the quota will be halved for the
following month. Whenever the limit reference paitc0% CPUE is not reached neither this time,
the fishery will be closed the succeeding month.

General observations
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The MP provides relatively short time series datacatches, effort and catches per unit of effort.
Data used for the preparation of the MP was base@fficial statistics for the period 2000-2013
combined with the results of @dl hocscientific study aimed at the collection of datatlee species
life history, daily catches and effort. The ad tstedy entailed the extraction of daily information
on fishing operations, catch and by-catch specied time at sea. Fishery statistics from
fishermen’s logbooks for the period August 2012Jtby 2013 were also analysed. Sampling on
board during commercial fishing operations was a@aied out. Collected data allowed a better
biological knowledge of the involved species of tiskery.

The Plan presents a good description of the bic&gharacteristics of the target stocks. Moreover,
it includes a detailed description of the fishingag and fishing techniques, including details on
fishing grounds, fishing periods for each targettatk, techniques for finding and identification of

the schools, operations of setting and haulindpefrtet, sorting procedures of the catch on board.

The plan also includes assessments or analysislwfators potentially useful for defining the state
of some resources. Due to lacking of suitable mfttion and time series shortage, performed
assessments are not so robust. A more detailegsaaf the status of the stock was done only in
the case of the sande@. cicerelus Biological reference points, based on Yield-peckit
analyses, were defined only for such stock. Noaapction-based RPs were defined. For the other
stocks, recent trends of landings were used asdacaitor for management purposes. On this basis,
the plan defines limits of capture that will be obad adapting their size based on availability yver
year and on new evidences useful for a definitibmaximum sustainable yields. No analyses
were presented regarding to previsions of long-tetelds and risk of stock collapse under
alternative exploitation options.

While in the case of sandeel fishery, these prelamji assessments suggest at leasgforcerelusa
fairly acceptable exploitation rate and sustain@ybfor the activity, there is no any comparable
assessment for the sonsera fishery targeting gobids

In the MP also an evaluation of the impact of thesgra on the marine environment is presented
with a particular focus on protected habitats §ea grass bed, coralligenous habitat and maérl bed
and on the fishery by-catch. The description ef fishing operations with sonseras using a boat
seine demonstrates that they are used exclusiway sandy-muddy bottoms, and hence not
affecting neither marine phanerogam meadows nagratbnsitive habitats. An estimation of the
social and economic impact of the measures propssal$o included in the plan together with a
detailed monitoring programme.

Response in relation to each of the elements listedthe terms of Reference

Biological characteristics and the state of expleit resources with reference in particular to
long-term yields and low risk of stock collapse;

The stocks exploited by both sandeels and smalkegdisheries are all short lived species. In the
plan a big amount of biological information is iaded, especially foG.cicerellus regarding
individual growth in size and weight, estimatesnattural mortality, maturity at age, spawning
period and relationships between spawners and ssigeerecruitment for the above mentioned
stock. Also. in the case of the other stocks biakalginformation is presented. Fisheries
information is not complete and this made difficthie diagnosis of the exploitation status of the
involved stocks. Only foG.cicerelusdata available allowed the definition of an F-lsheeference
point suitable for defining the stock status. Hoe bther stocks, data available pr3ecluded the
possibility of estimating RPs based on biomassndishing mortality. In no case were de3fined
RPs that can be considered as limits for avoidiagkscollapse.

No long term yield forecast simulations were parfed.

- 103 -



Only cpue time series were analysed and its appatability was used as a rough signal of
sustainability.

The description of the fishing pressure and the nseees to accomplish a sustainable
exploitation of the main target stocks;

The description of the fishing fleet along the ye@amludes number of vessels involved, daily,
weekly and annual activity, changes that occurdedgathe time series and along the year. A
maximum of 26 vessels are currently involved in flehery. Legislation allows fishing with
sonsera to vessels no greater than 10 metresaing¢agth and with the engine power lower than 75
kw. The fishing activity regulated by this MPBS lisiited to the Catalan coastline between the
coast off Barcelona and the northern Gulf of Ro3é® sonsera fishery targets sandeels for the
major part of the year and only a very reduced remolb vessels target mostly in winter time small
gobids. Considering the reduced season, lower catels and lower number of involved vessels,
the fishing pressure on such stocks can be comsiderodest. Landings of gobids are almost
negligible if compared to those of sandeel. The fMBEs catch quotas considered to accomplish a
sustainable exploitation of the target stocks ef fishery, based on historical landings which did
not not show important declines along the availabiee series. This can be considered as an
indicator, but sustainability is not supported loy aobust scientific evidences. Only in the case of
G.cicerelus an analytical assessment is presented but sholvmiy due to the lack of more
suitable information.

The data on catches, effort and catches per unit effort (CPUE), as well as the biological
reference points ensuring the conservation of thencerned stocks;

Data on catches, fishing effort and CPUE’s are igle. Such data were analysed for the
identification of possible trends, considered ukédu assessing the sustainability of the fishing
activity for any one of the specific stocks. No &ehce points based on catches or catch rates were
defined.

Estimates of fishing mortality and Reference Pointse only derived folG.cicerellus.Length
cohort analysis was performed using the availdala on catch composition by size, which was
limited to the size structure of the catch durihg fishing season 2012-2013. Reference poigis F
and Fax were derived from a yield-per-recruit analysisngsthe VIT software. Such estimated
allowed an assessment of the exploitation stattisi®itock. Current F appears slightly lower than
Fmax but higher than .

Depletion methods using CPUE and cumulated catchtHe same stock were analysed and
indicates a marked increase in stock biomass entegars.

For all goby species, no formal assessments asemied in the Plan. There is no a clear trend in
catch rates (CPUES) @iphia minutaover the relatively shogeriod examined. The catch rates data
for C.linearissuggest a decline which is not satisfactorily expd.

The minimum sizes and relative quantities of spacmentioned in Annex lll;

By-catch in the sandeel fishery represented onageetess than 2% by weight in the sonsera
fishery for sandeel which comprised several spe@escipally Pagellus erythrinusXyrichtys
novacula Bothus podas, Trachinus draend Synodus sauruuite different appears the situation
regarding the small gobies fishery. In this cale,lty-catch ranged from 29% to more than 50% in
weight, including several commercially importantsigs as red mullet, red sea-bream , horse
mackerel.
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The study documents that by-catch in both fishegasmmediately thrown into the sea still alive
due to the fast sorting operations on-board, witly @ small fraction of the by-catch assumed to
die. Most of the by-catch is in both fisheries casgd by juveniles of several species. Even though
the by-catch component in the gobies fishery ishmmore important, it is necessary to stress that
this activity historically has been carried outayery limited number of vessels (they were only 4
in the past season) and no sensible changes inuitdbher are expected in the near future).
Moreover, the fishing season is limited and mosibycentrated in winter time, which further
reduce the negative impact of such fishery becanassive recruitment of the more important
commercial demersal stocks previously quoted cdnatimg close to the shore mainly occur in
spring-summer.

The potential impact of the fishing gear on the mae environment with particular interest on
protected habitats (i.e. sea grass bed, coralligenbabitat and maérl bed);

During the fishing operation, the sonsera net istoowed but when a school is found using echo-
location, the net is deployed surrounding the shadlthe vessel is anchored in order to keepat in
stable position. The net is then hauled slowly eodtinuously. Even though some contact of the
net with the bottom do occur, the gear mechanimmaatan be considered relatively reduced if
compared to the action of towed nets. The collegeaireferenced data demonstrate that fishing
vessels do not operate ovBosidoniabeds or over any other sensitive habitats. Regtrds
prohibition of fishing with "towed gears" at a diste of less than 3 miles from the coast or in
waters less than 50 metres depth if a lesser distenreached, such prohibition would render the
fishery unfeasible considering the depth rangeridigion of the target species. The sonsera
fisheries needs clean bottoms to operating effelstivSuch conditions facilitate the on-board
sorting operation and results in better qualitydoid. Fishing on these critical habitats is in any
case prohibited. It is worth noting that sonsertivies do not interfere with other small-scale
fishery activities performed in a short distanaarirthe coast. If sonsera fisheries are not allowed
continue, vessels traditionally using this gearl wéek alternative resources to exploit, thereby
creating additional competition with other artisiafigsheries and increasing fishing pressure on the
stocks that such fisheries traditionally exploit.

The social and economic impact of the measures |[osgd;

In 2012, the catches with sonsera accounted fo¥2id weight and 1.4 % in income relative to the
total catches of the Catalan fleet. The socio-esvo@nalysis suggests that enforcement of the new
Management Plan will result in important positivenges, will better regulate the fishery, ensuring
good revenues and a regular supply to the markegrgfappreciated fish products. The acceptance
of the plan is expected will keep a part of thésartal fleets still involved in the profitable sens
fisheries. The management measures proposed aextedpwill regulate fishing pressure at
economically and biologically sustainable levelstigh the setting of annuglotas in line with
population abundance, through the setting of dedltch quotas per vessel. It is expected that the
increased responsibility assigned to both the gsansessels owners and the Fishermen's
associations involved in the co-management comenitioposed in the plan will allow the
Management Commission to achieve its objectives.

The main socio-economic impact of a ban on the esanishery whenever the plan will not be
aproved are : destruction of jobs and a collaterglact on the small-scale artisanal fishing
industry, activity with high difficulties in the ctent economic crisis of Spain and other counwies
the EU. It can be noticed that 97% of revenuesecéiom sandeel catches and just 3% from
gobies.

The scientific monitoring of the management plan.
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The MP includes several measures for controlling abservance of the management measures
proposed as well as for assessing the performdrtbe @ishery and status of the stocks.

Assessments will be conducted by controlling: bissnar population size, fishing mortality and the
state of the fishery with respect to the maximueldyper recruit (proposed here as a proxy of the
maximum sustainable yield). Based on the resultainkd, the total quota will be fixed at the
beginnings of the fishing season and allocated gmoonths.

The enforced management measures will be monittmexigh controls of the sonsera activity
under a fish inspection program that will be cooatied by the co-management committee.

Boat masters shall fill daily sheets, includingoimhation on the catches. Monthly samplings will be
conducted, in different ports where the boat sgifi@et operates.

Qualified fish inspectors will carry out the effeet control of the activity at sea, during the
landings and also during the sale at the auctiorkehaWritten reports shall be prepared regularly
and sent to the permanent co-management comnuités Evaluation.

STECF conclusions

STECF considers the quality of the new plan is muuaproved compared to the previous
submission.

The by-catch fraction in the case of the sandsékfies, the most important activity using sonsera
are negligible, but this is not the case for the pathe fleet targeting small gobids. In any ¢abe
impact of such a fishery on target and bycatchuess is is likely to be limited, due to the rediice
number of vessels and time dedicated to this fish8TECF It is worth noting that fast sorting
operations should guarantee a good probabilityiofigal for discarded by-catch.

The information presented is however still not isight to assess the impact of the fisheries on all
the stocks concerned. Provide that the annual T&€sset at an appropriate level, the proposed
adaptive management is expected to increase tledhblod that stock sustainability will be
achieved.

6.14.6. Spanish management plans for mollusc bivalv&snfy by mechanised dredges in the
autonomous region of Valencia

Agreed draft section
This is the second time STECF revise the managemlant for dredges in the autonomous

region of Valencia, after the analysis performed20il. Therefore, this new version should
have taken into account previous comments.

Specific Terms of Reference

STECF is requested to review the scientific basristfie above mentioned management plan,
evaluate their findings and make appropriate comseith respect to the measures proposed
therein. Besides, STECF is requested to advice hehdghe plan contains adequate elements
concerning:

- the biological characteristics and the statexpi@ted resources with reference in particular
to long-term yields and low risk of stock collapse;
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- the description of the fishing pressured ame measures to accomplish a
sustainable exploitation of the main target stq€dsamelea gallinaandDonax spp);

- the data on catches, effort and catches peraingffort (CPUE), as well as the
biological reference points ensuring the conseoviatif the concerned stocks;

- the minimum sizes and relative quantities of sggementioned on the Annex llI;

- the potential impact of the fishing gear on tharime environment with particular interest
on protected habitats (i.e. sea grass bed, carabigs habitat and maérl bed);
- the social and economic impact of the measurgsgsed; and finally

- the scientific monitoring of the management plan.

Introduction

In 2011, Spain submitted for the first time, a ngaTaent plan for bivalve mollusc fishing using
mechanised dredges in the autonomous region ohvialeHowever, some of the basic elements
required to constitute a management plan accordingrticle 19 of Council Regulation
1967/2006 were absent. A revised management plambea been submitted and forms the
subject of this review.

STECF observations

Objectives of the MP

The immediate underlying objective of the proposednagement plan is to increase the
biomass of tellins@onax spp. and striped venus clam€ljamelea gallinpand by 2015, to
restore the stocks to the levels observed betw®&» 2and 2008 when they appeared to be
stable. In the longer term, the intention is toiaed and maintain a sustainable optimum
exploitation rate.

Measures included in the MP

* Limits on fishing effort and catches to achieveirmrease in CPUE of the stocks toward
the proposed CPUE targets

* Maximum permitted dimension of dredges

* Minimum sizes and release at sea of undersizedrapes

e Maximum daily catch and landings limits (i.e. TAC)

» Limits for daily fishing time

* Closed areas to protect the spawning stocks

» Scientific monitoring

Overview of the Management Plan: general comments

The management plan covers a fleet of 184 artidastahg vessels throughout the Autonomous
Community of Valencia. The plan includes a deswmiptof the fisheries in terms of
characteristics of fishing vessels and gear, spebielogy, by catches and impact on the
ecosystem, trends in fishing effort and catches@hdr information useful to assess the likely
impact of the proposed management measures.
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Data on the biology of the two stocks and their ydapon structure and development over
time are rather sparse and are insufficient to forenbasis of analytical stock assessments or to
reliably estimate fishing mortality or biomass refece points. In addition, there are no fishery-
independent survey data presented in the planrieedestimates of stock density and biomass.

Catch and effort data, available for 1992, 1995 #red period 2005-2012, showed an almost
linear reduction in effort, annual landings and @PWhich may indicate a reduced productivity
of both stocks. The downward trend in CPUE is palérly marked for the striped venus clam
and over recent years, CPUE has declined rapiciy tioistorical low level in 2012.

The plan is foreseen to apply until 31 December820he fishermen’s associations shall be
involved in the plan will record effort and catch&$ie plan also includes a provision to set up
a monitoring committee.

The MP proposes to manage the dredge fishery f@\@s in the Valencia region by setting
limits to fishing effort and catches to achievereases in catch rates (CPUE) to levels that were
observed over the period 2005-2008 when the stagigsared stable. Effort limits that are
considered to be adequate to achieve such cated wall be set. Catch rates are therefore used
as a proxy for stock biomass although the bastikisfassumption (i.e. stable fishery catchability
through time) is not elaborated upon in the MP.

Comments in relation to each of the elements in thEerms of Reference

Biological characteristics and the state okpklited resources with reference in
particular to long term yields and low risk of skocollapse

The habitat of the two target species of the figh@. gallina and D. trunculus is described
along with information on the spawning season ape at maturity. However it is unclear if the
data on spawning came from studies carried outhéregion and furthermore, there is no
reference to the period over which the studies wareied out. No data on growth or mortality
are presented and there is no information on sizage composition of the population (ICES,
2012°)

The description of the fishing pressure and the suess to accomplish a sustainable
exploitation of the main target stocks

The fleets and gear exploiting the two stocks wabies are described and information about the
trend in fishing effort, measured in fishing dayd, the dredge fleet is also provided. The
majority (90%) of the fleet is based at the portsGandia and Cullera and few vessels are
exclusively engaged in dredging for bivalves alrymund.

The MP does not include quantitative information @atch and effort of the hand dredges
(rastrillos). The number of licensed fishermen gsimand dredges and the catches landed
by such fishermen are not provided.

According to the data presented in the managemlant fishing effort has rapidly declined in
the period 2005-2012 following the same trend olerfor annual catches and CPUE. Such
reduction trend started in 1990s and catches reagheall-time low in 2012. Presently, bivalve

10 ICES 2012. ICES Implementation of Advice for datéimited stocks in 2012 in its 2012 Advice. ICEMC
2012/ACOM 68, 42 pp
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fishing is considered only as a marginal activitytérms of catch volume and fishing effort of
the artisanal fleet in the Valencia region.

The MP proposes to manage the fishery by settmgdion fishing effort and catches considered
adequate to achieve increases in CPUE of the oakstin 2013 and in subsequent years. These
limits are calculated using an empirical approaabel on the analysis of the trends in CPUE and
effort of the dredge fishery of the Gandia porte Bpproach was aimed at identifying the level of
effort (fishing days) that is intended to resultam increase in he CPUE of the fleet in 2013. This
level of effort, defined as “allowable fishing lits? (fyaim), was then used to calculate an annual
catch quota for 2013n which was obtained by mujing the faimby the average CPUE observed
in 2010-2012.

The MP prescribes that the annual catch quota @a82vill be modified in subsequent years,
depending on the trend in CPUE. If CPUE increasedeoreases, the annual catch quota will be
modified accordingly. No further quantitative methis proposed to calculate changes in annual
catch quota is described in the plan.

Furthermore, no measures to prevent a stock cellapthe event that CPUE declines rapidly are
proposed and there are no proposed limit referpac#s or provision to close the fishery.

Further comments on the proposed management medsuesach stock are given below.

Striped venus clam

The proposed effort limit for 2013 is 1092 fishidgys corresponding to an estimated catche
limit of 22,6 t based on the average CPUE obseme2010-2012. The proposed effort limit
appears inconsistent with the objective of increg&PUE in 2013 as the reported effort in 2011
deployed by the fleet from the main port (Gandm@)catch striped venus clams was only 82
days and the fleet essentially ceased exploitatic2012. Despite the large reduction in effort,
catches and catch rates rapidly declined in 2011226Adicating that the stock has essentially
collapsed. In such a situation to any increasesffiort and/or catches would appear to be
inadvisable if the objective is to increase thecktbiomass.

Tellins

A similar approach to that applied for striped vemlam was used for tellins. The effort limit
proposed is of 2513 fishing days for 2013, corresiitg to an estimated catch limit of about 42 t.
It is however not clear how this effort figure codliéd to an increases in CPUE considering that in
2012 the number of fishing days was only 803 inrnten port (Gandia). Fishing effort of the
Gandia fleet decreased almost linearly since 2605=0.77, p<0.01) and the expected figure of
fishing days in

2013 is only 787 well below the limit of 1514 dawgdicated for this port.

The proposed catch limit of 42 tons for 2013 ig¢if@e inconsistent and it has also a high risk to
further deplete the stock. As observed for C. gallthe temporal trend in CPUE and effort
indicate a reduction of the stock at sea and araireg productivity which should be taken into

account in defining catch and effort limits.

Other management measures
Other accompanying measures included in the MP ezoscmaximum allowed dimension of
dredges, restriction in the use of gear duringhirfig day (i.e. fishing hours), minimum sizes and
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release at sea of undersized specimens, maximwweall daily catch and landings limits.
Furthermore, the MP set the limits for daily fisfpitime and establishes closed zones to protect
the spawning stocks. Article 8 sets the limit o@ ttumber of shellfish gatherers working on foot.
Article 10 deals with surveillance and control dfet established

measures.

Data on catches, effort and catches per unit afre{CPUE).

Catch data are available for the two main portspdeaand Cullera, and for the years 1992,
1995 and 2005-2012. These data show a collapseipéd venus clam catches from about 670
tons in

1992 (377.5 t in Gandia and 302.1 t in Cullera) 46 Kg in 2012. Tellins catch also
declined sharply from about 150 — 199 tons in 1992e 16.6 tons in 2012.

CPUEs, calculated as kilogram landed daily by Jegég/vessel * day), showed a reduction
through time for both stocks with the lowest valobserved in 2012,

Decline in CPUE was particularly sharp for thepd venus, which decreased from 46.88 to
2.68 kg/ vessel * dayin 2005- 2012. Also CPUE of tellins showed a reitucfrom 39.23 to
15.33 kg/ vessel * daysince 2005. This downward trend was observed siff@® for both
stocks, with a more rapid decline over the mostme8-4 years.

As reported on section 2.5 of document I, in tinst fhalf of the 1990s, the average CPUEs of
venus clams and tellins by the dredge fisheriegshé area was about 65 kg per day (6 hours
fishing). In recent years effort has increased tbo@irs per day without achieving the same
amount of catch. The estimated CPUE would needetber to be standardized to take into
account the observed increase in fishing time dutime. In any case the current decline pattern
in CPUE is a conservative figure of the real teraptrend.

As stated in document Il - pg. 3%Although the available data on the activity areufiient to
establish precise values for the stock biomassfishthg mortality, they do clearly show that, for
both species, the current stock is beingidigp reduced and there is a tendency to
overfish although, at least until 2009, itllstesponded positively when fishing pressure
was relaxed precisely as the result of the scamitthe resource

Biological reference points ensuring the consenmabf the concerned stocks

The available data on catches, CPUE and effort weegl to run an ASPIC production model
but the results were not acceptable as a basiediimating MSY reference points. The MP
therefore proposes target conservation referenacetspbased on the average CPUE values
observed in the period 2005-2008 for the two sto€XBUE in 2005-08 were stable and are
considered consistent with the achievement of swadtée long term yield, but this is not
supported by the data presented in the MP, whidicates that catches were much higher prior
to the 2005-2008 reference period. There is alseea to supplement the CPUE target with a
limit on catches (TAC).

The rationale behind the use of CPUE as proxy tlmcksbiomass is the proportionality between
these two parameters. This assumption howeverespphtil the catchability remains unchanged
through time. There are however documented exangiléisheries where the catchability has
increased or decreased as effect of changes imesp#ensity and / or fisheries selectivity. These
aspects are poorly considered in the MP and thayldvideserve a deep discussion before using
CPUE trends to derive management measures.

The minimum sizes and relative quantities of sgetientioned on the Annex IlI

The Annex 3 of Council Regulation (EC) n. 1967/208&ablishes minimum landing size
(MLS) only for the striped venus clam . For thisesigs the current MLS adopted by the
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Valencia autonomous community is 21 mm, whereagCiencil Regulation (EC) n. 1967/2006
establish to 25 mm the minimum sizes establishedvémus shells. The MP establishes an
increase in the MLS to 25 mm to comply with the @duRegulation (EC) n. 1967/2006.

The MP establishes also that the catch of the @wvget species must be sieved on board of
the boats, using a sieve or perforated metal platie circular holes of a prescribed diameter.
Specimens which are not retained by the sieve ¢dmsold and must be immediately returned
to the sea as the vast majority of discarded idd@&is can easily survive if released in their
habitat.

The established holes measure (21 mm diameter)ete striped venus clam catch seems
however insufficient to reduce the landing of usilezd specimens below 25 mm shell size.

The MLS for striped venus clam (25 mm) is well abdhe size at maturity. In the case of tellins,
even though a MLS is not defined, the obligation soeve the catch should result in
small immature individuals being returned to tha akve. The MLS measures contained in the
MP seem therefore compatible with an exploitatiattgrn which minimizes the impact on the
immature stock and allowing individuals to spawteatt once.

The potential impact of the fishing gear on the imarenvironment with particular interests on
protected habitats

The fishery is carried out on coastal sandy shoyen f0.5 to 10 m. In this bathimetric ranges
there is no occurrence of sea grass meadows or ptogected habitats. The main species
discarded by the fisheries are described. Thenfiskarea is furthermore an area under the
strong influence of hydrodynamic forces where tiheact of mechanical action of the dredges
on the benthic communities can be considered tegeritant than the natural stress.

Hypotheses concerning the decline of the bivaleheiy in the region being linked to the
environmental changes that occurred over the l@syears are also reported in the plan. The
main cause of decline of the bivalve stocks iskatted to the construction of treatment plants
for waste waters and submarine outfalls in all taleand inland settlements, gradually reducing
the organic load reaching the coastline to theeriirminimal levels. This has achieved high
water quality for bathing and other tourism-relatesgs, but might have triggered a reduction in
the trophic resources available for littoral bivalmolluscs, which feed by filtering on the
phytoplankton itself and the organic matter suspdnith the water. A reduced carrying capacity
of the coastal area of Valencia for filter feedenganisms, such as mollusc bivalves, is
confirmed by the decreasing trend in phytoplankimmass observed in the area across the last
15 years (see Document I, pg. 29).

Social and economic impacts of the measures praopose

The MP does not include an analysis of the foressmmo-economic impacts of the proposed
measures.

Scientific monitoring of the management plan

The monitoring of the effects on the two targetksoof the measures applied are poorly detailed
in the MP. Daily landings and effort data are prsgabto be used to calculate the annual catch
rate, which will be adopted as main indicator ofwhthe fishery evolves in response to the
management measures implemented. It is also repdn@ monitoring of this data will be
continuous during the year to enable the fishergealosed when the indicated catch limits are
achieved.

The MP does not contain information about the fitoollection of biological data from the
catches (length structures, sex and maturity dagd)would be important to better understand the
impact of fishing on the target stocks. This isoat®ntradictory considering that in the MP it

-111 -



is stated that more accurate biological referermatp will be calculated in the next years to
better define the optimal exploitation levels.

In addition the MP does not mention which typesdafa will be collected in future years to
evaluate the social and economic impact of the @domeasures on the fishery.

STECF conclusions

The Management Plan (MP) for the conservation aisthéable exploitation of bivalve molluscs
along the coastline of Valencia contains a set elavant information on the dredge fishery
exploiting the stocks of striped venus cla@hémelea galling and tellins Donax spp. In
particular, the MP contains a description of thehdiry for the aspects related to the target
species, fishing fleets and gear, main ports, figlareas and fishing seasons. In addition, the MP
includes relevant information on the socio-econofeatures of the fishery and its recent trend in
catch and effort. A quantitative description of fiehery by-catch as well as an overview of the
impact of dredge fishing on the coastal ecosystemlso provided. Therefore, the document
contains sufficient information to develop a mamagat plan but in relation to the provisions of
Article 19 of the regulation, the plan is deficiemthe following aspects:

« The MP does not contain any scientific evidencestatistical analyses that can support
the reliability of the proposed catch limits to exte the established conservation targets.

» The MP did not consider that, even with some flatans, the two stocks showed a
continuous and almost negative linear trend ascatdd by the strong decline in CPUE.
Such stock declining has occurred despite a camtiseduction of the fishing effort,
suggesting an impaired productivity of the bivaktecks in the region.

* The empirical approach used to calculate the cltaits appears therefore inadequate in
the light of the precautionary approach and pranexpose the two stocks to high risks
of depletion and even stock collapse. The MP shadtpt a more precautionary approach
to set effort and catch limits, evaluating also thessibility to implement a recovery
plan in particular for the striped venus clam whishery has collapsed in 2011-2012.

* The MP lacks of quantitative harvest control rulBCR) to define how annual catch or
effort should be set.

* No limit reference points are defined for any speainder which the fishery should be
closed.

 The MP does not contain an explicit analysis of ithpact of the proposed management
measures on the socio-economy of the dredge feshefithe region.

Despite the fact that the plan is incomplete andesoriticisms are evidenced, STECF notes that
the implementation of certain measures, if coryeickbntified, such as the use of TAC, the limit
of the effort and closed areas, might have a peséffect on the stock status.

6.15. Request for an Assessment of cod catches in BalBea subdivisions 27 & 28
Background

Article 29 of Council Regulation (EC) No 1098/20@7 18 September 2007 establishing a
multiannual plan for the cod stocks in the BaltieaSand the fisheries exploiting those stocks
requires the Commission to decide annually on bafs&lvice from STECF about the application
of the fishing effort management limits definedArticle 8 of the same regulation to Subdivisions
27, 28.1 and 28.2.
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Background documentation can be found on:
https://stect.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/plen1303

Terms of Reference

The Commission requests STECF to advise if catohesd in the period 1 October 2012 to 30
September 2013 in Subdivisions 27 and 28.2 wererdnan 3% of the total catches of cod in
Subdivisions 25 to 28 and if the catches of co8ubdivision 28.1 were higher than 1.5 % of the
total catches of cod in Subdivisions 25 to 28.

STECF response

STECF received catch data from the Commissionlfdvieamber States fishing in the Baltic except
Finland (Table 6.15.1). It is not stated clearlyetiter the reported data relate to landings onkp or
total catch of cod (including estimates of discaréwever, STECF understands that the reported
data relate to landings and not to catches of cod.

Table 6.15.1 Cod catches from subdivisions 25-2&efBaltic Sea from 1 October 2012 to 30
September 2013 as reported by Member States

Country Subdivision

25-28 27+28.2 28.1 27+28.2 28.1

(kg) (kg) [kl % %
Denmark 6590544 0 0 0.000 0.000
Estonia 306145 472 654 0.154 0.214
Finland* nd nd nd nd nd
Germany 599432 0 0 0.000 0.000
Latvia 3110365.7| 214622.7 3800 6.900 0.122
Lithuania 2155869 19030 0 0.883 0.000
Poland 12636755.66 2240 0 0.018 0.000
Sweden 6478273.2 18405.2 0 0.284 0.000
TOTAL 31877384.56| 254769.9 4454 0.799 0.014

The data in Table 6.15.1 indicate that between tblgr 2012 and 30 September 2013, reported
landings of cod from Subdivisions 27 and 28.2 aonted for approximately 0.8% of the total
reported landings of cod from Subdivisions 25-2Bnifarly, the reported landings of cod from
Subdivision 28.1 represented approximately 0.01 fo%he total reported landings of cod from
Subdivisions 25-28. STECF notes that accordingdidS WKEID (2010), discards of cod in the
Baltic represents on average, approximately 10%eftotal catches of cod.

STECF conclusions

STECF concludes that over the period 1 October 20130 September 2013 reported landings of
cod from Subdivisions 27 and 28.2 were lower th&n &f the total landings reported from
Subdivisions 25 to 28. Similarly, reported landirmjscod from Subdivision 28.1 were lower than
1.5 % of the total landings in Subdivisions 25 & Assuming an average discard rate of about
10% of the catches for Eastern Baltic cod, STEG#kckmles that overall, the reported catches of
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cod were lower than the thresholds defined in AgtR9 of Council Regulation (EC)No 1098/2007
of 18 September 2007.

Finland did not submit a report on catches of gothfthe Baltic for the period 1 October 2012 to
30 September 2013.

6.16. Request for clarification on appropriate fishing efort level in the North Sea
Background

In accordance with the Council Regulation (EC) 12028 the Council shall decide on the
maximum allowable fishing effort for each effortogp by Member State. The rules for setting
fishing effort allocations are provided in Articl® of the plan. Each year required adjustment in
effort as required by the plan was provided by IGHS reviewed STECF in the stock advice for
the cod in the North Sea. In the advice for 201qumed adjustment of fishing effort is not

provided.

Terms of Reference

The Commission requests STECF to advise on appitepadjustment of the fishing effort in
accordance with the rules set out in the cod plai2®14.

STECF Response

Article 12.2 of the Council Regulation (EC) 1342080stipulates that the maximum allowable
fishing effort shall be calculated by means of sdhae established as follows:

(a) for the first year of application of this Regtibn the baseline shall be established for eddntef
group as the average effort in kW-days spent dutiegyears 2004-2006 or 2005-2007, according
to the preference of the Member State concernesddoan the advice of STECF;

(b) for the subsequent years of application of Regulation the baseline shall be equal to the
maximum allowable fishing effort of the previousaye

STECF considers that the calculation of the maxinallowable fishing effort for 2014 shall be
based on the effort allocated for 2013.

Article 12.4 of the Council Regulation (EC) 1342830stipulates that for aggregated effort groups
where the percentage cumulative catch calculateording to paragraph 3(b) is equal to or exceeds
20 %, annual adjustments shall apply to the effpoups concerned. The maximum allowable
fishing effort of the groups concerned shall begkted as follows:

a) where Articles 7 or 8 applies, by applying te traseline the same percentage adjustment as that
set out in those Articles for fishing mortality.

STECF notes that the 2014 advice for cod in subBre@North Sea) and division VIld (Eastern
Channel) and llla West (Skaggerak) implies a rddacin fishing mortality of 46% from the

estimated 2013 fishing mortality (F= 0.39) to thaviaed fishing mortality for 2014 (F= 0.21).
STECF therefore advises, considering the aboveequétticle 12.2 (b) and 12.4 (a), that the

-114 -



maximum allowable fishing effort for 2014 should &t equal to 54 % of the maximum allowable
fishing effort in 2013 of the effort groups conocedn

STECF also agrees with the conclusions of the I€&38uation of a Joint EU-Norway request on
TAC setting options for cod in the North Sea anadghkrak (ICES Advice 2013, Book 6, section
6.3.5.5), which implies a reduction in fishing naditty and catch advice in 2014.

6.17. Request for an evaluation of the effectiveness ofigthly Selective Gears based on a
net grid being used by English administered vessels

Background

STECF has previously considered the applicatiom Bt Grid, a modified inclined separator panel
in PLEN 12-02 (section 7.1). At this time STECF wasable to evaluate fully the effect of the

modification and identified the additional datau&gd and the need for more extensive testing of
the gear in varying fishing situations.

Background documentation can be found on:
https://stect.jrc.ec.europa.eu/web/stecf/plen1303

Terms of reference

The UK has now submitted the outcome of furtheddriundertaken as part of a Fisheries Industry
Partnership, on variants of a NetGNéphropgrawl. STECF are requested to consider,

1 The extent that each design can be expecteditweehe catches of adult and juvenile cod.
In addition STECF ise asked to comment on the diveduction in the catches (both landings and
discards) of other commercial species likely taabkieved by this trawl. STECF are further asked
to comment on the possible impact on cod mortalitying from the use of this gear.

2. To what extent does the data and informationvigeal in relation to the technical
characteristics of each of the designs supportdmelusion that catches of cod by such gears will
be less than or equal to 5% (five) of the overatlilt catches. STECF are asked where possible to
guantify the possible reduction that may be acliemahe Fishing Mortality.

3. In cases of scientific uncertainty please spettie information and data that have to be
improved; in particular concerning the samplingt&gy including sampling precision levels and
intensities in relation to catch and discards datd, where relevant, the description of gear
properties and its effect.

STECF response

Two different variants of the NetGrid have beenaleped. The information provided relates to the
first design and STECF notes that further datahenefficacy of the second variant (short version)
is currently being collected; therefore the follogi STECF comments only relate to the first
design. STECF (PLEN 12-02) previously evaluated tigar type to assess whether it could be
considered as an exempted gear (article 11.2 EQiI&emn 1342/2008). SETCF (PLEN 12-02)
concluded that there was insufficient cod catcladat make a statistically robust judgement. In
addition, STECF (12-02) concluded thdn ‘addition to total catch in weight of cod and ather
species by haul and gear from a more extensive gidrthan the one in the current report (e.g.
covering more seasons), detailed technical spetifins of the gears and their mode of deployment
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needs to be provided. The technical specificatigiven in the report are inadequate in this
respect. STECF notes that in respect to the current appba that these data deficiencies have
been largely addressed and the information baseide is sufficient to evaluate the request.
STECF notes that the basis of the request is nsge& exemption under article 11.2 of the cod plan
but rather to assess whether the gear modificiioapable of maintaining cod catches below 5%.

1. While the cod catches observed during the triaés rafatively low, there is sufficient
information to conclude that the test gear resualistatistically significant reductions in cod
catch when compared to the standard gear. Redsdtiarod catches (and other species) are
relatively consistent across hauls. The resultssgmed show that cod catches are
significantly reduced by 72% by weight and 79% bymber (p=0.0001). Full
implementation of this gear will result in a redaatin fishing mortality associated with the
English TR2 fleet provided there is sufficient Ugaln terms of contributing to a reduction
of total fishing mortality on cod, the impact oftlest gear will be marginal given that the
overall cod catch attributed to the ENG TR2 fleet2012 is estimated to be 155 t,
amounting to only 0.4% of the overall North Sea catth. STECF further notes that the
gear design also results in large scale reductigrsatches of other species, including dab
(-75%); plaice (-89%); whiting (-81%) and haddoeka@s) with minimal loss oNephrops
STECF notes that successfully implementation of tachnical modification will result in
substantive reductions in by-catches associatddthiss fishery.

2. The report presented shows that the level of cagjldaduring the trials were on average
(mean 2.8%, median 2.2%) for the test gear andverage (mean 2.3%, median 0.8%) in
the control or standard. A bootstrap analysis basethe results presented shows that the
probability of cod catches exceeding 5% in the ¢gestr is 2%. It is also interesting to note
that the probability of cod exceeding 5% in thetooingear is <1%. Interestingly, despite
the high reductions in cod catches in the test,gbar mean percentage contribution cod
makes to the overall catch are broadly similar athkthe test and experimental gear. The
fact that the test gear also releases a large whinother species, means that the overall
bulk catch in the test gear (mean 190 kg) is camaluly less than the bulk catch in the
control gear (mean 408 kg).

3. STECF notes that the experimental design and sagptrategy (low sub-sampling levels
etc) are sound and robust. However, the above \wditsams are only pertinent to one of the
gear modifications presented (gear variant 1) a& dalating to the second gear
modification were not available. The trials werendocted during October 2013 and the
observations drawn above are based on only 14 iexgetal hauls. If catchability changes
with season or other environmental drivers, them @ssumptions of cod catches being
maintained below the 5% threshold may change. @ugaionitoring of the fleets using this
gear will be required in order provide further dersiwation that the objectives of
maintaining cod catches below 5% are maintained.

6.18. Request for advice on scientific evidence requiredfor the exclusions from the
landing obligation certain fisheries based on higlsurvivability

Background
In accordance with political agreement on the Cé&form the landing obligation for number of

fisheries for small pelagic, industrial specieghy migratory species and salmon in the Baltic Sea
will enter into force as of 1 January 2015. Theyes¢ope within the the landing obligation for
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exemptions from the landing obligation for sped@swhich scientific evidence demonstrates high
survival rates, taking into account the charadiessof the gear, of the fishing practices andhef t
ecosystem. These exemptions for survivability camiluded within temporary discard plans or as
part of multiannual plans.

At the July 2013 STECF plenary, the Commission estgd STECF to review available
information on survival of discards and identifgHeries (gear, area, season etc.) in the Baltic Sea
where discarded fish would have the highest prdibalof survival and where possible give
estimated probabilities of survival. Based on tbgionalised approach the BALTFISH identified
candidate fisheries for exemption based on suriityalProposed exemptions are:

- Salmon and sea trout fisheries with trap-nets anohg@-nets (and possibly gillnets)
- Fisheries using passive gears such as trap-netdsipots, fyke-nets and pound nets

STECF concluded that it was not possible to proadeliable list specifying the survival rate of
discards by species and by fishing gear. Howevdrsexjuently at an STECF EWG meeting (EWG
13-16) held in September the issue of survivabilitythe context of the landing obligation was
discussed in detail. This included the definitidnhagh survivability and also the methodologies
that should be used for conducting survival expenits.

Terms of reference

In light of the findings of EWG 13-16 and given BAEISH have only a very limited time to
finalise a discard plan for the Baltic, STECF iguested
- To advise on what scientific evidence is neededgbfy the specific exemptions proposed
by the BALTFISH based on high survivability and particular the appropriateness of
methodologies identified by EWG 13-16 (e.g. vifahssessments) to obtain such evidence.

STECF response
STECF interprets the ToR as:

- To advise on protocols and methodologies that shbalfollowed to ensure that the results
of survival studies are robust and could be usgddiify the specific exemptions proposed
by the BALTFISH based on high survivability. In pewnlar the appropriateness of
methodologies identified by EWG 13-16 (e.g. vitabissessments) to obtain such evidence
should be considered.

BALTFISH has prepared a draft discard plan for Badtic Sea in which salmon and sea trout
fisheries with trap-nets and pound-nets (and posgibinets) and fisheries using passive gears such
as trap-nets, creels/pots, fyke-nets and poundanetsuggested to be exempted from the obligation
to land all catches. STECF is not aware that angnsfic evidence of high survivability of
discarded species caught by the above gears Bailtie.

During PLEN 13-02 STECF was requested to reviewlaia information on survival of discards
and identify fisheries (gear, area, season eta¢harBaltic Sea where discarded fish would have the
highest probability of survival and where possigiee estimated probabilities of survival. Due to
the many factors that can affect the survival ratesliscards (for example: exposure on deck,
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seasonality, sea surface and air temperature, 3B, age of fish, depth caught, catch
composition, haul duration, breeding and healttustaf fish, etc.). STECF considered it to be
misleading to make any extrapolations on discardiai rates beyond the scope of the individual
studies themselves. STECF therefore concludedittiveais not possible to provide a reliable list
specifying the survival rate of discards by speaied by fishing gear.

During the STECF EWG 13-16 meeting held in Vares8eptember 2013 survivability issues were
discussed in detail. As part of the outcome of théseting the working group provided guidance for
best practices to undertake studies on survivghilitvhich three different experimental approaches
was put forward as methods to estimate discardatigrt

I.  Vitality assessmentwhere “vitality” of the subject to be discardedscored relative to any
array of indicators (e.g. activity, reflex respomssd/or injuries) that have been correlated
with the likelihood of survival;

ii.  Captive observation:where the discarded subject is kept in captivitdétermine where it
lives or dies;

iii.  Tagging and biotelemetry: where the subject to be discarded is tagged athereits
behaviour/physiological status is monitored to datee its likelihood of survival or
survival estimates are derived from the numbegetifrned tags.

The above methods have advantages and disadvamthgsare identified in EWG 13-16 and are
appropriate for differing temporal scales — (i) ieufiate (straight after handling) —(ii) short term
(days to weeks) - captive observations -and;ldny-term (> 1 month).

In addition, the EWG report provides guidance otinegtion methods, data analysis etc. (see
STECF EWG 13-16).

STECF considers that the outcomes of STECF EWG6E1Bravides good guidance on protocols
and methods for conducting survivability studiesgeneral and hence also in the case of the
fisheries proposed for exemption. However, to mtevadvice on the design of the survivability
experiments requires a regional in-depth evaluatrdmch should be conducted by survivability
experts with experience of the fisheries and spgeaencerned. Furthermore, providing
species/fishery specific guidelines cannot be aguewithin the time scale of PLEN 13-03
therefore STECF is of the opinion that relevant exig should be contracted to produce such
evaluations and advice.

STECF notes that an ICES Expert Group has beeunpsti advise on the design of survivability
experiments. It is not known whether the outcomemfthis working group will be area-specific.

The reporting timescale of this expert group isnown, but it is unlikely that the outcomes will be
available before the introduction of the landinddigation in the Baltic Sea. Nevertheless, the
findings from this working group should be followeldsely.

The Commission has indicated that the discard faathe Baltic Sea needs to be submitted to the
Commission for approval in June 2014 at the latesirder to be implemented on th&df January
2015. If no robust scientific evidence in suppdrthee exemption of the gears can be produced by
June 2014 STECF note that the provisions of Artifeof the CFP Basic Regulation (08-10-2013),
prescribes that no exemptions can be includedeabtiset of the plan. However, STECF considers
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that the BALTFISH discard plan could benefit frontluding provisions for allowing exemptions
at a later stage if such evidence becomes available

7. STECFRECOMMENDATIONS FROM STECF-PLEN-13-03

No recommendations arose during discussions at td™ plenary meeting of the STECF.
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8. CONTACT DETAILS OF STECFMEMBERS AND OTHER PARTICIPANTS

! - Information on STECF members and invited expetfiliations is displayed for information onlynl
some instances the details given below for STECkIpees may differ from that provided in Commission
COMMISSION DECISION of 27 October 2010 on the ampwient of members of the STECF (2010/C
292/04) as some members’ employment details mag kbhanged or have been subject to organisational
changes in their main place of employment. In aagec as outlined in Article 13 of the Commission
Decision (2005/629/EU and 2010/74/EU) on STECF, Mers of the STECF, invited experts, and JRC
experts shall act independently of Member Statestaiteholders. In the context of the STECF work, th
committee members and other experts do not regrésennstitutions/bodies they are affiliated totleir
daily jobs. STECF members and invited experts madelarations of commitment (yearly for STECF
members) to act independently in the public inteofgshe European Union. STECF members and experts
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